
Laurelhurst Community Club
Serving 2800 Households in Seattle’s Laurelhurst Neighborhood

October 29, 1999
Laura Yeats
Department of Design, Construction and Land Use
710 Second Avenue, Suite 200
Seattle, Washington 98104-1703
FAX 233-7883

RE: University Village Master Planning Process

Dear Laura,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft ordinance that would amend the land use code to
incorporate a master plan process for large-scale commercial and mixed-use developments for entities such as
University Village and the Director's Report on the proposal. We also appreciate your efforts to involve the
community in two public workshops and the subsequent public meeting you held to gather public comment in
shaping this important proposal and briefing the community on your draft recommendations.

We concur with the draft comments submitted on behalf of the Northeast District Council (NEDC) by the
Montlake Community Club Land Use Committee and the Seattle Community Council Federation. We offer the
following comments on behalf of the Laurelhurst community and from our representative on the Northeast
District Council Task Force established to review the proposal. Due to the limited time period in which to
comment, we may have additional comments in the future.

Framework policies: We recommend that framework policies be included in the proposed legislation. Such
policies would assist those serving on the master planning advisory committee in understanding their role in the
process, provide assurance to the applicant that the city recognizes the applicant's desire to provide a strong and
healthy commercial center consistent with environmental and other laws and neighborhood planning efforts, and
assurance to citizens that the city is committed to maintaining the livability and vitality of impacted
neighborhoods. Such framework policies are included in the Major Institutions Code and in the recently adopted
City-University Agreement and can serve as a model for developing policies governing master planning efforts
for entities such as University Village.

Designation of sites for which a master plan is required: Section 23.61.004A2c allows sites that are not
identified in a neighborhood plan to be exempt from preparing a master plan if the site is separated from a
residential zone by features that help to minimize impacts, such as greenbelts, ravines, open space, or limited
access roadways like portions of SR 99 or I-5. We recommend deletion of this provision. If the site otherwise
meets the criteria in terms of size, zoning designation, proximity to a residential zone and the potential for
substantial traffic and parking impacts, a master plan should be required. The current provision allows the
DCLU director discretionary authority to forego preparation of a plan. Without clear standards to guide this
exception, the provision should be deleted.

Development thresholds: We appreciate your effort to craft thresholds that would trigger the preparation of a
master plan and evaluation of environmental impacts and cumulative impacts of the future development. Our big
concern is that a "remodel" that would involve the same category of use would not be considered in the
thresholds you've set up. For example, when Ernst's was "remodeled" in University Village the whole structure
was torn down with the exception of the corner posts of the building and maybe part of one wall. The Village
was able to avoid environmental review and mitigation of the impacts of the new development, which now
houses several businesses and generates additional traffic within the Village and traffic volume on surrounding
residential and arterial streets, as well as spillover parking in the neighborhoods. We request that you supplement
the current proposed provisions to address this issue.



The Concept Plan: 

1. Remodels: In addition to the items listed in the proposal, we recommend that the preliminary concept
plan also include details about proposed "remodels." It is unclear whether the requirement to submit
information concerning the planned uses of the entire master plan area would necessarily include
"remodels." This should be clarified to provide assurance to the city and the affected communities that the
developer will mitigate the impacts of the planned changes and expansion. The Concept Plan should also
include an Outreach Plan.

2. Outreach plan: As part of development of the Concept Plan, the applicant should be required to prepare
an outreach plan documenting efforts that will be undertaken to involve and inform impacted communities
and interested citizens of expansion plans, the process and opportunities for participation. This
recommendation is modeled after similar provisions in the City-University Agreement.

Contents of the Master Plan: The master plan should be consistent with adopted neighborhood plans.
Appropriate transition should be provided from the property subject to the master plan to the surrounding areas
when there are differences in allowed height and/or bulk. Setbacks, bulk limits on structures, landscaping and
other tools should be specified in the proposed ordinance for consideration as a means to accomplish an
appropriate transition.

Annual Report: The applicant should be required to provide an annual status report to the DCLU director and the
advisory committee detailing progress made, the status of projects initiated or under construction, any purchase
of nearby properties and efforts undertaken to mitigate the impacts of the development and address the traffic
and transportation issues. The annual report should also identify proposed project development changes and
major and minor amendments and any changes in direct, indirect and cumulative adverse environmental
impacts. The University of Washington and other major institutions are required to prepare annual reports and
entities such as University Village should not be exempt.

