
From: Brady Nordstrom
To: PlanningCommission
Cc: Alex Brennan
Subject: Futurewise - Comment on Analysis of HB 1110 Requirements in FEIS (10/11/20203)
Date: Wednesday, October 11, 2023 3:47:49 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

Dear Bellevue Planning Commission:
 
We appreciate the work that you are embarking upon to update Bellevue’s growth strategy. In
reviewing the packet for the meeting tonight (10/11/2023), some topics came up related to HB 1110
that we wanted to raise.
 
On pg. 6, second to last paragraph, the Planning Commission memo states: “The FEIS will include
analysis of the Preferred Alternative which includes a revised land use map. This new land use map
includes land use parameters consistent with HB 1110 and HB 1337, recent state legislation
that allows for up to four units on any parcel that allows a single family house and allows up to two
accessory dwelling units on any residential parcel.”
 
While this memo covers a lot of information and there may be information not included, we thought
that it was important to clarify that HB 1110 requires jurisdictions of Bellevue’s size to allow at least
4 units on every residential lot, at least 6 units on every residential lot if at least two of those units
are affordable, and at least 6 units on every lot within a quarter mile of major transit stops. We are
confident that Bellevue staff are aware of these requirements, however, it is not immediately clear
from the packet how these requirements are going to be adequately studied in the FEIS. We
recommend that the Planning Commission verify that staff is planning to adequately review the
impacts of all the requirements of the state bill 1110 in the FEIS, including the 6 units per
residential lot if at least 2 of those units are affordable and 6 units within a quarter mile of major
transit.
 
As a related but separate issue, we recommend that the Planning Commission work with staff and
non-profit housing providers to fully explore strategies to make the 6 units with 2 affordable option
as financially feasible as possible by incentivizing and removing barriers to the production of these
affordable middle housing units. This will help the final housing strategy in Bellevue to be aligned
with the countywide planning policies (“CPPs”).
 
Thank you for considering our comments.
 
 
Best Regards,
Brady Nordstrom
--
Eastside Program Coordinator
Futurewise

mailto:brady@futurewise.org
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:alex@futurewise.org
https://bellevue.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12349093&GUID=55B22D32-CA4A-4C05-B95F-5329D7A1A887
https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2023-24/Pdf/Bills/House%20Passed%20Legislature/1110-S2.PL.pdf?q=20231011141755


Cell: 253.886.2099
816 Second Avenue, Suite 200 , Seattle, WA  98104-1530
futurewise.org
 

http://futurewise.org/


From: City of Bellevue
To: PlanningCommission
Subject: Webform submission from: Planning Commission Oral Communications
Date: Wednesday, October 11, 2023 5:31:05 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

Submitted on Wed, 10/11/2023 - 17:30

Submitted by: Anonymous

Submitted values are:

Topic
Trees

Name
Julie Tzucker

Preferred method of contact
Email

Email
jtzucker@gmail.com

Phone
2069993443

Address
5733 122ND AVE SE, APT 141
BELLEVUE, Washington. 98006-3836

Planning to participate
Virtual

{Empty}

mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:jtzucker@gmail.com
tel:2069993443


From: p johnston
To: PlanningCommission
Subject: TU Oct 10 Planning event
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2023 4:04:09 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

FYI: I counted participants twice during the session. Excluding CM Zahn and staff, I counted 47 total.
I can supply the list if needed.
 
Cordially,

-þamela. hnston
'
 

õo
425-881-3301

mailto:pamjjo@msn.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov


From: Joshua McNichols
To: PlanningCommission
Subject: KUOW inquiry
Date: Friday, October 13, 2023 11:09:24 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

Hello, I'm a reporter at KUOW (NPR) Seattle. I'm working on some reporting about Bellevue as it
readies itself for the arrival of light rail.
 
I'm interested in learning who on the Planning Commission is most aligned with this work of helping
Bellevue become more walkable as light rail approaches.
 
My gut says that I should probably talk to Vishal – but it probably depends on who is most focused
on this.
 
Joshua McNichols
 
 

   
Joshua McNichols  | He / Him 
Reporter
CELL: (206) 313-9793
EM: jmcnichols@kuow.org 

   
 
 

mailto:jmcnichols@kuow.org
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
http://www.kuow.org/
http://www.kuow.org/
https://www.facebook.com/kuowpublicradio
https://www.facebook.com/kuowpublicradio
https://www.instagram.com/kuow


From: leesgt@aol.com
To: PlanningCommission
Cc: Council
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting Comments for 10/11/23
Date: Monday, October 16, 2023 3:44:17 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

(I thought numerous times about sending an email with my thoughts about this meeting but got
sidetracked to more currently urgent tasks-sorry about that)

I was genuinely pleased with the meeting.  (Not solely because it was very pertinent to my concerns
even though the path forward for the Comprehensive Plan updates was presented followed by the
beginnings of the planning for the Environmental Impact analysis and changes needed)

In fact, the meeting was very interesting with the various elements of each part of the
Comprehensive plan details.  The Commissioners in-depth questions and the staff responses that
were thoughtfully and quickly returned, were enlightening to me. Well done.

The second part about the initiating plans for preparing for the results of potentially severe Climate
Change results was equally exciting.  It is like most things a little overdue as expressed by one
Commissioner (but that is normal since the population has to be on board with it being a real risk to
face the costs that will be inevitably occur).  (Tax increase is always an issue.)  Everyone was alive
and on target for expanding the needs assessment even though this was more of an opportunity to
explore what to do next, how and why.  A good exhausting event, indeed.

A comment for your consideration, canopy evaluation is not a good measure of analysis of
sustainable, resilience.  (Just like “BMI” is not a good measure of body health.  It is simply an easy
measurement that aids in determining health.)  Large trees are resilient because they can survive
without the requirement of artificial supplements like artificially added water and nutrients to
survive.  Canopy alone can not give this information. 

Another comment for your consideration, heat abatement via air conditioners, heat pumps, etc.
require more energy than naturally occurring in an area such as “heat sink” areas represent,
therefore, asking for more energy input and more cost to the individuals.  Where heat is prevented
from entering the structures during daylight hours, the structures actually need less cooling.  (Case
in point, my house has only had a heat pump in the last 15-20 years, however, when we did not have
one the house was well below the outside temperatures, and still does not require a heat pump
during the day but at night it will kick in for a while. In other words, there may be other ways to
abate heat when needed that don’t require as much heat abatement.)

I enjoyed very much everyone’s efforts for the meeting.  I also recognized the sharing that was given
both before and after the meeting as being useful to furthering our efforts for our city.

 

mailto:leesgt@aol.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:Council@bellevuewa.gov


From: Mariya Frost
To: PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Responses to Bike Bellevue inquiries
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2023 3:36:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
09132023 Mariya Frost Bike Bellevue request for information.pdf
KDC Written Comment on Bike Bellevue for 9-14 Meeting.msg
RE Questions RE Bike Bellevue modeling.msg

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

 
 
Mariya Frost
Director of Transportation
Kemper Development Company
The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place
425-460-5925 Mobile 
mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
www.bellevuecollection.com

 

From: Mariya Frost 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2023 2:30 PM
To: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov>
Cc: transportationcommission@bellevuewa.gov; City Council <council@bellevuewa.gov>; Halse,
Katie <KHalse@bellevuewa.gov>
Subject: FW: Responses to Bike Bellevue inquiries
 
Franz,
 
Thank you again for taking the time to put together a thorough response to our questions regarding
Bike Bellevue. I do have some follow-up comments and inquiries I hope you and the department
might be able to address.
 

1. Travel data is misrepresented

Bike Bellevue argues that Bellevue roads are underutilized and overbuilt to justify significant
reductions in capacity for the creation of bike lanes. The City averaged bi-directional traffic at all
hours of the day to illustrate this point, rather than presenting data that reflects the public’s travel
experience at peak hours. In response to concerns about this claim, you’ve provided directional data
comparing directional vehicle volumes and directional capacity, which is much more meaningful. For
some corridors, the contrast is shocking.
 
For example, the City shows bi-directional data in Bike Bellevue for Corridor 3, giving the impression

mailto:mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
mailto:PlanningCommission@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
http://www.bellevuecollection.com/
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City of Bellevue staff responses on three Bike Bellevue related emails received from Mariya Frost, Director 
of Transportation, Kemper Development Company on September 13, 2023 


 
1. Table 15 (Tangible GHG Emission Contexts) states that the 2035 annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 


metric tons. But on page 13, the report states that “when built out in 2035, Bike Bellevue will…reduce 
GHG emissions by between 1,100-4,000 metric tons per year.” It’s not clear to me why the lower end 
of these ranges are different for the same year. Could you please clarify? 
 
Table 15 was developed using the ICLEI methodology, and the range of 2,600-4,000 metric tons is specific 
to the output from that tool. The text in the report, “1,100-4,000 metric tons” includes the BKRCast data 
as the low-end of the estimate and ICLEI on the high-end, to present the full spectrum of the modeling 
results and acknowledge uncertainty in the data. Note that the GHG Emissions Memo clearly identifies 
the BKRCast output on Table 4. 


  
2. Additionally, Table 15 shows that the annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 metric tons, which 


cumulatively over 20 years (2035-2055) is shown as 75,400-11,5500 (115,500 I assume). How did you 
arrive at that cumulative range? 2,600 * 20 = 52,000 not 75,400. Additionally, 4,000 * 20 equals 80,000 
not 115,500.  Can you please explain how you arrived at the cumulative reduction range? 
 
