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Introduction

1. Introduction

A. Background and Purpose

Growth Management and Neighborhood Planning

Since early 1995, neighborhoods throughout Seattle have been engaged in efforts to
plan for their communities’ growth over the next twenty years. These neighborhood
planning efforts represent an innovative, grass-roots approach to growth
management that supports neighborhood residents, business owners, and other
community members in planning for their own future.

Seattle’s neighborhood planning program stemmed from the state’s Growth
Management Act (GMA), passed by the state legisla~e  in 1990. The GMA
required Washington communities to prepare twenty-year comprehensive plans for
their growth. In response to this mandate, the City created Seattle’s Comprehensive
Plan: Toward a Sustainable Seattle, commonly referred to as the Comp Plan.
Adopted by the Seattle City Council in 1994, the citywide Comp Plan proposed to
concentrate fi.rture  growth within the city’s existing neighborhoods. The Comp Plan
established guidelines for neighborhoods to develop their own plans to allow
WOwth in ways that provide for a neighborhood’s unique character, needs, and
livability.

Urban Villages and Urban Centers

A basic tenet of the Comp Plan is a proposal to concentrate future growth in areas
of Seattle designated as either “urban villages” or “urban centers.” Urban villages
are the commercial and residential cores of historically distinct neighborhoods.
Wallingford, Columbia City, and West Seattle Junction are examples of urban
villages.

Urban centers are larger dkricts that sometimes encompass seveisd  urban villages.
There are five urban centers in Seattle (1) First Hill/Capitol Hill, (2) Downtown
Seattle, (3) Seattle Center, (4) University Community, and (5) Northgate. The
Comp Plan calls for urban centers to develop as the densest areas of the city. It
proposes growth targets for urban centers in the areas of housing, employment, and
open space. Urban centers are intended to be pedestrian-oriented communities with
direct access to regional high-capacity transit.

The University Community Urban Center (UCUC) includes two urban villages—
the University District NW Urban Village and the Ravenna Urban Village-as well
as the University of Washington (UW).
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Figure /-1: Universi@ Community Urban Center Boundaries

According to growth targets pred~cted  by Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan, the UCUC
is expected to gain 2,110 housing units and 8,500 new jobs by the year 2014. Thk
document represents the community’s objectives and priorities for meeting those
growth targets while enhancing the UCUC’S  unique character and livability.
Beyond meeting growth management and Comp Phm objectives, the Urban Center
Plan presents an exceptional opportunity for the community to define its vision for
the future and actions to carry itself forward into the 21 st Centnry.

This UCUC neighborhood plrrn will be submitted to the City Council for adoption in
September 1998. The adopted neighborhood plan will guide future city policies and
the allocation of resources for capital improvements in the UCUC neighborhood.

University Community Urban Center plan
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Introduction

B. Process

The Neighborhood Planning Office

In 1995, the Seattle Neighborhood Planning Office (NPO) was established as a
temporaty executive office of the City charged with assisting 37 individurd
neighborhoods with conducting neighborhood planning processes that satisfy the
requirements of the Comp Plan. The UCUC neighborhood planning project was the
pilot project of the NPO program. Over a three-year period (spring 1995 through
spring 1998), the UCUC  planning process involved over 1,000 residents, business
owners, and other community members in planning for the community’s growth
over the next twenty years. Working with a$35 0,000 Phase 11 planning grant from
the City, UCUC community members directed a two-phase neighborhood planning
process with assistance from consultants and NPO staff.

Phase I

During Phase I of the project, a volunteer Organizing Committee guided outreach
efforts within the community. Phase I began in 1995 with a series of community-
wide events and small group conversations. Community members organized
themselves into the University Community Urban Center Association (UCUCA)
and drafted a vision statement in December 1995. Phase I culminated in a lively
town meeting, which was attended by over 125 people. Outreach was aimed at:

. Educating community members about neighborhood plaaning and growth
marragement

● Involving community members in the UCUC’S neighborhood planning process
. Airing people’s concerns and issues
. Beginning to build a consensus of support for the neighborhood plan

From this work, the UCUCA dktilled a set of issues and initiatives to be developed
in Phase II.

Phase II

Phase II of the planning effort, which focused on technical planning as well as
continued outreach’ efforts, was directed by an appointed citizen Planning Committee.
Some members of the Planning Committee were representatives of various organiza-
tions and some were elected at large. While the Planning Committee served as the
main review and decision-makhg  body, five Satellite Committees, comprised of
volunteers assisted by consultants, formed to develop elements of the neighborhood
plan. These elements included:

. Jobs and Economic Vitality

. Transportation
● Housing and Neighborhoods
. Open Space and Public Amenities
● Public Safety and Social Services.

Final Report
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Chapter I

Figure 1-2: Planning Committee Members Study the Relationship Between
Growth Projections, Developable Land Capacity, and Community Vision.

During Phase II, the UCUCA invited residents, property owners, businesses nnd
institutions to eight major public discussions of future possibilities for this
neighborhood., UCUCA  rdso held more than 60 committee discussions on specific
interest areas open to anyone who wished to attend, as were the regufarly monthly
meetings of the Planning Committee and the Coordinating Committee. These” events
and meetings were publicized in regular editions of tbeUCUCA  Neighborhood
Planning News, which was mniled to residents, property owners, and businesses in
the community. Newslet&ers were aJso distributed via libraries, community centers,
and NPO staff. Lawrence McGuire in the Office of Neighborhood Planning posted
regular meeting dates in the NPO Monthly Calendar and announced future special
events in a, variety of publications. Ongoing efforts to inform and attract citizens
rdso have included a telephone hot line, a booth at the annual Street Fnir, a web page,
individual invitations delivered door-to-door, flyers dktributed and posted at
neighborhood locations as well as press, radio, and cable television announcements.
Typical events during this period included:

UW Conversations: President Richnrd  J. McCormick met with 60+ people at Universi~
Heights in March 1997. His remarks emphasized the University’s support for efforts to B

improve The Ave. He also expressed interest in future discussions of how UW pkmning
will affect the community in terms of housing and potential locations for University-
related research. Subsequently, Planning Committee representatives met with the Faculty a
Council on University Relations on several occasions to pursue these questions.

Alternatives Workshop: The challenges of planning became concrete and specific at t
a community workshop in April 1997. The task for the evening-distributing game
pieces representing new housing, ot%ces, and sunenities on a map of the area—was
difficult. Some groups were able to agree on places where they would like to see I
specific kinds of development. Others found the challenge overwhelming. The need
to clarify alternatives became apparent.

i
University Community Urban Center plan
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s Introduction

# ■ Economic Forum: A half-day workshop in May, featured economist Ben Frerichs,
who had analyzed jobs and economic vitality in the University Communi@.  Other

u

viewpoints on future possibilities were provided by Weldon Ihrig, UW Executive Vice
President; Bob Filley, Director of the Center for Community Development and Real
Estate; Maria Burrientos,  Bmce  Lorig Inc., Project Marrager  for the Commodore

#

Duchess renovation Janet Bayne, University Village Manager; and Fred Hart,
LaTienda owner. Roundtable discussions followed.

Figure 1-3: Community Members Expressing Themselves at Public Open House

■

Neighborhood Updates: This effort was integrated with scheduled meetings of the
University District CommuniV  Council, University Park, aud Roosevelt Neighbors
Alliance. The discussions focused on the choices that lie ahead with the help of
detailed maps showing sreas with potential for redevelopment. Questions from people
who attended included: “what is the height limit on Roosevelt?’ “How much new
housing will be for families?” and, “what’s the incentive for developers to follow
design guidelines?

Business Update: This morning discussion drew more tharr 40 representatives of the
University District Chamber of Commerce, the Business Improvement Association,
property owners, arrd the University of Washington. Topics of concern included the

Final Report
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■

■

■

■

■

long-range health of The Ave, questions about development options in the area,
recommendations for encouraging family and market rate housing, and suggestions for
strengthening economic vitality.

Spring Community Forum: Publicity focused attention on this community-wide
meeting that attracted more thnn 90 participants. The purpose was to show what
committees have been working on and collect recommendations for topics to be studied
further. The first half allowed individuals the opportrmity  to review displays on specific
topics and ask questions. Next, committee members explained the possibilities in each
topic area in more detail. Finally, everyone was invited tci provide comments on the
proposals aud to register their priorities.

Raverma  Urban Wlage Workshops: During late spring 1997 arrd throughout the
summer, area-specific workshops were planned and conducted by citizens in the
Ravema Urban Village. These well-attended meetings produced agreements about the
priorities for this community. The topics for discussion were based on the results of
detailed written surveys distributed to all resideuts  and businesses within this area.

Fall Community Forum: A lively mailer designed to inform all 30,000 households
and businesses about neighborhood plaming  and the importance of attendkrg  the Fall
Communi@  Forum was mailed in late September. The publication focused on the need
for people to contribute their ideas and recommendations to the Planning Committee
regnrding specific directions and alternatives. A poster advertising the event was posted
in businesses nnd public gathering spots throughout the dktrict.  Articles describing the
work to date appeared in Universi~ Week and other local publications.

From 9 a.m. on October 21 until 10 p.m. that evening, the University Brrmch of the
Seattle Public Library was the site of a series of meetings focused on defining the
Mr.rre for this community. A series of detailed displays depicted the progress of
planning to date. Well-attended interest group discussions of 1.5 to 1 hours each were
held throughout the day. Each focused on a topic of concern to a particular audience,
including arts and cultural affairs, nonprofit, seniors, business and major employers.
More than 125 people attended the evening session and participated in the discussion
which followed a slide presentation ilhrstrating  the major recommendations developed
to date. Participants voted on their preferences, and the results were used to rank and
prioritize specific recommendations. A summary of the evening’s results was
prepared and distributed via the University Community Urban Center’s newsletter.
The mailing was sent to more than 1,000 recipients.

Zoning Workshop: A special opportunity for local resideuts aud interested citizens to
review and comment on proposed zoning changes. The workshop was advertised by a
targeted mailer to all property owners within 300 feet of any rezone. The workshop,
held on June 14, 1998, was attended by 47 participants, who were presented a brief
explanation of proposed charges and given the opportunity to comment as individunk
srrd discuss proposals in small groups.

Validation Workshop: The culmination of the Lrrrb]ic unrticirmtion  rmocess. on>..
June 18, 1998, the Pl&ring  Committee presente~  the plsrr proposals to the community
for final comments. The event was publicized by a mailer sent to all members of the
community and was attended by 83 persons. Comments were compiled for Planning
Committee consideration during the final decision makrrg.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Plan Summary - Fundamental Principles

Il. Plan Summary – Fundamental Principles

The University Community Urban Center
Vision Statement

■ The University Corrmmnity  will be an inviting and welcoming, people-
oriented urban commrmity  meeting the social, educational, residentird, and
commercial needs of a diverse array of people in en environmentally
pleasing setting. The University Community will build on its current
strengths and assets rmd proceed in new directions to accomplish its vision
of the future.

■ The University Community will offer a wide mnge of quality housing
options to meet the needs of its diverse and growing population while
retaining a sense of neighborhood and community.

■ The University Community will be a vital and progressive economic are% an
integral part of the city and the region, acknowledging the role of the
University of Washington in our regional economy and recognizing the
Community’s diverse needs es well as those of the City.

■ The University ComrOunity  will be a hub of efficient, environmentally sound
multi-modal transportation serving the needs of residents, students,
customers, and visitors.

■ The University Community will seek an active partnership with the
University of Washington as a catalyst for positive change involved in both
residential and business concerns.

The “vision statement above, formulated by University Community Urban Center
Association members in 1996, summarizes the founding principles on which this plan is
based. The plan itself translates the ideals expressed in the vision statement into a set of
implementable goals, policies, objectives, and (most specifically) actions that the City,
community, and other participants will take to achieve the vision. In translating their
very general vision into specific recommendations for action, planning participants
identified several overarching strategies, or “directives,” which serve to direct and
organize the individual actions. Figure II- 1 diagrams the steps Ieadmg from vision to
implementation recommendations and notes where the pieces are located in the report.

This chapter outlines the directives with a general implementation strategy and physical
~ plan concept and, in doing so, summarizes the plan itself.

Final Report
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6.

9.

7. 8

Plan Summary - Fundamental Principles

A. Plan Directives
The vision statement above embraces the community’s diversity and promotes
each of its three principrd  components: residential neighborhoods, business rmd
commercial activities, and the University of Washington. During the planning
process, it become cleor that to achieve the community’s vision, these three
components must be integrated for mutual support and provided with the necessary
trrmsportation  and other physical services. These themes of “integration” and
“support” of the community’s three components appear throughout the plrm.
They are fundamental to the directives outlined below rmd are reflected in the
partnerships and service provision aspects of the implementation strategy.
Figure II-2 illustrates how the duectives  listed below support the components
named in the vision stntement.

Support Vibrant 3. Integrate Transportation 1. Create& Enhance Stable
Commercial Districts Modes into a Balanced

(

Neighborhoods

( System >

Upgrade Area’s
Y

[Physical Identity=

Build on Present /  Y’\
Activities to Create ---’
Integrated Social w,

Services Network

Actively Work with thej
University of Washington

/-’-

v
4. Pro;ide Diverse and

7

Affordable Housing

[I>
5. Provide Neighborhood

r Recreation Facilities

7[

and Open Space

.

8. Expand and Coordinate
(-!,W,-..,5,,  ”;AJ  A.%  -..,I
u“!, ,,, ,”, ,,,y rl,,o -,, ”

Cultural Activities

Figure //-2: Principal Community Components and Supporting Directives
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Chapter II

1. Create/enhance/protect stable residential neighborhoods that can

accommodate projected growth and foster desirable living conditions.

● Encourage ground-level housing in some northern and eastern portions of the
community.

● Encourage high-quality mid-rise (up to 60 feet, or about five stories)
multifamily in the mixed-use core and south of NE 43rd Street and west of
Brooklyn.

.,-,,
“, m. ,,



Plan Summary - Fundamental Principles

2. Support vibrant commercial districts serving local needs and offering
regional specialties.

● Strengthen unique pedestrian-oriented retail on The Ave and in Ravenna
Urbsm VIIlage through street and private improvements.

● Strengthen a diverse mix of retail and commercial activities on NE 45th Street
and Roosevelt.

Q Support the development of retail businesses that serve local needs on 25th
Avenue NE.

.m ● Ensure multimodal access nnd pnrking  to support retail activities.

● Pursue a master plan for University Village, through a process with
meaningful community participation, that speaks to the needs of all parties
and addresses parking, trnnsportation, off-site impacts, and mitigation.

Legend

..-.-. ROOSevdV 45th
:.:.:,  ~~n,.J ~,~ .  l)Jje

,:.:.: Mix ., C.onm,ti,,
Advities

Hggg
uses

i

(~m.;  University Wage

:,:,:, I
“~ m

Figure //-4: Schematic Map of the Community’sCommercia/ Areas
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ChaDter II

3. Integrate transportation modes into an efficient, balanced system.

● Emphasize comfortable, safe, attractive pedestrian and bicycle access
throughout the center.

● Facilitate increased bus service while minimizing negative impacts.

● Take advantage of RTA connections and facilitate intermodal  connections,
such as bus and monorail, and wrface  traffic.

● Work with King County Metro to create efilcient, minimal-impact bus
circulation.

● Conduct an urban center-wide arterial corridor analysis to assess capacity,
establish priorities, and determine funding for an integrated multimodal
UCUC transportation plan.

● Explore local shuttle transportation options.

● Carefully manage parking to ensure adequate supply to support uses while
working to limit dependence on parking and the impacts of large parking
. . .

iik!,!l!!! ‘)!2, ,-,—
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Figure //-5: Schematic Map of Transportation Elements
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4. Provide housing to serve a broad spectrum of life styles and
affordability levels.

. Work to meet housing needs and affordability levels of maj or demographic
groups in the community, including students, young adults, families with
children, empty nesters, and seniors,

● Employ a variety of housing types and development strategies to effectively
provide for identified needs, including existing housing preservation, code
enforcement, auxiliary units, new ground-related housing, and mixed-use
mid-rise residential development.

● Employ a variety of strategies to bring housing development to desired
affordability levels, including development partnerships, zoning
modifications, and subsidies.

