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 Cross-lake vehicle and person trips (see screenline 1) would be 
reduced in the cumulative effects scenario compared to the project 
alternatives. This is likely due to increased north-south capacity on 
Eastside facilities (e.g., I-405), which would improve Eastside traffic 
circulation and make it more attractive for more trips to stay on the 
Eastside rather than travel across the lake. 

Seattle screenlines show a mix of results. The screenline south of 
I-90 (screenline 5) shows a relatively uniform decrease in north-
south trips caused by the cumulative effects scenario. This is likely 
due to the diversion of trips between south King County and the 
Eastside away from the I-5/I-90 route. The Seattle screenline north 
of SR 520 (screenline 4) does not show a similar decrease in north-
south trips. It appears that the net effect of the cumulative effects 
scenario in this area would be relatively minimal for vehicle trips. 
Total person trips, however, are higher in this screenline for the 
cumulative effects scenario due to the extension of Sound Transit’s 
light rail line north to Northgate and Lynnwood. 

Cross-Lake Travel Demand 

The screenline of cross-lake travel demand for cumulative effects shows 
similar trends in both vehicle and person trips between the No Build 
Alternative, Build Alternative, and the cumulative effects scenario in 
both the daily and afternoon peak periods. The behavior of the 
cumulative effect scenario with respect to cross-lake travel demand 
shows a slight decrease (approximately 5 percent) in daily vehicle 
demand compared to the No Build Alternative and the Build 
Alternative. This slight decrease in vehicle trips can be attributed 
primarily to several regional corridor capacity improvements on the 
east side of Lake Washington that were included in the cumulative 
effects scenario. However, the vehicular demand to use SR 520 would 
still remain substantial, with or without the added regional corridor 
improvements. 

The same pattern is exhibited for daily person trips when comparing 
the cumulative effects scenario with the No Build and Build 
Alternatives. The cumulative effects scenario shows lower cross-lake 
person trips than either the No Build or Build Alternatives, although 
the percent difference is less than it is in vehicle trips.  

Another observation that can be made regarding cross-lake travel is a 
general increase in the ratio of person trips to vehicle trips. The 
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combination of higher 3+ person HOV usage on SR 520 due to the 
introduction of HOV lanes on the bridge and HOV exempt tolling, and 
transit usage on I-90 with the inclusion of light rail, increases the overall 
person-carrying efficiency of the two bridges.  

The model results suggest that several specific capacity improvements, 
in combination with tolling on the Evergreen Point Bridge, would 
encourage some cross-lake trips to remain on the Eastside. 
Incorporation of the 10- to 15-year Implementation Plan for I-405 
assumes an increase in capacity on I-405 between I-5 in Tukwila and SR 
522 in Bothell. Additional capacity is also planned for SR 167 (from 
Southeast 180th Street to I-405) and SR 522 (bus lane); both regional 
facilities connect to I-405 and would provide a viable alternative to the 
cross-lake bridges, given the additional capacity on these facilities and 
the requirement to pay a toll to cross the SR 520 Bridge.  

North-South Travel Demand 

The north-south travel demand screenlines for the cumulative effects 
scenario show similar trends in both vehicle and person trips in the 
daily and afternoon peak periods. Exhibits 11-3 through 11-6 show the 
increase in north-south trips on the Eastside south of I-90 (screenline 6). 
The cumulative effects scenario shows daily trips south of I-90 
increasing by 26 percent in vehicle trips and 23 percent for person trips 
compared to the No Build and Build Alternatives. This reflects the 
capacity improvements assumed along I-405 and SR 167. I-5 would also 
be affected by the change in roadway capacity on the Eastside. In fact, 
given that I-405 would become more attractive with its additional 
capacity, travel demand on the I-5 corridor south of I-90 would 
decrease by approximately 8 percent on a daily basis. 

The north-south screenline north of SR 520 and east of Lake 
Washington (screenline 3) shows minimal differences among the No 
Build Alternative, the Build Alternative, and the cumulative effects 
scenario. Differences among the alternatives, both in terms of vehicle 
trips and person trips, are all less than 2 percent. In general, this is a 
reflection of improvements included in the cumulative effects scenario 
that are primarily located to the south and west of SR 520, affecting 
travel patterns in those corridors. 

East-west demand would slightly increase east of I-405 (screenline 2) in 
the cumulative effects scenario. The daily increase compared to either 
the No Build or Build Alternatives would be about 4 percent for both 
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daily vehicle and daily person trips. Given the increased attractiveness 
of the I-405 corridor due to additional capacity in the cumulative effects 
scenario and the fact that more trips would remain on the Eastside, an 
increase in trips along this stretch of SR 520 is reasonable.  