As stated in the first paragraph of text preceding Table 15, we note that VMT increased to account for 
additional growth in traffic between 2035 and 2055. With growth in traffic, the 20 year cumulative VMT 
will be higher than simply multiplying VMT (and thus GHG emissions) by 20. Multiplying by 20 would 
assume that there would be no growth in traffic after 2035, which is inconsistent with land use and traffic 
forecasts.  
  


3. Washington law requires transportation-related CO2 emissions to be basically zero by 2050. Simply 
multiplying by 20 (if that’s what you did in that calculation, though I’m not sure since the math doesn’t 
add up) would be incorrect because the annual GHG reduction would decline every year from 2035-
2050. As a result of state law, the marginal difference between build/no-build options would decline 
every year. The numbers don’t appear to match those legal requirements, possibly inflating the CO2 
benefit of the Build option. Can you please help me understand some of the assumptions that were 
made and why? 
 
The GHG emissions factors were gathered from PSRC, which estimates all regional air pollution and GHG 
emissions for the four-county region. The GHG emissions factors from PSRC are derived from the US EPA 
MOVES air pollution model which assumes increased penetration of electric vehicles, but also assumes 
that it will take many years for electric vehicles to saturate the market as a new gasoline-powered vehicle 
sold in 2025 could still be on the road in 2045. Therefore, the emissions factors shown in Table 11 used in 
the GHG emissions forecasting show lower emissions across the board because of increased EV usage, 
but they do not assume that 100% of the fleet is electric in the 2035-2050 timeframe.  
  


4. Could you please point me to where in the appendices it is shown how CO2 emission reductions are 
calculated? Where are the CO2 estimates from? I see you reference PSRC data, but I can’t find the 
data. Can you please send a report or link? 
 
The GHG emissions calculations are all described in the “Bike Bellevue Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Calculation” Memorandum in Appendix C – this is on page 151 of the PDF document. 


 
5. Can you please help me understand why ICLEI was chosen for this analysis? It is 14 year-old global data 


completed prior to the recession and COVID. As a result, the CO2 reduction ranges are quite large 
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(PSRC for lower, ICLEI for higher end of range). Are there model options the City could use that would 
offer more precision? A 400% difference between the top and bottom of a CO2 range is not credible or 
helpful.  
 
ICLEI was used, in addition to the City’s BKRCast data to account for research in the literature that 
demonstrates a link between bicycle mode share, vehicle mode share and implementation of low-stress 
bicycle infrastructure. ICLEI is used by the City of Bellevue for much of the Environmental Stewardship 
Plan evaluation. The combination of ICLEI and BKRCast represent the best combination of models for this 
analysis and we wanted to be transparent about the range of results. In reviewing the background data 
behind the large spread of results in the ICLEI model, the explanation is related to different combinations 
of population density, the extent of the bicycle infrastructure outside of the project area, and the ease of 
parking and other considerations people make when deciding which mode to take. Given that much of 
the Bike Bellevue project area is yet to develop, presenting a range of outcomes acknowledges that some 
factors influencing travel choice are not yet known. 


  
6. Could you please explain how the City forecast 2035 No-Build and Build volumes to be lower than 2015 


volumes at each of the project locations? We see the trends plotted over years with the volumes 
decreasing in some cases. But if VMT is increasing, the only way for volumes to drop is if the VMT is 
routing somewhere else. Page 117 in Appendix C shows daily VMT increasing for COB (w/freeways), 
COB (Local Streets Only), Study Area (Local Streets Only). There is a slight decrease (< 1%) for Other 
COB Area (Local Streets Only). The volume on a corridor street could only decrease if the traffic was 
routed to other streets.  


 
The forecasted daily vehicle volumes on eight of the eleven Bike Bellevue corridors are lower than 
existing conditions counts under 2035 No Build and Build conditions. Three of the corridors: Corridor 2, 
Corridor 7, and Corridor 9, have forecasted daily vehicle volumes that are higher than existing conditions 
counts under 2035 No Build and Build conditions.  Forecasted decreasing in vehicle volumes on many of 
the eight corridors can be largely attributed to the planned local, regional, and state capacity projects 
assumed in the 2035 model. These projects include I-405 Managed Lanes, NE 6th Street Extension to 
116th Ave NE, I-405 Southbound On-Ramp from Lake Hills Connector, Spring Boulevard Phase 3 between 
124th Ave NE and 130th Ave NE, and the completion of the interchange at SR 520 and 124th Ave NE. The 
2035 models also include expanded public transit options including Sound Transit’s Stride BRT and East 
Link Light Rail to Downtown Redmond. These projects increase the routing options in Bellevue for 
residents, workers, and visitors. Additionally, the general downward trend in daily vehicle volumes on 
many major arterials in and around the project area began nearly 20 years.  


 
Overall citywide, daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT) is forecasted to increase from 2019 Base conditions 
to 2035 No Build conditions; however, the daily VMT per capita is forecasted to decrease by 
approximately 5 miles, or 14%, from Base conditions to No Build condition. The increase in daily VMT can 
be attributed to overall employment and housing growth, while the decrease in VMT per capita can be 
attributed to a better balance between jobs and housing, the shift towards non-auto travel modes and 
shorter trips. The change in daily VMT and VMT per capita between No Build and Build conditions is 
minimal, less than one percent.  


 
7. Can you show where these increases are, and their impacts on delay? Are they routing elsewhere 


because of the taking of vehicle lanes for bicycle lanes? 
 


In response to this comment, daily vehicle volume comparison plots have been developed from the 
BKRCast models. These comparison plots represent raw daily vehicle volumes from BKRCast.   
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Daily Vehicle Volume (@tveh) on BKRCast Model Links (Scenario 1002 – 1003) 
Red – higher under 2035 No Build conditions Green – higher under 2019 Base conditions  
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Daily Vehicle Volume (@tveh) on BKRCast Model Links (Scenario 1004 – 1002) 
Red – higher under 2035 Build conditions Green – higher under 2035 No Build conditions  
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8. Starting on page 122, graphs are shown of comparisons between bi-directional travel demand and 
capacity. Shouldn't these compare directional travel demand with directional capacity? Can you please 
provide the analysis that shows the comparisons between directional travel demand with directional 
capacity to show how traffic operation will be affected? 


 
In response to this comment, directional summary profiles were developed for the eleven Bike Bellevue 
corridors. The directional 24-hour vehicle volume profile’s provide further insight into how the roadway 
capacity is utilized throughout the day as opposed to the single hour snapshot during the pm peak period 
provided by the V/C ratio and travel time analyses. The profiles split out the volume and capacity by 
travel direction to understand how the reconfiguration of the roadway could impact vehicular traffic. It is 
important to consider that the roadway will continue to function “over-capacity”. Drivers will experience 
increased congestion once the capacity has been reached. This congestion will dissipate as the volume 
decreases below the capacity. Below is a summary of the directional analysis by corridor:  
 


• Corridor 1 – Northup Way – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the westbound direction 
are expected to exceed capacity during the midday and evening peak periods. The eastbound 
direction is not expected to exceed capacity.  


• Corridor 2 – NE 12th Street – Although the forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the eastbound 
and westbound directions are expected to exceed capacity briefly during the evening peak period; 
the westbound exceedance is due to high vehicle demand, not due to Bike Bellevue.  


• Corridor 3 – NE 12th Street / Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the 
westbound direction are expected to exceed capacity during the evening peak period. The 
eastbound direction is not expected to exceed capacity. 


• Corridor 4 – Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the eastbound direction 
are expected to exceed capacity during the evening peak period. The westbound direction is not 
expected to exceed capacity. 


• Corridor 5 – Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to exceed 
capacity in either direction.  


• Corridor 6 – NE 2nd Street – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to exceed 
capacity in either direction. 


• Corridor 7 – Lake Washington Boulevard – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not 
expected to exceed capacity in either direction. 


• Corridor 8 – 100th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 


• Corridor 9 – Wilburton Route – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 


• Corridor 10 – 116th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 


• Corridor 11 – 140th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the southbound 
direction are expected to exceed capacity during the morning and evening peak periods. The 
northbound direction is not expected to exceed capacity.  
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9. Does Bike Bellevue quantify how many total lane miles would be converted to bike lanes? 
 


An estimated 5.9 miles of motor vehicle travel lanes will be repurposed to implement the 15.11 miles of 
bike lanes referenced in the Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023. Of these 15.11 
miles of bike lanes: 


 


• 11.17 miles will result from converting 5.9 miles of travel lanes to bike lanes, 


• 2.06 miles of bike lanes will be added while retaining the travel lanes, and  


• 1.88 miles of bike lanes will be upgraded, while retaining the travel lanes. 
 


These numbers (see details below) reference the entire length of each corridor (including the centers of 
the intersections). The calculations are based on the descriptions of the concept designs in the Bike 
Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023. The project descriptions do not capture small 
deviations in the design along the corridor (e.g., the bike lane on one side of the street starts proximate 
to, but not at the intersection, or a limited section of curbside parking removed). The two-way bike lanes 
are counted twice to account for bike lanes in each direction. 


 
Note: These figures are approximations based on DRAFT concept designs and subject to change. 
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10. Staff claim that Bike Bellevue will improve safety for bicyclists, measured by Level of Stress (LTS), or 


the level of comfort a bicyclist feels on a given lane, as well as reduction in vehicle speed and collisions. 
Beyond perception of safety, it’s not clear whether the proposed bike lanes are safe in reality. 


