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What is this report?

This report contains summaries prepared by members of the Seattle 
Planning Commission. These summaries document discussions 
co- facilitated by members of the Planning Commission and 
the Neighborhood Plan Advisory Committee (NPAC) at a series 
of neighborhood meetings held in June and July of 2009.1  The 
Commission and NPAC co-hosted five open house workshops that 
included 24 neighborhood specific breakout sessions.2  In all, about 
350 people participated in the five open house meetings.  

The Commission was asked to provide a summary for each of the 24 
neighborhood specific breakout sessions. The summaries will help 
City staff to complete the Status Reports and will be a part of the 
“State of the Neighborhood Report” that goes to the Mayor and 
Council at the end of the year.  

The Commission and NPAC developed four questions so that we 
could gather information from the people who live, work, attend 
school and have businesses in the neighborhood to better understand 
perceptions about the neighborhoods and how well the neighborhood 
plan is doing. Participants at the meetings were grouped by 
neighborhood and asked these four questions by the NPAC co-host 
while the Commission co-host worked to capture the sentiments 
of the participants. Participants were also provided questionnaires 
that contained the same four questions and were encouraged to fill 
them out and return them to be included in the record. All of the 
original questionnaires returned from the open house workshops are 
contained in the appendix of this report. 

Outreach and Interpretation 
The City of Seattle’s neighborhood planning team arranged for 
interpretation services to the communities often under-represented 
because of language barriers. Spanish interpretation was available 
at 14, Chinese interpretation was available at 4; Vietnamese 
interpretation was available at 6; and Tagalog interpretation 
was available at 3 of the neighborhood community discussions.  
Interpretation services were used at 4 of the neighborhood 
community discussions: Columbia City, Georgetown, Rainier Beach, 
and the West Seattle Junction.

Virtual Meeting
In an attempt to broaden participation, the Planning Commission 
also created and hosted a virtual on-line meeting from June through 
August. The virtual on-line meeting included a questionnaire 
that asked the same four questions that participants at the open 
houses were asked.  The on-line questionnaire had a total of 4,576 
participants. The Commission has provided a companion piece to this 
report that includes the responses to the on-line questionnaires for 
each of the 24 neighborhoods.

1. The Seattle Planning Commission (SPC) was adopted into the City Charter in 1946. The Commission is an independent and objective group that advises the Mayor and 
City Council on Urban Planning issues such as land use, zoning, transportation and housing issues.

2. The Neighborhood Plan Advisory Committee (NPAC) was formed in 2008. NPAC is a committee of Seattle residents and business-people that advises the Department 
of Neighborhoods and the Department of Planning and Development on conducting the neighborhood updates and neighborhood status reports. 
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What is included in this report?

Summaries of 24 neighborhood discussions held in June and July 2009

Appendix A – Sample agenda

Appendix B – List of attendees from five open house meetings  

Appendix C – Notes and questionnaires submitted at meetings

Admiral
Aurora/Licton Springs
Belltown
Broadview/Bitter Lake/Haller Lake
Capitol Hill
Central Area 
Columbia City /Hillman City/Genesee
Crown Hill & Ballard 
Delridge
Eastlake
First Hill
Fremont

Georgetown
Green Lake 
Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
Lake City 
Morgan Junction
Pike/Pine 
Queen Anne 
Rainier Beach 
University Community 
Wallingford
West Seattle Junction
Westwood/Highland Park

Neighborhood Plan Boundary

Urban Village 
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AdMIrAl
General Summary
There were approximately 12 participants at the 
neighborhood discussion, excluding facilitator and note-taker. 
Participants spanned a broad age range and included people 
that had lived in Admiral from several to many years. A few 
of the session’s participants participated in the drafting of 
the Admiral Neighborhood Plan and Design Guidelines. All 
the participants were residents in Admiral, a few worked in 
Admiral as well, and all showed a deep appreciation for their 
neighborhood. 

Highlights
• The vision for Admiral is still valid and its character needs 

to be reinforced better through the Neighborhood Design 
Guidelines; want stronger enforcement of guidelines 
through Design Review process.

• The neighborhood has become more walkable with more 
services, restaurants and shops within walking distance. 
Efforts should be made to reinforce this walkabilty 
through sidewalk widening, outdoor seating and 
incentives to attract new businesses.

• Admiral never seems to be included in any major transit 
initiatives; desire for Rapid Ride or other higher frequency 
service.

• No longer a place for a large park; need to create smaller 
park spaces within Admiral. 
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AdMIrAl

1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• Neighborhood hasn’t changed much. What has changed are the “low hanging fruit” from that plan and big items like bus rapid ride, monorail are 

lacking.
• There is more emphasis on walking in the neighborhood with more restaurants and shops within walking distance.
• All open space is “land locked” now and need to preserve what we have. There is no opportunity for a larger park.
• Some changes don’t fit the character of the neighborhood; new construction doesn’t have the look, feel or character of the older buildings. New 

town houses were specifically mentioned as not fitting in well. Admiral has an historical feel that should be preserved. 
Felt that the requirements and comments during Design Review didn’t carry through to construction of buildings.

