SR 99: Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project
Final EIS - Appendix S 2004 and 2006 Comments and Responses

[-215-001

FHWA, WSDOT, and the City of Seattle appreciate receiving your
comments. After the 2004 Draft EIS was published, your comments
along with others led to additional planning, analysis, and the revised
alternatives presented in the 2006 Supplemental Draft EIS. Following
publication of the 2006 Supplemental Draft EIS, there was not a
consensus on how to replace the viaduct along the central waterfront. In
March 2007, Governor Gregoire, former King County Executive Sims,
and former City of Seattle Mayor Nickels initiated a public process called
the Partnership Process to develop a solution for replacing the viaduct
along the central waterfront. Details about the project history are
described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Because the project has evolved
since comments were submitted in 2004, please refer to this Final EIS
for the current information.

In January 2009, Governor Gregoire, former King County Executive
Sims, and former Seattle Mayor Nickels recommended replacing the
central waterfront portion of the Alaskan Way Viaduct with a single,
large-diameter bored tunnel. After the recommendation was made, the
Bored Tunnel Alternative was analyzed and compared to the Viaduct
Closed (No Build Alternative), Cut-and-Cover Tunnel, and Elevated
Structure Alternatives in the 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS. The
comments received on the 2004 Draft and 2006 Supplemental Draft
EISs, subsequent Partnership Process, and the analysis presented in
the 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS led to the lead agencies’ decision to
identify the Bored Tunnel Alternative as the preferred alternative for
replacing the viaduct along the central waterfront.

The lead agencies have studied various retrofitting concepts, and all of
these concepts fail to provide a cost-effective, long-term solution that
adequately addresses the risks to public safety and the weakened state
of the viaduct.
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Although costs are an important part of project planning and decision-
making, they are purposely not a major part of the environmental review
process. As provided in CFR 1502.23 “For purposes of complying with
the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various
alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis
and should not be when there are important qualitative considerations.”
Overall project costs are included with the project description and are
used for the analysis of economic impacts. Cost estimates for the
alternatives evaluated in the Final EIS are:

« Bored Tunnel — $1.96 billion
e Cut-and-Cover — $3.0 to $3.6 billion
» Elevated Structure — $1.9 to $2.4 billion

These cost estimates do include different elements. The Bored Tunnel
Alternative cost does not include replacing the seawall, improving the
Alaskan Way surface street, or building a streetcar. Costs for the Cut-
and Cover Tunnel and Elevated Structure Alternatives do not include
replacing the seawall between Union and Broad Streets.
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