  
There is evidence based road safety research published by the US Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, and the National Institutes of Health that identify that bicycle lanes are 
effective at reducing crashes. 


 
11. Many bike lanes are not compatible with auto travel lanes. This is especially true on truck routes like 


116th. Other projects in the plan implement bi-directional bike lanes in front of driveways (100th). 
Drivers who are not as familiar with the area, and even those who are, would have to navigate not just 
pedestrian traffic, but bi-directional bike traffic so they can pull out into bi-directional car traffic. This 
type of design seems ripe for conflict.  


  
As noted by US Department of Transportation information, and other bicycle facility design guidelines, 
clearly delineating where bicycles can be expected reduces confusion for all road users. Bi-directional 
bike lanes do have more conflict points than uni-directional bicycle lanes at driveways, but that does not 
translate to a default of no bike lanes being the superior outcome. One general conclusion about all 
separated bicycle lanes (one- or two-direction) is that they reduce the risk of the most severe type of 
crash, which are high-speed, rear-end crashes from vehicles. Bellevue will continue to refine ideas about 
which bicycle lane treatments work best to improve safety and reduce stress. 


  



https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/bicycle-lanes

https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA-HRT-23-078.pdf

https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA-HRT-23-078.pdf

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3708009/

https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/bicycle-lanes

https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/bikeway-signing-marking/colored-bike-facilities/

https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/cycle-tracks/two-way-cycle-tracks/

https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/cycle-tracks/two-way-cycle-tracks/
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12. Implementing bike lanes through busy intersections that have Level of Service problems already (like 
NE 2nd and Bellevue Way), and adding separate signal phasing, will add to those complications and 
potential for conflict.  


  
Per the City’s v/c data, NE 2nd and Bellevue Way does not have a “level of service problem.” This 
intersection can be congested in the afternoon, but the City’s traffic analysis does not indicate that 
modifying signal operations for bicycle flow will substantially degrade intersection operations. 


 
13. While I understand the rationale in separating bike lanes from traffic with additional barriers, those 


barriers can become a problem when drivers have to find ways to safely pull over to yield to 
emergency responders. This problem is well-documented in places with road diets and bike lanes like 
Venice Boulevard in LA. In other words, just because a bike lane can be added to a corridor, does not 
mean it should be. In many places, this may cause more problems than it intends to solve. I do not 
believe that is the safety outcome any of us are seeking.   


 
The Transportation Department is cognizant of the importance of maintaining EMS response times and is 
coordinating with the Bellevue Fire Department to account for their input into Bike Bellevue designs. 


 
14. The report authors claim that Bike Bellevue is an environmental good because replacing travel lanes 


with bike lanes will reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). However, their data also shows that overall 
daily VMT will increase over 10% with or without Bike Bellevue, so it is unclear where this reduction in 
driving is going. If trips are rerouting outside of the project area – it is not a reduction and may create 
more problems throughout neighborhoods. If trips are eliminated as people simply choose not to drive 
to Bellevue at all, how will this reduction in VMT impact Bellevue’s economy?   


  
VMT is increasing overall in the project area and the city due to growth. The VMT reduction identified in 
the Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 is specific to reduced driving related to 
increased bicycle trips that are induced by the new infrastructure, which in turn, reduce driving 
modestly. Therefore, VMT grows overall, but it grows less if Bike Bellevue were to be implemented than 
if it was not. 


 
15. While projecting that overall driving will continue to increase, the plan states that taking lane capacity 


will not be a problem because downtown roads are actually overbuilt and underutilized much of the 
day. This is a remarkable claim that defies logic and experience. The report authors appear to arrive at 
this conclusion by comparing bi-directional demand to bi-directional capacity in each corridor. In other 
words, peak demand in one direction on a busy afternoon is offset by moderate traffic in the opposite 
direction, and this then represents whether the road is fully utilized. Instead, staff should compare 
directional demand to directional capacity during peak hours of the day, which is when we need to 
accommodate vehicular traffic the most, and share this information with the Commission at the 
October work session.   


  
The Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 reflects all the analysis conducted by 
the staff and consultant team throughout the life of the project. Prior to the development of the DRAFT 
Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, staff evaluated a variety of configurations for the corridors; 
repurposing a single lane travel lane in one direction along the whole corridor, repurposing a single travel 
lane in the opposite direction along the whole corridor, and hybrid configurations where the repurposed 
lane changed directions along the corridor based on traffic patterns. Average intersection delay and 
queuing performance measures were used to compare the configurations. The analysis used Synchro 10 
and SimTraffic 10 software and was completed in early 2021 using 2018/2019 pre-pandemic peak hour 
volumes. This analysis methodology was selected because it allowed for the impact of queuing and delay 



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DJnsdyWF0Ic
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from one configuration to be compared to another configuration and highlight any potential corridor 
failures from queue spill back or bottlenecks. The preferred configurations from this analysis were 
carried forward to the preliminary design phase and further refined in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, 
September 2023.  
 
The combined impact of the eleven Bike Bellevue corridors on vehicle system performance and travel 
behavior was analyzed using BKRCast and this analysis is presented in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, 
September 2023. Peak hour analyses were performed using the BKRCast analysis at system intersections 
and primary vehicle corridors in and around the project area. While the bi-directional demands are 
presented in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, the directional analyses were reviewed 
for any anomalies during the guide development and are presented in this comment response. The 
conclusion from this comprehensive approach is that Bike Bellevue implementation is not likely to 
substantially impact traffic operations on the corridors.  
 
For additional information consider Figure 14 in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 that 
shows the results of PM Peak hour vehicle speed analysis on all 11 Bike Bellevue Corridors, assuming the 
bicycle lanes are in place. 


 
 
Page 186 of the document, in Appendix D, provides the modeled PM peak hour travel speeds in each 
direction, how the speeds relate to the MIP Performance Target, and documents whether the 
Performance Target is met. 
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Lastly, the Corridor Profiles (Appendices F-P) include detailed PM Peak Hour intersection analysis outputs 
evaluated by City staff. These include peak direction delay data. An example from the intersection of NE 
20th (Northup Way) at 148th Ave NE is shown below. 
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These results indicate the approach delay and LOS for all directions. The city does not have a 
Performance Target at this level of granularity, but the traffic modeling team and design teams 
considered these outputs when selecting the bikeway designs that could best balance improving LTS 
while minimizing impact to vehicle operations. 
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16. Staff claim Bike Bellevue improvements will “greatly expand the number of employment 
opportunities” that people can “comfortably get to by bike within the project area.” They suggest this 
will help those who are under the poverty line, most of whom the City acknowledges get to work by 
driving. However, the City’s own data undermines this claim, as only 210 more new bike tours would 
take place in downtown under the Build scenario, and 0 of them would be for work. If you look outside 
of the project area – 376 new bike tours would take place under the Build scenario, and 13 would be 
for work. What this indicates is that access and proximity does not necessarily translate to use. The 
BKRCast data in Bike Bellevue illustrates this, as both general and commute bicycle mode shares 
remain the same (1% and 0% respectively) whether Bike Bellevue is implemented or not.  


  
As noted in the Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, staff used both BKRCast 
and the ICLEI models for evaluating change in bike mode share. Due to the limited availability of existing 
bike facilities in the study area and sparse bicycle counts to calibrate the model more robustly, the 
bicycle usage as predicated by the BKRCast model represents conservative estimates. Empirical evidence 
for other communities that have implemented widespread bicycle infrastructure suggests much higher 
potential for bicycle usage. To that end, staff used the ICLEI model to provide additional insight into the 
number of additional bicycle riders. 


  
One fundamental note is that a major benefit of Bike Bellevue is that it provides people with a viable 
choice to bicycle to where they would like to go. People are likely to choose different modes on different 
days based on their overall travel needs for the day, but for some people today, bicycling is not a viable 
option because the lack of dedicated bicycle facilities, which makes them feel unsafe when riding, 
therefore they must resort to driving, even if that would not be their first choice. 


 






KDC Written Comment on Bike Bellevue for 9-14 Meeting

		From

		Mariya Frost

		To

		TransportationCommission; Zahn, Janice

		Cc

		McDonald, Kevin; Halse, Katie; Loewenherz, Franz

		Recipients

		TransportationCommission@bellevuewa.gov; JZahn@bellevuewa.gov; KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov; KHalse@bellevuewa.gov; FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov



[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not click or open suspicious links or attachments.








Dear Commissioners,





 





Thank you for your consideration and work on the Bike Bellevue plan. We are submitting this letter as public comment on the draft Bike Bellevue Design Concepts Guide, about which we have serious concerns.  





 





At a time when bicycling has declined in cities like Seattle, Portland and Bellevue, we struggle to understand the value of spending over $18 million dollars on lanes that deliver so little value to the Bellevue community.  The plan does more to increase traffic congestion and worsen conditions at intersections than it does to actually increase bike ridership, much less do anything for people living below the poverty line who will not bike to work. Worse still, some of the plan designs create serious safety concerns for all road users.





 





When the lane capacity reductions in Bike Bellevue are considered in the context of the Wilburton Vision and its dramatic growth alternatives, it becomes clear that Bike Bellevue is a primarily a plan for gridlock and reduced mobility and access. 





 





The benefits of Bike Bellevue are listed as improvements in safety, sustainability, road utilization, and equity. We encourage you to pursue meaningful answers to whether these outcomes are achieved and supported by data and travel trends provided in the plan.  





