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

September 15, 2000

Ms. Stephanie Haines 
Senior 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 Proposed Expansion, Projects #2002354 and #2005186

Dear Ms. Haines:

The Laurelhurst Community Club is a Northeast District Council member organization. We endorse the
comments on the University Village expansion proposals submitted by Northeast District Council and offer the
following additional comments after reviewing the permit applications, the traffic impact analysis and the
environmental checklist.

EIS should be required. We disagree with the assessment of University Village that there will be minimal
impacts associated with the proposed expansion. The only mitigation the Village has suggested is warranted is
an additional southbound turn lane on Union Bay Place to decrease the delay at the intersection. Thorough
analysis of the impact of the platting and of the entire development that may ensue from the platting, as well as
from the parking garage and retail expansion should be undertaken.

Since Stuart Sloan purchased the Village in 1995, expansion has proceeded on a piecemeal basis with no
requirement to mitigate the adverse impacts associated with development, something required of other
developers for projects of the magnitude that have taken place at University Village. The series of "remodels" at
the Village were essentially new and expanded construction items and there was little thought to the enormous
impacts of the expansion on surrounding communities. Now, even bigger expansions are planned and an
environmental impact statement is necessary to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are undertaken.

Traffic analysis should be redone. The proposed expansion will create major traffic and pedestrian safety
problems and will exacerbate parking problems. These conclusions are not apparent from the traffic impact
analysis because that study is based upon faulty assumptions that grossly underestimate the traffic in the area
that can be attributable to University Village. The report classifies trips into pass-by and diverted, with no
responsibility attributed to the proposed expansion for pass-by trips. The analysis assumes that pass-by drivers
would have been driving in the area anyway. Yet, trips identified and classified were done so on the basis of zip
codes in a very large area of Seattle (98105, 98195 and 98115). The study underestimates the traffic on Montlake
Boulevard headed to the Village. University Village is not taking responsibility for the traffic that would be
generated and mitigation that would be required. The proponent should be required to work closely with
SeaTran to develop a traffic study that adequately addresses the impacts of the proposed expansion.

Traffic impacts: We agree with the assessment made by our northeast Seattle neighbor, Greg Barnes, that the
following impacts will occur as a result of the project.

1. The traffic at the northwest and northeast entrances to University Village will be higher than projected in
the report.

2. The increased traffic at the northwest entrance will contribute to more accidents north of the entrance due
to competition for the shared left turn lane.



3. The increased traffic at the northwest entrance will make it more difficult for vehicles turning out of and
into NE 49th Street and nearby driveways to use the shared left turn lane.

4. The increased traffic at the northwest entrance will turn a dangerous pedestrian crossing into a suicidal
one.

5. The increased traffic at the northeast entrance will cause problems for users of the Burke-Gilman Trail
(and vice versa). The problems could be exacerbated if the proposed improvement is implemented. (See
pages 35-36 of the report.)

6. The traffic at the southeast (QFC) entrance will cause delays for eastbound through traffic on NE 45th
Street, particularly traffic wishing to turn left at Union Bay Place, NE 45th Place or the businesses
between the entrance and the intersection.

7. Traffic volume in general will be higher than projected on nearby streets.

8. Delays at the (almost surely) LOS-E or worse intersection of 45th and Montlake will increase.

9. Delays at other (almost surely) LOS-E or worse intersections west of University Village on NE 45th to I-5
will increase.

10. Delays at the currently unclassified Montlake/25th NE intersection will increase. (The report classifies this
intersection at LOS-A, but this classification ignores inconvenient data.)

11. Delays at other (almost surely) LOS-E or worse intersections south of University Village on Montlake to
SR520 will increase.

12. Volume at the screenlines at the Ship Canal (Montlake Bridge) and east of I-5 (at NE 45th) will increase.

13. The above impacts (8-12) will occur not only during the PM peak hour, but will increasingly appear
during traditional non-peak times, such as midday, the hours around the PM peak hour, and during the
weekends.

14. Increased employee parking off-site will make nearby street parking more difficult.

Traffic and pedestrian safety mitigation is warranted. In the past, University Village has suggested that the City
pay the expenses associated with traffic and transportation impacts of its development, while other developers
are required to mitigate the impacts of their development. For example, during the neighborhood planning
process, Village consultants stated in a January 30, 1998 letter that: "Traffic studies should be funded by the City
to analyze traffic flow on NE 45th, 25th NE, and Montlake, and to propose improvements to transit services,
pedestrian accessibility, bicycle safety and convenience, and vehicular safety and service levels. Shuttle service
for University Village employees should be encouragedÉIn addition, opportunities for improved and expanded
parking for University Village shoppers, employees and residents should be encourage." Taxpayers should not
have to foot the bill for traffic and transportation mitigation that most developers assume as a cost of doing
business.

Alternative locations of the parking garage should be explored. If an environmental impact statement is
mandated, as it should be, University Village would be required to present alternative locations for the parking
garage. This is important because a garage at the proposed location will attract most vehicles to the Village
entrance on NE Blakeley Street and 30th Avenue NE, a small collector arterial ill-equipped to handle the
increased volume of traffic. When QFC expanded and moved to its current location on NE 45th, approvals were
granted with the understanding that traffic would be funneled onto NE 45th due to the potential impacts
associated with adding traffic along Blakeley into and out of the entrance on NE Blakeley and 30th Avenue NE.

Increased traffic due to the proposed expansion will generate substantial automobile emissions. Because the
traffic analysis underestimates traffic volume attributable to the project, the proponents have concluded that no



significant impacts on air quality are anticipated. We disagree. Appropriate study of this issue and mitigation
measures should be required.

A master plan should be required. It is impossible to comment on the subdivision application because little
information has been provided other than a general assertion that a short plat is requested for financing purposes
only. Based upon our history of dealing with University Village's piecemeal expansion, we believe that this is a
ploy to avoid environmental review of the cumulative impacts of each parcel. Many believe that the Village does
in fact have a master plan that it is unwilling to share with the City or its neighbors. For example, in the series of
"remodels" in recent years, Village architects calculated to the square inch what pieces of existing building must
be retained to come within the DCLU threshold for SEPA review. Obviously, a plan was in place, but there is a
seemingly deliberate effort to avoid public scrutiny.

Prior to any further review of the University Village applications, a master plan must be prepared. A master plan
is an important element in the neighborhood plan and University Village was an active participant in
development of that plan.

We hope you will consider the concerns we have raised in reviewing the University Village project applications.

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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