• Discouraged with the number of very large homes on small lots.
• Parking requirement for new multi-family developments too low at one per unit; stalls are so small that new residents use them for storage and 

park on the street.
• Street utilities are overhead and would like them to be placed underground.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• Saving and renovating the Library – a wonderful historic landmark.
• The renovation of Madison Middle School-- It fits and blends in with the surroundings; New complemented the old.
• Love having a PCC store.
• More restaurants and shops within walking distance now in the neighborhood and there is more outdoor seating.
• Hiawatha – Community Center a resource for adults, families and have concerts there.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• It is difficult to meet new neighbors with new townhouse developments that have large fences at sidewalk, disconnecting them from the street and 

other similar new developments that hide residential entries from the street with blank walls. These elements disrupt the character of the street.
• Did not like how some developers divided their projects into two smaller developments to avoid the threshold for Design Review. DPD should 

prevent that from happening.
• Parking requirements for new multi-family developments too low and size standards too small; new residents end up parking on the street. 

Metered parking is undesirable.
• Not enough enforcement of the neighborhood guidelines. 
• There is an ongoing battle with high school and juvenile crime; needs more police enforcement and response time.
• The architectural character of new development does not fit in with the existing character. Town houses were specifically mentioned as not fitting 

into the character.
• Would not like Detached Accessory Dwelling Units allowed, as this will make the neighborhood too dense and doesn’t add character to the 

neighborhood.
• Would like to see sidewalks widened adjacent to new retail space providing more room for outdoor tables, chairs or displays.
• Don’t want massive buildings filling a block.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• All the key strategies are still a priority.
• Vision and Key Strategy A – enhance community identity: the Neighborhood Guidelines don’t have enough “teeth” to follow the vision in 

implementation. The neighborhood character needs to be defined specifically so that new developments will fit better; these should be enforced 
through Design Review. How will green strategies fit with the traditional neighborhood character? There should be more enforcement of Design 
Review criteria through construction so that promises are kept.

• Key Strategy B and d – alleviate parking and transit problem/ city services: 
 ° Revisit multi-family parking standards for more quantity and larger size. 
 ° Street and utility condition and repair rate is worse now. 
 ° More street trees; replace ones that have died or are damaged. 
 ° What does the neighborhood have to do to increase ridership and support more transit service such as rapid ride or light rail? These never 

seem to get planned for the neighborhood.
• Key Strategy C: limited in the amount of new open space opportunities; area needs a dog park
• Attract more economic development

 ° Attract more small businesses to the neighborhood; there should be a focus on a commercial district, maintaining its ‘organic’ and 
pedestrian nature.

 ° Keep medical facilities within the community and provide incentives for this; at least have a clinic.
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AdMIrAl

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Correct Data Needed: The data shown is inadequate and does not reflect what is happening in the neighborhood.
• Families: there are more families than the data shows and want neighborhood facilities to support families with children... Want the neighborhood 

to have a strong family focus – keep families here and attract more families. Want new development to keep a balance for both families with and 
without children.

• Transportation: is a fundamental base for the neighborhood plan; strengthen the neighborhood service; buses should accommodate children and 
families better.

• Relationship between Alaska Junction and Admiral: development will likely extend up California and how will this affect Admiral? 
• Economic Development: look at ways to attract new businesses and medical facilities to an Admiral commercial area.
• Character of the neighborhood to be defined more in detail so that new development is compatible with old. Should the Admiral Theater be a focus 

to the commercial district?
• Find more ways to engage the neighborhood. Not everyone has email.
• Correct “Community Investment” section: There were some errors noted in the summary documents provided.

 ° Schmitz Park was a maintenance project and had to be done regardless of pro-parks levy.
 ° Parking garage was funded by Bartell’s.
 ° SDOT crossings were not at mid-block but at intersections.
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AurOrA-lICTON 
SPrINGS
General Summary
Attendance varied from eight to about a dozen participants at the 
neighborhood discussion, excluding the facilitator and note-taker. 
Participants ranged from single people in their twenties and thirties 
to middle-aged adults and seniors, and included both people who 
had lived in the neighborhood for decades and those who moved 
to the area a few years ago. Two of the participants helped draft 
the original neighborhood plan and are involved with the Licton 
Springs Community Council; another participant is very active with 
the Aurora Merchants Association. A couple of the participants 
were renters; most owned the homes they live in both single-
family residences and townhomes. One participant lived outside 
the neighborhood boundary, but frequented the business area and 
expressed a sense of affiliation with the neighborhood.

Highlights
• Density would be acceptable if the neighborhood saw benefits, 

such as community center, parks, additional City investments.

• The Wilson-Pacific School is still under utilized and the 
neighborhood’s vision for its conversion to a community center 
should be moved forward.

