SR 99: Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project
Final EIS - Appendix T 2010 Comments and Responses

C-007-001

All freight traffic traveling between Ballard and the Duwamish industrial
area, other than over-height loads or hazardous or flammable cargo,
could use Mercer Place/Mercer Street to access the bored tunnel via the
Republican Street ramps.

Travel times along the freight routes between Ballard and S. Spokane
Street can be found in the Truck Traffic and Freight section in Chapter 5
of the Final EIS Appendix C, Transportation Discipline Report. These
travel times are for an average of all vehicles including general purpose
and freight traffic. The traffic analysis results represent an average of all
vehicles including general purpose and freight traffic. A separate detailed
traffic analysis for freight was not performed.

Refer to Chapter 8 of the Final EIS Appendix C, Transportation
Discipline Report for cumulative effects, including the proposed
Elliott/Western Connector and two-way Mercer West Project.

C-007-002

Chapter 9 in the 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS discussed the possibility
of tolling and effects if tolls were applied to the Bored Tunnel Alternative.
In addition, a detailed tolling analysis has been conducted for all
alternatives and is presented in this Final EIS. Please refer to

Appendix C, Transportation Discipline Report, for additional detailed
analysis of tolling impacts to transportation elements.
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C-007-003

The City of Seattle would update the Major Truck Street network to
reflect changes in the street network. The City would work with the
Freight Mobility Advisory Board and other stakeholders through the
designation process.

C-007-004

Chapter 2, Alternatives Development, of the Final EIS describes how
alternatives were evaluated in the environmental documentation for this
project. The lead agencies recognize that retrofitting highways,
roadways, and bridges is often a viable option to counter earthquake
threats. However, unlike other bridges and structures in the area, it isn’t
practical to retrofit the viaduct to meet seismic safety standards by only
strengthening one or two structural elements. Fundamentally, such fixes
transfer the forces from one weak point in the structure to another, and
the viaduct is weak in too many places. The concrete frames, columns,
foundations, and even the soil under the structure don’t provide enough
strength by today’s standards. 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. Therefore it is not
considered a reasonable alternative.
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