
September 15, 2000

Northeast District Council
4534 University Way NE
Seattle, Washington 98105

Ms. Stephanie Haines 
Senior Land Use Planner
Department of Design, Construction and Land Use
200 Dexter Horton Building
710 Second Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104-1703 
Fax: 233-7901

RE: University Village Proposed Expansion, Projects #2002354 and #2005186

Dear Ms. Haines:

The Northeast District Council, representing 16 neighborhood and business organizations in northeast Seattle,
has reviewed the Master Use Permit (MUP) applications of University Village. We have followed the expansion
of University Village since its purchase by Stuart Sloan in 1995. We have witnessed the transformation of a quiet
residential neighborhood shopping center into a destination venue increasing traffic, according to one newspaper
report by 70%, and now attracting close to seven million shoppers each year. We have consistently objected to
the piecemeal development that has occurred at University Village without an environmental analysis as
required by the State Environmental Policy Act to address the impacts upon surrounding communities. These
two new MUP applications reveal a pattern on the part of University Village of continued disregard for the
impacts of its actions on its neighboring communities.

The Northeast District Council recommends the following, in addition to the recommendations regarding the
subdivision request contained in a separate letter, incorporated by reference:

1. Master Plan Must be Required: Prior to any further review of these applications, a master plan must be
prepared. During the neighborhood planning process, University Village, an active participant in the
process, agreed that preparation of a master plan is appropriate. Instead of following the mandate of the
neighborhood plan adopted by the City Council, University Village has continued on its path of piecemeal
development with no regard to the consequences upon its neighbors.

2. Environmental Impact Statement Should be Mandated: Despite the conclusions of the Environmental
Checklist submitted by University Village, the two MUP applications will result in significant adverse
environmental impacts and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is warranted. Conclusions in the
Environmental Checklist in large part rely upon a Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Transportation
Solutions, Inc. The conclusions of this study are based upon erroneous assumptions.

3. Traffic Impact Analysis Must be Redone: The traffic impact analysis is based on illogical assumptions
with insufficient data to substantiate the conclusions. The report classifies trips into pass-by and diverted,
with no responsibility attributed to the expansion for pass-by trips. Yet, it is a leap in logic to conclude that
drivers in the three identified zip codes represent pass-by trips. University Village is not taking
responsibility for the traffic that would be generated and mitigation that would be required.

4. Public Hearings Should be Required: Due to the magnitude of the projects, public hearings should be held
as part of the EIS, master plan and design review processes after all of the necessary information is
provided.

Without a master plan, it is impossible for citizens to review and evaluate the impacts of proposed development.
Virtually no information is provided about the subdivision application. Proponents indicate that a short plat is



requested for financing purposes only. We question this conclusion. Once divided, the proponents can avoid a
review of cumulative impacts of development as "remodeling" takes place parcel by parcel. This is the strategy
employed by most of the other development that has taken place at University Village--massive development
with no requirement for environmental analysis or mitigation of impacts. A separate letter from the Northeast
District Council addresses issues associated with the subdivision request.

We urge DCLU to review the traffic study conducted by Transportation Solutions, Inc. This study bases its
conclusion of "no negative impacts" on an assumption that cannot be substantiated by any presented figures.
One major assumption in question determines that 53% of traffic volumes, which will average 35,529 trips daily
(on week days) are "pass-by." The study claims that these "pass-by" trips are not the responsibility of the
University Village as "these are trips that are already on the road and would simply stop at the village on the way
to their primary destination." However, to determine "pass-by" trips, the authors conducted a survey, without
publishing the number of those surveyed, to determine the zip codes of the origin and destination of the
travelers. The authors determined a "local zone" including "zip codes between I-5 and Lake Washington and
between the Ship Canal and NE 100th street." According to the study, a visitor to the Village would be
considered a "pass-by" even if they lived in Greenlake, drove to work in Wedgwood, and using a very circuitous
route, drove to U Village before driving home from work.

As evidenced by this example and a multitude of other driving scenarios, it is clear that the authors have made
illogical assumptions. Again, the authors base their conclusions of no adverse impacts only by taking
responsibility for 47% of trips to and from the Village. This concept must be substantiated before DCLU and the
community can accept that minimal mitigative measures that must be taken. Rather, the authors should use a
worst case scenario, which would include 100% of trips to and from the Village. The conclusions may very well
determine vastly negative impacts on the surrounding community.

The study neglects to highlight two stretches of road and intersection that have ten accidents per year or greater,
according to their own report. By their own definition, these areas would be considered high incident
stretches/intersections and warrant further analysis. In fact, this data substantiates the community claims that
there are real, rather than only "perceived dangers" as described in the report.

DCLU must also look very carefully at the proposed mitigation measures proposed by the owners. The
pedestrian and bicycle improvements are helpful only to the shoppers of the mall--every improvement is internal
to the site. If the site is developed as proposed, a bicyclist or stroller will have to drive to the mall first in order
to appreciate the bicycle rack. Addition of a left turn lane onto 25th NE beside Office Depot, serves to unclog
traffic within the Village. Mitigation as contemplated by our environmental laws is intended to address the
project impacts upon the surrounding community, rather than the developer's interests.

The City regularly requires developers to mitigate the impacts of development through improvement of
surrounding streets by repaving, installing curbs, gutters, sidewalks and the like. DCLU should require
University Village to make substantial improvements to the neighboring streets impacted by the development,
including Blakeley, Union Bay Place, NE 30th, and NE 50th where there are no sidewalks, curbs, or gutters.
Noise and air quality issues must also be addressed.

University Village must take responsibility for its employee parking. The Village employs over 1400 employees
and only minimal parking on site is allowed (something like one parking space per business). Employees park in
the limited spaces available on residential streets surrounding the Village, clogging streets and creating
congestion. The Village should address the parking needs of its employees to mitigate the impact on the
community.

We hope you will consider the issues raised by Northeast District Council and require University Village to
prepare a master plan, an environmental impact statement and a revised traffic study.

Sincerely,



Paul Gibson, Chair
1718-26th Avenue East
Seattle, Washington 98112
323-1851
cgibson@aa.net

mailto:cgibson@aa.net