 





Safety 





 





Staff claim that Bike Bellevue will improve safety for bicyclists, measured by Level of Stress (LTS), or the level of comfort a bicyclist feels on a given lane, as well as reduction in vehicle speed and collisions. Beyond perception of safety, it’s not clear whether the proposed bike lanes are safe in reality. 





 





Many bike lanes are not compatible with auto travel lanes. This is especially true on truck routes like 116th. Other projects in the plan implement bi-directional bike lanes in front of driveways (100th). Drivers who are not as familiar with the area, and even those who are, would have to navigate not just pedestrian traffic, but bi-directional bike traffic so they can pull out into bi-directional car traffic. This type of design seems ripe for conflict. 





 





Implementing bike lanes through busy intersections that have Level of Service problems already (like NE 2nd and Bellevue Way), and adding separate signal phasing, will add to those complications and potential for conflict. 





 





Last but not least, while I understand the rationale in separating bike lanes from traffic with additional barriers, those barriers can become a problem when drivers have to find ways to safely pull over to yield to emergency responders. This problem is well-documented in places with road diets and bike lanes like Venice Boulevard in LA.





In other words, just because a bike lane can be added to a corridor, does not mean it should be. In many places, this may cause more problems than it intends to solve. I do not believe that is the safety outcome any of us are seeking.  







Sustainability & Road Utilization





 





The report authors claim that Bike Bellevue is an environmental good because replacing travel lanes with bike lanes will reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). However, their data also shows that overall daily VMT will increase over 10% with or without Bike Bellevue, so it is unclear where this reduction in driving is going. If trips are rerouting outside of the project area – it is not a reduction and may create more problems throughout neighborhoods. If trips are eliminated as people simply choose not to drive to Bellevue at all, how will this reduction in VMT impact Bellevue’s economy?  





 





While projecting that overall driving will continue to increase, the plan states that taking lane capacity will not be a problem because downtown roads are actually overbuilt and underutilized much of the day. This is a remarkable claim that defies logic and experience. The report authors appear to arrive at this conclusion by comparing bi-directional demand to bi-directional capacity in each corridor. In other words, peak demand in one direction on a busy afternoon is offset by moderate traffic in the opposite direction, and this then represents whether the road is fully utilized. Instead, staff should compare directional demand to directional capacity during peak hours of the day, which is when we need to accommodate vehicular traffic the most, and share this information with the Commission at the October work session.  





 





Equity





 





Staff claim Bike Bellevue improvements will “greatly expand the number of employment opportunities” that people can “comfortably get to by bike within the project area.” They suggest this will help those who are under the poverty line, most of whom the City acknowledges get to work by driving. However, the City’s own data undermines this claim, as only 210 more new bike tours would take place in downtown under the Build scenario, and 0 of them would be for work. If you look outside of the project area – 376 new bike tours would take place under the Build scenario, and 13 would be for work.





 





What this indicates is that access and proximity does not necessarily translate to use. The BKRCast data in Bike Bellevue illustrates this, as both general and commute bicycle mode shares remain the same (1% and 0% respectively) whether Bike Bellevue is implemented or not. 





 





We oppose the implementation of Bike Bellevue as a whole because it does not meet Bellevue’s transportation needs, and encourage the Commission to pursue efforts that support growth, accommodate the public’s preferred mode of travel, and ensure Bellevue remains accessible and welcoming to everyone.





 





Thank you again for your consideration and time. We look forward to hearing from you and City staff to gain clarity on these issues.





 





Sincerely,





 





 





Mariya Frost





Director of Transportation





Kemper Development Company





The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place





425-460-5925 Mobile 





mariya.frost@kemperdc.com





www.bellevuecollection.com
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RE: Questions RE: Bike Bellevue modeling

		From

		Mariya Frost

		To

		Loewenherz, Franz

		Cc

		McDonald, Kevin; Halse, Katie

		Recipients

		FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov; KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov; KHalse@bellevuewa.gov



[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not click or open suspicious links or attachments.








Franz,





 





Thank you for your response. In addition to the questions below, I am wondering if you might help me better understand Bike Bellevue’s CO2/sustainability claims. 





 





*	Table 15 (Tangible GHG Emission Contexts) states that the 2035 annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 metric tons. But on page 13, the report states that “when built out in 2035, Bike Bellevue will…reduce GHG emissions by between 1,100-4,000 metric tons per year.” It’s not clear to me why the lower end of these ranges are different for the same year. Could you please clarify?





 





*	Additionally, Table 15 shows that the annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 metric tons, which cumulatively over 20 years (2035-2055) is shown as 75,400-11,5500 (115,500 I assume). How did you arrive at that cumulative range? 2,600 * 20 = 52,000 not 75,400. Additionally, 4,000 * 20 equals 80,000 not 115,500.  Can you please explain how you arrived at the cumulative reduction range?





 





*	Washington law requires transportation-related CO2 emissions to be basically zero by 2050. Simply multiplying by 20 (if that’s what you did in that calculation, though I’m not sure since the math doesn’t add up) would be incorrect because the annual GHG reduction would decline every year from 2035-2050. As a result of state law, the marginal difference between build/no-build options would decline every year. The numbers don’t appear to match those legal requirements, possibly inflating the CO2 benefit of the Build option. Can you please help me understand some of the assumptions that were made and why?





 





*	Could you please point me to where in the appendices it is shown how CO2 emission reductions are calculated? Where are the CO2 estimates from? I see you reference PSRC data, but I can’t find the data. Can you please send a report or link?





 





*	Can you please help me understand why ICLEI was chosen for this analysis? It is 14 year-old global data completed prior to the recession and COVID. As a result, the CO2 reduction ranges are quite large (PSRC for lower, ICLEI for higher end of range). Are there model options the City could use that would offer more precision? A 400% difference between the top and bottom of a CO2 range is not credible or helpful. 





 





Thanks again for all your help. I appreciate you taking the time to respond.





 





Mariya Frost





Director of Transportation





Kemper Development Company





The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place





425-460-5925 Mobile 





mariya.frost@kemperdc.com





www.bellevuecollection.com











 





From: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 11:07 AM
To: Mariya Frost <mariya.frost@kemperdc.com>
Cc: McDonald, Kevin <KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov>; Halse, Katie <KHalse@bellevuewa.gov>
Subject: [ext] RE: Questions RE: Bike Bellevue modeling





 





Hello Mariya – 





 





We’re in receipt of your questions/comments and have added this request for information to the Bike Bellevue project tracking system requiring follow-up. We’re working on a response; however, it will not be ready in advance of the TC meeting tomorrow night. 





 





Thank you, 





Franz





 





Franz Loewenherz





He/him/his (Why does this matter?)





Mobility Planning and Solutions Manager





Vision Zero, Bike Bellevue, Transit





Transportation Department, City of Bellevue





FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov / (425) 452-4077





 





From: Mariya Frost <mariya.frost@kemperdc.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2023 1:10 PM
To: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov>
Cc: McDonald, Kevin <KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov>; Halse, Katie <KHalse@bellevuewa.gov>
Subject: Questions RE: Bike Bellevue modeling





 





Good afternoon Franz,





 





I am reviewing Bike Bellevue and have a few questions I hope you could help answer prior to the Transportation Commission meeting this Thursday (if possible). 





 





Could you please explain how the City forecast 2035 No-Build and Build volumes to be lower than 2015 volumes at each of the project locations? We see the trends plotted over years with the volumes decreasing in some cases. But if VMT is increasing, the only way for volumes to drop is if the VMT is routing somewhere else. Page 117 in Appendix C shows daily VMT increasing for COB (w/freeways), COB (Local Streets Only), Study Area (Local Streets Only). There is a slight decrease (< 1%) for Other COB Area (Local Streets Only). The volume on a corridor street could only decrease if the traffic was routed to other streets. Can you show where these increases are, and their impacts on delay? Are they routing elsewhere because of the taking of vehicle lanes for bicycle lanes?





 





Starting on page 122, graphs are shown of comparisons between bi-directional travel demand and capacity. Shouldn't these compare directional travel demand with directional capacity? Can you please provide the analysis that shows the comparisons between directional travel demand with directional capacity to show how traffic operation will be affected?





 





Lastly, does Bike Bellevue quantify how many total lane miles would be converted to bike lanes?





 





Thank you!





 





Mariya Frost





Director of Transportation





Kemper Development Company





The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place





425-460-5925 Mobile 





mariya.frost@kemperdc.com





www.bellevuecollection.com
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that taking travel lanes will have no impact on traffic, which would remain below the newly reduced
capacity limit (dashed line):

 

However, the data provided by the City, which shows directional volumes and capacity westbound
for the same corridor, tells a very different story:

 

The same is true for Corridor 11. Here is bi-directional data found in Bike Bellevue:



Here is directional data for the same corridor, reflecting severe impacts on traffic during both
morning and evening peak periods.

 

The misrepresentation of travel data to fit the claim that Bellevue roads are “underutilized” and can
afford to be replaced with bike lanes hurts the credibility of both the Bike Bellevue report and the
City’s transportation department.

Recommendation: The City should remove inaccurate language in Bike Bellevue about underutilized
and overbuilt roads in Bellevue, and add this directional data to the report, with an explanation of
how taking travel lanes will impact traffic congestion.



