
I-652-001

Overall project costs are included with the project description and are

used for the analysis of economic impacts. Cost estimates for mitigation

are included in the overall project costs. These estimates, along with

other cost estimates, are refined as the planning and design process

proceeds and details are developed. All cost estimates allow for

escalation and inflation and include contingencies for unforeseen events.

The project is included in the financially-constrained long range plan

adopted by the Puget Sound Regional Council (the area’s Metropolitan

Planning Organization, or MPO). Cost estimates for the alternatives

evaluated in the Final EIS are:

Bored Tunnel – $1.96 billion•

Cut-and-Cover Tunnel – $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.

 

I-652-002

Selection of the preferred alternative was made after consideration of

many factors, including the advisory vote. Please see Chapter 2,

Alternatives Development, in the Final EIS for a summary of the project

history.

 

I-652-003

Extensive modeling has been conducted to project future traffic volumes

on SR 99 in the planning year 2030. The project will maintain the

mobility, accessibility, and traffic safety in the corridor under all of the
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alternatives. Please see the Final EIS for the current transportation

modeling analysis for all the proposed build alternatives.

 

I-652-004

With the preferred Bored Tunnel Alternative, the final configuration of

Alaskan Way will be determined by the Central Waterfront Project being

led by the City of Seattle. This project is not studying the City of Seattle's

ability to maintain or keep its public open space facilities safe as part of

the EIS.

 

I-652-005

Many people asked the lead agencies to consider an alternative that

would remove the viaduct and replace it with a four-lane surface

roadway along Alaskan Way and include transit improvements. Without

a host of improvements and modifications, a four-lane Alaskan Way

would create even more congestion on I-5 and downtown streets than

the alternatives evaluated in the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs.

Transportation studies performed for this project indicate that replacing

the viaduct with a four-lane surface street would substantially increase

congestion for most of the day and part of the evening on I-5 through

downtown Seattle, downtown streets, and Alaskan Way. On downtown

streets, traffic would increase by 30 percent; though traffic increases to

specific areas like Pioneer Square and the waterfront could exceed 30

percent. With a four-lane roadway, traffic on Alaskan Way would

quadruple to 35,000 to 56,000 vehicles per day compared to about

10,000 vehicles today. This traffic increase would make Alaskan Way the

busiest street downtown, carrying more traffic than Mercer Street does

today. The increased traffic congestion would also make travel times

worse for buses, making transit improvements along these streets

largely ineffective. Finally, neighborhoods west of I-5 (Ballard, Queen

Anne, Magnolia, and West Seattle) would be less accessible and would

face longer commute times.
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I-652-006

An advisory vote took place in 2007 before the Partnership Process that

led to development and recommendation of the preferred alternative.

Please see Chapter 2, Alternatives Development, for a summary of the

project history and development of the build alternatives.
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