Dear Ms. Crunican, Mr. Dye and Mr. Taniguchi:

We write to express our significant concerns with the Integrated Elevated scenario
proposed for the replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct. This alternative relies on
an economic premise that we believe is fundamentally flawed — that there is a market
for nearly a mile of new retail development under the highway structure.

While we share the planning and design community belief that this alternative walls
off the waterfront and runs counter to every successful urban design principle, our
specific concerns focus on the economic viability, and include the following:

e Retail Viability: The economic assumptions do not seem practical or
achievable. 600,000 square feet of new retail is a significant increase, and
there are no indications that this much retail could be successful in this
location. Given the additional costs and risks of developing under the
freeway, it is very unlikely that costs can be recovered through rents. Retail is
very difficult to site, and the noise, lack of parking, and stigma of being under
a freeway seems like a tough sell for quality retail (or any retail). A developer
commented that this project would be too risky in a boom economy, out of
the question in the current economy.

e [Engineering Uncertainties: We are concerned that construction of a structural
framework and foundations to support the development of the space below
the freeway would likely require total isolation from the highway structure.
This would present costly engineering challenges, making a project
unfeasible from a yield to cost perspective. The well documented
geotechnical conditions along the waterfront in concert with the need to place
below- grade foundations within the highway right of way and in close