Master Plan Advisory Committee: 

1. In general: The proposal should include a procedure allowing any committee member to submit a
minority view on any action taken. We support the recommendation of NEDC to add the following
language to Section 23.61.030A: "Whenever the advisory committee provides written advice or guidance,
any member, who disagrees with the majority opinion or has supplemental comments, may submit a
separate comment or concurrence, and the dissenting or special concurrence be attached to and shall
accompany the committee's report or recommendation through City processes."

2. Size: We recommend that the size of the committee be increased to include a representative from the
Seattle Transportation Department as a nonvoting member. Many University Village expansion issues
(and other similar entities) relate to traffic and transportation issues. Participation of a SeaTran
representative would provide necessary expertise to address these challenges. A representative from
DCLU should also be specified as a nonvoting member of the committee. No impacted community should
be excluded from participation on the advisory committee.

3. Responsibilities: 

a. Review of final master plan: The committee should be required to review and comment upon the
final master plan or final environmental impact statement.

b. Notice and review of minor amendments: The committee should be given notice and an
opportunity to comment on minor amendments before final decisions are made.

c. Review of other issues: The responsibilities section should be expanded to allow discretionary
review and comment by the committee on other issues identified by committee members,
represented community and business organizations, the applicant and the City. A similar provision



is included in the City-University Agreement. Those participating in drafting that agreement
recognized that issues might surface that impact development and the master planning process. In
the case of University Village, the committee may wish to address such issues as those relating to
major events at the University or development in adjacent communities that could impact
transportation planning issues.

d. Review of outreach plan: As indicated above, the applicant should be required to prepare an
outreach plan documenting efforts that will be undertaken to involve and inform impacted
communities and interested citizens of expansion plans, the process and opportunities for
participation. The committee should have responsibility for reviewing and commenting upon this
outreach plan.

e. Review of annual report: Because applicants under these provisions share much in common with
major institutions, the applicant should be required to prepare an annual report and the committee
should be required to review and comment on the report.

f. Qualifications: The qualifications listed in Section 23.61.030C 2 and 3 appear to be redundant.
Those provisions should be combined and expanded to specifically include familiarity with
transportation issues. We agree with Northeast District Council and the Seattle Community Council
Federation that voting members should be nominated by a district council or neighborhood
community council for the area in which the site is located in order to be considered for
appointment by the mayor. This qualification is the only way to ensure accountability to the
nominating organization and broad citizen participation and confidence in the master planning
process. Those community groups have regular meetings to receive updates from advisory
committee members. This will enable the community groups to monitor the status of the master
planning process. Many of the community organizations also have newsletters and email networks
or other mechanisms to keep neighbors informed.

g. Appointment to the committee: Alternates nominated by district councils or community
organizations should be designated for voting member positions on the committee and appointed in
the same manner as other positions. Replacement procedures for committee members should be
clarified.

h. Administrative support to the committee: We recommend that a representative from the
Department of Neighborhoods (DON) staff the committee, rather than someone from DCLU. The
technical expertise from DCLU is important, which is why we recommend a nonvoting spot on the
committee for a DCLU representative. The DON, however, has the independence that we think is
required for this position. DON staffs CUCAC and the district councils and those systems are
efficient and work well in promoting member confidence in the process. We understand your
position that master planning for entities such as University Village will be based on actual zoning,
rather than negotiated agreements such as exist for major institutions, but nonetheless believe that
DON is in a better position to staff the committee because of its independence in these kinds of
issues. We appreciate DCLU's desire to monitor the master plan process applied to University
Village, evaluate what works well and make any needed improvements, but we believe this would
be accomplished by attending the meetings.

i. Rules applicable to the advisory committee: We agree that it would be helpful for DCLU to
promulgate rules applicable to the advisory committee, including meeting schedule and methods of
conflict resolution. This will save time and enable the committee to get down to work as the process
commences. We do, however, recommend that the committee select its own chair or co-chairs,
review the rules and adopt changes as necessary and appropriate.

j. Duration of the committee: After completion of the master plan, we recommend that the advisory
committee continue in operation to address implementation of the plan and subsequent amendments.
The committee should meet as necessary, but at least once a year to review the status of the plan.



We hope you will find our comments regarding proposed land use code amendments for a master planning
process for entities such as University Village useful. We look forward to continuing to work with you
throughout this process and hope that you will provide an additional opportunity for further comment prior to
submission of the proposed ordinance to the city council. If you have questions about the comments we have
submitted, please contact us.

Sincerely,

Jeannie Hale, President
3425 West Laurelhurst Drive NE
Seattle, Washington 98105
206-525-5135 / FAX 206-525-9631
jeannieh@serv.net
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