PROCESS

« Engage the Community:
« 3 open houses - 01/19, (03/8, 04/13 upcoming)
« Totem Lake Business Roundtable - 10/2016 (3/20177?)
« Kirkland Neighborhoods - KAN 1/11 (others as-requested)
 QOutside Agencies/groups — (ST, Cascade BC, Trust Pub Lands, etc)

« Engage the Council:
 Council study session - 02/07
« Council Meetings — (3/21, 5/2)

« Engage the Commissions:
« Cultural Arts — 9/2016 & 2/2017, Transportation — 2/22, Parks - TBD



CKC MP GOAL: CONNECT KIRKLAND 1
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Destinations south

* Totem Square

*  Downtown Kirkland
* Kirkland Urban

* South Kirkland P&R
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_CKC MP GOAL: CONNECT KIRKLAND

Neighborhood Safety Program funded CKC <CROSSKIRKLAND>

Connections

* Stairs from NE 68th Street

e Stairs and bridge connection from 116th Avenue
NE

* Improved connection from NE 60th Street

* Walkway Improvement 2nd Ave

e Walkway Improvement 111th Ave NE at CKC

* Walkway Improvement 8th Street South at
Railroad Ave

* Trail Connection at Forbes Creek Drive

Interim Trail
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CKC Connections funded by other sources

* Stairs at NE 64" Street and the CKC

 Stairs at Terrace Park

¢ Stairs at Crestwoods Park/Cotton Hill

* Stairs at NE 55t Street

* Walkway and bridge to the Houghton Shopping
Center

* Walkway next to Google from 6t Street

* Walkway next to Google to Lakeview Elementary
School

* Walkway next to Google at 7t Street




CKC MP GOAL: SHAPE A PLACE UNIQUE TO KIRKLAND
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> Innovative!
> Iconicl!

> Place-Making! 4




CKC MP GOAL: FOSTER A GREENER KIRKLAND

Walkable
Natural

Scenic
Attractive
Sense of Place
Pedestrian/Bike Oriented
Human Scale

Transit Connectivity



CKC MP GOAL:
ACTIVATE KIRKLAND AND EVOLVE WITH TIME
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« Current and Future Developments
« Anticipate Future Uses
« Understand Connection Needs
Totem Lake Comp. Plan .

Public Driven Design




CKC TRAIL CHARACTERISTICS

REGIONAL TRAIL NETWORK TRAIL TYPES AND ELEMENTS FOR THE CROSS KIRKLAND CORRIDOR (CKC) PER THE MASTER PLAN
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PROVIDING CONNECTIONS FOR A GROWING REGION

PUGET SOUND REGIONAL GROWTH PLAN

DESIGHATED REGIONAL GROWTH CENTERS AND MANUFACTURING/BNDUSTRIAL CENTERS

EMERGING PRIORITIES

01 FULFIL THE VISION
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BRIDGE GOALS, ALIGNMENT, AND EXPERIENCE

PROPOSED BRIDGE ALIGNMENT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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EXISTING SITE FEATURES

HOW THE NEW BRIDGE WILL FIT INTO THE SITE

g L

SOUTH APPROMj'I FROM 124TH AVE NE
. W |

'WEST APPROACH FROM 1NE 124TH STREET

MNORTH APPROACH FROM THE CSW

06 SOUTH APPROACH FROM THE EXISTING CXC

<CROSSKIRKLAND> KRKAND % COWL VIA mm|® 10
CORRIDOR [ ¥ @



SCHEDULE

« Selected firm of COWI November 2016
» Berger Partnership under contract to City (advise on CKCMP vision)
« Phase I (Preferred Alternative Selection) — est. complete by July 2017

 Final alternative selection by Council with input from Commissions (through
Council memo)

« Phase II will take selected alternative to final PS&E — est. complete by
March 2018

« Construction TBD (additional funding needed for current CIP)



CURRENT CHALLENGES

« Determine User Level Of Service (A-F)

« Key determinant of deck/trail width, and user experience
> Decreasing future LOS may be mitigated by providing for future channelization

« Challenge is to forecast future use with little knowledge or guidance



A: Excellent. Trail has optimum conditions for individual bicyclists and retains ample space to
absorb more users of all modes, while providing a high-quality user experience. Some newly
built trails will provide grade-A service until they have been discovered or until their ridership
builds up to projected levels.

B: Good. Trail has good bicycling conditions, and retains significant room to absorb more
users, while maintaining an ability to provide a high-quality user experience.

C: Fair. Trail has at least minimum width to meet current demand and to provide basic
service to bicyclists. A modest level of additional capacity is available for bicyclists and
skaters; however more pedestrians, runners, or other slow-moving users will begin to diminish
LOS for bicyclists.

D: Poor. Trail is nearing its functional capacity given its width, volume, and mode split. Peak-
period travel speeds are likely to be reduced by levels of crowding. The addition of more users
of any mode will result in significant service degradation. Some bicyclists and skaters are likely
to adjust their experience expectations or to avoid peak-period use.

E: Very Poor. Given trail width, volume, and user mix, the trail has reached its functional
capacity. Peak-period travel speeds are likely to be reduced by levels of crowding. The trail
may enjoy strong community support because of its high usage rate; however, many bicyclists
and skaters are likely to adjust their experience expectations, or to avoid peak-period use.

I_ —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— I
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F: Failing. Trail significantly diminishes the experience for at least one, and most likely for all
user groups. It does not effectively serve most bicyclists; significant user conflicts should be
expected.

Therefore, from the descriptions above, we can conclude that LOS C & D would be the
appropriate target level to assess future capacity while maintaining adequate LOS.

LOS A & B relate to trails that are sparsely used.