HOUSING w BMARKET$,  BY PRoJECTED HOUSEHOLDS  O,STWBUTED  ACROSS CONGRuE~  Q~LuNG ..17 ~=s -2030
P,.),*C. C4smbion km%  C..g,.enr  . . ..”9 TYU.5
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Hws.h.ids

MARKE7  SEGMENT 2030

Famu,es  v“ih  Cl”ld,e” 425

W.rkiig  couples 1,03o

Mu,,..  SIudm!s 600

S@.  SIudenb , ,s20

Young  aaut  combos 1 ,$s?

S“.mgmg  Sing(e, 45C
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335 265

.20 150 1,000 50
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TOTM 8,250 220 210 740 1,420 20 2,670 450 1,175  300 470 575

SPECIAL NEEDS POPUL4TION

,,,,..s Y.* ,.,,,,,., 180
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, m
40 ,0

Figure //-6: Diagram Showing Array of Housing Types and Populations Served
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Chapter II

5. Provide neighborhood recreation facilities and open space.

● Organize a services spine roughly along NE 50th Street, including University
Heights (community and education focus), YMCA (recreation and service
focus), library, and Youth Learning Center (shelter and youth services focus),
plus churches, playfields,  and other facilities.

. Employ a variety of strategies to increase open space, includhg  park
acquisition, improvements of and better access to existing assets, and creation
of small spaces with new development. The community will continue to work
with the City Department of Parks and Recreation (DOPAR) to ensure that the
community receives appropriate levels of parks fending and that the current
deficit is made up, but creative alternative strategies will be needed to acquire
sufiticient open space in the interim.

● Daylight Raverma Creek through Raverma Urban Village, providing
environmental restoration, preservation, and education.

,m.m.eme.,s  ,“

.Em.

“Wm.

LugL .,,, ,  , ,  ,, ,mlwwk~-~--

~ Pa+  Pqmsed  for I

yg 1--- ,mpo,ed  FM/me  I

Figure //-7: Schematic Map Illustrating Primary Park, Open Space, and Community Service initiatives
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Plan Summary – Fundamental Principles

6. Upgrade the area’s physical identity.

● Focus visusl  improvements on key streets, corridors, snd gateways.

● Adopt neighborhood-specific guidelines for evaluating proj ects subject to
City design review.

N, .m s,

w  4., m

.,4,..

Mo--Proposed Gateways

I

Areas Proposed for
Special Design
Treatment or
Improvements

/
/

-/

\\\ r---in
Figure //-8: Schematic Map ///ustrating  Primaiy  Visua/ /improvement /initiatives
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7. Actively work with the UW on areas of mutual interest.

Q Allow UW-related  uses off campus that affect the community positively.

● Connect and integrate the campus and the community visually and physically.

● Undertake joint community-university projects, such as housing development
and RTA station area planning.

t--?l+-h----d r II II]*

1’1

Figure //-9: The Commodore Apartments, a Joint UW-Private  Developer Residential Project

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Plan Summary – Fundamental Principles

8. Coordinate and expand the community’s arts and cultural activities
to be an important aspect of the community’s identity.

● Create a local arts council to address common issues, such as advertising,
access to facilities and programs, scheduling, etc.

● Ensure that the full range of cultural activities and backgrounds is represented
in arts projects and cornmnnity  efforts.

● Incorporate art and cultural activities as a unifying, character-defining
element in integrating the community’s areas and interests.

Figure //- 10: The University District Saturday Market Brings Community Members Together,
Attracts Visitors, and Includes a Wide Varie~ of Presentations, Classes, and Activities,
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9. Build on present youth-oriented activities and organizations to B
provide an integrated social service delivery network that serves the
entire community. n

Work with social service providers, UW, and other interested parties to better
—

define service needs. 8
Form effective partnerships between service providers and integrate these
efforts into other community improvement activities.

Work over the long term to provide needed educational services for all
segments of the population.

SERVICE OR FACILITY NEED

I City Adrninisimtive  Services

Referral Center for People in
Need

Youth Shelter (Learning Center)

Long-Temr Youth Shelter

Youth Skills Education

Family and Individual Education

Semi-Active Recreation (dances,
etc.)

Active Recreation (gym)

Active Outdoor Play

—
NEW

● = Existing primary service x= Proposed prirmmy servicq  (A) indicates alternative facility
O = Existing complementing or supporting service ● = Proposed supporting or funding

Figure //- 11: Service Needs and Providers
B

B
University Community Urban Center Plan
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10.

11.

12.

Increase public security and lower the crime rate as both a necessary
ingredient and an outgrowth of a high quality of life iu the
commuuity.
● Improve security in retail areas by encouraging pedestrian activity.

● Encourage legitimate uses and a sense of ownership in parks and public spaces.

● Control drug activity and car prowls.

Enforce existing buildhg and housing codes and regulations to
promote the health, welfare, and quality of life of all commuuity
members and increase the level of public civility.
. Minimize residential rmd rental practices that are of concern to local

neighborhoods.

● Accelerate code enforcement and abatement of unsafe and unhenlthy
conditions.

Conserve the historic resources aud other elements that add to the
communi~s sense of history and unique character.
. Identify rmd designate key historic landmarks rmd architectural resources.

. Identify rmd conserve areas of special design character, such as Cheek Row
residences.

● Identify and conserve Kktoric,  cultural, and anthropological characteristics of
the Raverma  Creek area. .?

I
!,!”  A“.  NE 17!,  A“e NE N E  4 5 T H  S T R E E T  E L E V A T I O N

Figure ))-12: Some ‘<Greek Row” Residences North of the University

13. Increase public education resources iu the community.
● Over the long term, work with Seattle Public Schools to locate a public school

in the community, capitalizing on the area’s excellent accessibility rmd
proximity to the University.

● Ensure that local children receive their “fnir share” of school resources,
including after-school activities and facilities and safe and convenient
trrmsportntion  to their schools.

Final Report
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E m p h a s i z e  G r o u n d  R e l a t e d  H o u s i n g I m p r o v e  A V E

a n d  Existinq  Hous ing  Resourcss a s  Primarv

C r e a t e  C o m m u n i t y

‘1 -

Peal /Bus “ Refine Zoning
Sw4ices ,, Spine”

Y :#: :2:
/RetailCorririor and Enhance

Linkina C o o r d i n a t e d  s Natural Areas Create Main St.
..-. Neighborhood

““~r

Commercial

/

Street

7- Prima!y  Pedl Bike
* Routes

., > Primay Bwl Ped
6a Routes

‘-:-  Mixed Use
& Redeve,opme~

:fl: Small Scale
..=! Re$iden&

‘:-:F Medium Scale
_~ Re~idenfial

* p#ic%ilityor

Figure //- 13: Physical Concept Map
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I

I

I
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B. Physical Concept Map
The concept map on the following page illustrates how the geographical
elements of the plan work together. Seen at this schematic level,  the community
is characterized by a number of small neighborhoods and specialized districts
crisscrossed by important through transportation corridors. In order to maintain
the community’s diversity and sustainability, actions must be taken to assure the
viability end positive chmacteristics  of the individual districts. In order to create a
more cohesive community, the compatibility and connections between neighbor-
hoods and districts must be strengthened. WMle the through trtilc makes the
community a transportation crossroads and feeds the its local organizational
activities, coordinating and directing transportation improvements to fit the
community’s objectives will be critical to the plan’s success.

C. Implementation Strategy
A basic purpose of this plao is to identify and define City- and comnmnity-
sponsored actions (projects, programs, and regulatory changes) to further the
community’s goals. One of the Seattle Neighborhood Planning Office’s charges
to communities undertaking urban center planning is to set priorities, based on
specific criteria, for these actions so that the City can incorporate community
objectives in its capital improvement, regulatory, and service provision
activities.

Three factors complicate a straightforward prioritization of community recom-
mendations and, ultimately, the implementation of community gords. The first is
that the issues of many of the recommended actions depend upon other actions
being accomplished. Thus, many of its recommendations are interdependent with
one another, and the timing and priority of many actions is effected by these
interrelationships. For example, the implementation of The Ave/5 Oth Street
community services corridor depends upon the University Heights Center lease
negotiations.

The second factor is that many of the implementation actions require partnerships.
For example, deriving maximum benefit horn  redevelopment opportunities around
the UW campus edges will require effective university, community, and developer
teamwork within the context of the university campus master plan update to be
undertaken in 1998. Likewise, effective rail transit station area planning will
require a cooperative effort between RTA, Metro, the City, the University, the
community, md property owners.

Thirdly, there are several complex, long-range planning activities currently under
way which could affect how individual plan recommendations will be implemented.
For example, the design and planning of Campus Parkway improvements will
depend on the university’s cranpus master plan, Kmg County Metro’s bus layover
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needs, and, potentially, the RTA station area design. Important plarming efforts and
redevelopment proposals dealing with unresolved issues include:

. The University campus master plan, scheduled for 1998-2000

. The RTA light rail station plnnning  and design, scheduled for 1998-1999

. Metro bus layover plan, 1998

. The Burke Museum relocation study, 1998

. University Heights Center facilities planning and School District lease negotiations,
1998

. YMCA expansion plans and fund raising, 1998-1999

. Ravenna  Creek daylighting,  1999-2003

Because of these complicating factors (which are also rich opporhmities  for positive
change), the plan’s implementation strategy is not a laundry list of priority actions
recommended in the plan. Rather, it is a smaller set of comprehensive efforts that
each coordinate several interrelated actions. Listed below are the most important
comprehensive implementation efforts that will effect fundamental change in the
community and affect the timing, priority, and/or funding of the referenced
activities recommended in the plan. The bracketed numbers, e.g., (A-15), refer to
the recommended activities in Chapter III.

Communilv Organization

The UCUCA Plan contains a broad set of recommendations, many of which will
require community initiative and new, innovative partnerships between community
groups, the UW, businesses, and private citizens. In some cases, the recommenda-
tions will require further analysis by the City and community before specific
implementation strategies can be identified. Therefore, successful plan implemen-
tation depends on a community organization that can undertake complex,
interconnected tasks, participate in decision making on behalf of the community-
at-large, and form active partnerships to direct change towards the community’s
vision. The City is working on means by which neighborhood planning
stewardship and implementation can be maintained in coming years. Recognizing
the complexity and scope of the UCUC Plan and the diversity of community
“stakeholder” organizations, it is important that a coalition of these organizations
be created and empowered to determine how the continuation of neighborhood
planning, participation in related public decisions, and implementation of adopted
activities can be monitored, including the need for sting and technical
assistance. Nominal fnnding for communications and administrative support of
the coalition will be necessary for this process.

The following organizational structure is one suggested method to M-ill  this
need.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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The University Commnnity Urban Center Association or snccessor
organization. Under this proposnl,  the UCUCA will become the eyes and ears of
the larger community witkn the urbnn  center. The LJCUCA wilI be governed by a
board of directors representing residents, major property owners, business, the UW
and other institutions, social service coalitions, and other sta.keholders.  Every effort
will be made to ensnre  “one person-one vote” equity. Each of the stakeholder
organizations (community councils, Chamber, etc.) will be responsible for assuring
the UCUCA that its representative is speaking for the organization. The UCUCA
will be charged with setting policy, coordinating further plnn development, and
determining priorities as the urban center plan is amended and enhanced. The
UCUCA crm also serve as the coordinator, clearing house, rind/or umbrella for a
wide number of specialized activities and ~oups—such  ns a locnl arts council,
social servic& consortiums, or open space advocacy groups—that will be
undertaking specific tasks.

A strong relationship between the UCUCA rmd the City should be maintained to
monitor progress in plnn implementation for those elements under duect  City
responsibility. The UCUCA  will be funded nominally ($10,000 to $20,000 per
year) to provide for regular community communications and related outreach
expenses. (See H-l.)

Nonprofit Community Development Organizations. Nonprofit Community
Development Organizations (CDOS) can be significant contributors to neighborhood
redevelopment nnd economic stimulation in complex or sensitive contexts. CDOS
can take greater risks and spend more time working with community groups than can
for-profit developers. CDOS can also utilize funding sources unavailable to for-
protit developers. The UCUC Plan recommends that stakeholders  such as major
land owners, community groups, businesses, and the UW determine the need for
CDO management of complex mixed-use development projects envisioned in areas
like the University Gardens.

University Campus Master Plan and Redevelopment Near

the Campus Edge

The University of Washington will undertake a two-year campus master plm”update
stnrting in 1998. It is vitally important that, prior to the planning activities, the
University and the community determine an appropriate and effective mesms to
participate. (Activity H-3 recommends that a liaison taskforce of the UCUCA or its
successor organization advise and assist the UW in interpreting the Urban Center
Plan as necessary to expedite the UW master plan process.) The campus master
plan will address mnrry of the issues raised in thk plan, including:

. A-19 — Determination of most appropriate locations and conditions for
off-campus leases

. B-14 and D-13 — shoreline trail constmction

. ‘B-15 – Montlake underpass

Final Report
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● B-18 — Shuttle transit service I—
● D-5 – 15th Avenue NE and campus edge improvements
● D-9 – Improvements to Sakrrma Park
. D-12 — Campus Parkway upgrade a

. D-28 — Northwest campus gateway at NE 45th Street
● D-33 — Development of area near NE 40tlr to NE 41st Streets between Brooklyn i

and 15th Avenues NE
● E-11 – Location of public-oriented facilities along the campus edge

I
RTA Light Rail Transit Stations and Intermodal Transfers

Whale automobile and bus trnfilc traveliag through rather thmr to the cornmnnity m
currently dominates transportation issues, the best opportunity to deal compre-
hensively with it will be a variety of transportation improvements associated with
the light rail transit (LRT) station development and station area plmming, begirming
in spring 1998. The design and operation of the stations on 15th Avenue NE at NE
Pacific Street and at NE 45th Street will have a dramatic impact on surface
circulation and lend uses in general and specifically on:

● University of Washington campus planning
● Pedestrian circulation
● Transit circulation, trmrsfer,  and layover
. Redevelopment impacts to private property
● Automobile drop-off and parking

The UCUCA’S Transportation Committee has responded to this prospect by
prepnring  a list of plmming  assumptions, stetion design criteria, and EIS scoping
issues to guide them in working with RTA. However, effective station and station
mea plorrning  will require a coordinated effort by the community, the University,
SeaTrnn, ond King County Metro. Once the RTA design tenrn begins its work,
rapid and coordinated response to their proposals will be necesse.ry,  and in many
ways, the land use and snrface  trrmspo~tion issues will be more complex in terms
of coordination than the subsurface engineering and design. Bus operation issues
related to increased volumes nnd tmusfers promise to be especially challenging.
The committee has titten  a letter to the King Connty  Council requesting that they
nssign  a staff task force to address long-range bus planning in the University
Corumunity.  It is of highest priority that the commnnity  and other agencies
responsible for and affected by the light rail stations organize immediately to
address the issues related to their interests. This plnrr hrrs identified a number of
activities that are affected by the LRT stations and should be addressed as part of
the coordlnatiorr/design  effort, including:

. H-3 — University of Washington campus master plmr

. B-1 — Evaluation of transit corridors

. B-4 – Signal timing

. B-5 – University Way improvements

University Community Urban Center Plan
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.

.

.

.

.

●

✎

✎

✎

✎

✎

✎

✎

✎

●

B-6 – NE 43rd Street improvements
B-7– NE 42nd and41 st Street improvements
B-9– NE 45th Street improvements
B-16 – Intennodal  transit facilities
B-1 7 – Transit staging
B-18 – Localized transit improvements
B-19 – Tmrrsit  shuttle semice stndy
B-21 – Parking planning
B-22 – RPZ expansion
B-23 – Bicycle parking and access
B-24 – Areawide tmusportation programs
B-25 – R]de-free zone
D-28 – Gateway at NE 45th Street and 15tb Avenue NE
D-33 – Improvements to the NE 40th Street/l 5th Avenue NE vicini~
E-1 1 – Public-oriented activities on the campus west edge

Design of the University Way (The Ave) street improvements (B-5) is also currently
nnder way, begiuuing  with a test of proposed in-lane bus stops being cnrried  out in
1998. The Ave improvements should not necessruily  wait for the RTA station
construction, since their being in place would ease construction phasing.