What happens to cross-lake mode 
choice?  

The transportation discipline team compared cross-lake travel demand 
between HOVs, general-purpose vehicles, and transit across the SR 520 
and I-90 bridges. The following paragraphs discuss the key findings 
from that analysis. 

When evaluating cross-lake mode choice for the Build Alternative and 
the cumulative effects scenario, it is necessary to isolate the impacts to 
cross-lake vehicle demand to avoid erroneous conclusions. Capacity 
improvements in the SR 167/I-405 corridor contained in the cumulative 
effects scenario would cause a substantial number of trips that would 
be traveling along I-5 and I-90 to divert to the I-405 corridor. As a result, 
the cross-lake vehicular traffic would be substantially less in the 
cumulative effects scenario than the No Build and Build Alternatives. 
The difference is about 18,000 and 22,000 daily vehicles, respectively. 
More than 90 percent of the decrease in vehicle trips occurs on I-90. 
Decreases in daily vehicle trips also occur on SR 520 under the 
cumulative effects scenario, and vehicle trips increase slightly on SR 522 
over No Build and Build conditions. 

Transit ridership changes are also associated with the cumulative 
effects scenario when compared to the No Build and Build Alternatives. 
Total cross-lake transit ridership for both bus and light rail transit 
increases by approximately13,000 passengers daily (about 33 percent) 
for the cumulative effects scenario. The distribution of this ridership 
shifts toward the I-90 corridor with the introduction of light rail transit 
service and the accompanying higher frequency of service.  

In general, transit ridership on SR 520 is about 8,000 to 9,000 daily 
passengers (about 85 to 94 percent) lower under the cumulative effects 
scenario than it is under the No Build and Build Alternatives. However, 
this difference is offset by a 136 to 145 percent increase in transit 
ridership on I-90 (approximately 22,000 to 23,000 daily transit riders). 
The remainder of the difference in cross-lake transit ridership is the 
result of slightly diminished ridership on SR 522. Even though there is a 
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decrease in transit ridership on the SR 520 corridor with the cumulative 
effects scenario, there are still nearly 10,000 transit riders per day and 
an increased number of people in carpools who would benefit from a 
continuous SR 520 HOV lane between I-5 and SR 202. 

Exhibits 11-7 through 11-10 present cross-lake daily and afternoon 
peak-period vehicle and person trips.  
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Exhibit 11-7. 2030 Cross-Lake Daily Vehicle Trips 

2030 No Build 

 Daily Vehicle Volumes 

Roadway Facility Total Non-HOV1 HOV (3+) Total 

SR 522 (west of 61st Ave NE) 68,970 1,020 69,990 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—GP Lanes 129,920 2,370 132,290 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—HOV Lanes — — — 

I-90 (West Bridge)—GP Lanes 191,640 120 191,760 

I-90 (West Bridge)—HOV Lanes — 7,660 7,660 

Total Cross-Lake 390,530 11,170 401,700 

2030 Build 

 Daily Vehicle Volumes 

Roadway Facility Total Non-HOV1 HOV (3+) Total 

SR 522 (west of 61st Ave NE) 69,240 1,020 70,260 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—GP Lanes 132,650 2,350 135,000 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—HOV Lanes — — — 

I-90 (West Bridge)—GP Lanes 191,990 120 192,110 

I-90 (West Bridge)—HOV Lanes — 7,780 7,780 

Total Cross-Lake 393,880 11,270 405,150 

2030 Cumulative Effects (Tolled) 

 Daily Vehicle Volumes 

Roadway Facility Total Non-HOV1 HOV (3+) Total 

SR 522 (west of 61st Ave NE) 73,030 720 73,750 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—GP Lanes 121,810 — 121,810 

SR 520 (Lk Wash Bridge)—HOV Lanes — 8,940 8,940 

I-90 (West Bridge)—GP Lanes 174,370 200 174,570 

I-90 (West Bridge)—HOV Lanes — 4,530 4,530 

I-90 (West Bridge)—Rail — — — 

Total Cross-Lake 369,210 14,690 383,600 

1 Includes non-HOV vehicles and commercial vehicles. 

Note: Model results are bi-directional and for comparison purposes. 

The model was validated for the SR 520 corridor. Other regional facilities included in the model 
were validated as part of the regional modeling process. 

GP = general purpose 
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