2. The City admits Bike Bellevue will increase traffic congestion

Just a year ago, the City Council unanimously reaffirmed that reducing traffic congestion is a major
priority for the transportation department. However, of the 11 corridors where travel lanes would
be taken away to be converted to bike lanes (in many cases, cutting directional capacity in half), the
City has identified at least 5 corridors where the direct result will be vehicle volumes exceeding
capacity and increasing traffic congestion:

Corridor 1 – Northup Way
Corridor 2 – NE 12th Street
Corridor 3 – NE 12th Street/Bel-Red Road
Corridor 4 – Bel-Red Road
Corridor 11 – 140th Avenue NE

The City then shows 6 corridors where vehicle volumes would not be expected to exceed capacity in
either direction. However, given the growth Bellevue is anticipating and the City’s own projected
increase in daily vehicle miles traveled of over 10% (under Build or No Build scenarios), please
consider that vehicle volumes in the following 4 corridors are close to reaching capacity if Bike
Bellevue is built out.

Corridor 5 – Bel-Red Road E/O 148th Avenue NE
Vehicle volumes would exceed westbound and eastbound capacity during both
peak morning and evening periods, with the addition of just ~200-300 more
vehicles per hour.

Corridor 6 – NE 2nd Street E/O Bellevue Way
Vehicle volumes would exceed westbound capacity during mid-day and evening
periods, with the addition of ~200-300 more vehicles per hour.

Corridor 8 – 100th Avenue NE S/O NE 8th Street
Vehicle volumes would exceed northbound capacity during the mid-day period
with the addition of ~300 vehicles per hour and during the evening period with
the addition of ~150 vehicles per hour.

Corridor 10 – NE 4th Street E/O 116th Ave NE
Vehicle volumes would exceed northbound capacity during the evening peak
period with the addition of ~ 100 vehicles per hour. Vehicle volumes would
exceed southbound capacity during the morning peak period with the addition
of ~150-200 vehicles per hour.

For perspective, another 200 vehicles per hour is another 3-4 vehicles per minute, and that’s just by
2035.
 
When vehicular volumes are very close to reaching corridor capacity, we see significant speed
decreases. However, when volumes exceed capacity, we see a large system breakdown and capacity
actually decreases, further exacerbating the problem not only along the corridor but elsewhere in
the transportation network. Decreasing capacity on multi-lane roads also takes away resiliency.
Drivers cannot pass if there is a blockage due to an incident, a slow-moving vehicle, a bus, etc.

In your response (#15), you shared modeled PM peak hour travel speeds in each direction (Appendix
D), to further illustrate minimal impact to traffic operations as each corridor “Meets the Target.” The
ratio of speed to TUTS (Typical Urban Travel Speed) is used here rather than the V/C ratio the City
typically uses as its metric. What is interesting is the TUTS is only 40% of the speed limit, and the
goal is >0.5 for the ratio to TUTS.



 
In other words, the goal is 20% of the speed limit. For 30 MPH roads, the operational goal is 6 MPH,
and for 35 MPH roads, the goal is 7 MPH. So, the goal is about double the walking speed, which is an
incredibly low standard for traffic operations. If the ratio to TUTS is lower, then it has a slower speed
and reflects more congestion. There are multiple examples listed in the chart showing the ratio to
TUTS being lower under the Build condition, indicating higher levels of traffic congestion.
 
If the City allows vehicle volumes to exceed capacity, this will have a very real and negative economic
and livability impact in Bellevue.

Recommendation: At minimum, the City should redesign these projects so that they do not impact
traffic operations. The City should consider eliminating projects altogether where anticipated bike
volume that would be generated is low, and thus the benefit would not exceed the significant
mobility problems that would be created for drivers, emergency responders and freight.  

3. Suppression or diversion of auto trips?

The City claims that if Bike Bellevue is built out in 2035 (compared to the No Build scenario for the
same year), we can expect:

Driving to decrease by 620 trips
Walking to decrease by 123 trips
Transit/School bus trips to increase by 104 trips
Biking to increase by 210 trips

These totals result in a reduction of 429 trips. The decrease in auto trips is less than the increase in
all other modes, suggesting the trips are not being taken at all. Thus, your explanation in #6 that
trips are diverted to other routes (“local, regional and state capacity projects”) or modes (“expanded
transit options including Sound Transit’s Stride BRT and East Link”) does not seem to apply.

Why is there a net reduction in trips in the Build scenario? Why does that net reduction in trips,
which is greater than the increase in bicycle trips, warrant the expenditure of $18.6 million dollars?
This amounts to over $88,000 per bike trip.

4. Comprehensive Plan Policy TR-2

The projected negative impact on mobility and traffic congestion in Bellevue appears to be in
violation of the City’s Comprehensive Plan Policy TR-2, which states that the City will “aggressively
plan, manage, and expand transportation investments to reduce congestion and expand
opportunities in a multimodal and comprehensive manner and improve the quality of the travel
experience for all users.”  This policy includes the reduction of traffic congestion through aggressive
investments – not restricting traffic congestion to a reduced set of travel lanes.

5. Needed safety analysis

Recommendation: The City should evaluate each corridor and determine if there are existing or
anticipated aspects that would present safety challenges. This should include evaluation of:

Number of driveways conflicting with individual bike baths
Locations where bicycles would conflict with vehicular traffic such as intersections where
the bike path crosses the right turn or left turn movements



Locations where bicycles would conflict with pedestrian movements
Locations where transit stops would conflict with bike paths
Evaluation of each crash that occurred in the project area to identify causal factors and
inform necessary mitigation. Contributing factors might include volume (vehicle and bike),
speed, lighting, roadway cross sections, and traffic control.

6. Outdated global data supplementing local travel forecasts

I agree with the Transportation Commission that using local methodology and projections is best.

Recommendation: Remove ICLEI methodology from the analysis (and this should apply to the
Environmental Stewardship Plan too, which should be updated), as it is global and outdated, and
there is superior local modeling that is available. Using ICLEI methodology gives the appearance that
the City is reaching for data more favorable to its claims that Bike Bellevue would reduce annual
GHGs in a significant way. 

7. Huge cost for marginal GHG reduction

The current Washington price per metric ton of CO2 is $60. Bike Bellevue claims to reduce anywhere
from 1,100-4,000 metric tons of CO2 in 2035. That would be $66,000 for 1,100 metric tons or
$240,000 for 4,000 metric tons. 

Yet Bike Bellevue would spend $18.6 million dollars for 4,000 metric tons of CO2 reduction at most,
which is $4,650 per metric ton – that is over 77 times the current value.
 
Further, that benefit declines every year after 2035 due to state law requirements. Bike Bellevue
does not appear to account for this high public cost, nor the state law. If it did, the marginal
difference in GHG reduction benefit between build/no-build options would decline every year to
almost zero by 2050, and effectively deflate the CO2 benefit of the Build option.

Recommendation: Remove greenhouse gas reduction as a benefit because the amount is negligible
compared to the cost.

8. Consider independent analysis of Bike Bellevue

Given the transportation department’s interest in implementing Bike Bellevue, I would ask the City
to consider funding (perhaps with the support of the private sector) an independent analysis of the
claimed safety, operational, and environmental benefits of the plan. The Washington State
Legislature recently did something similar in hiring RSG to evaluate the state’s business case analysis
for high-speed rail. That was presented to the Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) last legislative
session and added greater transparency and value to the policy discussions around high-speed rail. 
 
Thank you again for taking the time to respond and continue to engage with the public and business
community regarding the impacts of Bike Bellevue. We look forward to your responses.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Mariya Frost
Director of Transportation

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=70A.45.020


Kemper Development Company
The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place
425-460-5925 Mobile 
mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
www.bellevuecollection.com

 

From: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov> 
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2023 2:15 PM
To: Mariya Frost <mariya.frost@kemperdc.com>
Subject: [ext] Responses to Bike Bellevue inquiries
 
Hello Ms. Frost – In the attached PDF file are responses to your Bike Bellevue inquiries from
September 13, 2023. Thank you, Franz
 
Franz Loewenherz
He/him/his (Why does this matter?)
Mobility Planning and Solutions Manager
Vision Zero, Bike Bellevue, Transit
Transportation Department, City of Bellevue
FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov / (425) 452-4077

mailto:mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
http://www.bellevuecollection.com/
mailto:FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov
mailto:mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
https://www.edi.nih.gov/blog/communities/what-are-gender-pronouns-why-do-they-matter
https://bellevuewa.gov/city-government/departments/transportation/safety-and-maintenance/traffic-safety/vision-zero
https://bellevuewa.gov/city-government/departments/transportation/planning/pedestrian-and-bicycle-planning/pedestrian-bicycle-implementation-initiative/bike-bellevue
https://bellevuewa.gov/city-government/departments/transportation/planning/transit-commuting/transit-master-plan
https://bellevuewa.gov/city-government/departments/transportation
https://bellevuewa.gov/
mailto:FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov
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City of Bellevue staff responses on three Bike Bellevue related emails received from Mariya Frost, Director 
of Transportation, Kemper Development Company on September 13, 2023 

 
1. Table 15 (Tangible GHG Emission Contexts) states that the 2035 annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 

metric tons. But on page 13, the report states that “when built out in 2035, Bike Bellevue will…reduce 
GHG emissions by between 1,100-4,000 metric tons per year.” It’s not clear to me why the lower end 
of these ranges are different for the same year. Could you please clarify? 
 