Integrated Community Services Network Focused on the NE 50th
Street Corridor

As described in the Northern Tier section of Chapter III and Sections D and F of
Chapter IV, the establishment of an integmted network of community services and
facilities aronnd NE 50th Street is a lynch pin of thk plan. By its very nature, such
a concept relies on coordination among different organizations with overlapping
missions,

In order to begin this effort, it is critical to undertake three time-sensitive activities
irnmedlately. The first activi~ is securing public owuershlp or a long-term lease of
the former University Heights School building. As noted in Chapter III, the School
District cnrrently owns the building but is unwilling to give the structure “comn-muity
and family center” statns  and grant the Urriversity  Heights Center Association the
long-term lease necessary for them to maintain the building shell. The plan
reconunends  the City assign a stuff person to assist the community in formulating an
equitable agreement with the School District (D-1). Once property ownership is
established, the Association cm nadertake firnd mising for building and grounds
improvements (D-2) and develop a use progmrn to acconunodate the vnriety  of
activities needing space.

The second related and ongoing effort that must be addressed is the YMCMs
expansion. If the YMCA cnn provide active recreation facilities, it wonld fulfill nn
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important community need. The YMCA requires a zoning modification to expand, I
and parking for expanded use will be an issue (A-2). Because the YMCA will begin
its capital fund raising campaign in 1998, the plan recommends the community,
DOPAR, DCLU, and the YMCA begin communication immediately to move this t
effort forward (D-30).

The third immediately necessary task has already started as pmt of this planning I
process. Social and community service providers have identified gaps in services
and prioritized community needs. This group shouId  continue its efforts to

Iimplement the recommended activities (F-I through F-6).

Housing and Residential Neighborhoods 1

The provision of housing has become an important issue throughout the central
Puget Sound area. The Cityof  Seattle hascommitted  tounde&lng  creativemd 1
substantial steps toward increasing the housing supply. Having undertakenan
extensive housing demand, supply, and affordability analysis and proposed
substantive financial and regulatory strategies, the University Community is I
uniquely poised totakepart in City-sponsored activities. Forexample, the
community might be an ideal place to test an employer-assisted, shared-equity,
orlandtnsst housing program. Housing advocates inthe community should 1
remain alert for opporhsnities to participate in City programs (C-1 through C-7).
The Housing section of Chapter IV discusses housing analysis and strategies in
greater detail. 1

This plan also recommends zoning changes and design guideline refinements to
better align current regulations to the community’s economic opporhmities and o
physical context (A-1 through A-12). These should be instituted immediately as
part of plan adoption.

I

University Gardens Mixed-Use Core Development

This generrd  strategy focuses on enticing private and institutional investment. I

At a minimum, recommended zoning and design guidelines should be adopted
(A-2 through A-6 andA-8) and necessary infrastructure built. Pedestrian

iimprovements to NE 47th Street are particularly important in creating a better
development setting.

IIf the community wishes to increase the chances for achieving its vision, it must
take a more pro active role in encouraging and directing desirable development.
For example, the Oreater University Chamber of Commerce (Chamber) might I
actively seek out potentird developers and tenants, and the University District
Parking Association (UDPA) could explore redevelopment and parking garage
options. Since good streetscape quality and open space design is essential for this t
area’s success, a community parks and open space committee should be established

University Community Urban Center plan
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(yerhaps  through the Chnmber)  to work with DOPAR in developing an open space
fund to purchase small parcels for parks or plazas (D-31).

A more aggressive option for encouraging and directing redevelopment in the
University Gardens Core is for the City to become actively involved in property
acquisition rmd development through a community development corporation. This
would be the most direct way to achieve public objectives related to affordable
housing and compact, integrated development if the City is willing to commit the
resources. (H-2,)

Protect and Reconfigure the University Village Periphery

The Ravenna Urban Village Committee identified a number of key issues resulting
from impacts from the University Village redevelopment rmd related changing land
use patterns. An immediate concern is to revise DCLU permit review and
notification procedures so that the community is awrrre of new development and its
fidl impacts. The community perceives that incremented commercial developments
which. separately have not triggered master use permits have, in total, caused
significant negative impacts. As rm outcome of thk plan, local community
members and the University Village have agreed in principle to pursue a master
plan process that speaks to the needs of all parties. This process will address
parking, transportation, off-site impacts, mitigation, and meaningful community
participation.

SeaTran should give relatively high priority to the redesign of 25th Avenue NE and
NE Blakeley/Union  Bay Place NE (B-2 and B-3). At the same time, the community
can work with DCLU to refine design guidelines and revise zoning classifications to
better align with community goals (X-1O, A-11, A-12, andA-16).

A Coordinated Arts and Cultural Affairs Program

The plan calls for more effective coordination of the community’s excellent art and
cultural resources, including the University’s regional attractions, to be a defting
element in the community’s identity. The community has already taken the critical
first step in starting to establish a local arts council. Several community members
rmd representatives from institutions and cultural organizations are meeting to
organize rmd undertake specific projects. Support from local businesses and the
Seattle &ts Commission will be useful in furthering this effort.

The chart on the following page lists these larger strategies in a very general time
table rmd illustrates the priorities that emerge from the complex and interrelated set
of planning activities listed in Chapter IV.
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IV 1998 I Januafy  1999 ~ January 2000 ! January 2001

I I I
Determine communi~  input process (A-15) I I

Address redev~lopment  and campuslcommuni~ adga issues
, Implement
I Master Plan

I \\\\\\\\\\
i I I
I I I

Form LRT dasign responsa team I I

Integrate relat~d street, transit system, and la~d use planning I

I

~

I I
I I
I Raviewfunding and construct

I I !
Develop program I 1

11111111111 1111111111111 I I

Secure Ieaselownarship
I I
I I

of Univ. Hts. Center Raise capital improvement funds I

Work with YMCA 1. I
on expansion plan Expand facilities I

Pursue service network initiative, including outraach center, learning centar, shelter, etc.
111111111 )1111111111111111111

I I I
Remain alert for ci tywideopportunitiez  pursue taxreform and comprehensive efforts I

~
I

I I I

Implement land usa ~ I

regulatory changes I Establish open space fund ~
I
I

////////'A\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\yI

Establish CDO
~: ;<Y:?\YL?::?Y<:\\<\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\<\\\\\\d

I I

Undertake marketing ;nd master plans
[111111111111

1
111111111111111 [1 [111

1
1111111111111111111111111111111111 11111111 111111(11111

I I I
Revise SEPA procedures; plan for Blakeley area imprcwemcmts I

1 I
i I I Upgrade 25th

Maka regulatoy changes I I and Blakeley
1 1 k\\\\\\\\\\\
I I

Establish local arts co~ncil
I I
I 1

Undartaka spectrum of locally sponsored a& and cultural activities I
I II 11111111111111111111 1111111111  [111111111111111111111111  1111111 111111111111~

~ Req.icas Cityaction ~ High-prforitycapital  impivvements, fundingpmgrams

D Top-priority actions necessary forothera.tions ~ High-priotityregulatory  meas.res

~ Schedule dependent .ponotherpm.ess EKl primarily  communi~-sponsomda~jo”s

Figure //-l4: Summary of/mp/ementation  Scheduling and Priorities
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

II 1. Narrative Description of Plan Elements

During much of the planning process, participants focused on specific topic areas-such
as transportation, economic vitality, social services, and open space—in order to study the
issues related to a single system. Similarly, the plan’s implementation recommendations
are organized with the same topics in order to facilitate review and action by City
departments, which are stmctnred along similar lines (e.g., Department of Construction
and Land Use, Department of Parks and Recreation, etc.). However, to understand how
the various recommendations nre integrated to bring about desired changes in the
community, it is necessary to consider actions from rdl the various categories as a whole.
Therefore, thk” section describes the way individual recommendations combine to effect
the community’s vision.

For clarity, the description is structured into various areas within the community. The
section will describe the important aspects of each area, starting with the southwest
comer of the urban center and proceeding north and east, much as if one were leading a

~, walking tow
each area.

md describing current conditions, proposed actions, and intended results in

\ ~+
Figure ///- 7; Hamring Areas Described in Chapter ///
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Chapter III

A. Southwest Quadrant
The Southwest Quadrant, lying south of NE 45th Street between I-5 and Roosevelt
Avenue NE, was nicknamed “WORO” by planning participants because it is
somewhat separoted  horn  the rest of the University Community by the Roosevelt
commercial corridor ond the University Bridge. The area consists of low-rise
apartments and single-family homes to the Burke-Gihnan  Troil, with older
industrial uses being replaced by newer office and light industrial uses to the south.
The vision for this quodmnt  is that both areos become more attractive and better
connected to surrounding services and amenities. Rather than a major shift in land
use pattern, the plan envisions a continuation of existing trends, with addhional
capital improvements to upgrade the physicrd  setting.

During the lost few decades, many new apartments have been built in the residential
area. WMe these apartments have added more residents to the community, many of
the buildings’ stark designs, blocky massing, and front yord driveways have often
closhed  with the architectural character of the existing houses and, detracted from the
quality of the residentird  streetscapes.  (“Streetscape” is a term meaning the visual
quality of a street as determined by elements such as the buildings, landscaping,
street trees, pavements, and other features.) Bus traffic through the neighborhood
has impacted living conditions. Also, many of the planting strips and sidewalks are
in dkrepair,  and local  residents do not have pleasnnt,  comfortable paths to nearby
amenities and businesses. Therefore, recommendations focus on small-scale street
and sidewalk improvements (Activity D-25). Street trees will go a long way toward
improving streetscapes, reducing the visual impact of busses, and screening new
buildings. New development is required to upgrade sidewalks, planting strips, and
street trees. New street trees can be added through a neighborhood self-help
progmm.  The plan recommends upgrading NE 42nd and 43rd Streets ffom the
freeway to the campus to provide much needed east-west connections (Activities
B-6, B-7, and D-8) and a “gateway” feature on Roosevelt Avenue NE welcoming
those traveling eastward on NE 42nd Street.

The residential neighborhood does not have a significant park or open space.
The plan recommends the acquisition of an additional P-patch in the Southwest
Quadrant (Activi@ D-15), but the most significant open space provisions con be
made by improving access to nearby amenities, such as the Lake Union shoreline,
Burke-Gihnan  Trail, UW campus, and Gasworks Park. While significant improve-
ments have been made to the Burke-Gllman Troil area, there are still several small
connections rmd improvements that should be made. Better lighting, crosswalks,
ond a stairway at NE 8th Street, for example, would increase safety (Activity D-23).

I

I
I

I
I
I

I

I
1’
I
I
m

South of the Burke-Gkmn  Trail, many of the old industrial shops ond storage yards
are being replaced by newer office and commercial uses. WMe industrial lands,
particularly waterfront industrial sites, are an important city resource, if they are to 1
tmnsition,  the new development should upgrade the infhstructnre  as well. The streets
and sidewalks of this area should be upgraded as the area redevelops (Activity D-27).

i
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

Upgrade streetscape:,  especially 7th
Avenue NE, and require sidewalks in the
industrial area south of the Burke-
Gilman Trail with lights, pavement, trees,
and crosswalks.

4

*,:

— Upgrade streetscapes  in resid&tial
areas on 8th Avenue NE and NE 42nd
and 43rd Streets to improve pedestrian
routes with street treea. r)lantinq
strips, landscaping, and crossw-alka
(with bulbs, where appropriate).

Secure public open space for small
parks or P-patches by identifying
parcels to be acquired by the Seattle
Department of Parks and Recreation or
by requiring open space improvements
as part of private development.

Improva stairway connections to the
Burke-GMnan Trail at 8th and 9th
Avenues NE to provide better access
from residential areas to the trail and to
the waterfront.

~;.~ ~Createashorek”eparkwithasmallcrafi boat launch at the 7th Avenue NE
street end.

I Legend: I

W Existing Pa*sandOwnSpa=

H E$&%!%dfOrAq”isi’OnOr

,,,,,,,,,, Minor Residential Streetscape improve-
ments Parking Strips and Street Trees

,tg,tg Streetscspe  improvements (trees, iights,
pavement and/Or other amenities)

<... Existing Trail

I* improved  Pedestrian Cm”ection I
SOUTHWEST QUADRANT SEIW Urban Center  80unda~
West of Roosevelt - WORO

Figure ///-2: Map of the Southwest Quadrant

Final Report

Page II I-3



Chanter III

Streetscapes along Northlake Avenue and Nortkkdce  Way might complement the
character of NE Pacific Street east of the bridge. A U W student-initiated survey
found better sidewalks in this area a high priority among local citizens.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

Figure ///-4: Before and Afier Illustrations of 7th Avenue NE Street Improvements

Seventh Avenue NE in particular provides an important north-south connection,
and sidewalks and street trees should be added. The end of 7th Avenue NE has
unimproved shoreline access with splendid views of the waterway. This plan
recommends that the street end be improved with a small pl~ ecological shoreline
restoration, and perhaps a kayak ramp (Activity D-7). This improvement will provide
very convenient shoreline access for local residents rmd workers, complement other
shoreline parks, and clean up en unsightly area at the same time.
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Figure III-5: Proposed 7th Avenue Street End

B. Lower Brooklyn
The Lower Brooklyn area is roughly bounded by Roosevelt Avenue NE, NE 43rd
Street, University Way NE, and Portage rmd consists of an established low- to mid-
rise multifamily neighborhood north of NE 41 st Street, the Lower Roosevelt/l lth
Avenue NE corridor, and the University of Washington Southwest Campus to the
south. The area was nicknamed Lower Brooklyn, or “LO-BRO,” by the Planning
Committee because Brooklyn Avenue NE emerged as a critical north-south link
connecting the Southwest Campus area to the residential neighborhood and the
commercial districts to the north. The vision for Lower Brooklyn is to intensifi
and solidlfy  the residential neighborhood’s character, to provide a better transition
between the campus and adjacent activities, to integrate proposed transit
improvements, and to improve gateways and connections around the periphery.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

Upgrade streetscapes on NE
42nd and 43rd Streets and The
Ave to improve pedestrian
routes with street trees,
crosswalks (with bulbs, where
appropriate) and pedestrian
lighting.

Work with the UW on relating
the campus edge to the
surrounding neighborhood.

Upzone residential areas from
L-3 (3 stories) to MR (5 -6
stories) to increase high-qualiiy
mid-rise multifamily housing
aimed at providing a stable
neighborhood population.

Increase allowable height from
40 to 65’.

Study ways to create usable
open space on Campus
Parkway.

Plan for an RTA tight rail station
servicing the UW South
Campus, UW Medicsl
Facilities, and Husky Stadium,
and connecting to the Burke-
Gilman Trail and other transit
modes,

SOUTH QUADRANT NEIGHBORHOOD
Lower Brooklyn - LOBRO

Legend

❑ pa%ks::~dfor
4.1, Existing Trail

Improvements
+.., Proposed Trail or Walkway

*
Gateway Feature

fltttti  St=etscsw
Improvements (Traes,
Lights, Pavement, and/or  ~~ zoning change
Other Amenities) I&W2 Urban Center Boundarj

c;-, ,.,. ,,, c. ““----- , -, - - - -  .5.--,,,,  ,-8 +j”r  G ,,,-”.,  ,V,clp  “ t  L“vvta  c?,  ““luy,  !

Final Report

Page III-7



Chaoter III

The residential area currently includes a pleasant mix of low- to mid-rise apartments
with a few single-family homes. The land slopes gently to the south, providing
excellent views of the waterway. Proximity to the university and transit also makes
it an ideal location for high-quality multifkrnily  residences. The area is currently
zoned L-3, which allows buildlngs up to three stones, although many of the existing
buildings are taller. The plan recommends raising the zoning to MR and allowing
building heights up to 60 feet. This would significantly raise the allowable density,
providing the potential for more residences within wrdking distance to the university
and the RTA station (Activiv A-3). The planning team’s analysis indicated that this
upzone would encourage high-quality development appealiig to professionals and
retirees, drawn to the area’s amenities and convenience. In addition, current design
guidelines and/or standards should be augmented to ensure that new development is
a positive addition to the neighborhood. The design guidelines will reinforce current
requirements that parking be hidden, that design character be in keeping with the
surroundings, arrd that required open space be useful and/or visible to the public
(ActiviiyA-14).

— Articulated roofline - in this casa a

Hidden Pating
trsdticmsf cornice.

Windows and building surfaces
_ i“&ste the scafe  of the building.

Buildino  featurss a totr/middla/
TM is, they relate to a tractional

~ I !. I tl ~~ human function.