• Pedestrian connectivity is a problem.

• Various concerns about the spreading and continuing 
permitting of townhouses. 
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AurOrA-lICTON SPrINGS

1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• The neighborhood has absorbed a lot of density, but has yet to see the benefits that were expected to accompany the density (such as a more 

thriving retail district, improved transit service, additional park space, etc.). 
• Curbside parking is in high demand and less easy to find in areas where lots of townhouses have been constructed; with curbsides full of cars, the 

streets are narrower and there are more collisions.
• Top priority in the Neighborhood Plan is a community center, but it has not materialized even though Wilson-Pacific site is under utilized (and even 

has woodshop and metal shop facilities the neighborhood could enjoy).
• Public safety remains a sporadic, outstanding issue; particularly auto-related crimes, drug sales and the pedestrian environment on Aurora. 

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• Parks:  the athletic fields at Wilson-Pacific school were renovated and many people are now using it; also there is plenty of parking around the field.
• Density and Public Safety:  Increased housing density has increased “eyes on the street” and the neighborhood generally feels more safe, with 

Aurora at 90th is a notable exception (many people agreed with this).
• Pedestrian Safety:  Pleased that new crosswalks have been provided.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Townhouses:  concerned about their impact on parking; believe they are poorly constructed; dislike the way they look; afraid they will “spread to 

other areas of the neighborhood.” 
• Pedestrian Connections:  Wilson-Pacific fields are a barrier to North-South travel in the neighborhood because the fence around the field is often locked 

with only one open entrance (on the north side)—please provide better access through the Wilson School fields.
• Public Safety:  

 °  Deterioration of little motels along Aurora makes the adjacent area feel unsafe. 
 °  Concerned about 6’ fences around townhouses limiting “eyes on the street” (although many residents spend most of their time on the 2nd 

and 3rd floors of their homes where they can see over the fences); prefer fences with open slats or greenery, which also minimize graffiti.

• Community Center:  Wilson-Pacific School and the neighborhood’s vision for it have not been realized even though it was a top priority for the 
neighborhood; believe that the primary use is currently industrial and want existing zoning to be enforced. Also, tennis courts behind the school 
have been lost. Could be a good location for a vocational training center because it still has a full woodshop and metal shop which are not being 
used. Could also be developed as an emergency response center for the North end, and the police station could expand into that mixed-use facility. 
Also would like to see a pool added there, since Greenlake Pool is overcrowded and there is plenty of space at the school.

• Concerned about affordability of housing; townhouses help but other less expensive options are needed. 
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Aurora-licton met Growth Management goals but nothing else happens.  The City needs to provide benefits to the neighborhood in recognition 

of its expanding population, such as additional park space and a community center.  
• Key Strategy A:  designate the Aurora-licton residential urban Village – achieved.
• Key Strategy B:  develop a community center at the Wilson-Pacific site – has not happened much to the frustration of neighborhood residents; 

this is still a priority.
• Key Strategy C:  Aurora-licton Neighborhood Commercial Centers

 ° A mixed-use neighborhood-serving commercial center is still lacking, but they believe it will never happen.
 ° Instead think that neighborhood-serving commercial shops should be located in the alleys adjacent to Aurora or convert City Light’s north 

service center, providing a vertical parking garage for SCL’s material storage and parking needs (supported by Merchants Association).
 ° Commercial zone should be expanded on the west side (currently only ½ block deep)—perhaps use multiple layers of zoning to step down 

from commercial to single-family (recognition that rezoning single-family housing will not be popular). 
 ° Commercial space on Aurora only “pencils” for big box stores.  
 ° Some concerned that there already are many businesses on Aurora and many empty storefronts.
 ° Would like greater diversity of shopping options.
 ° Need a broader and clearer vision for improving Aurora, recognizing that it touches a lot of neighborhoods (instead of dealing with it piece 

meal).
 ° Hwy 99 in Vancouver, WA could serve as an example of what Aurora could be – brick plazas, bus corridor, vibrant businesses, retained auto-

oriented businesses too.

• Key Strategy D:  Aurora Avenue North – highway is not “pleasant” and does not serve as a gateway to the neighborhood.
 ° Aurora Corridor Safety team has been working with WSDOT to reduce speed limit to 35 mph – neighbors support this.
 °  Also suggested setting signal timing on Aurora to match 35 mph speed preference.

• Key Strategy E:  Neighborhood Connections – these are “totally missing” and a top priority.
 ° Need pedestrian connections between 85th and PCC, and 85th and Licton-Springs Park, and to Northgate.
 ° Use texturing and/or painting of crosswalks to signal to drivers that this is a pedestrian area (e.g., Bellingham).