_> LOS C appears to be the target for a well-used trail
ﬁ LOS D during peak hours the trail is crowded where cyclists will need to slow to navigate.

LOS E & F are heavily used trails that become difficult to navigate on a bicycle.

_—_—_—__—_—_—_—_—_—_—_—_—_1
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Width allows for 3-path delineation

Width allows for 2-path delineation

Table 7. Study trail level of service grades and characteristics.

Trail User Type Mode Split Percentage
: Total_ One-Way Trail . _
Path Name LDS LOS T‘n}'u—“ N Volume Width CETHH_ Afl“h Pedestrians Runners Skaters (.!u]rl
Score Grade Volume line Bikes Bikes
{per hour) (per hour) ()
Pmellas Trail 4.05 A 120 60 15.0 Yes 814 4.6 23 11.6 0.0
Honeymoon Island 1rail 3.78 B 110 55 12.0 No 220 54.2 125 8.3 2.1
White Rock Lake Trail 3.75 B 252 126 14.0 Yes 71.6 13.6 8.0 34 34
Grant's Trail 372 B 1232 111 12.0 Yes 592 16.3 4.1 10.2 10.2
- " yE

Sammamish River Trail 3.31 C 418 209 10.0 No 789 34 3.4 6.0 8.4
Minuteman Bikeway 3.30 C 442 221 12.0 Yes 519 6.2 15.6 18.1 8.1
Capital Crescent Trail 3.15 C 159 80 10.0 Yes 559 17.0 18.6 34 51
White Creek Trail 3.07 C 216 108 8.0 No 64.8 09 6.6 14.3 4.4
South Bay Trail 2.39 E 616 308 14.0 Yes 40.3 17.4 12.5 25.0 4.9
Charles River Bike Path 2.37 E 438 219 8.0 Yes 723 8.2 3.8 14.7 1.1
Forest Park Trail 2.17 E 299 150 10.0 Yes 33.0 244 278 13.9 0.9
Mill Valley—Sausalito

Pathway 1.94 F 641 320 95 No 62.8 7.8 278 0.0 1.7
Lake Johnson Trail 1.61 F 205 102 8.0 No 14.1 633 219 0.0 0.8
Lakefront Trail 0.0 F 2320 1160 20.0 Yes 488 205 17.7 123 0.7
Average Trail{ 315 C 311 105 11.0 Yes 550 20.0 10.0 10.0 5.0

1ft=03m

T The profile of the Average Trail was created by averaging the data for 13 of the 15 study trails. The high and low volume trails (W&OD and Lakefront) were dropped from the
nux and the data of the remaining trails was averaged. The mode splits were rounded to the nearest mcrement of five.

Source: FHWA “Shared-Use Path Level of Service Calculator — A User’s Guide” July 2006
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Totem Lake Pedestrian Bridge Project - 15094 - 1-27-2017
Trail LOS A-F - Shared Path Mix Options and Volumes
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Reference Capacities for Existing Bridges in Urban Environments

Name Fremont Bridge Brooklyn Bridge Harbourside West Pedestrian Bridge Trans Canada Trail, Alexandra Bridge
Location Seattle, WA New York, NY North Vancouver, BC Ottawa, ON
= mpedostan .
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Width 6 ft* 10f 13ft(4m) 14 fr*
Avg Daily Total - 13,500 718 3,500
Avg Daily Bicycles 1,917 3,500 144 1,500
Avg Daily Peds 2 10,000 574 2,000
Peak Hourly 255 (bikes only) - 2 =
Name Cykelslangen (Snake Bridge) Wing Tip Bridge Brygge Bridge Calgary Peace Bridge
Location Copenhagen, DK Mount Hope, WV Copenhagen, DK Calgary, AB
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Width 15/ (4.6 m) 15f 18 ft (5.5 m) 20 ft (6.2 m)
Avg Daily Total - 30,000 - 6,000
Avg Daily Bicycles 12,700 - 14,200 2,196
Avg Daily Peds - - & 3,804
Peak Hourly = 15,000 (Peds only) - -

COWI

Totem Lake Non-Motorized Bridge

2/1/2017
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Below are examples of bridges at varying deck widths.

Reference Widths of Existing Bridges

These examples can be useful in understanding the number of people that can fit within the deck width and also give an understanding of how comfortable the users may feel while on the bridge.

Name Fremont Bridge Squamish Pedestrian Overpass Thomas Street Pedestrian Bridge Bow River Pedestrian Bridge Delta Ponds
Location Seattle, WA Squamish, BC Seattle, WA Banff, AB Eugene, OR
2 _-— - - o
o v - P
Picture L
A (3 i
‘—‘ = ; — = X .///‘/ i l\ N
Width 6 ft* 85ft(2.6m) 13 ft (4m) 14 ft
Name New Bay Bridge Brygge Bridge Calgary Peace Bridge Kissing Bridge Charles Bridge
Location San Francisco, CA Copenhagen, DK Calgary, AB Copenhagen, DK Prague, CZ
X A i3 {
) 4
Picture o
l)
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Width 15.5ft 18 2 (5.5 m) 20 # (6.2 m) 23ft(7m) 31 (9.5m)
(X)“Z[ Totem Lake Non-Motorized Bridge 2/1/2017



IN SUMMARY:

CKC Master Plan provides a touchstone for trail characteristics and community experience
Future trail use will be determined as the area is developed — use patterns hard to predict now
Must consider the trail/bridge in a regional context as well as local context

Public has shown high-interest and engagement in the project so far — work to
maintain/increase

With regards to schedule, team is currently exactly on-schedule (but challenging aspects are
upcoming)

Determining an appropriate Level-Of-Service is difficult, especially when predicting local and
regional growth

Tools exist (SUPLOS) to help make the LOS decision, but are limited in the variables they can
consider