Table 15 was developed using the ICLEI methodology, and the range of 2,600-4,000 metric tons is specific 
to the output from that tool. The text in the report, “1,100-4,000 metric tons” includes the BKRCast data 
as the low-end of the estimate and ICLEI on the high-end, to present the full spectrum of the modeling 
results and acknowledge uncertainty in the data. Note that the GHG Emissions Memo clearly identifies 
the BKRCast output on Table 4. 

  
2. Additionally, Table 15 shows that the annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 metric tons, which 

cumulatively over 20 years (2035-2055) is shown as 75,400-11,5500 (115,500 I assume). How did you 
arrive at that cumulative range? 2,600 * 20 = 52,000 not 75,400. Additionally, 4,000 * 20 equals 80,000 
not 115,500.  Can you please explain how you arrived at the cumulative reduction range? 
 
As stated in the first paragraph of text preceding Table 15, we note that VMT increased to account for 
additional growth in traffic between 2035 and 2055. With growth in traffic, the 20 year cumulative VMT 
will be higher than simply multiplying VMT (and thus GHG emissions) by 20. Multiplying by 20 would 
assume that there would be no growth in traffic after 2035, which is inconsistent with land use and traffic 
forecasts.  
  

3. Washington law requires transportation-related CO2 emissions to be basically zero by 2050. Simply 
multiplying by 20 (if that’s what you did in that calculation, though I’m not sure since the math doesn’t 
add up) would be incorrect because the annual GHG reduction would decline every year from 2035-
2050. As a result of state law, the marginal difference between build/no-build options would decline 
every year. The numbers don’t appear to match those legal requirements, possibly inflating the CO2 
benefit of the Build option. Can you please help me understand some of the assumptions that were 
made and why? 
 
The GHG emissions factors were gathered from PSRC, which estimates all regional air pollution and GHG 
emissions for the four-county region. The GHG emissions factors from PSRC are derived from the US EPA 
MOVES air pollution model which assumes increased penetration of electric vehicles, but also assumes 
that it will take many years for electric vehicles to saturate the market as a new gasoline-powered vehicle 
sold in 2025 could still be on the road in 2045. Therefore, the emissions factors shown in Table 11 used in 
the GHG emissions forecasting show lower emissions across the board because of increased EV usage, 
but they do not assume that 100% of the fleet is electric in the 2035-2050 timeframe.  
  

4. Could you please point me to where in the appendices it is shown how CO2 emission reductions are 
calculated? Where are the CO2 estimates from? I see you reference PSRC data, but I can’t find the 
data. Can you please send a report or link? 
 
The GHG emissions calculations are all described in the “Bike Bellevue Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Calculation” Memorandum in Appendix C – this is on page 151 of the PDF document. 

 
5. Can you please help me understand why ICLEI was chosen for this analysis? It is 14 year-old global data 

completed prior to the recession and COVID. As a result, the CO2 reduction ranges are quite large 
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(PSRC for lower, ICLEI for higher end of range). Are there model options the City could use that would 
offer more precision? A 400% difference between the top and bottom of a CO2 range is not credible or 
helpful.  
 
ICLEI was used, in addition to the City’s BKRCast data to account for research in the literature that 
demonstrates a link between bicycle mode share, vehicle mode share and implementation of low-stress 
bicycle infrastructure. ICLEI is used by the City of Bellevue for much of the Environmental Stewardship 
Plan evaluation. The combination of ICLEI and BKRCast represent the best combination of models for this 
analysis and we wanted to be transparent about the range of results. In reviewing the background data 
behind the large spread of results in the ICLEI model, the explanation is related to different combinations 
of population density, the extent of the bicycle infrastructure outside of the project area, and the ease of 
parking and other considerations people make when deciding which mode to take. Given that much of 
the Bike Bellevue project area is yet to develop, presenting a range of outcomes acknowledges that some 
factors influencing travel choice are not yet known. 

  
6. Could you please explain how the City forecast 2035 No-Build and Build volumes to be lower than 2015 

volumes at each of the project locations? We see the trends plotted over years with the volumes 
decreasing in some cases. But if VMT is increasing, the only way for volumes to drop is if the VMT is 
routing somewhere else. Page 117 in Appendix C shows daily VMT increasing for COB (w/freeways), 
COB (Local Streets Only), Study Area (Local Streets Only). There is a slight decrease (< 1%) for Other 
COB Area (Local Streets Only). The volume on a corridor street could only decrease if the traffic was 
routed to other streets.  

 
The forecasted daily vehicle volumes on eight of the eleven Bike Bellevue corridors are lower than 
existing conditions counts under 2035 No Build and Build conditions. Three of the corridors: Corridor 2, 
Corridor 7, and Corridor 9, have forecasted daily vehicle volumes that are higher than existing conditions 
counts under 2035 No Build and Build conditions.  Forecasted decreasing in vehicle volumes on many of 
the eight corridors can be largely attributed to the planned local, regional, and state capacity projects 
assumed in the 2035 model. These projects include I-405 Managed Lanes, NE 6th Street Extension to 
116th Ave NE, I-405 Southbound On-Ramp from Lake Hills Connector, Spring Boulevard Phase 3 between 
124th Ave NE and 130th Ave NE, and the completion of the interchange at SR 520 and 124th Ave NE. The 
2035 models also include expanded public transit options including Sound Transit’s Stride BRT and East 
Link Light Rail to Downtown Redmond. These projects increase the routing options in Bellevue for 
residents, workers, and visitors. Additionally, the general downward trend in daily vehicle volumes on 
many major arterials in and around the project area began nearly 20 years.  

 
Overall citywide, daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT) is forecasted to increase from 2019 Base conditions 
to 2035 No Build conditions; however, the daily VMT per capita is forecasted to decrease by 
approximately 5 miles, or 14%, from Base conditions to No Build condition. The increase in daily VMT can 
be attributed to overall employment and housing growth, while the decrease in VMT per capita can be 
attributed to a better balance between jobs and housing, the shift towards non-auto travel modes and 
shorter trips. The change in daily VMT and VMT per capita between No Build and Build conditions is 
minimal, less than one percent.  

 
7. Can you show where these increases are, and their impacts on delay? Are they routing elsewhere 

because of the taking of vehicle lanes for bicycle lanes? 
 

In response to this comment, daily vehicle volume comparison plots have been developed from the 
BKRCast models. These comparison plots represent raw daily vehicle volumes from BKRCast.   
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Daily Vehicle Volume (@tveh) on BKRCast Model Links (Scenario 1002 – 1003) 
Red – higher under 2035 No Build conditions Green – higher under 2019 Base conditions  
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Daily Vehicle Volume (@tveh) on BKRCast Model Links (Scenario 1004 – 1002) 
Red – higher under 2035 Build conditions Green – higher under 2035 No Build conditions  
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8. Starting on page 122, graphs are shown of comparisons between bi-directional travel demand and 
capacity. Shouldn't these compare directional travel demand with directional capacity? Can you please 
provide the analysis that shows the comparisons between directional travel demand with directional 
capacity to show how traffic operation will be affected? 

 
In response to this comment, directional summary profiles were developed for the eleven Bike Bellevue 
corridors. The directional 24-hour vehicle volume profile’s provide further insight into how the roadway 
capacity is utilized throughout the day as opposed to the single hour snapshot during the pm peak period 
provided by the V/C ratio and travel time analyses. The profiles split out the volume and capacity by 
travel direction to understand how the reconfiguration of the roadway could impact vehicular traffic. It is 
important to consider that the roadway will continue to function “over-capacity”. Drivers will experience 
increased congestion once the capacity has been reached. This congestion will dissipate as the volume 
decreases below the capacity. Below is a summary of the directional analysis by corridor:  
 

• Corridor 1 – Northup Way – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the westbound direction 
are expected to exceed capacity during the midday and evening peak periods. The eastbound 
direction is not expected to exceed capacity.  

• Corridor 2 – NE 12th Street – Although the forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the eastbound 
and westbound directions are expected to exceed capacity briefly during the evening peak period; 
the westbound exceedance is due to high vehicle demand, not due to Bike Bellevue.  

• Corridor 3 – NE 12th Street / Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the 
westbound direction are expected to exceed capacity during the evening peak period. The 
eastbound direction is not expected to exceed capacity. 

• Corridor 4 – Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the eastbound direction 
are expected to exceed capacity during the evening peak period. The westbound direction is not 
expected to exceed capacity. 

• Corridor 5 – Bel-Red Road – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to exceed 
capacity in either direction.  

• Corridor 6 – NE 2nd Street – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to exceed 
capacity in either direction. 

• Corridor 7 – Lake Washington Boulevard – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not 
expected to exceed capacity in either direction. 

• Corridor 8 – 100th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 

• Corridor 9 – Wilburton Route – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 

• Corridor 10 – 116th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes are not expected to 
exceed capacity in either direction. 

• Corridor 11 – 140th Avenue NE – The forecasted 2035 Build vehicle volumes in the southbound 
direction are expected to exceed capacity during the morning and evening peak periods. The 
northbound direction is not expected to exceed capacity.  
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9. Does Bike Bellevue quantify how many total lane miles would be converted to bike lanes? 
 

An estimated 5.9 miles of motor vehicle travel lanes will be repurposed to implement the 15.11 miles of 
bike lanes referenced in the Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023. Of these 15.11 
miles of bike lanes: 

 

• 11.17 miles will result from converting 5.9 miles of travel lanes to bike lanes, 

• 2.06 miles of bike lanes will be added while retaining the travel lanes, and  

• 1.88 miles of bike lanes will be upgraded, while retaining the travel lanes. 
 