• Additional Strategy:  Make sustainability a focus – this builds on existing strategies, could also add more greenery, waterways, opportunities 
for solar demonstration project on large buildings, etc. 
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AurOrA-lICTON SPrINGS

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

Focus more on:
• Housing:  development patterns, housing affordability, types of housing options, “please no more townhouses” (not in agreement about this), 

improve townhouse design; consider “skinny” townhouses like those across from the College.
• Businesses:  how can residents support existing businesses? Let’s create “vital” thriving businesses districts, even outside Aurora 
• Sustainability:  let’s measure p-patch/garden features, tree coverage, open space, etc.
• Pedestrian Connections:  make it easier to walk through the neighborhood and get to all its amenities (parks, shopping, etc.); reclaim easement on 

east-west street on the northern edge of Wilson-Pacific School.
• North Seattle Community College:  incorporate it into the neighborhood. What is their vision for the neighborhood? Historically the College was 

interested in building an Arts Center—neighbors support this.
• East-West Connections:  address transportation needs between neighborhoods, including connection from Ballard to I-5 via Aurora-Licton Springs
• Schools:  please include in neighborhood plan.

 
don’t need to focus on:
• Auto and transit transportation (with parking along Aurora as an exception).
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BEllTOWN
General Summary
Participation at the neighborhood discussion varied from 5-8 people most of 
whom were residents who have been actively engaged in the Belltown Com-
munity Council. Most participants indicated they have been residents for more 
than 5 years.

Highlights
• While a Community Center was identified in the Neighborhood Plan as a 

top priority, one has not been realized but remains a top priority.  

• Public safety remains an outstanding issue; the area needs to be consistently 
safe. Social services are a constant source of abrasion and conflict.  

• Loss of parking impacts retail business and is an issue for those businesses that require support from consumers outside the immediate 
neighborhood.  Participants felt that in general the City’s parking policies are inconsistent.

• Open Space is increasingly important as population doubles in Belltown; there is a lack of multi-use green space.   Pocket parks in combination 
with Green Streets are needed.  Adjacent open spaces such as Seattle Center, Waterfront and Sculpture Park are assets.

• Participants felt that civic investment is lacking for such things as lighting and public safety and is needed to serve the large increase in 
residential population. Participants felt that the character of “Belltown has gone from funky to swanky” with a thriving restaurant and bar 
scene geared to attracting young people however the retail environment for residents has withered as retail stores have been replaced.  In 
addition safety and noise have become an increasing issue.

• Participants feel that effective design review and active community representation has preserved iconic and legacy buildings contributing to a 
sense of history of the area and that newer buildings generally have good design.

• There is a sense among participants that Belltown is neighborhood of haves and have nots and lacks workforce housing as well as amenities 
and policies that draw and keep families downtown.

• Future Focus:  A civic improvements plan is needed as a base to create a rich living environment.  Once a plan for schools, parks, open space, 
social services is in place, the housing/development projects can be added as infill.  
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BEllTOWN

1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• Population increased by 50% since Plan’s inception, exceeding targets, but this has not been accompanied by civic investment in amenities.
• Comp Plan implemented a Tower Spacing policy which altered the neighborhood plan.
• Top priority in the Neighborhood Plan is a community center, but it has not materialized.
• Public safety remains a sporadic, outstanding issue; the area needs to be consistently safe.
• The bar scene is geared to young, non-residents who invade area, create a carnival environment.  Noise has become an issue.
• A card shop and other retail stores disappeared to be replaced by bars, with fewer establishments serving residents.
• The Green Street program has been a total failure due to lack of coordination between public and private market investment. 

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• Buildings new and existing:  Iconic and legacy buildings have been maintained and newer buildings have good design.  The area has had effective 

design review and active community representation.
• Transportation: 3rd Ave is a major transportation corridor.
• Public facilities:  Creation of the dog park is a welcome open space.  Adjacent open spaces such as Seattle Center, Waterfront and Sculpture Park are assets.  

Sidewalk design and landscaping has improved as City cooperates with investment from City Light and SDPT.
• A restaurant scene has developed which is an employment source as well as an attraction.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Open Space:  Belltown lacks multi-use green space and lacks parity with other city neighborhoods in terms of open space and public investments.  
• Affordable housing hasn’t happened; Belltown is neighborhood of haves and have-nots.   

Belltown accepted social service agencies, but needs mitigation for the social cost of programs.  
Belltown is a transitory community with a lack of roots and residential amenities due to safety concerns, lack of community improvements or a 
strong sense of community.

• It is difficult to create a community because there are opposing views of what it is.
• The amount of growth in Belltown plus the Tower Spacing policy and no schools in area has created an environment that says children are not 

welcome in downtown…unless they are under six years of age or the family can afford private schools.
• Retail environment has suffered/withered as retail stores have been replace by bars.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Belltown met Growth Management goals but nothing else happens.  The City needs to connect the plan with action and implementation.  “The City 

has Attention Deficit Disorder when it comes to fulfilling plans.”
• Green streets and open space strategy is a failure; progress has been glacial.
• Sustain Character

 ° The neighborhood plans have not guided improvement in Belltown; the City acts independent of the wants, needs or wishes of residents.
 ° “Belltown has gone from funky to swanky.”
 ° Want to preserve iconic sense of history of the area.
 ° “Social services are source of abrasion and conflict.”

