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

November 30, 2000

Mr. Bruce Rips 
Land Use Planner
Department of Design, Construction and Land Use
200 Dexter Horton Building
710 Second Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-1703 
Fax 233-7901

RE: University Village Master Use Plan Applicationsr

Dear Mr. Rips:

The Laurelhurst Community Club appreciates the opportunity to provide further comment on the proposed
expansion at University Village. We believe that the Village is making progress in reaching out to impacted
communities and addressing the many flaws in its traffic impact analysis. Unfortunately, there has been
insufficient time to thoroughly review the revised traffic study, which we received a few days before
Thanksgiving. Major deficiencies in the November study revision are readily apparent even after a preliminary
review. We request an additional public meeting after University Village has had the opportunity to make further
corrections to its traffic study and after impacted parties have had an opportunity for further review.

We would like to address University Village responses to the September 15th comments we submitted and to
provide our preliminary observations about the November traffic study revision.

The November 2000 traffic analysis must be redone. After reviewing the July Traffic Impact Analysis, we
concluded that the traffic study was based upon faulty assumptions that grossly underestimated traffic in the area
attributable to University Village. We were pleased that the University Village recognized deficiencies in the
study and prepared a new analysis. There are, however, major problems with the revised study. There is no
indication of how diverted trips and passby trips are calculated. A clear explanation is necessary to evaluate the
methodology and results. Without this information, it is impossible to determine the mitigation that should be
required as a result of the impacts on surrounding streets and communities. There are also inconsistencies
between what is said in the executive summary and the body of the report.

There is no logical basis to conclude that 85% of University Village customers come from the local area.
University Village conducted a survey of patrons, but the sample was very small and it is unclear whether it is
representative. The survey methodology must be provided. To determine whether traffic mitigation should be
mandated, other methods should be employed to determine where customers come from. For example, the
mailing lists of stores would be of great assistance. Smaller businesses often call customers when items come in
and this information would be especially useful in determining added traffic along Montlake Boulevard.

There are many issues relating to employee parking that have not been addressed or conclusions in the traffic
study that have not been adequately documented: We believe evaluation of the residential parking supply is
inadequate and that employee parking needs are grossly underestimated. Here are just a few examples of issues
and problems with the revised traffic study relating to employee parking needs:

1. The updated traffic study does not take into account that the U Village Flex-Pass program expired in
October, 2000 and participating employees must now pay a monthly fee for transit passes.

2. Raw data on employee surveys has not been provided. To evaluate conclusions made regarding employee
parking, it is important to know the number of employees surveyed, rather than just percentages of the



numbers who drove alone, walked, took the bus, carpooled or were dropped off. It is difficult to calculate
parking needs with no information regarding how many employees were in each carpool vehicle. Some
kind of margin of error should be included. This is important because it would seem there would be a
tendency for employees not to reveal whether they drove to work as employee cars that park on University
Village property are ticketed and towed.

3. The employee survey data does not include specific information about the impacts of Initiative 695.
Transit cuts went into effect in February 2000. For example, Route 25, which provides major service to
University Village incurred major cuts and there is no longer service after 5:45 p.m. In Laurelhurst, there
is also no weekend transit service. An analysis of this and other transit cuts is necessary to determine
employee parking needs both on and offsite.

4. If University Village intends to use the current supply of residential parking, then it should be required to
mitigate these impacts. Additional information is necessary to validate the numbers projected that park on
residential streets. Raw data and the Metro study cited must be provided. Inconsistencies within the study
should be corrected. At minimum, U Village estimates 40 additional vehicles would be parking on
residential streets during peak demand periods. Mitigation should be required as parking is scare and the
additional cars will impact pedestrian and vehicle safety. We believe this number is underestimated and
further work is necessary.

5. If only half of the employees park on adjacent streets, where do the others park? This must be addressed.
We have been told that one parking spot onsite is provided for each of the 80+ businesses, with some
exceptions for larger businesses. Details of the onsite parking plan should be provided. We have heard that
businesses are issued a parking pass and that logistical problems prevent an employee who arrives later in
the day from using the allotted parking space that would be vacated by the business owner or earlier
arriving employee. This shifts employee parking to nearby residential streets that are already congested.
There is no indication as to whether the ineffectiveness of the little onsite employee parking that is
provided has been factored into the traffic study.

6. The traffic study (on page 47) indicates that offsite parking demand peaks when residential parking
demand is at its lowest. This assumption does not take into account competing parking needs during the
time period. The condominium complex on the cemetery corner and construction of sidewalks on the
north side of Blakeley are well underway and the Intracorp condominium/mixed use development will
soon commence. All streets in the area are jammed and safety issues ever present. This is obvious by
simply driving down the residential streets and seeing homemade signs made by homeowners asking
outsiders not to block driveways or park in front of mailboxes.

7. The segment of roadway on 30th Avenue NE between NE Blakeley Street and NE 54th Street is one of the
closer areas where employees park. Due to other construction in the area, however, Village employees
compete for parking with many others and sometimes move on to other streets to park. It can be predicted
that when other projects in the area are complete, the 30th Avenue stretch of roadway will be principally
used by U Village employees. Table 12 concludes that 31 parking spaces are available in this area. This
segment of roadway is ill equipped to handle University Village parking needs. There are no sidewalks
and the stretch is hazardous to both pedestrians and vehicles alike due to poor visibility. If the Village is
unwilling to provide onsite parking for employees, it should be required to install sidewalks to improve
safety on 30th as a mitigation measure.

8. In an informal meeting with University Village representatives and community leaders, University Village
suggested it may provide 130 employee parking spaces on the top floor of the new garage. The Village has
obviously recognized the problem, yet they are unwilling to commit in writing to providing the parking.

Alternative locations of the parking garage must be explored. University Village has indicated that the revised
traffic study would demonstrate that NE Blakeley has adequate capacity to handle any increase in traffic. Due to
the flaws in the revised study, it is not clear that this would be the best location. Adequate study is necessary of
alternatives.



An Environmental Impact Statement should be required. Because the traffic and parking impacts of the proposed
development remain unclear due to inadequacies in the revised traffic study, it is impossible to determine the
impacts of the proposed expansion. Upon preliminary review of the revised study, it is clear that there will be
significant adverse impacts, some of which we cited in our September 15th comment letter.

University Village should be required to comply with the neighborhood plan calling for development of a master
plan. University Village erroneously has concluded that the City Council's adoption of the University Urban
Center Plan did not incorporate the requirement to prepare a master plan. Preparation of a master plan was listed
as a high priority in the matrix of neighborhood plan activities. The City Council adopted the matrix of activities
necessary to implement the neighborhood plan. DCLU did commence a process to serve as the framework for
development of a master plan. University Village is disingenuous when it states that there was no agreement as
to the master plan process. That process was simply not completed, but it could be. Of course, there will be
disagreements along the way, but that is part of developing a workable solution.

We hope you will consider the concerns we have raised in reviewing the University Village project applications.
We very much hope you will agree with us that the issues we have raised are appropriate grounds to justify the
need for an additional public meeting. Such a public meeting should follow distribution of a corrected traffic
study and an adequate opportunity for impacted parties to review it.

Sincerely,

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