These numbers (see details below) reference the entire length of each corridor (including the centers of 
the intersections). The calculations are based on the descriptions of the concept designs in the Bike 
Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023. The project descriptions do not capture small 
deviations in the design along the corridor (e.g., the bike lane on one side of the street starts proximate 
to, but not at the intersection, or a limited section of curbside parking removed). The two-way bike lanes 
are counted twice to account for bike lanes in each direction. 

 
Note: These figures are approximations based on DRAFT concept designs and subject to change. 
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10. Staff claim that Bike Bellevue will improve safety for bicyclists, measured by Level of Stress (LTS), or 

the level of comfort a bicyclist feels on a given lane, as well as reduction in vehicle speed and collisions. 
Beyond perception of safety, it’s not clear whether the proposed bike lanes are safe in reality. 

  
There is evidence based road safety research published by the US Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, and the National Institutes of Health that identify that bicycle lanes are 
effective at reducing crashes. 

 
11. Many bike lanes are not compatible with auto travel lanes. This is especially true on truck routes like 

116th. Other projects in the plan implement bi-directional bike lanes in front of driveways (100th). 
Drivers who are not as familiar with the area, and even those who are, would have to navigate not just 
pedestrian traffic, but bi-directional bike traffic so they can pull out into bi-directional car traffic. This 
type of design seems ripe for conflict.  

  
As noted by US Department of Transportation information, and other bicycle facility design guidelines, 
clearly delineating where bicycles can be expected reduces confusion for all road users. Bi-directional 
bike lanes do have more conflict points than uni-directional bicycle lanes at driveways, but that does not 
translate to a default of no bike lanes being the superior outcome. One general conclusion about all 
separated bicycle lanes (one- or two-direction) is that they reduce the risk of the most severe type of 
crash, which are high-speed, rear-end crashes from vehicles. Bellevue will continue to refine ideas about 
which bicycle lane treatments work best to improve safety and reduce stress. 

  

https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/bicycle-lanes
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA-HRT-23-078.pdf
https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/FHWA-HRT-23-078.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3708009/
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/proven-safety-countermeasures/bicycle-lanes
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/bikeway-signing-marking/colored-bike-facilities/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/cycle-tracks/two-way-cycle-tracks/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/cycle-tracks/two-way-cycle-tracks/
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12. Implementing bike lanes through busy intersections that have Level of Service problems already (like 
NE 2nd and Bellevue Way), and adding separate signal phasing, will add to those complications and 
potential for conflict.  

  
Per the City’s v/c data, NE 2nd and Bellevue Way does not have a “level of service problem.” This 
intersection can be congested in the afternoon, but the City’s traffic analysis does not indicate that 
modifying signal operations for bicycle flow will substantially degrade intersection operations. 

 
13. While I understand the rationale in separating bike lanes from traffic with additional barriers, those 

barriers can become a problem when drivers have to find ways to safely pull over to yield to 
emergency responders. This problem is well-documented in places with road diets and bike lanes like 
Venice Boulevard in LA. In other words, just because a bike lane can be added to a corridor, does not 
mean it should be. In many places, this may cause more problems than it intends to solve. I do not 
believe that is the safety outcome any of us are seeking.   

 
The Transportation Department is cognizant of the importance of maintaining EMS response times and is 
coordinating with the Bellevue Fire Department to account for their input into Bike Bellevue designs. 

 
14. The report authors claim that Bike Bellevue is an environmental good because replacing travel lanes 

with bike lanes will reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). However, their data also shows that overall 
daily VMT will increase over 10% with or without Bike Bellevue, so it is unclear where this reduction in 
driving is going. If trips are rerouting outside of the project area – it is not a reduction and may create 
more problems throughout neighborhoods. If trips are eliminated as people simply choose not to drive 
to Bellevue at all, how will this reduction in VMT impact Bellevue’s economy?   

  
VMT is increasing overall in the project area and the city due to growth. The VMT reduction identified in 
the Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 is specific to reduced driving related to 
increased bicycle trips that are induced by the new infrastructure, which in turn, reduce driving 
modestly. Therefore, VMT grows overall, but it grows less if Bike Bellevue were to be implemented than 
if it was not. 

 
15. While projecting that overall driving will continue to increase, the plan states that taking lane capacity 

will not be a problem because downtown roads are actually overbuilt and underutilized much of the 
day. This is a remarkable claim that defies logic and experience. The report authors appear to arrive at 
this conclusion by comparing bi-directional demand to bi-directional capacity in each corridor. In other 
words, peak demand in one direction on a busy afternoon is offset by moderate traffic in the opposite 
direction, and this then represents whether the road is fully utilized. Instead, staff should compare 
directional demand to directional capacity during peak hours of the day, which is when we need to 
accommodate vehicular traffic the most, and share this information with the Commission at the 
October work session.   

  
The Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 reflects all the analysis conducted by 
the staff and consultant team throughout the life of the project. Prior to the development of the DRAFT 
Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, staff evaluated a variety of configurations for the corridors; 
repurposing a single lane travel lane in one direction along the whole corridor, repurposing a single travel 
lane in the opposite direction along the whole corridor, and hybrid configurations where the repurposed 
lane changed directions along the corridor based on traffic patterns. Average intersection delay and 
queuing performance measures were used to compare the configurations. The analysis used Synchro 10 
and SimTraffic 10 software and was completed in early 2021 using 2018/2019 pre-pandemic peak hour 
volumes. This analysis methodology was selected because it allowed for the impact of queuing and delay 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DJnsdyWF0Ic
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from one configuration to be compared to another configuration and highlight any potential corridor 
failures from queue spill back or bottlenecks. The preferred configurations from this analysis were 
carried forward to the preliminary design phase and further refined in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, 
September 2023.  
 
The combined impact of the eleven Bike Bellevue corridors on vehicle system performance and travel 
behavior was analyzed using BKRCast and this analysis is presented in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, 
September 2023. Peak hour analyses were performed using the BKRCast analysis at system intersections 
and primary vehicle corridors in and around the project area. While the bi-directional demands are 
presented in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, the directional analyses were reviewed 
for any anomalies during the guide development and are presented in this comment response. The 
conclusion from this comprehensive approach is that Bike Bellevue implementation is not likely to 
substantially impact traffic operations on the corridors.  
 
For additional information consider Figure 14 in the DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023 that 
shows the results of PM Peak hour vehicle speed analysis on all 11 Bike Bellevue Corridors, assuming the 
bicycle lanes are in place. 

 
 
Page 186 of the document, in Appendix D, provides the modeled PM peak hour travel speeds in each 
direction, how the speeds relate to the MIP Performance Target, and documents whether the 
Performance Target is met. 
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Lastly, the Corridor Profiles (Appendices F-P) include detailed PM Peak Hour intersection analysis outputs 
evaluated by City staff. These include peak direction delay data. An example from the intersection of NE 
20th (Northup Way) at 148th Ave NE is shown below. 



22 | P a g e  
 

 
 
These results indicate the approach delay and LOS for all directions. The city does not have a 
Performance Target at this level of granularity, but the traffic modeling team and design teams 
considered these outputs when selecting the bikeway designs that could best balance improving LTS 
while minimizing impact to vehicle operations. 
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16. Staff claim Bike Bellevue improvements will “greatly expand the number of employment 
opportunities” that people can “comfortably get to by bike within the project area.” They suggest this 
will help those who are under the poverty line, most of whom the City acknowledges get to work by 
driving. However, the City’s own data undermines this claim, as only 210 more new bike tours would 
take place in downtown under the Build scenario, and 0 of them would be for work. If you look outside 
of the project area – 376 new bike tours would take place under the Build scenario, and 13 would be 
for work. What this indicates is that access and proximity does not necessarily translate to use. The 
BKRCast data in Bike Bellevue illustrates this, as both general and commute bicycle mode shares 
remain the same (1% and 0% respectively) whether Bike Bellevue is implemented or not.  

  
As noted in the Bike Bellevue DRAFT Design Concepts Guide, September 2023, staff used both BKRCast 
and the ICLEI models for evaluating change in bike mode share. Due to the limited availability of existing 
bike facilities in the study area and sparse bicycle counts to calibrate the model more robustly, the 
bicycle usage as predicated by the BKRCast model represents conservative estimates. Empirical evidence 
for other communities that have implemented widespread bicycle infrastructure suggests much higher 
potential for bicycle usage. To that end, staff used the ICLEI model to provide additional insight into the 
number of additional bicycle riders. 

  
One fundamental note is that a major benefit of Bike Bellevue is that it provides people with a viable 
choice to bicycle to where they would like to go. People are likely to choose different modes on different 
days based on their overall travel needs for the day, but for some people today, bicycling is not a viable 
option because the lack of dedicated bicycle facilities, which makes them feel unsafe when riding, 
therefore they must resort to driving, even if that would not be their first choice. 

 



From: Mariya Frost
To: TransportationCommission; Zahn, Janice
Cc: McDonald, Kevin; Halse, Katie; Loewenherz, Franz
Subject: KDC Written Comment on Bike Bellevue for 9-14 Meeting
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 8:49:08 PM
Attachments: image001.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL Notice!] Outside communication is important to us. Be cautious of phishing attempts. Do not
click or open suspicious links or attachments.

Dear Commissioners,
 
Thank you for your consideration and work on the Bike Bellevue plan. We are submitting this letter
as public comment on the draft Bike Bellevue Design Concepts Guide, about which we have serious
concerns. 
 