• Parking Supply
 ° Businesses fail due to no-parking policies.  Loss of parking impacts retail business and is an issue for those businesses that require support 

from consumers outside the immediate neighborhood.  “Parking has become a lost cause.”
 ° City has conflicting policies regarding parking.  It is anti-car, forcing a policy of mass transit, reducing dependency on parking.  This is not in 

the best interest of the City and its businesses and tax revenues.
 ° Belltown has a competitive edge for its retail core because parking is provided; parking lots are ugly but effective economically.
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BEllTOWN

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Parking policies need to be revised to include more taxi stands, ways to get people in and out of neighborhood, extend hours of parking meters, and 

shift to 90 minutes during day, but 2-3 hours in evening.
• Green Streets on east/west street remains a priority since they are quiet with smaller right of ways.  Plan and implementation needs to be refined.  The 

problem of public/private cooperation may require City back-charge costs of implementation to developers.
• Open Space is increasingly important as population doubles. “Dogs are better taken care of in Belltown than the humans.”  Pocket parks in combination 

with green streets are needed.
• Character is reflected in the diversity of the community, but diversity has lots of meanings.  Is this a place to raise children?  Most families move to 

Queen Anne or Magnolia or out of the City.
• City plans are done backwards; national models are done differently.  A civic improvements plan is needed as a base to create a rich living environment. 

Once a plan for schools, parks, open space, social services is in place, the housing/development projects can be added as infill.
• Building a community center in Belltown is a high priority.
• Accomplishments mentioned in the status report required the stewardship of people in the community.  City needs to provide staff to fulfill the goals 

plus the resources to carry out the desired projects.  A City staffer/advocate/steward is needed in the neighborhood. 
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BrOAdVIEW-BITTEr 
lAKE-HAllEr lAKE
General Summary
Attendance ranged from 15 to about 22 participants at the neighborhood 
discussion, excluding facilitator and note-taker. Many attendees expressed 
that they had worked on the original planning effort. A majority of the 
attendees knew each other from the planning effort and through other 
community activities, such as the Haller Lake Community Club.  Most 
participants were long time residents and home owners; a few recently 
moved to the area.  In addition, two participants were renters.  None of the 
participants were very happy with the Status Report Summary – they felt it glossed over the real issues of the community and highlighted 
successes that were not even part of the Neighborhood Plan.

Highlights
• Only one participate felt that the Neighborhood Plan’s strategies and visions have been achieved.  This person was new to the 

neighborhood.  Long time residents, and those that participated in the planning effort, felt that the strategies and visions were not 
achieved. 

• Sidewalks are installed piecemeal, depending upon location of new development.  An urban village strategy can not be achieved without 
sidewalks and pedestrian mobility.

• Infrastructure has not kept up with growth.  Parcels continue to be subdivided with little attention to drainage and traffic.

• Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your neighborhood changed in the last 
decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?

• A lot of work still needs to be done; very little has been done as identified in the Neighborhood Plan.

• Sidewalks continue to be a major issue (lack of).

• Increased development without the necessary infrastructure.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• The neighborhood has seen a lot of development (mainly subdivided lots for single family homes), but has yet to see the infrastructure (mainly 

sidewalks) that should accompany the density.
• Drainage system and sidewalks (those that do exist) have continued to degrade, none have been repaired.
• The “hub urban village” has become a sea of asphalt, no green space, increased housing, and no infrastructure.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• P-Patch:  brings people together, ties to the community.
• A community coalition has evolved over the years, bringing the community together.
• Citizen involvement.
• Some of the new housing and retail development brings activity to the area.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Need more green space.
• Different city departments don’t talk to each other, therefore nothing gets done.
• Neighborhood Plan has not been implemented.
• Don’t have metrics to show what has changed.
• No maintenance of neighborhood parks.
• Public safety:  more transients in area, increased traffic but no sidewalks.
• Increased traffic speeds and volumes but no changes to roadways (traffic calming).
• Off of City’s radar screen; they don’t even know we are part of the City.
• Not walkable, no activity centers.
• Must have sidewalks. 
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
Each person was asked to answer the first part of this question on a scale of 1-5 with 1 being not achieved and 5 being achieved.  The results:  

• Priorities:
 ° All agree that strategies and vision are still the same.
 ° New strategy/focus: safety. 
 ° Continue emphasis on infrastructure (sidewalks). 

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

Focus more on:
• Infrastructure and sidewalks.
• Equity and safety.
• Environment and sustainability.