~>~ I R\~ monotony of the wide wall

——
‘Street trees and sidewalk snrenifies ~ Visible and usable open space

porch lighting and change of
materisls  enhance the entry

Figure ///-7: Example of the Type of Development Described for the MR Area

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements.

The Southwest Campus area will be reviewed in the University of Washington
campus master plrm update, which will be started in 1998. This plan recommends
that representatives of the community work with the University planners to address
many of the issues affecting the community (H-3). The area roughly between NE
40th and NE 41 st Streets provides a transition between university and residential
uses and currently includes several underdeveloped parcels. It is recommended that
the redevelopment of these parcels be dkected  in that plan in a way that benefits both
the university nnd the community (D-33). For exrnnple,  campus support uses and
parking might be accomplished through partnerships with local developers and
provide joint-use parking and open space that also serve neighboring residents. In
terms of design qurdity, the 1995 University of Washington “charrette” design study
on crnnpus/commnnity  connections, “Where Town Meets Gown,” noted that the UW
campus character emphasizes buildlngs set in a green landscape, while the rest of the

m community’s character is much more urban, with bits of greenery embellishlnx  a

I
I
I
1
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I

lnrgely  bu;lt-up  cityscape. One of the stud~s recommen~ations-was  that this -

tmnsition area between the two might feature buildlngs set around courtyrn-ds or
other building/open space contlgurations that bridge the campus and community
design characters.

The Lower Roosevelt/l lth Avenue NE corridor features a couple of substantive new
developments but’also  includes a number of redevelopment lots. It is anticipated that
office and commercial uses will develop here, responding to the excellent access and
general land use trends along Eastlake Avenue just south of the bridge.

Capital improvements are also an important aspect of the community’s vision for
Lower Broo~yn.  One highly visible project that could effect a big change in the
community’s image is to improve the Roosevelt/l 1 th Avenue NE corridor at NE
41st Sheet.  Better landscaping, a sign or art piece, rmd perhaps closure of the half
block 1 lth Avenue NE spur would vastly improve this important community
entrance point, increase pedestian  safety, and upgrade the redevelopment potential
of neighboring proper-ties. The two Universi&owned  blocks just east of 1 lth
Avenue NE could then be configured to provide useful site access.

Streetscape  improvements are rdso warranted, particularly for a signed bikeway and
landscaping on Brooklyn Avenue NE (Activity D-26) and improved sidewalk
amenities on NE 42 rmd 43rd Streets (Activity D-8).

Campus Parkway is currently an underused resource and should be improved.
There are two groups of design options, depending on whether or not the street is
realigned to better service transit or other circulation. If the street is not to be
recont@red,  then new street lights, strain poles, trees, landscaping, and other
amenities-such as large-scale sculpture-should be added. If the street can be
reconfigured between Brooklyn and 15th Avenue NE to provide better east-west
vehicle circulation, then this plan recommends relocating the open space to one side
of the street (rather than ns a medkm between travel lanes) so that the space is more
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usable end adjacent to other activities. In either event, the connmnritv  and the
University, as well as applicable City and transit agency departments; should be
involved in the design of Campus Parkway. Exploring optional designs would most
logicrdly  occur during the campus master plan if the issue is not addressed in the
upcoming RTAiMetro  planning.

s
C(kISE  SW&. New mixed USaJJW building

Uniform streat bees for ccmtinuiiy
ceuld fra buifi on vscatsd  ROW and a. park
daveloped to the east, closer to Gne