At a time when bicycling has declined in cities like Seattle, Portland and Bellevue, we struggle to
understand the value of spending over $18 million dollars on lanes that deliver so little value to the
Bellevue community.  The plan does more to increase traffic congestion and worsen conditions at
intersections than it does to actually increase bike ridership, much less do anything for people living
below the poverty line who will not bike to work. Worse still, some of the plan designs create serious
safety concerns for all road users.
 
When the lane capacity reductions in Bike Bellevue are considered in the context of the Wilburton
Vision and its dramatic growth alternatives, it becomes clear that Bike Bellevue is a primarily a plan
for gridlock and reduced mobility and access.
 
The benefits of Bike Bellevue are listed as improvements in safety, sustainability, road utilization, and
equity. We encourage you to pursue meaningful answers to whether these outcomes are achieved
and supported by data and travel trends provided in the plan. 
 
Safety
 
Staff claim that Bike Bellevue will improve safety for bicyclists, measured by Level of Stress (LTS), or
the level of comfort a bicyclist feels on a given lane, as well as reduction in vehicle speed and
collisions. Beyond perception of safety, it’s not clear whether the proposed bike lanes are safe in
reality.
 
Many bike lanes are not compatible with auto travel lanes. This is especially true on truck routes like

116th. Other projects in the plan implement bi-directional bike lanes in front of driveways (100th).
Drivers who are not as familiar with the area, and even those who are, would have to navigate not
just pedestrian traffic, but bi-directional bike traffic so they can pull out into bi-directional car traffic.
This type of design seems ripe for conflict.
 
Implementing bike lanes through busy intersections that have Level of Service problems already (like

NE 2nd and Bellevue Way), and adding separate signal phasing, will add to those complications and

mailto:mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
mailto:TransportationCommission@bellevuewa.gov
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potential for conflict.
 
Last but not least, while I understand the rationale in separating bike lanes from traffic with
additional barriers, those barriers can become a problem when drivers have to find ways to safely
pull over to yield to emergency responders. This problem is well-documented in places with road
diets and bike lanes like Venice Boulevard in LA.
In other words, just because a bike lane can be added to a corridor, does not mean it should be. In
many places, this may cause more problems than it intends to solve. I do not believe that is the
safety outcome any of us are seeking.  

Sustainability & Road Utilization
 
The report authors claim that Bike Bellevue is an environmental good because replacing travel lanes
with bike lanes will reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). However, their data also shows that overall
daily VMT will increase over 10% with or without Bike Bellevue, so it is unclear where this reduction
in driving is going. If trips are rerouting outside of the project area – it is not a reduction and may
create more problems throughout neighborhoods. If trips are eliminated as people simply choose
not to drive to Bellevue at all, how will this reduction in VMT impact Bellevue’s economy?  
 
While projecting that overall driving will continue to increase, the plan states that taking lane
capacity will not be a problem because downtown roads are actually overbuilt and underutilized
much of the day. This is a remarkable claim that defies logic and experience. The report authors
appear to arrive at this conclusion by comparing bi-directional demand to bi-directional capacity in
each corridor. In other words, peak demand in one direction on a busy afternoon is offset by
moderate traffic in the opposite direction, and this then represents whether the road is fully utilized.
Instead, staff should compare directional demand to directional capacity during peak hours of the
day, which is when we need to accommodate vehicular traffic the most, and share this information
with the Commission at the October work session. 
 
Equity
 
Staff claim Bike Bellevue improvements will “greatly expand the number of employment
opportunities” that people can “comfortably get to by bike within the project area.” They suggest
this will help those who are under the poverty line, most of whom the City acknowledges get to work
by driving. However, the City’s own data undermines this claim, as only 210 more new bike tours
would take place in downtown under the Build scenario, and 0 of them would be for work. If you
look outside of the project area – 376 new bike tours would take place under the Build scenario, and
13 would be for work.
 
What this indicates is that access and proximity does not necessarily translate to use. The BKRCast
data in Bike Bellevue illustrates this, as both general and commute bicycle mode shares remain the
same (1% and 0% respectively) whether Bike Bellevue is implemented or not.
 
We oppose the implementation of Bike Bellevue as a whole because it does not meet Bellevue’s
transportation needs, and encourage the Commission to pursue efforts that support growth,
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accommodate the public’s preferred mode of travel, and ensure Bellevue remains accessible and
welcoming to everyone.
 
Thank you again for your consideration and time. We look forward to hearing from you and City staff
to gain clarity on these issues.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Mariya Frost
Director of Transportation
Kemper Development Company
The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place
425-460-5925 Mobile 
mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
www.bellevuecollection.com
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Franz,
 
Thank you for your response. In addition to the questions below, I am wondering if you might help
me better understand Bike Bellevue’s CO2/sustainability claims.
 

Table 15 (Tangible GHG Emission Contexts) states that the 2035 annual GHG reduction is
2,600-4,000 metric tons. But on page 13, the report states that “when built out in 2035, Bike
Bellevue will…reduce GHG emissions by between 1,100-4,000 metric tons per year.” It’s not
clear to me why the lower end of these ranges are different for the same year. Could you
please clarify?

 
Additionally, Table 15 shows that the annual GHG reduction is 2,600-4,000 metric tons, which
cumulatively over 20 years (2035-2055) is shown as 75,400-11,5500 (115,500 I assume). How
did you arrive at that cumulative range? 2,600 * 20 = 52,000 not 75,400. Additionally, 4,000 *
20 equals 80,000 not 115,500.  Can you please explain how you arrived at the cumulative
reduction range?

 
Washington law requires transportation-related CO2 emissions to be basically zero by 2050.
Simply multiplying by 20 (if that’s what you did in that calculation, though I’m not sure since
the math doesn’t add up) would be incorrect because the annual GHG reduction would
decline every year from 2035-2050. As a result of state law, the marginal difference between
build/no-build options would decline every year. The numbers don’t appear to match those
legal requirements, possibly inflating the CO2 benefit of the Build option. Can you please help
me understand some of the assumptions that were made and why?

 
Could you please point me to where in the appendices it is shown how CO2 emission
reductions are calculated? Where are the CO2 estimates from? I see you reference PSRC data,
but I can’t find the data. Can you please send a report or link?

 
Can you please help me understand why ICLEI was chosen for this analysis? It is 14 year-old
global data completed prior to the recession and COVID. As a result, the CO2 reduction ranges
are quite large (PSRC for lower, ICLEI for higher end of range). Are there model options the
City could use that would offer more precision? A 400% difference between the top and
bottom of a CO2 range is not credible or helpful.

 
Thanks again for all your help. I appreciate you taking the time to respond.
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Mariya Frost
Director of Transportation
Kemper Development Company
The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place
425-460-5925 Mobile 
mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
www.bellevuecollection.com

 

From: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2023 11:07 AM
To: Mariya Frost <mariya.frost@kemperdc.com>
Cc: McDonald, Kevin <KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov>; Halse, Katie <KHalse@bellevuewa.gov>
Subject: [ext] RE: Questions RE: Bike Bellevue modeling
 
Hello Mariya –
 
We’re in receipt of your questions/comments and have added this request for information to the
Bike Bellevue project tracking system requiring follow-up. We’re working on a response; however, it
will not be ready in advance of the TC meeting tomorrow night.
 
Thank you,
Franz
 
Franz Loewenherz
He/him/his (Why does this matter?)
Mobility Planning and Solutions Manager
Vision Zero, Bike Bellevue, Transit
Transportation Department, City of Bellevue
FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov / (425) 452-4077
 

From: Mariya Frost <mariya.frost@kemperdc.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2023 1:10 PM
To: Loewenherz, Franz <FLoewenherz@bellevuewa.gov>
Cc: McDonald, Kevin <KMcDonald@bellevuewa.gov>; Halse, Katie <KHalse@bellevuewa.gov>
Subject: Questions RE: Bike Bellevue modeling
 
Good afternoon Franz,
 
I am reviewing Bike Bellevue and have a few questions I hope you could help answer prior to the
Transportation Commission meeting this Thursday (if possible).
 
Could you please explain how the City forecast 2035 No-Build and Build volumes to be lower than
2015 volumes at each of the project locations? We see the trends plotted over years with the
volumes decreasing in some cases. But if VMT is increasing, the only way for volumes to drop is if the
VMT is routing somewhere else. Page 117 in Appendix C shows daily VMT increasing for COB
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(w/freeways), COB (Local Streets Only), Study Area (Local Streets Only). There is a slight decrease (<
1%) for Other COB Area (Local Streets Only). The volume on a corridor street could only decrease if
the traffic was routed to other streets. Can you show where these increases are, and their impacts
on delay? Are they routing elsewhere because of the taking of vehicle lanes for bicycle lanes?
 
Starting on page 122, graphs are shown of comparisons between bi-directional travel demand and
capacity. Shouldn't these compare directional travel demand with directional capacity? Can you
please provide the analysis that shows the comparisons between directional travel demand with
directional capacity to show how traffic operation will be affected?
 
Lastly, does Bike Bellevue quantify how many total lane miles would be converted to bike lanes?
 
Thank you!
 
Mariya Frost
Director of Transportation
Kemper Development Company
The Bellevue Collection | Bellevue Square  Lincoln Square  Bellevue Place
425-460-5925 Mobile 
mariya.frost@kemperdc.com
www.bellevuecollection.com
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