Other comments:
• The Neighborhood Status Overview was a waste of money, projects highlighted in hand out were not even identified in the Neighborhood Plan.
• The Plan was contingent upon infrastructure prior to encouraging growth.  City needs to be honest.
• A matrix which compares each neighborhood should be developed so all folks can see how other neighborhoods are doing.
• Many people have stopped participating in community activities because they are so disappointed in the City’s lack of involvement.
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CAPITOl HIll
General Summary
Attendance at the neighborhood discussion included approximately 15-
20 people, excluding the NPAC facilitator and the Planning Commission 
note-taker.  Most participants lived on the western side of the Hill between 
15th and the freeway.  A few lived on Capitol Hill outside the planning area 
boundary, but because they frequented businesses and used resources inside 
the area, they felt it was important to contribute to the discussion.  There 
were several members of the community who worked in the architecture, urban design and planning fields.  There were two members from 
the neighborhood’s Stewardship Committee.  There were two business owners whose business (they did not mention what it was) was just 
outside the planning area boundary near 18th Ave and Madison.  There were many comments about good + bad things in the Pike/Pine 
neighborhood, and it seemed that many people were cloudy on the boundaries of the two urban villages While many topics were covered in 
discussing the survey questions, the conversation repeatedly returned to the physical nature of development in the area.  Most participants 
were in their twenties and thirties; a handful were older.

Highlights
• Capitol Hill has seen a tremendous amount of change and 

development since the last Neighborhood Plan was adopted, 
including many new mixed-use infill buildings, new businesses, 
a major new urban park, and a significant increase in activity 
in the adjacent Pike/Pine area.  Also, the future LINK transit 
station at Broadway and John has caused a shift in the way 
residents perceive their neighborhood and a sense of anticipation 
and anxiety about new development on the currently vacant 
construction staging areas.

• There was a strong desire to receive more information from 
the City about the Capitol Hill area.  Many residents expressed 
concern that they knew little about the upcoming streetcar.  
Others wanted data about the City’s progress implementing 
the current Neighborhood Plan.  Still others were curious about 
planning practices being deployed in other cities and their 
applicability to Seattle. 

• There is a concern that the design guidelines included in the current 
Neighborhood Plan are either unenforceable or are not enforced. 

• Because many area residents commute and move about the 
City by means other than a car, the pedestrian and bicycle 
environment is a key component to the area’s character.  
Participants commented repeatedly that the City should take this 
into account when determining future streetscape improvements, 
bike lanes, and the manner in which LINK light rail and the 
streetcar will be integrated.  Several residents suggested that 
green streets and a demonstrable prioritization of the pedestrian 
over the automobile be central to future area planning efforts. 

• There is a strong perception that neighborhood-specific 
programs, amenities, and meeting spaces are being, or have been, 
lost to new development.

• Future planning efforts should seek to enhance the fine-
grained development pattern and eclectic nature of the area, 
understanding that there are several distinct neighborhoods 
within the Capitol Hill planning boundary. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?

The discussion was dominated by a select few citizens, for whom building bulk and zoning were the primary areas of concern.  Others were 
curious about whether the City had data that compares the state of the neighborhood 10 years ago, to the state of the neighborhood now.  
Some notable exchanges and points:

• Buildings and Zoning:
 ° “Bigger and bigger” buildings are an example of change 

– the “behemoths.” The proposed building at Pine and 
Belmont is example of a building that is too big, if it ever 
gets built.

 ° Many new buildings are “faking diversity” by varying the 
types of siding.

 ° Zoning works with height but not with width.  Denny has 
several “bad” examples.  “Width is really the issue, not 
height. The buildings that take up a whole block are the 
problem.”  “We wanted the developer to split the building 
between Pine and Summit into two buildings.” 

 ° Good examples of recent development are:
 »  Agnes Lofts. 
 »  Trace lofts - because they preserved the exterior.  

Aesthetics vs. bulk.
 ° More development along 18th & Madison has made parking 

a big issue.
 ° Walgreens on 15th has created a backlash because it 

displaced City People’s.
 ° Safeway on 15th is “awful.”

• Neighborhood Character:
 ° The COdAC effort in the Pike Pine neighborhood could be 

a model for Capitol Hill.
 ° Capitol Hill Neighborhood is finely grained – eclectic.
 ° Need more sensitive development:

 »  Use incentives such as lot coverage increases to 
encourage developers to work with neighbors.

 »  Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) to encourage 
preservation.

Capitol Hill Plan should be “neighborhood area specific.” 
• Amenities:

 ° Cancellation of North Broadway rail station.
 ° “[Cal Anderson] park has been implemented. Yeah!”
 ° Cal Anderson Park has no community center.
 ° Community needs more program spaces.
 ° Trader Joes. 

• “Drastic weakening of Department of Neighborhoods.”
 ° David Goldberg, from the City, responded that the City is 

monitoring growth.  The development along the Pike Pine is 
one of the biggest changes to the neighborhood – now it is a 
“burgeoning mixed-use corridor.” 

 ° Parks are important and in-demand.  There is a two-year 
waiting list for the Pea Patches. 