New development encouraged by upgmdad

~~~:33’k%residenti”mmmu”””dom’””f”m
Possible locations for gateway signs or II Zll
elerne”ts  (e.g.: Welceme to Uni
Washington sign or special light tire tt
combines character of Campus Parkway
and .University  Bridgc~\ QI m- St.

rkway

*G====
*T

landscaping WI detention-refkfing  Wnd to
accentuate bow shaped topography.

—.

00 ~ Suggestions for Upgreding  the 1 Ith
Avenue E Entry into the Community and.? .- ~
the University

Figure ///-8: Example of improvements Recommended for the 1 Ith Avenue NE Gateway

The University of Washington is undertaking some campus improvements which
this plan endorses. The f~st  is a continuous esplanade -ng @ong the campus’s
shoreline. The second is the provision of public open space as part of new
development. This plan encourages both of these efforts (Activities D-9 undD-13)
and applauds the expansion and enhancement of Sakurna Perk at the end of
Brooklyn Avenue NE would be a desirable shoreline feature serving both the
campus and the community.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative DescriMion  of Plan Elements

Figure ///-9: Two Options for Upgrading Campus Parkway
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c. Northern Tier
The Northern Tier includes all the residentially zoned areas north of NE 45th
Street from 20th Avenue NE to 15th Avenue NE, all the residentially zoned
properties north of NE 50th Street from University way to I-5, and properties
fronting the south side of NE 50th Street. In essence, the area extends over all
the northwest residential neighborhoods and the 50th Street corridor. However,
the recommendations for this area are intimately linked to those of the University
Core and The Ave/1 5th Avenue NE corridor and should be considered as a
whole.

The community’s vision for he Northern Tier emphasizes neighborhood concerns.
Since this is one area in the urban center that appears appropriate for farnily-
onented  housing, a top priority is protecting and stabilizing the existing residential
neighborhoods and providing residences with yards that will appeal to families with
children. Also, the NE 50th Street corridor provides an excellent opportunity to
build on existing resources to create an integrated complex of community facilities
and services supporting both existing neighborhoods and projected new
development.

Looking first at recommendations to stabilize the residential areas, the plan
proposes some rezones and regulatory measures to maintain the smrdler scale and
ground-related character of existing housing: a downzone from L-2 to L-1 in the
area roughly between 1 lth Avenue NE, NE 55th Street, Brooklyn NE, and NE
52nd Street (Activiry  A-l). A major objective of this proposal is to remove the
disincentive to maintain the existing housing stock. Currently, an absentee
landlord can rent out a single-family house to a number of individuals and realize a
handsome income. Since the house can be later redeveloped into apartments, there
is often no incentive to maintain the current structure. Thus, it appears that the
current L-2 zoning designation dkcourages  family-oriented housing or home
ownership. A downzone to L-1, for example, reduces the number of units that can
be put on a 8,000-square foot parcel (two 50’x1 00’ lots) from eight to six and,
more importantly, requires 300 square feet of private open space per unit at ground
level. A feasibility anrdysis of this area indicates that townhouse development
encouraged by the L-1 zone would result in a selling price of about $275,000 to
$300,000, which is out of the target population’s affordability range. However, the
analysis suggests that the rehab of an existing house and construction of a rental
unit over a garage, for example, would result in a net house payment within the
projected family affordability range. The result of this analysis is that the rezone

will discourage the “bleeding” and eventurd  redevelopment of existing housing
stock and encourage individual home rehabilitation. The above rezone should be
carefully monitored to determine if it achieves the desired outcome.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

Rezone residential areas south
of NE 55th Street from L-2 to L-1
to retain ground-related housing.
Encourage detached DADUs
(de.bched  acceasory  dwelling
units, such as studio apartments

above garages) and “combo
conversions” (multiple units in a
single structure) on a controlled —

basis.

Secure University Heights as a
community center focusing on
community-based and educational
activities. Support historic
presewation of the building.
Improve open space on the south
part of the University Heights site,
incorporating Farmera’  Market
needs.

Support YMCA expansion.
Partner with the Seattle
Department of  Parks and>
Recreation to fidfill
community recreational
facility needs.

Create community
gateways with improved
crosswalks,  landscaping, -
and signs or landmark
elements on NE 50th
Street at Roosevelt Way
NE and at The Ave.

Coordinate and supporl
community service and
recreational activities
along NE 50th Street by
developing joint-use
parking and improving
pedestrian connections.

Sign bicycle route on _
Brooklyn Avenue NE.

Legend:

W Ex~i~gParks  andOpe” ~ ~ Gateway Feature

~-] Residential Area

W ~j{~~:f”’ c---J Rezoning

ltBE?f#  Urban Center Boundaty

* Cornrn””ityFacility lltlf8 str~~tscape lmpro”e~~”t~

\

\

NW QUADRANT RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS AND NE 50TH ST

Northern Tier - West

Figure ///- 10: Map of the Northern Tier (Western Portion)
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Figure ///- 11: So/id Sing/e-Fami/y Housing Stock in the Northern i7er /s an knportant
and Relatively Affordable Housing Resource.

To enconrage retention of existing single-family residences, the plan recommends
enconmging  detached auxiliary dwelling units (“DADUs’’-apartments over
garages). Design guidelines should be developed to ensure that backyard open
space and neighbor privacy are maintained (A-15).

\ I -f 1

I
I
I
1
I
I
I
I
I
K
1
I
1
I
1
1
1

Figure ///- 12: Detached Auxiliary Dwelling Units (DADUs) Area Way a Family Could
Obtain Additional lrrcome to SUppofl Mortgage Payments and Also Provide Rental Units.

I
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I Narrative Description of Plan Elements

I The area between 16th Avenue NE, 21st Avenue NE, NE 47th Street, and NE 50th
Street is currently zoned L-3 but consists mostly of single-family stmctures divided

I
into multiple units or used as boarding houses. L-3 zoning allows 70-foot-wide
buildings, which are not consistent with the current neighborhood character. Design

I

guidelines are reconirnended  for this area to retain some of the neighborhood’s
attractive qualities. (See A-13.)

Residential neighborhoods in the Northern Tier are often inundated with on-street

I
parking from nearby commercial activities. Local neighborhoods can be protected
from some of these impacts through designation of Residential Parking Zones

1

(RPZs). The plan recommends event parking controls on footbrdl game days for
RPZS #6 and #10 (Activity B-22).

I
Code enforcement of parking, safety, and nuisance ordinances is particukwly
important in these residential neighborhoods, which are asked to bear the impacts
from nearby commercial activities and a highly transient pop@ation  base.

I Successful neighborhoods require a full spec- of personal and community
services. The corridor along NE 50th Street includes the existing facilities and

I

development oppotities  to provide a connected and coordinated complex of
community services. Starting from the University Playfield on the west, cornnnmity
facilities along or near NE 50th Street include the University Branch Public Library

I

at Roosevelt Avenue NE, neighborhood theaters, shops and churches, the tire station,
the YMCA, The City Neighborhood Service Center, and the “University Heights
Center on The Ave. The plan calls for these existing facilities to be expanded and

I
augmented to till the current gaps in the system and to provide for the projected
growth. Participants workhg on the social services element of the plan developed a
strategy emphasizing a network of services provided at different facilities rather than

I
a single, comprehensive “center.” This approach better builds” on existing resources
and programs.

,1 The University Heights Center is the most critical element in the maintenance rmd
expansion of a solid residential neighborhood. It is essential to secure ownership or
at least a long-term lease of the University Heights Center in order to rehabilitate

I
the building in accordance with program needs and historic preservation guidelines,
and improve the grounds to accommodate a variety of community activities,

,1

including the Saturday Market (Activities D-I and D-2). The center is currently
owned by the Seattle Public Schools District rmd leased on a short-term basis to the
University Heights Center Association. The short term of the lease does not allow

1

the Association to undertake building improvements necessary to maintain the
structure and respond to progmnnnatic needs. The District has recently turned
down the Association’s proposal to achieve status as a “community center;  which

“ 1
would allow a longer lease. Community participants in the urban center planning
process gave top priority to taking control of the property smd improving the facility
as a community center. The University Heights Center Association is currently

~1
Final Report
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negotiating a long-term lease with the School District. Ultimately, the City should
fund the acquisition of the University Heights Center in order to guarantee that the
facility remains in productive public use and that the community has a focus.
(See D-l.)

I

, -,-r.  ,8,WUEU  m, ml! mm WC,

~ to =dow  for m  wide  5kIetiks,
Figure ///- 13: Universi~  Heights Center –

Improvements to Grounds and Gateways Are Part of the Recommended Activities

The fratemi~ and sorority houses south of NE 50th Street are an important
architectural resource and should be protected. The community and the City
should explore the possibility of hktoric  district status with the property owners.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

The service network concept also requires that the YMCA, public library,
University Heights Center, City Neighborhood Service Center, Parks Department,
and other service providers coordinate their plans to determine which organization
provides which service and to explore service provision partnerships. Each of the
existing service organizations along the NE 50th Street corridor fulfills several
functions, which, by their very nature, are interconnected. The YMCA, University
Heights Center, Partnership for Youth, and the library are all evaluating current
programs and/or planning future changes, making this is an ideal time for the
organizations to inordinate plnns and missions to avoid duplication rmd increase
effectiveness.

All of these considerations point to better integrated pnrtnerships, which make a
variety of options possible. For example, if the University Heights Center continues
its emphasis on education and community-oriented fonctions, it may make sense for
the YMCA to focus on active recreation in planning its expansion, providing what
could be, in effect, a much needed indoor recreation center for the community (A-2).
Because such services are also the responsibility of Seattle Perks Department, it
seems logical that that department should participate in thk coordinated effort,
perhaps by helping to acquire the University Heights Center from the School
District. Since all of these facilities require parking and have limited land available,
a useful coordinated effort may be the construction of a joint-use parking garage
serving all the participating facilities.

Extending this concept a little further, since the School District has closed the
University Heights Elementary School, the area’s children must be bussed to other
parts of the city, and there is no local resource center for ifter-school  learning or
tutoring, It maybe vahrable,  cost-effective, nnd equitable for the School District to
establish a “resource center” where students could wait for the school bus in the
morning and that would be available as a resource center—with computer facilities
and a tutor-in the afternoons. Such a center might be a room in the University
Heights Center or be associated with the library.

While the social service delivery system extends throughout the urban center,
the Northern Tier is a good section in which to discuss it, since many of the
oPPo*ties  co~esce  mo~d the NE 5 Oth Street corridor. As indicated above,
recommendations to improve social service provision emphasize bnildmg on
existing efforts and serving all segments of the community, including seniors,
families, and at-risk youth. Within that framework, three recommendations stand
out ns necessary to ill gaps in the current network. The first is an outreach,
information, nnd referral center that could duect  people to the services they need
(Activity F-l). This facility, which could be housed in the University Heights
Center or the City’s Neighborhood Service Center, is necessary because different
services are located throughout the community and those most in need often do
not have the resources to search out the various services.
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The second identified need is a youth learning center to house the “Working Zone”
employment project, educational services, and a youth Shelter (Activity F-2).
This could be housed in a small, two- to three-story building near The Ave,
perhaps with some of the educational services located in the University Heights
Center.

A third need is for a state-licensed shelter where six to ten youth at a time could
stay for up to three weeks rather than just overnight (Activity F-3). This would
allow the time needed for effective counseling and the opportunity to reunite the
youth with their families. Currently there is an overnight shelter run by local
churches, but it is unclear how long tle churches can continue this service, which
was originated to meet a crisis. Moreover, the limitations of the church-sponsored
effort point the need for a more comprehensive, pro active shelter program.

To link the facilities along the NE 50th Street corridor, upgaded  sidewalks are
needed. The Planning Committee explored the opportunity of narrowing NE 50th
Street from four to three lanes in order to widen the sidewalks. However, heavy
tratlc volumes and short block lengths make that option appear to be unfeasible. A
better pedestian  improvement approach seems to be to require new development to
be setback the distance necessary to allow a 12-foot-wide sidewalk and to focus on
improving the crosswalks at Roosevelt and The Ave with curb extensions and
gateway features, such as signs, large banners, special landscaping, or artwork.
Guidelines should be established to ensure that new development along NE 50th
Street is oriented to the pedestrian, either through pedestrian-onented uses or
through pedestrian amenities such as weather protection and landscaping. Parking
lot screening, pedestrian access, security, and other concerns will also be addressed
in the design review process.

Finally, the community must be served with necessary educational resources.
Since the closure of the University Heights Elementary School, the community has
been devoid of public school resources. Community members must take action to
ensure that locrd students’ needs are met. In the long term, the University District
might be an ideal location for an “all-city” school, drawing students from
throughout the city. A partnership with the UW School of Education might be
useful.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan ElementsI
m

f

4s%-%-4 New development on NE 50th Street- mixed use with
Y residential or office over retail with pedestrian frontage 1

I % ““ ~ ~, \  a n d  pating  o r i e n t e d  t o w a r d s  t h e  tiley.  - . ._  I I I

~ S,::;:–’’””-hting,  landscaping and Reduction of utility Poles and signals

I L ~~
‘L Extended sidewalks

Gateway et NE 50th and Roosevelt, Looking North

k
Figure l//-l4: &amp/e ofa Gateway Feature at Roosevelt Avenue NEand NE50th  Street
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D. University Gardens Mixed-Use Core
This are% extending from Brooklyn Avenue NE to I-5 and from NE 50th Street to
NE 43rd Street, encompasses the core of the urban center’s western commercird
district. Today, the area consists mostly of pnrking  lots, automobile dealerships,
and a variety of commercial uses sprinkled with a few apartments and old
residences. WMle there are several lnndmark businesses, such as the Menny Hotel
and Safeco Insurance Co., much of the land has minimal improvements and may be
available for fitnre development. Participants in the planning process recognized
that the “University Gardens Core’’—so named because the early plat descriptions
refer to the “University Gardens” District-represents the best opportunity to
accommodate new residential and commercial growth in a positive manner.

The vision for the University Gardens Core is its redevelopment into a more intense
pedestrinn-oriented, mixed-use complex, with nmenities, open space, and transit
accessibility supporting a wide variety of compatible activities. The pkm envisions
this area as an ideal location for new knowledge-based business centers that might
branch off from university research and as a likely setting for university off-campus
activities. The University Gardens Core is also seen as a strong mukifnmily
residential neighborhood, with pleasant streets, open spaces, and amenities.

To accomplish this goal, the plan recommends a coordinated set of actions to
encourage property owners to develop compact and high-qurdity facilities. Raising
the height limit from 40 feet to 65 feet in the area just south of NE 45th Street
between I-5 rmd Roosevelt Avenue NE is recommended to encourage a taller
mixed-use or office building in that key location (Activi@ A-6). Single-story “big-
bulV stores are discouraged because of their land use inefficiency and dependence
on automobile access. Another lrmd use recommendation involves nllowing  single-
use residential buildings on noncommercial-oriented streets (see Figure III-15).
The current requirement for ground floor commercial uses is a disincentive to
residential development in this area. In return for this incentive, design guidelines
will be strengthened to ensure a good pedestrian environment and encourage
pedestian-oriented open space (Activi@ A-14).

Providing open space in this nrea is critical to the cor&mnity’s  vision. While the
UniversiU Gardens Core should receive highest priority for publicly acquired property
through a bond levy or other comprehensive funding package, phuming participants
recognized that the community must take action to secure small prrrks, gardens, and
plazas through an integrated strategy involving accumulation of small grants nnd
donations, combined with development requirements and incentives (Activities D-31
and D-32). (See Section IVD, Implementation Strategy.) Street improvements are
also critical, and all-new development is required to upgrade sidewalks and street
trees. Mid-block east-west pedest@nn pnss-throughs are recommended to improve
access. NE 47th Street, in particular, is a key enst-west  pedestrian and bicycle
connection and is given high priority ns a capital improvement project (Activities B-8
and D-6).

University Communi~ Urban Center Plan
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Increase the height limit of Secure public open space in University Gardens
the NC-3 commercial area for small parks or P-patches by identifying
south of NE 45th Street parcels to be acquired by the Seattle
between 9th Avenue NE and Department of Parks and Recreation or by
I-5 from 40 feet to 65 feet. requiring open space improvements as pari of

\

private development.

Upgrade streetscapes on
NE 47th Street and on north-
south avenues to improve
pedestrian routes with street
trees, crosswalks (with
bulbs, where appropriate)
and pedestrian lighting.

Modify the NC-3
requirements in non-
commercial areas to not
require ground-floor
commercial uses, with
options to provide open
space, pedestrian amenities,
or pedestrian-oriented
fscades in lieu of ground-
floor commercial uses.

Work with Metro to explore
developing a Metro bus
Iayoverlparking  garagel
mixed-use development on
12th Avenue NE between
NE 47th Street and NE 45th
Street.

Upgrade NE 45th Street to
better balance bus,

pedestrian, and vehicle
circulation.

Create a community gateway
with improved crosswalks,
landscaping, and a sign or
landmark element at NE
45th Street and 8th
Avenue NE.

I
Legend

w ~sti”g Parks and Open
dl!Wl Space

m g:R;R:;::t5AWUiSit’0”
* Proposed Gateway Featura

,ft,,, Streetscspe Improvements
(trees, lights, pavement andlor
other amenities)

- Urban Center Boundaiy

III II II :;r~::$&t”a”

~ NC-3 Zoning Moditicatio”s

Form a Community
Development Corporation to
work with local property
owners, private developera,
and potential tenants (such
as UW and knowledge-
baaed start-up firms) to
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Figure Ill- 15: Univers/~  Gardens Mixed-Use Core Map
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Figure 111-16: NE 47th Street Streetscape Before and After

Even though the University Gardens Core will be well serviced by public transit, an
adequate parking supply will be necessary. Moreover, much of the projected new
development will likely occur on existing lots. For this reason, new joint-use parking
garages and structured parking within new development are encouraged as part of the

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

plan (Activities A-8 and B-21). However, new parking should not be built to serve
RTA riders, and the City should take action to ensure  that commuters do not inundate
parking areas. A parking garage feasibility analysis indicated that structured parking
is a viable.option in parts of the urban center, and the plan recommends some refined
design guidelines to reduce their impact on neighboring uses.

F;gure ///-17: Parking Structure Design Proposed as Part of U W Des;gn Charrette

As an example of the type of development envisioned in the University Gardens
Core, the planning team undertook a design study of a mixed-use development on a
site bounded by 1 Ith and 12th Avenues NE just south of NE 47th Street. The
example project includes an underground bus layover station, structured parking,
residential units, and commercial space appropriate for start-up knowledge-based
businesses. The illustration also shows how the UDPA lot east of 12th Avenue NE
could be redeveloped to provide an equivalent amount of parking plus residential or
ot%ce space and a park serving local residents and the Baptist Church’s day care
center.

As noted in the Implementation Strategy section of Chapter II, the chances for
achieving the community’s vision in this area increase with the amount of
community and City participation. The benefits of cooperative development
partnerships are strong enough to merit consideration of a master plan executed
through a development authority, community development corporation, or urban
renewal.