• “What data is available that we can look at?”
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• North Broadway “Top Pot and the Hideout.”
• Pedestrian Master Plan uses “a very creative method” to prioritize areas for funding or pedestrian improvements.  The fault, however, is that it uses 

existing data [to determine areas of priority] instead of anticipating/planning “where you want to be.”
• Development along 12th Avenue. 

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Pedestrians and Biking:

 ° “[The City has a] lack of understanding of the pedestrian 
experience.”  “Zoning is a vestige of the auto era – not 
conducive to pedestrians.”

 ° Pedestrian Master Plan should be included in the 
Neighborhood Plan Updates.

 ° Bike lanes of 12th and 15th are too narrow and “harry.”
 ° “More holistic thinking.”
 ° “Please work on Pine.” Narrow the street down at the 

crossings.
 ° “Olive and Denny is starting to get some life, but there are 

too many trucks.”

• Streetcar
 °  Most attendees were unclear about the state of the 

Streetcar alignment, and suggested that it needs to be 
considered in any future neighborhood Plan.  The City 
needs to publish more information about the trolley 
project.

 °  “12th avenue streetcar would be great.”  “Broadway is too 
tough.”

 ° A loop on Broadway AND 12th Avenue would be preferred.
 °  Many constituencies at play for the streetcar and they must 

be considered when deciding the alignment:
 » Hospitals.
 » “The people on First Hill were promised the streetcar in 

return for losing the light rail station.”
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Third paragraph from the flyer is completely outdated.
• Vision and Strategies are progressing “somewhat poorly.”  But, “some priorities have changed, some haven’t”
• Keystone building was “a real letdown – really too bad.”
• “Planning matrix has seen little action.”
Parking
• In SF, the City lifted parking requirements on some development, 

making parking “too scarce and too expensive – I’m afraid that will 
happen here.”

• “Affordable Housing should have fewer/lower parking 
requirements.”

• But, “it’s impossible to get around by bus.”  “You have to consider 
that we you’re talking about lowering parking requirements?”

• “Broadway needs more parking for businesses.”
• “I think that [more customer parking] is a ‘shtick’ of business owners 

– they don’t realize what the impact of light rail will be.” 
• “There should be less residential parking.”
• “Implement bike parking regulations like Portland – bike escalators.”
• “Too much emphasis on parking.”

Transportation:
• “Mass transit must be done in the right order.”
• “The most efficient means of transit is by foot.”
• “We should have congestion pricing like London.”
• “We are going to need so much more money for transit.”
• “Bike lanes are too small and narrow – not enough space.”
• “Flip the bike lane with [parallel] parking.”

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
Focus more on:
• Implementing the existing Plan – “Go through the matrix line by 

line.”
• Fixing the problems indicated by the “City Auditor’s Report.”
• Enforcing the existing design guidelines.  “They are not enforced.” 

“Architectural interest is what makes the neighborhood.”
• The TOD Sites 

 °  Include requirements for community spaces, such as flea/
farmer’s markets.

• Green Streets – track the progress of these types of projects in other 
areas of the City, such as Belltown.

Needs:
• More information about the streetcar/trolley.
• More information about how other cities “do things.”  What are the 

tools they use “to keep [small] businesses around?”
• More outreach to under-represented members of the community.
• “City should have a bicycle tax, like the car excise tax, to increase 

accountability for bicycle accidents.”
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CENTrAl ArEA
General Summary
Excluding the Commission and NPAC co-facilitators there 
were four to five community folks at the neighborhood 
discussion including three long-time Central area residents 
and one new business owner who lives outside of Seattle. 
In addition, between three and five observers sat in on 
the discussion some of whom expressed interest in the 
community.

Highlights
• This is a neighborhood with hopes for more development 

but better than some of what has been coming recently.

• Transit is much used but improvements could be made.

• Open space was not much discussed in the plan but 
accelerating development has made folks more aware of 
the open space.

• Safety and schools are key neighborhood issues that are, 
again, not mentioned much in the key strategies.

• Hanging demographics are a big thing- race, age, income- 
and are already driving change.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• Transit has not changed which is a limit on development on growth.  e.g #27 has same schedule as in the 1960s, # is changing but still has 1-hour 

headways off-peak.
• Some transit corridors are very crowded- e.g. Yesler.
• A little history: Community set up “mini-trans” shuttling within and across neighborhood in the 1970s when are as underserved.  When I-90 was built 

streets were closed and routes were changed.  Used to have #11 through the commercial district. 
• Open space has not changed much- little parks not well maintained.  Open space was not mentioned in the plan much at all.  More needs to be 

done. Parks should be more accessible. 
• 22nd Ave where Jimi Hendrix’ home was parked for a while- now Lavizzo Park.
• Trader Joes good with parking above.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about?
• The Welch building – success in design included breaking up the 

building mass so you can see through.  Getting lots of 5-story 
buildings replacing 1-story (losing the old small scale).