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

E. The Ave/1 5th Avenue NE Corridor
Encompassing the properties on both sides of University Way NE (The Ave) and
15th Avenue NE, The Ave/1 5th Avenue NE corridor includes the community’s
most lively pedestrian-oriented retail strip, two important north-south transit
routes, and the western edge of the UW campus. Situated between the campus
rmd two residential neighborhoods as well as the mixed-use core, The Ave/1 5th
Avenue NE corridor is a kind of keystone, important in tying other activities
together. Over the past decades, The Ave has experienced decreasing retail sales
and a lack of property rrnd business investment. However, during the past few
years, local merchants have formed a Business Improvement Association for
increased cleaning rmd security south of NE 52nd Street, and the University
Saturday Market attracts visitors from throughout the region. These and other
efforts have had a positive impact. New, high-quality businesses have opened,
and retail sales have risen. Looking to the future, new RTA stations planned
under 15th Avenue NE at roughly NE 45th Street and NE Pacific Street will
increase the area’s role rrs a trrmsportation  hub and promise to bring significant
changes and opportunities to the cmmmrnity.

The community sees this area as a vibrant retail shopping district, with both
regional attractions and local services. With the Burke Museum, the Henry
Gallery, Meany Theater, and other attractions, it is also the focus of cultural
activities. Finally, its role as a regionally important transportation hub should be
explored, but not allowed to overrun its role as a community and retail focus.

The community’s vision for this area includes
● Improved sidewalks and street infrastructure design guidelines on The

Ave from NE 50th Street to Campus Parkway to make it a more effective
and attractive pedestrianhmnsit  corridor

● An efticient  intermodal  bus/light rail transfer station
. Upgraded streetscape and campus edge along 15th Avenue NE
. Improved east-west pedestrian connections at NE 43rd, 42nd, and 41st

Streets.
● Attractive development (but not higher tbarr 65 feet) to take advantsge of

the new light rail access
● Mid-block east-west pedestiimr  pathways.

Because of its central location and high visibility, participants felt that Klgh urban
design quality is particularly important in thk area. And because of the area’s
critical role in the city’s transportation network and RTA planning, actions to
achieve this vision involve high levels of public investment and transportation
system coordkation.
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Figure ///- 79: The Ave/15th Avenue NE Corridor
1
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

The necessary first step in The Ave/1 5th Avenue NE corridor’s revitalization is the
pedestrian and transportation improvements to The Ave itself. Realizing that the
narrow, dilapidated sidewalks and substandmd street system strrnd in the way of
other revitalization efforts, the Greater University Chamber of Commerce and The
Ave plm~g @OUp  have, over the past several years, spearheaded an initiative to,

upgrade the street itself. These efforts have already led to The AW  Plan, a
preliminary plan for improving sidewalks, bus stops, and infrastructure systems on
The Ave. Councilmembers  and representatives from local organizations have been
enthusiastic in their support for the plan. The community, SeaTran,  and Metro will
be completing a test in early 1998 to determine if in-lane bus stops are effective in
facilitating bus operations.

r

Ii
Figure ///-20: Illustration of Proposed Street Improvements to The Ave
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Chapter III

Once a preferred bus stop corrkguration  is determined in autumn 1998, SeaTran
and the community will design the street improvements (see Activity B-5). The
City is currently seeking $5.5 million in construction funds. The Ave Plan also
recommends neighborhood-specific design guidelines for new development on
The Ave (Activity A-1 I). The guidelines wjll be used to facilitate the current
City design review process and can be used by property owners to gain “design
departures” or exemptions to certain code requirements. While the high property
values on The Ave may discourage redevelopment, there are some properties
where new development is likely, aod it will be important that they contribute to
the district’s lively design character.

$%?’ / -----.,. I.=mate  signage imo archiiemm.
. Maintin  a mntinuws  facade. 00 ..: allow  fences  .x

LStreer  furniture such  as bulletin boards, !sash
receptacles, and newspaper  racks, organized with
Mum  ,ai, / / .Wig!-’”n

‘CQlOrti  szdewalk  wth s,mple gftd  pattern
hew pedestrian Hghting  witi amwrX  or emblem sign &x7ended  sidewalk at selectee intersections to

10 define slree!.scape  and enhance evening actiiity provide safer crcwwafks  and space  for fixtures

Figure ///-21: Illustration ofDesign Guidelines Concepts Proposed for The Ave
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Narrative DescriIrtion of Plan Elements

As noted in Section II-C, Implementation, RTA will begin the planning of the LRT
stations in early 1998, and the community, University, City; and Metro should be
ready to incorporate station design into improvement rmd redevelopment of a

“station area” around the LRT (Activities B-1 and B-16 through B-18). Current
thinking ii that the station design should provide:

.

.

.

.

A strong link between the campus and The Ave

Effective intermodal  transfers (especially from the cross-town routes along
NE 45th Street)

Convenient bus stops
Better streetscapes  along 15th Avenue NE

BUS stops and transfers will be especially problematic given the much higher
vohrmes and difficult routing movements. Some additional space for busses maybe
needed, which could either require acquisition of street right-of-way or result in
lower traffic capacity.

There will also be increased bus trnt%c on 15th Avenue NE, and new street
improvements should include amenities for bus riders. During the planning
process, a University of Washington architecture design studio explored design
solutions to improve the western campus edge and better integrate the crnnpus  to
the community. The class identified several options to upgrade 15th Avenue NE,
including better street lines, lighting, and medkms,  softening of the campus wall,
improved sidewalks at NE 43rd and 42nd Streets, rmd construction of a small
entry plaza on the campus at 15th Avenue NE and NE 43rd Street (Activities B-1,
B-6, B-7, B-9, D-5, and D-8). These ideas should be studied further in the
campus master plan (Activi& A-15) and during the station area design
@ctivity  B-l).

University
Way NE 151h  A., NE

3

31mance  diiecuy  onto w .4.. mrough  b.ildng lobbies,
T&?  tird St entrance  CWIO  cnnmc: :0 an east ,“,s!

campus emrance

Geaewnm w.. connee:i.g me campus lo me
University msrriu tight la tan%, sari.”

I

(APmOx. NE4W S1. NE 45m St.)
ma

NE 45th St. Rail Transit Station

I

!

~ s I C o n n e c t i o n s  to the .4.ve Section Looking North
I

Figure 1/)-22: Cross Section Through 15th Avenue NE
///strafing Light f7ai/ Statiorr  A/igmnent

Final Report
Page III-29



Narrative Description of Plan Elements I

NE 43rd and 42nd Streets between 15th Avenue NE and The Ave are pnrticukly t:
important pedestrian connections, and their redesign should include increased
pedestian  space, either by closing one of the streets or by removing a travel lane
or parking lane. Ideally, the improvements should integrate the campus character I
with The Ave’s streetscape  qualities. Perhaps the commercial district’s more
mban quality could extend into the cmnpus  on the NE 43rd Street axis end the
campus’s more verdant character be reflected on NE 42nd Street west of 15th @

Avenue NE.

While the LRT station might induce more intensive development on some sites, t

such as the University Book Store parking lot, planning participants felt that
building heights should be limited to 65 feet, especially on The Ave, because tall I
buildlngs  on the narrow streets would create a dark, canyon-like effect.

Development proposals should receive special scrutiny during design review to R
ensure all opporhmities are taken to give this area a cohesive and rich urbnn
design setiing. I
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Chapter Ill

F. Ravenna Urban Village

Current Conditions

The easternmost section of the University Community Urban Village, Ravenna Urban
Village, is named for the Town of Ravenna, which was incorporated in 1 S87 when the
University of Washk@on  was still located downtown. A photo from that era shows a
thriving commercial area along 24th Avenue NE, including a grist mill powered by
Ravenna Creek flow. Privately-owned Ravenna Park was already a major tourist
attraction. The Ravenna area today extends far beyond the urban village boundaries.

The shape of this urban village, which includes that former town, is related to its
geography: the steep Ravenna Springs hillside on @e west and the former shoreline
of Union Bay once paralleled by the Seattle Lakeshore & Eastern Railroad. The
railbed has become the Burke-Gilman Trail which curves around the current
commercial district. Ravema Park is adjacent to the urban village on its NW edge.
Clockwise, the boundaries are, starting born the north, NE 55th Street east to 25th
NE, south to the Burke-Gdman, east to Union Bay Place NE curving south to NE
45th Street, west up the viaduct to 21 st Avenue NE and then north to NE 55th again.

Ravenna Urban Village  comurises  122 acres and is today a mixture of residential-.
and commercial uses. Several commercial areas are located within or adi scent to the
urban village, along 25th NE, NE Blakeley and Union Bay Place NE, and along NE
45th St. The major commercial area is University Village Shopping Center, which
occupies 24 acres, with the adj scent QFC of approximately 9 acres in the southern
half of the urban village. The western portion of the urban village contains its entire
residential population. South of the urban village boundaries is the University of
Washington. To the north, east and west are single-family residential zones.

The centrrd north-south arterird, 25th Avenue NE, meets NE 45th Street at the
southern urban village boundary and becomes Montlake  Boulevard NE, part of the
state highway system (S.R. 513). Montlake Boulevard NE serves as the primary
funnel between NE Seattle and travel to the east, west and south.

Linkages and connections are a fundamental concern for this urban village. Its
geography means that instead of the easily permeable grid which characterizes most
of the University Community Urban Center (and of Seattle), the Ravenna Urban
Village has restricted access both east-west and north-south. Only two streets run
north-south through Ravenna Urban Village [25th and 22nd Avenues NE]. Only one
of those is an arterial. Only two streets run east-west, and they both have unusual
features (NE 45th is a viaduct for six blocks, while NE 54th is precipitously steep
traversing the same slope.) The dearth of through streets due to a combination of
restrictive topography and large land holdings creates blockages and concentrates
traffic and congestion along 25th Avenue NE, NE 45th Street and Montkike
Boulevard NE. Overtlow impacts the Blakeley-Union  Bay corridor as well.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Chapter Ill

Ravenna Creek dayiighting,
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Figure ///-23: Ravenna Urban Wage
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

During the planning process participants used two three-dimensional computer
graphics to visualize both the status quo and development potential. In the graphics
below, the University of Washington is to the south and west, UniversiV  Village
Shopping Center is in the foreground in the flats on the site of the marsh that was
once here, Raverma  Park is up to the north and west, Calvary cemetery on the right
is the pnrk-like  area visible from the viaduct. The graphic imtnediately below
shows existing structures, the status quo.

,4$<
. . . . . .

8XWMW$

Figure ///-24: Current Bui/ding  Vo/ume

The second drawing shows how the area could change, according to current zoning.
If the allowable heights and lot coverages  were utilized, the entire University
Village/Union Bay Place nrea could be built up to 65 feet, the Ravenna Springs
hillside could rise everywhere to three stories, and the ground plane would vanish.
Both sides of 25th NE could grow to four stories.

Figure ///-25: EWding  Vo/urne A//owed by Code
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Chapter III I

The planning process in this urban village focused orz what matters, what detines
the neighborhood, how it wants to grow, change or accommodate change-in a
phrase, growth management. The growth management which is ‘provided by the
neighborhood planning process has allowed the neighborhood to examine what it
wants to keep and how it wants to control and to accommodate change.

Open space. A high priority for Ravenna Urban Village is retaining existing green
space, including the greenbelt on the hillside to the west of the Burke-Ghmn  Trail.
Part of this ties is known as Ravenna Woods and the neighborhood wants to
preseme it through public ownership. The community wants a daylighted Ravenna
Creek, restoring a small segment of the watershed that historically drained into
Union Bay.. City Council Resolution 28867 acknowledges the City’s interest in
daylighting the creek. The benefits of reconnection are ecologicrd, social and
economic. Connections to natural systems and cormmmity-brrilding  are two general
elements desired by the neighborhood. P-patches serve both of those needs.
Demand is triple the supply right now and more will be needed with additional
population density.

Residential. The existing residential area is a combination of single-family houses,
condos, 2-story apartment buildlngs,  several cottage complexes, some 3-story
apartment buildings and the 4-story S .H.A. building adj scent to the Burke-Gilman.
The neighborhood has been involved in Design Review since before it became a
citywide effort, since the development of a former City Light substation by the
Seattle Housing Authority. The resulting fourplex  townhouses, developed in a way
that saved valued trees and preserved open space, fit the character of the
neighborhood architecturally. These housing designs promote both individual
privacy and community. Sensitivity to existing housing would have preserved
other, substantial trees which the neighborhood sought to save, in an attempt to
mitigate a comer four-story building that faces one-story single-fad y houses on
the three adjacent comers.

Commercial. The recent development of University Village Shopping Center from
a neighborhood-oriented shopping district into a regional draw with a combination
of chain  and catalog stores has made it a favorite place to go gift shopping, but has
also resulted in the removal of sources of some goods and services considered basic
by the neighborhood. The community and the University Village have a~eed in
principle to undertake a master plan to speak to the needs of all parties.

Transportation. Lacking are good pedestrian and transit connections. Sidewalks
are needed along artenals. Good access is needed to the RTA station expected to be
loc,ated  near NE 45th and 15th NE, so several shuttle routes are proposed that would
serve a variety of needs. TratXc is perceived by tie-thirds of all survey
respondents as the biggest problem in the area. Congestion and near-collisions are
the standard along 25th NE while speed is a problem along the Blakeley-Union  Bay
Place corridor. Blakeley-Union Bay Place NE arcs northeast of University Village,

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

the Silver Could Motel, and peripheral areas, carrying traffic from University
Village, vehicles going rrromrd the shopping center between 25th Avenue NE and
Five Comers at Sand Point Way, and motorists makiig the fastest connection
between Sand Point Way and Lake City and I-5 via ramps at NE 68th or NE 75th.
Streets. Its surface is a broken macadam without sidewalks or drainage.

Proposed Actions

Fundamental elements/aims:
.

.

.

.

●

✎

✎

●

✎

Daylight Rnvenna Creek, creating a (blue) greenway.  This is the
centerpiece of the Raverrna Urbsn Village Pkur.

Decrease presence nnd relinnce  on single-occupancy vehicle. Increase use
and availability of transit  Metro and shuttle in the near-term, RTA aad
additional shuttles in the longer-term. Monorail relationship is urrclear.

Celebrate neighborhood entrances with gateways from the north, at 55th,
and the south, south side of the 45th Street viaduct.

Create and enhance a neighborhood Main Street that diversifies safe
pedestrian movement and diversifies commercial and residential choices; It
would lie on 25th between 55th aad Bk=.keley, with potential for extending
further south along 25th, arrd use dowuzonirrg, desigrr  guidelines, and a
possible PI overlay.

Ease pedestrian connections throughout. Add sidewalks, curbs, aad gutters.
Improve or add crosswalks.

Preserve existing green space, Ravenna Woods, and add Blakeley Crescent
as a neighborhood park.

Preserve small-scale housing along Ravenna Avenue and the integrity arrd
stability of the steep slopes of Ravenna Springs by downzoning, while
allowing controlled Klgher  density in an nrea better able to hrurdle it (Park
Trisngle). Zoning changes can be used to retsin these cottages on Ravenna
Avenue, promote affordable housing and rent stability, and foster a sense of
community.

Study the use of a combination of zoning changes, of upzones sad
downzones (perhaps regulated by a mechanism cslled Trsnsfer  of
Development Rights to make sure that the impacts are equitable).

Adopt neighborhood customized design guidelines relating to trees,. .
tmn~ition,  the Burke-Gilman  Trail.

Open Space

Proposals relating to open space fall into several categories: new neighborhood
parks nnd natural areas, P-patches (D 19), and transportation-related open space
improvements. Acquisition of Ravenna Woods (D 180 and its preservation as a
natural area and funding and City support of the community-driven Raverma Creek
Daylighting project (D4), which lies entirely within this urban village, are the two
highest priority actions in this urban village plan. Ravenna Woods, west of Ravenna
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Chapter III

Avenue NE, is a major hillside remnant forest currently under threat of development.
A third element is the development of a patch of Seattle Transportation Department
property between 25th and 27th Avenues NE on the south side of NE Blakeley Street
into a useful public amenity adjacent to the Burke-Gllman Trail (D22, B+2/RUV).
“Blakeley  Crescent” is a concept for using the public prope~”  on the south side of
NE Blakeley  between the Burke-Gilman Trail and the street as a public park, and
incorporating the 27th NE street end at the Trail into a neighborhood amenhy.
Related elements are consideration of a Trail entry and crossing (B 12), of a potential
neighborhood community center on the 25th side of current UW housing property
(D14) and of better pedestrirm access to U Village from the north (B1O).

The dkcovery  by the neighborhood of a pond on the western end of the UW
housing area, called  the Vie-Mix Pond” since it is a manmade remnant of the former
nursery, generated a concept of a central neighborhood pnrk with basketball, picnic,
potential communi~  and senior center, possible active recreation (D 14). The site is
UW property and no negotiations have begun yet. Additional significant open
space elements were preservation of the right of way along 50th Street as a green
space between 21st and Ravenna  Avenue (D2 I ), the improvement of NW Heritage
Park (D20), located in the street right of way on the north side of NE Blakeley at
24th ~, and acquisition of Silver Cloud Woods, the eastern 60 of Silver Cloud
parcel adjacent to the Burke-Gihnan Trail. This substantird  woodlot, the last in the
flats, was intended by the community to link to Blakeley Crescent, above, but has
been logged since the Ravenna Urban Village planning priorities were determined
last fall and is a four-story addition now. mote that there has been a further loss of
views of Rainier from the Burke-Gilman Trail as a result.]

With regard to P-patches, the community wants to retain the existing P-patch within
the NE 52nd Street ROW on the west side of RavennaAvenue  and obtain additional
oPPo*tY sites in strategic locations (D 1 9). The concept of allowing planting
strips to be used for P-patches by their owners was supported but needs regulation
to allow space for people to access parked cars.

Two streets are very strongly supported “for status as Green Streets: Ravenna
Avenue NE south of NE 54th (D+l/RUV)  and the whole of Raverma Place NE,
namely 2 blocks betieen NE 55th and NE Blakeley (D+2/RW). On Ravenna
Avenue, the intent is to enhance street trees and keep it as a pedestrian and local
access road. In addition, the aim is to retain the existing lane south from NE 48th
Street ROW to NE 45th (i.e., beneath the viaduct). If Raverma Woods property,
above, becomes a park the southern portion of street would remain restricted to
local access only. The aims for Ravenna  Place NE Green Street include enhancing
street trees smd pedestrian usage and inclusion of a daylighted Ravenna Creek if
Ravenna Place is part of the tinal route choice. A thkd element, desired but not
rrmked  as highly by the community, is a study to evaluate the possibdity of a
bonlevardhea.lignment  plan to improve the link between Ravenna and Montlake
Boulevards rdong Ravenna Place NE and 25th Ave NE (no activi~  listed).

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

Figure ///-26: Daylighting  of Ravenna Creek /s an Important Priority that Would
Upgrade the Neighborhood.

Figure ///-27: Ravenna Woods Lies Just to the West of the Burke Gilman Trail
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Transportation

Among the vital connections that need improvement are a number that relate to
pedestrian mobility. Themost important forthenrban village isalong the Blakeley-
Union Bay Place corridor. Sidewalks andcrosswalks  related tokey destinationsto
thesouth areproposed toimprove pedestrian safety. Drainage would beimprovedas
a byproduct. Design oftiese sidewdk  md&tiage  fiprovernents  along  Bl&eley
needs to be developed immediately, to prevent the current piecemeal redevelopment
along thecorndor  fromproducing  discontimrous  resuks. Tmfficcal  mingalongthis
corridor is a universal priority; Fundamental are sidewalks on the north side of
Blakeley between 25th tid 30th, while sidewalks on the south side of Blakeley are
linked to the development of Blakeley Crescent park above. The neighborhood plan
calls for a pedestrian safety study and parking management plan along Union Bay
Place. Sidewalks along the west side of 30th Ave NE, rather than immediately
adjacent to Calvary Cemetery on the east side of the slreet, are also part of the plan.

Access across 54th to Raverma  Park can be improved by curb bulbs on 54th and a
study is recommended to consider realignment of the intersection at Raverma Place
NE to reduce the hard surface area and contain both vehicular and pedestrian trtilc
within well-defined areas. Further improvement of both pedestrian and bicycle
safety alor-ig  the section of 30th NE that stretches between” Blakeley  and Union Bay
Place “md includes a Burke-Gihnan  crossing requires study. Possibilities to
consider include reahgnment of 3 Oth into Blakeley,  curb bulbs, crossing signage.
This is a road sharing/visibility issue. An improved pedestrian crossing of 55th at
30th is part of the plan, to improve access from transit stops and Bryant7Assnmption
Schools. A review is suggested for the possible use of caution Iighticrossing  flags
(as in Kirkland) at this location.

A variety of shuttle routes and purposes were examined by the neighborhood. The
highest ranking is for a one-way RTA collector(’’RTA  Circuit”) that would link the
neighborhood to the proposed RTA station at NE 45th and 15th Avenue NE. The
suggested route is down the 45th Street viaduct, north on Union Bay Place along
Blakeley,  up 25th and west on 55th to 22nd, up the hillside on the 22nd diagonal and
to the station. A second, slightly less highly ranked route which would not replace
the above (“RTA Express”), is also proposed as a connection to the RTA but its route
would be restricted to an east-west route along NE 45th Street, perhaps extending as
far east and west as Magnuson Park and Wallingford.  A third shuttle route (“Take Me
Home”) is intended to allow those who are able to walk downhill to the University
Village Shopping Center to catch a ride home, especially with groceries. This one
would have a fixed pickup point in the south U Village/Safeway area but a route that
varied with the particular passengers. The outer perimeter of this shuttle’s route
would be specified.

In an attempt to resolve some of the congestion and perceived danger along the
section of 25th Avenue NE between NE 45th and NE 55th, several realignments

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Narrative Description of Plan Elements

end/or driveway consolidations were considered. None of them received the
highest approvaJ ranking from the community, which is probably nn indication that
these idens nre inadequate for the problem. The problem is a combination of
congestion in the corridor and conflicting left turns from the center lnne.

Development of a Residential Pnrking  Zone permit system for football game days
at Husky Stadium is a high priority. Both the University of Washington and
Seahawks (for the time period they play at the facility) would be tinancinlly
responsible. Vehicles parked without a sticker would be towed. A more standard
weekday RPZ may require further consideration later but is not a high priority
now. Additional parking restrictions were considered along NE Blakeley,  which
on occasion becomes the equivalent of a used car sale lot as well as a dumping
~ound.  Removing parking horn the ,south side of Blakeley  between 25th and
27th was rnnked highly by the community, ivith an option for 4-hour Burke
Gllmnu related parking also considered. In either case, the public area of
Blakeley  Crescent, described above, would be increased. Restricted parking is
desired nlong Blakeley between 30th and 35th, but is not as high a prio~ty.

Additional solutions to the neighborhood parking  problem include severrd high
priority elements: the development of a Traffic Management Plan(s) involving both
University Village and the University of Washingto~  encouragement of local
businesses to reduce employee vehicle trips and to provide employee parkhg  off-
neighborhood streets. Also discussed was a four-story parking structure.

Additional pedestrian and bicycle connections proposed include:
. Improve access to University Village

. Extend the Hillclimb stairs on NE 47th St. (W of 22nd Ave NE), complete
the pedestrian connection from NE Blskeley at 29th NE to the Burke-Gilma.rr
Trail, develop pedestrian and bike access between 45th Place NE and Burke-
Gilmea (a route up and down from trestle), provide an overlook and trail
with a Chinese stair system S of Burke-Gilmarr  south of 27th Ave ROW
development with Burke-Gilmarr  access as part of Blakeley Crescent, 4-horrr
parking and trailhead, improve the 27th Ave NE Bikeway to allow safe access
for north-south biking from the North End to the Burke-Gilman Trail.

Housing/Land Use

Proposals, of the highest priority
.

.

●

Final Report

Protect existing cottage housing in the Ravearra  Urban V]llage  with LDT/C
zoning chsmge.

Protect status as Green Street, with single-family and cottage housing and
Enviromrrentsdly-Critical-Area  steep slopes by rezoning both sides of Ravenna
Ave S of 54th as LJ3TIC.

Chsage zoning from NC2-40 to NC2-30 along 25th Avenue NE between 55th
and Blakeley, limiting the maximum building height thereto 30 feet, as a primary
element of making 25th a pedestrian-friendly Neighborhood Main Street.
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Chapter Ill

Ranked desirable but of lower priority because it is dependent upon other rezoning
actions:

. Upzone the three-block Rsverma Place NE north triangle, increasing the
height limit to allow for condos (snd street-level cafes) across from
Ravenna  Park and along the NE side of Ravenna Place. The” upzoning,
downzoning, creation of a TDR bank rmd preservation of Raverma Woods
sre intimately tied together. The web that links them into a workable
package has not been developed yet snd is a major element needhg  fnrther
planning. Creatinn  of a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Bank
within the Urban Village is proposed to allow compensation for changes in
allowed density.

Legend

~ [ ~ NC2-40 to NC2-30 ~ L-3 to LDT
~.,. (

~.! ~ W% Nc-40 to NC2-30  Outside
&.j, !Xli Urban Center Boundary

= C’1-40to L-4
~, ,

&~l ~ L-3 to L4 E35TAX  Urban Center

I lr– II

Bounda~

Figure ///-28: Proposed Zoning Changes in Ravenna Urban Vi//age
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m Narrative Description of Plan Elements

I A high priority for Ravenna Urbrm Village is to encourage diversity and foster
responsible neighbors committed to improving the community at large. In pursuit

,g
of a community where people cars live, shop, play, and wrdk to work, the
community has proposed an urbrrn redevelopment of the Park Triangle block

I

bonnded by Ravenna  Place NE, NE 55th Street, and mid-block between 24th NE
and 25th NE. Among the options for mixed housing are co-ops, condos, co-housing
associations, and the application of an urban Habitat for Humanity, as well as other

I

forms of low-income and affordable housing. It is vital to a diverse community that
the people who live in the Ravenna Urban Village be able to afford redeveloped
housing. There is strong support for the incorporation of housing units within the

I
University Village expansion. There is support for the exploration of loft
residential housing in the upper stories of the C 1-40 and C2-40  zones along
Blakeley and Union Bay Place. City-wide balanced siting of social services is

1
supported. In addition, the neighborhood recommends a study of rent control and
other rent stabilization mechanisms.

I Several items receive high priority relating to design review and design guidelines.
Customized design guidelines are required for all tmnsitions between abutting

1

residential or residential-commercial zones. Careful and complete application of
existing design guidelines as well as of neighborhood-customized design guidelines
is required for rdl development proj ects. In particular, L3 Housing is encouraged to

I

develop visible courtyards to increase the perceived open space in this zone. A high
priority is that notification procedures for design review and Master Use Permit
(MUP) processes become more relevant by adopting a 2000’ notification radius and

a

changing the composition of the Design Review Board to reflect the community
better.

B Of high priority is the creation of a P2 overlay for 25th Avenue NE north of
Blakeley to create a “Neighborhood Main Street”, which is linked to multiple
items: downzoning 25th tlom 4 to 3 stories, upzoning with increased density to

1
the west, preservation of existing single-fnmily  housing in the are% strengtherring
neighborhood character and pedestian  mobility, promoting interesting architec~e
and public art. Redevelopment of the 25th Avenue main street is anticipated to

I
include mixed-use buildings with residential above street-level retail.

Also a high priority is protection of the Bnrke-Gllman  Trail in the stretch that goes

I
through this urban village, and a design guideline has been developed to provide
some protective restrictions on development. Inaddition,  rezoning of three parcels
immediately adjacent to the Burke-Glhnan  Trail is proposed, from a current zoning

I
of Cl -40 to L-4 with purely residentird usage.

Additional design guidelines relate to tree preservation and protection of the Burke-
Gilman from adjacent development.

Final Report
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Chapter III s

Intended Results
. Neighborhood shopping district, with residential above
. Strengthening of community
. Increased ground-related housing, owned by residents

. Improved pedestrian, bicycle circulation
● More open space
. Less traftic  congestion/conflict

People we what neighborhoods come down to. The elements above are to sustain a
neighborhood that includes and encourages hmnan interaction, all ages, a
relationship to the earth.

Figure ///-29: The Daylighting  of Ravenna Creek Could Take a Variety of Configurations,
Depending on Its Location and Relationship to Surroundings.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

IV. Goals and Policies
This section lists the gords and policies of the plan. Goals ore broadly stated outcomes

that the community wishes to achieve. Policies are statements of intent to gnide decisions
and set priorities.

The plan also lists specific activities designed to implement the goals of the plti. These
activities are actions to be taken, generally either regulations, capital improvements, or
public progmms. Activities are listed in the appendices. They are presented in a matrix
descnblng the implementors, priority or time fhrne, and cost and firnding sources. City
departments will be charged with implementing many of these ‘activities, and so their
review and comment have been solicited during the planning process.

The goals, policies, and activities are categorized into sections:

A.

B.

c .

D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

Lsnd Use and Economic Development

Transportation

Housing

Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Urban Design Features

Arts and Cultural Activities

Social Services

Public Safety

Communitv  Coordination, Communication and
Participati& in Decision Makhg for Plan Implementation

Some of the sections include a brief implementation strategy that explains how the
priorities are set or other ways groups of activities interrelate. More detailed descriptions
of the activities, along with supporting analysis, is providing in the individual descriptive
reports.

I
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Chapter W u

A. Land Use and Economic Development

General Policy: Land use changes that take effect
automatically, unless a neighborhood plan provides
otherwise, shall not take effect in this planning area.

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

■ Goal A-1

Make the UCUC arr attractive place for people to live, work, and shop.

■ Policy A-1.l

In makkrg  land use decisions, balance neighborhood interests with regional interests.

W Goal A-2

Help retail dMricts meet needs and opportunities consistent with sound environ-
mental and urban planning principles.

■

w

Policy A-2.1

Contirme  improvements to The Ave to be a vital, multifaceted, pedestrian-oriented
retail corridor.

Objectives:
● Institute design guidelines to ensure design quality. (See Activities A-13-16.) t

. Construct The Ave improvements outlined in The Ave report.

. Link The Ave to the campus and ensure multimodal circulation. ” (See other
a

sections.)

Poficy  A-2.2
Pursues master plan of the University Village throngh a process that speaks to the
needs of all parties.

Policy A-2.3
Encourage a pedestrian-oriented commercial district “neighborhood main street”
along 25th Avenue NE.

Policy A-2.4
Promote irrtll development on the Roosevelt Avenue NE and NE 45th Street (west
of 15th Avenue NE) commercial corridors. I
Policy A-2.5
Support developing a small neighborhood commercial shopping district along I
Blakeley  and Union Place.

t
University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

5 ,, .--A-IO: From L-3 to-.

,“. ., m .!

A-6;

Figure IV- 1: Land Uae Element Activities
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■ Goal A-3 1
Support long-term commercial redevelopment to maintain the UCUC’S diverse
economic base. I

■ pOliCy  A-3.1

Accommodate new knowledge-base, industries that have a positive impact on their
neighbors.

I

= Policy A-3.2

Create a vital mixed-use commerciallresidential  center with master planned I
development, integrating open space and pedestrimr connections.

■ Policy A-3.3 I
Encourage redevelopment that supports and derives benefit from public
tmrrsportation  systems, including bus and rail transit.

I
■ pOhCy  A-3.4

Explore innovative parking measures such as a joint-use policy, off-site parking,
and parking structures. I

■  GoaIA-4

Maintain and enhance stable residential neighborhoods.

m

■

■

■

m

policy A-4.1

Undertake land use activities that support housing goals, policies, and activities.

Policy A-4.2

Institote land use zoning and desi@ standards to increase stability and encourage

ground-related housing in the northern portions of the community that are
predomtimtly  single-fmily andlow-rise multif~ily  residences.

Pohcy A-4.3
Protect existing cottage housing in the Raverrna  Urban Village.

Policy A-4.4
Establish a vibrant, cohesive, mixed-use neighborhood between NE 43rd Street,
NE 50tlr  Street, Brooklyn Avenue NE, and Roosevelt Avenue NE.

Policy A-4.5
Strengthen and enhance the mid-rise residential neighborhood south ofNE 43rd
Street between Roosevelt Avenue NE and Brooklym Avenue NE.

Policy A-4.6
Encourage development of housing within the University Village with meaningful
community input.

1

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

■ Goal A-5

Accornrnodate University of Washington growth in a way that benefits the
Cormnunity as well.

m

■

■

Policy A-5.1

Provide community input where appropriate into the University campus master
plan process.

Policy A-5.2

A11ow UW uses off campus where there is also a benefit to the community.

Poficy  A-5.3

Encourage University-related commercial development such as “technology
transfer” and institute knowledge-based incubator businesses where such uses are
of benefit to the university and the community. Focus such uses along Roosevelt
Avenue NE south of NE 50th and in the Universi~ Gardens core, between the
freeway and Brooklyn Avenue NE, NE 50th Street, and NE 43rd Street.

■ Goal A-6

Develop entertainment-reiated  activities.

= Policy A-6.1
Coordinate and build on existing cultural and entertainment activities for mutual
benefit. (See Section IV-&Arts  and Cultural Activities–recommendations.)

■ Goal A-7

Support home-based businesses.

~ policy  A-7.1

Identify constraints aad difficulties for home-baaed businesses in current
regulations.

B
Final Report
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Chapter IV

B. Transportation

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

■

■

Goal B-1

Establish and improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the UCUC to provide I

safe, convenient, and desirable surroundings that encourage walking and
bicycling.

I

Goal B-2

Focus on improving circulation within the existing capacity of the arterial street I
system.

■

■

■

policy B2.1 1
Give priority to projects that improve transit reliability arrd/or  promote
pedestrian and bicycle safety and circulation.

Policy B-2.2 I

Preserwe  the capacity of the principal arterial streets necessary to
accommodate projected growth in the UCUC arrd protect residential streets
from theeffects  of through trat%c.  (See Activity B-24.)

I

Policy B2.3 H
Conduct an urban center-wide transportation analysis of all arterial
corridors in the UCUC to assess capacity and demand and establish
policies, priorities, and implementation strategies in the form of a UCUC
transportation plan.

Goal B-3

Allow for parking at levels necessary to sustain the economic viability and
vitaMy of the UCUC, while discouraging commuting by single-occupant
vehicles and @e use of UCUC parking facilities by commuters using transit to
travel to other destinations.

■ policy B-3.1
Enforce existing RPZ policies as well as football-game-related RPZ
policies.

Goal B-4

Provide improved mobility and access by public transportation to services, jobs,
businesses, residences, educational opportunities, and other destinations both
within and outside of the UCUC, including local shuttle.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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N. 50i, S,

NE 47ti  S,

NE 451J S, .

Figure W-2: Transportation Element Activities
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Chapter IV I

■ G,oal  B-5

Ensure that new public transportation improvements—including Metro bus
service, RTA light rail stations, and, if implemented, the monorail-benefit the
local community in terms of transportation services rmd impacts on local activities I

and environmental conditions.

i■ Policy B-5.1

Ensure that the community, City, Metro, RTA, and the eventual Monorail PDA
work together to design sn integrated transportation system with positive impacts
on existing uses and long-term redevelopment opportunities.

policy B-5.2

Continue improvements such as traftk circles to protect residential streets from
tratlc impacts,

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Coals. Policies. and Imolementstion  Activities

c. Housing

Implementation Strategy

Government actions, because they require legislative authorization, are usually
conceived in terms of gerternl programs, then applied to specific circumstances
which meet predetermined eligibility criteria. Housing programs consist of two
basic types: (i) “gap” financing subsidies, which help narrow the gap between
the cost of housing and the ability to pay for it, and (ii) cost-reduction measures,
which lower the cost of providing housing. A third form of government
intervention, which does not take the form of programs, is capital investments
which both enhance neighborhood amenities and help stimulate the private
supply mnrket. All public actions emanating from these three basic forms of
intervention are driven either by public Iirndlng or by government regulatory
authority.

The primary gords of the University Community housing plan are to provide
housing affordable to those projected to live here and to attract middle-class,
family-oriented owner housing. Housing goals have been set to provide
residential opportunities for those who work in the neighborhood. The fwst goal
can be achieved, in the short term, by implemeriting  stmtegies related to density
increases and gap financing. But, enduring solutions to the affordability problem
will necessedy  involve cost-reducing strategies aimed at dampening land price
inflation and requiring that developers produce mixed-income developments. The
second goal crm be achieved most effectively through large-scale land assembly
mrd the installation of public amenities necessary to create attractive
subneighborhoods.

The housing report prepared as pm-t of this plan provides extensive housing need
and production analysis, including:

● A projected demographic profile of those expected to move into the
UCUC during the next 20 years broken down into sub-makkets,  such as
students, young singles, families with children, and seniors.

. Projections of the quantities and types of housing (e.g., ground-related
units. sirmle-room occuuancv.  condominimns.  etc.) and affordability
levels of ~ousing”  needed to accommodate the’projected  community-
poprdation. ~

. A capacity analysis of the community’s ability to provide sites for new
housing to accommodate growth.

. Feasibility arrd cost figures for producing new housing types needed in the
University Community. TMs was determined through a pro forma analysis
of specific sites.

. A comparison of the affordability levels for each housing type against the
production cost in terms of purchase prices and rental rates.

Final Report
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Chapter IV I

The report identifies the gap between what prospective residents can afford and the
projected price range. Public actions are clearly necessary to close this gap.

Demand supply

Growth Community ,~,~j Developable Yz
~ ;,,/;
!I. . . . . ..T..J ,., ,,.;, .:,.,,, ,. ?, ,W@& W!$*WL

Community Profile ~ Capacity
Analysis

Housing Needs Housing Supply w;,-%?(hfuugh pm fomm amps) y,j
., Hcw many units?

● Wnat housing types? potentially available

● Wnat  affwdabifiiy  levels? ● Typiml  rent or purchase price

GAP +

aff.ndabilily  of housing in the UCUC for
all projected population groups,

I
Shor&Temn  Actions

1
Long-Term Comprehensive Programs

S Nebhiwrhccd slabilkatio” s Reh.bWdi.n  1... program

S Zoning adjusbnenla S Shmed.eq.ity  housing psrtnwstdps
S C!esiQn  guidelines for better  nexibilii ● Indusicmary  zoning
S Detached  auxilmry dwelling units

S Poky  to capture  land value increases
s Open space “banv  to relieve open space

cost s Land valuation tax strategies

● Community development mrpcmation ● Community redevelopment financing

s MWO Ieyoverjoint-.se  site

● Employer-assisted heusJng  prwam  (UVVI

0 Emaumgi”g inmavative  housing types

Figure IV-3: UCUC Housing Needs Analysis and Proposed Action Strategy.

A few well-conceived comprehensive mechanisms will accomplish more than a
profusion of small, insufficiently funded gap financing and incentive programs.
Attempts to overcome “regulatory barriers” have received considerable attention.
Measures such as streamlining land use regulations, allowing accessory dwellings,
and facilitating site design flexibMy are current efforts, but they accomplish little
more than to chip away at the fi’inges of the affordability problem. Lasting
solutions require more firndamental legislative reforms addressing the core of the
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t Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

I problem city-wide. The speculative nature of the housing market drives up prices
at rates higher than monetary inflation and household income increases. Therefore,

I
many of the activities are aimed at providing mechanisms for more non-speculative
home ownership. Sustained city-wide programs are necessary if appropriate
housing is to be affordable to those who are expected to live in and contribute to

I
the University Community.

I
I
I

Glossary

Accessory DwelIing Unit. A sepzrate  dwelling unit within the structure of a single-family
house, occupied by not more than one additional household, having a separate outside
entrance.

Affordability Gap. The gap between rapidly rising housing prices or rents and
moderately rising household incomes, usually expressed in terms of the amount of income
available for housing costs. The measure is normalized by comparing median price/rent
with median income.

Affordable Housing. Affordable housing is not associated with any particular income
range.

Anxilia~ Dwelling Unit. A secondary dwelling structure, separated from the primary
dwelling, situated on a single-family lot. It maybe attached to an accessory structure such
as a garage.

“Commodification”  of Housing. The predisposition to mazirnize  cumulative financial
equity through the successive trading up of homes by seeking new locations expected to
yield the highest increase in land values-as opposed to the view of housing as primsrily
shelter—thus contributing to the rapid rise in housing prices.

Floor Area Ratio. FAR is a measure of site-specific development densi~  the square
footage of gross floor area within a building divided by the square footage of the site area
(usually lot size). For example, a ratio of 1.0 may consist of a l-story building which
covers the entire site or a 2-story building covering half the site.

Ground-Related Housing. An attached housing type wherein each unit has direct access
to adjacent private ground-level open space:

Housing Development Capacity. The estimated number of units (or square footage of
residential space) that could be added onto parcels under existing zoning density
requirements.

Housing Unit. An occupied or vacant dwelling—attached or detached, single-family or
multifamily-which is configured zs separate living quarters.

In-FW Development. Newly constructed buildings situated between existing buildings in
an area which is predominantly developed.

Market Rate Honsing. Housing developments which offer units at prevailing rents or
prices established by local supply and demand forces, built with no public subsidy funds,

Mixed-Income Hoersing. Housing developments which include both market rate units
and subsidized units on the same site. By Seattle city standards, no more than half of the
total units are targeted to low-income households (less than 50’% of city median income).

Final Report
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Net Dwelling Unit Density. An sreawide  measure of the number of dwelling units per
acre of aggregate residential site area (residential lots) that is, buildable site srea exclusive
of public rights-of-way, public open space, snd non-residential properties.

Potentially Redevelopable Sites. Parcels which may become available for redevelopment
over time. Indicators include vacant status as well as low floor srea ratios and high lnnd-
to-total assessed value ratios.

Room Unit. Separate living quarters within a housing unit which includes common space
for shsred non-sleeping accommodations.

Special Needs Populations. Individuals or frrmilies  who require special services (e.g.,
counseling, supervision, job training, physical support, case msrxigement) to live
independently or semi-independently.

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

Note: Many of the concepts and measures in this section are presented in much
greater detail in arr accompanying “Housing Element Report” in the appendices,

■ Goal C-1

Provide housing for a mix of demographic and income groups

■  policy  C-1.l

■

■

Balance a mix of owner and rental unit types to increase ownership.

Policy C-1.2 I

Adapt commercial buildings for above-ground residential units snd allow
single-purpose residential buildings in specified NC-3 zones. (See Activi@
A-5.)

R

Policy C-1.3

Meet Comprehensive Plsrr goals within the mix of uses and housing types,

Policy C-1.4

Provide units with home office srmngements. B

Policy C-1.5

Consolidate vacsnt snd underutilized sites for new residential development. 1

Goal C-2

Encourage a stable residential population

■ Policy C-2.1 1
Provide amenities to attract UW faculty snd staff to the community and economic
incentives to attract first-time home buyers. Encourage UW home ownership
progrsm. I

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

■

Policy c-2.2
Amact family households to the community

. Provide play spaces and services.

. Increase street safety and security.

Policy C-2.3
Encourage more middle-income and entry-level home ownership.

Policy C-2.4

Encourage retirement housing. Relax parking requirements for retired residents
but not employees.

Policy C-2.5

Preserve and errharrce  the character of existing single-family areas arrd encourage
cottage housing through means such as zonirrg  modification arrd desigrr guidelines.

Goal C-3

Enhance Neighborhood design quality and compatibility

Policy C-3.1
Maintain attractive, pedestriarr oriented streetscapes  through design guidelines,
zoning refinements and streetscape  improvement projects.

Policy C-3.2

Ensnie attractive, high-quality housing desigrr that is compatible with
neighborhood conditions through desigrr guidelines:

. Feature ground floor street-oriented entries in ground-related strnctnrey
● Prohibit “big box” housing such as Southwest Quadrmrt  apartrnen~,
● Preserve aud enhance existing historical features and structrrres.
. Preserve steep slope natural areas and encourage urbarr  forests.
. Mitigate trarrsitions between zones.

Policy c-3.3

Direct the highest density housing to mixed-use areas and proximity to transit
corridor.

Policv  c-3.4
Ensnre that amenities and public services are increased to support irrcrcased
housing density.

Policy c-3.5

Develop parking strategies to accommodate all UCUC residents while minimizing
impacts on residential streets.

Policy  C-3.6

Establish and enforce property maintenance standards.

Final Report
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D. Parks, Recreation, Open Space, and Urban Design
Features

Implementation Strategy

Parks, open space, and urban design features are critical to the community’s vision. I
The University Community currently has a +zable open space deficit according to
Seattle Comprehensive Plan standards and is lacking in many recreation facilities.
To overcome these deficits, planning participants formulated a three-part strategy. I

The first part of this effort is to focus on highest priority needs. Responses at I
planning sessions and public workshops indicate that the protection and
enhancement of the University Heights Center, including improvements to the
historic building and grounds, merits top priority. Acquiring and upgrading the 1
University Heights site is the highest priority because the facility already serves a
critical recreation, comrrmnity,  and education function and the grounds have the
potential to address open space needs in the area of greatest need. I

Pedestrian, bicycle, and design improvements to key streets and paths ranked a
close second. Not only do these linear improvements provide better access to I
community resources, they also upgrade large portions of the community’s visual
character. There are also some opportunities to improve the area’s natural
landscape qualities that should be acted on before the opportunities are lost, I
including the daylighting of Ravenna Creek (another top ,priority), the protection of
Ravenna Woods, and the enhancement of the slopes and shorelines between the
.Universi~ and I-5 bridges. 1

The strategy’s second part is to utilize a variety of methods to acquire additional
and much needed open space. The University Community should receive high J
priority for fnrdhg as part of any city-wide or county-wide bond issue, but in the
interim, it is important to acquire open space through partnerships, small grants,
leveraging of existing resources and initiating a small open space fund to take

8

advantage of opportunities as they arise. To do this, the City should establish a
fired to acquire open space when sites become available. Design guidelines are I
recommended to ensure that some of the open space required of new development is
visible ardor usefid to the public. This required open space could be augmented
with a purchase of open space using funds combining off-site mitigation fees and 1
grants. Such partnerships could benefit both the developers and the public. While
it would be Wefid to have a list of desirable sites for acquisition, acquisition is
determined by availab@. Therefore, the committee identified needs in general I
vicinities rather than specific sites.

I

1
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities
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Chapter IV 1“

The thiid part of the strategy involves partnerships with other organizations for
mutual benefit. Most notable is the partnership between fie community and the
University in the design of areas along and near the carupus/community edge. The
plan includes several suggestions for the university to consider in the upcoming
campus master plan and recommends City- and King County-sponsored
improvements that will also benefit the university. A partnership between the
YMCA, Seattle Parks Department, University Heights Center, and the community
might also satisfy the need for a recreation center. For example, the expansion of
the YMCA might be assisted by comtinrnity  support for necessary rezoning and
parking development. The University Heights Center might absorb some recreation
and community-based sem”ices, allowing the “Y” to concentrate on more active
recreation needs, and the Parks Department could support both activities.

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

■ Goal D-1

Increase open space to serve existing and projected needs.

■ Policy D-1.l

Pursue the Comprehensive Plan goal of development of 12.25 to 14.3 acres of new
parks and P-patches.

■ Policy D-1.2

Work with the City to identifi  opportunities to increase open space through a
variety of methods, including partnerships, leveraging of proposed projects,
multiple funding sources, and donations.

■ Goal D-2

Accommodate each neighborhood’s specific open space needs.

■

Policy D-2.1

In the Southwest QuadranL  make convenient pedestrian connections to nearby .1
perks and the watefiont  and deveIop  a small shoreline park.
Comprehensive Plan Objective: Create 2-3 acres of parks at l/4-acre minimum,
and 1 P-patch in the Southwest Quadrant. I

Policy D-2.2

In Lower Brooklyn, provide open space for residents, workers, and stndents  and I
strengthen physical connections to the waterfront and campus. Work with the
UW on campus edges and redevelopment. Improve unused land in the public
ROW. I

Comprehensive Plan Objective: Create 2-3 acres of parks at l/4-acre minimum,
and 1 P-patch in Lower Brooklyn.

I
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

m

m

■

■

Policy D-2.3

In the University Gardens Core, create a connected network of open spaces
integrated with development. Provide for seniors and new residents.

Comprehensive Plan Objective: Create 2-3 acres of parks at l/4-acre minimum in
the University Gardens Core.

Poficy D-2.4

In the Northern T]er, establish and enhance a neighborhood-oriented service and
recreational area. Enhance the University Heights building and grounds and
support an expanded YMCA.

Comprehensive Plan Objective: Create 2-3 acres of parks at l/4-acre minimum in
the Northern Tier.

Policy D-2.5

In The Ave-1 5th Avenue NE corridor, upgrade University Way with street-
oriented open space nearby.

Potics’  D-2.6
In the Raverma Urban Village:

1. Promote efforts to daylight Ravenna Creek.
2. Pnrchase Ravenna  Woods .

3. Develop Blakeley Crescent.

■

■

■

Final Report

Comprehensive Plan Objective: Create.5 acres of parks at l/4-acre minimum and
1 P-patch in the Raverma  Urban VNage.

Goal D-3

Improve the pedestrian and bicycle cormectioms from neighborhoods to parks
and recreational resources as a high priority.

Goal D-4

Enhance gateways into the University Community, especially at NE 50th Street
at Roosevelt Avenue NE, NE 50th Street at University Way NE, 11th Avenue
NE at NE 41st Street, 25th Avenue NE at NE 55th Street, NE 45th Street at 25th
Avenue NE, and Roosevelt Avenue NE at NE 42nd Street. “Gateways” means
visual enhancements, such as improved landscaping, signage, artwork, or other
feature, that signifi the entries into the community.

Goal D-5

Strengthen the visual, spatial and circulatory connections between the UW and
the comtnnnity.

■  pohcy D - 5 . 1

Work with the Universi~  on the campus edge and shoreline improvements in the
upcnming  campus master plan.
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Chapter IV

■ Goal D-6

Secure public ownership of the University Heights building as a community
center.

Policy D-6.1

Improve the University Heights Center building in accordance with health, safety,
and historic landmark regulations.

m, POliCy D-6.2

Improve the University Heights grounds. Provide a permanent site for the
University Farmers’ Msrket  on the University Heights Center grounds.

■ Goal D-7

Develop an indoor, multiple use sports and recreational facility.

■ Goal D-8

Retain and restore environmental mnenities.

I
I
I
I
I
1
1
I
I
I
I
I
I
s
I
I
I
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

E. Arts and Cultural Activities

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

■

Goal E-1

Support cuftuml opportunities appeafing to a diverse rmd changing population of
the University Community Urban Center area.

Poficy E-1.l
Implement pubIic  srt projects which together reflect a dlversi~ of interests and
activity in the community.

Pofky  E-1.2
Enrich community life with a broad offering of a range of activities sad programs,
including education, recreation, nnd entertainment for all age groups.

Policy E-1.3
Promote the marketing of nrts and cultural resources to increase the commercial
vitality of the Urban Center.

Goal E-2

Bring arts and ctdturaf organizations together to deal with arts funding issues
and programming.

9

■

H

Poficy E-2.1
Acknowledge and build on the existing cultural resources nnd energies in the
community.

pOfiCy E-2.2
Establish a’local  arts council to identi&  tid address common interests turd vnrious
needs of arts and cultural organization sad local artiats.

pohcy E-2.3
J.Adc arts organizations, arts, and nrt spaces on and off campus in ways that enrich
the whole community.

Goal E-3

Build and enhance a unique community identity based on the comrnrmity’s
attributes, including:

● The cornrnmrity’s diverse ethnic and cultural groups-the international
quality of its changing population.

● Its role as the center of the Northwest’s educationrd and intellectual
Cornnurnity.

● Its history and current dynamism.
● Its emerging end hktoric role as a transportation crossroads.

Final Report
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Chapter IV I

■

. Its location as a major regional destination for arts and cuhural activities, as
well as for students and employees of the University of Washington.

. Its offerings as a location for businesses, commerce, and markets.

. Its historic, architectural, and cultural landmarks.

w Policy E-3.1

Undertake public arts projects that reflect the attributes that characterize the
University Urban Center.

Goal E-4

Consider public art that enhances safety and pleasure for pedestrians.

■ Policy E-4.1
Support functional public art through urban design, such a street lighting and other
sidewalk amenities that enrich and support the pedestrian environment.

Goal E-5

Recognize and enhance the University Community as both the center of a Inrger
community (beyond its ofllcial boundaries) and a regional destination for
performing arts, entertainment,. and intellectual recreation.

■ Policy  E-5.1
Provide opportunities for participation for all age groups.

■ Policy E-5.2

Through a local srts council, pursue marketing and cooperative planning strategies.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

F. Social Services

Implementation Strategy

The primary thrust of social service delivery actions is to build on the present
network of service providers, filling in identified “gaps” in the system, and building
effective partnerships between organizations. The social services network is
integrated with other actions in the plan to help all members of the community to
achieve greater realization of their potential. Participants in the plmming process
identified two levels of priority

1.

2.

Highest priority initiatives are those for which the community needs
public partners-primnrily  the Ci@—and  thus may take additional
efforts to get under way.

Secondpriority  initiatives are those which the community hopes to
put in place through local resources and appeals to privat~ tiding
sources.

The activities listed in this section are all of highest priority. A listing of second
priority initiatives is presented in the committee’s background report, as well as a
more detailed explanation and rationale of the recommended activities and list of
existing resources.

Some of the individual activities merit a brief explanation as to why they are
needed. Activity F-1, the outreach, information, and referrrd service, is especially
necessnry  because local services are provided by a variety of organizations at
several locations, and those in Weatest need have the least ability to track down the
appropriate services. F-2, the learning center proposal, will allow the expansion of
two highly successful homeless youth pro~ams that are desperate for more space.
Activity F-3, a longer-term shelter, would greatly assist efforts to reunite youths
with their families.

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

Final Report

Goal F-1

Improve and maintain the quality of life for the whole community.

■ Policy F-1.l

Establish (over time) a full continunrn  of services that address three important
functions

. Responding to emergencies (e.g., emergency food, shelter, and related
services).

. Meeting basic needs (services anyone may need at a particular stage of
Iifq e.g., child care for the very young, drop-in centers for youth,
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Chapter IV I

outreach to the mentally ill, home chore or congregate meals for I
senior citizens, home health care for the convalescent, attention to
accessibility for people with disabilities).

. Developing humarr resources (e.g., job training, conflict resolution, I
language classes, a “volunteer bank”).

■ Goal F-2 I

Develop services in ways that build community, create connections across the
generations, and are respectfid of all concerned. I

■ Goal F-3

Assure that lifelong learning opportunities are accessible for all ages and I
increase 10COI educational resources.

w policy F-3.1 I

■

w

■

Page IV-22

As the number of families with young children in the area continues to increase
according to the plan’s goals and policies, explore the feasibility of establishing a
school within the urban center.

. Could be an all-ci~ school building on excellent access, RTA, and
,UW resources.

. Could be an experimental school in conjunction with the UW School
of Education.

poticy F-3.2
Increase access to educational resources, such as computer terminals.

Pohcy F-3.3
Ensure that the needs of local children are met in terms of convenient and safe
transportation to schools, after-school activities, and access to resources.

Poky F-3.4

Create arr “education center” in a community facility, such as the library or
University Heights, where tutoring, computer resources, a homework environment,
arid other education aids are available to yormg people and where all ages may
participate in learning experiences.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

I G. Public Safety

I Implementation Strategy

Public safety is as much about encouraging the desirable uses of a place as it is

I
about discouraging undesirable or criminal uses. A lower crime rate is both a
cause and an effect of a good quality of life in our community. Many of these

I

goals and policies relate dkectly  to others from housing, economic vitality, and
open space.

I
Goals, Policies, and Objectives

I

I
I
1
I

■

I
t

■

I
I

Final Report

Goal G-1

Improve security (and image of security) in retail areas by encouraging
pedestrian trat3c.

Policy G-1.l

Provide a safe and inviting walking environment along retail streets.

POficy  G-1.2

Increase the level of activity in selected areas, such as the University Gardens
Core, to increase the overall number of potential shoppers.

Policy  G-1.3

Support the success of individual shops. Encourage location of new businesses in
empty storefronts. Support the University District BIA.

Goal G-2

Improve security in parks and open spaces by encouraging legitimate uses and a
sense of ownership of these spaces.

■ Policy G-2.1

Design arrd maintain parks and other open spaces to optimize security by
techniques such as increasing bike patrols end lighting, and reducing unsafe
spaces.

= poky  G-2.2

Encourage periodic organized activities in parks aad open spaces.

Goal G-3

Control drug-dealing activity and car prowls.
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Chapter W I

Goal G-4

Control criminal activity in alleys behind commercial blocks.

■ Policy G-4.1

Provide alley lighting ,in alleys along each side of University Way and other
commercial alleys where recurring criminal activity takes place.

Goal G-5

Improve security for apartment residents.

■ Policy G-5.1

Require new multifamily buildings to have Crime Prevention Through Environ-

mental Design (CPTED)  review by a qualified security consultant as part of the
permit process. Property owners would not be required to conform w-ith recom-
mendations of the report but would have warning before construction if an unsafe
condition was planned. A copy would be kept on file at SPD, Crime Prevention.

University Community Urban Center Plan
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Goals, Policies, and Implementation Activities

H. Community Coordination, Communication, and
Participation in Decision Making for Plan
Implementation and Redevelopment activities

Goals, Policies, and Objectives

Final Report

Goal H-1

In implementing this plan, establish communication and participation
procedures that are open and equitable to all members of the commanity.

Policy H-1.l

Building on communication and participation efforts of this plan

Policy H-1.2

Incorporate established nnd new orgmrizations.

Goal H-2

Establish a representative body (new cotilguration  of the University
Community Urban Center Association) that can participate in decision making
processes for the community ns a whole.

■

m

■

Policy H-2.1
Include representatives tlom key organizations and the community-at-large.

Pohcy H-2.2
Require that the representative body make decisions in un open manner,
incorporating the input of local citizens rmd interests.

policy  H-2.3
Establish a process for participating in key planning activities, including the UW
campus master plan, RTA planning, snd major project review.

Goal H-3

Explore the need for an arm of the UCUCA (perhaps a community development
corporation [CDC]) that cnn engage in redevelopment activities, such as land
acquisition and assembly, fandmg, facilitating development partnerships,
project development, and management.

Goal  H-4

Foster organizations and partnerships in coordination with or within the fmme-
work of the new UCUCA to address specific needs and opporhrnities. Exrnnples
include a local arts commission, the. Partnership for Youth, a community services
consortium, and a University community open space advocacy group.

Page W-25


	Section1
	Section2
	Section3
	Section4
	Section5
	Section6
	Section7