• There is some change expected with new housing at CCS.
• Likes balconies on buildings-humanizes the scale.
• Business- business incubator attracting small businesses (e.g 23rd 

and Dearborn area).
• Walgreens was required to “fit in” with lower scale building.  Safeco 

building also lower scale.  Welch Plaza is good example. 

 Most dissatisfied about?
• 23rd and Jackson could be more pedestrian friendly.
• Building with City neighborhood office is like a “wall” – no green on 

that corner.
• Cannon House could have had more green space.
• Too much dense housing.
• NW corner of 23rd and Jackson is rundown and will probably get 

redeveloped.
• Need more traffic signals on MLK.
• Safeway at Mad-Miller - so huge.
• There is a particular developer who does what he wants unless the 

City changes the Code.
• Wonders what they are going to do with TT Minor.
• Independent seniors in Central getting taxed out of homes.
• Central Area Senior Center @ 30th and MLK- many coming up from 

south.  But it’s on a view lot and could be lost to redevelopment.
• Took down trees by p-patch at Norman, took down two houses and 

put up seven.
• Townhouses – not enough light, privacy.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Can’t call it an urban village if it’s a concrete jungle.
• Several schools have closed- short sighted -Need temporary uses until the need returns.
• The Schools used to be what glued the neighborhoods together- need something that replaces this as a community-building function.
• Public safety- middle school aged child mugged on Cherry in broad daylight.
• Look at the grid- should be a park inside each area between arterials. 
• Should be a node at 23rd and Madison. 
• Something else tall is going in across street need a park among all the tall buildings.
• Neighborhood commercial especially on street level- need space for businesses.
• Heard that Casey (family center) is going to expand- probably go up.
• Street trees are needed- missing an many places.
• Central is still trying to be an urban center.  
• Small businesses need parking.
• Parking example- Madrona – NW corner of 34th and Union- lot is often empty. 
• Harder to have community events because of lack of parking.
• Seem to change zones per whims of developers.
• Townhouse zoning is an issue- needs to be improved to keep some green space.  Also too many stairs- not accessible - e.g. East of 23rd on Union. 
• Why require a garage? Have central parking.  Not smart housing.
• Townhouses are not along-term solution for housing families.
• Need a hard look at apartment height- shadow effect is huge (we live in a far north city).
• Build tall 3 story buildings with studio, 1- and 2-BR.
• Grocery stores are a key element.  
• 23rd and Union [village] still needs to be pulled toward MLK.
• 23/Jackson need to tell developers they need to come to community in permitting.
• Transportation:

 ° “Mass transit must be done in the right order.”
 ° “The most efficient means of transit is by foot.”
 ° “We should have congestion pricing like London.”
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Not much was mentioned in plan on infrastructure (should be more of a focus).
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CENTrAl ArEA 2 PLEASE NOTE: An additional meeting was scheduled for the Central Area 
because of a conflict on the original date.

General summary
There were approximately 20 participants at the 
neighborhood discussion, excluding facilitator and note-taker.  
Most participants had lived in the area for several years; one 
had called the Central Area home for over 80.  Four people 
had participated in drafting the Central Area Action Plan II 
and were very well acquainted with the details and Vision 
it laid out for the Area and also with the nuances that have 
affected its progress.  Overall, there was a deep-rooted sense 
of pride and responsibility among the participants not only for 
the character of the Area’s neighborhoods, but also for their 
community’s programs, businesses and residents.  

Highlights
• Most perceive that the Area has accommodated a 

significant of development and growth over the last ten 
years.  However, the Central Area lacks (or is losing) many 
services, schools, and other amenities that support the 
retention of families and a healthy jobs base.

• The impacts of gentrification on diversity and social 
cohesion are key issues for the Central Area.

• 23rd and Union, identified by the Central Area Action Plan 
as a ‘hub’, is becoming blighted.

• Many participants felt “slighted” that the upcoming high 
capacity transit lines (LINK and the streetcar) may not 
serve the Central Area.  

 



Seattle Planning Commission

29

CENTrAl ArEA

1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 

development:  A lot has changed: Safeway, Trader Joe’s, Starbucks, townhouses, dense apartment buildings.
• Many residents felt that the increased residential density was supposed to come in the form of apartments and condos, however, “what we got 

were townhouses.”
• New housing stock “does not attract a diverse community.”
• Newer development, such as townhouses, provides fewer units, and the design does not contribute to a strong sense of community.   Older 

development types, such as courtyard apartments, usually provide higher density, are more “community-friendly,” and tend to feel more “villagy” 
due to their centralized courtyards.

• Hiawatha Place – too much density without investment in transportation and city services. 

demographics:  Increase in number of people in the community.
• Shift in residents’ demographics: “whiter” and “wealthier.”
• More children.
• Less “ethnic friction.”  There is more diversity in representation regarding Community Councils and other neighborhood groups.

Programs: 
• Decrease in programs for youths.
• Absence of arts space, where artists can create and present.
• Fewer Schools.

Economics:
• The opportunity to revitalize the Madison/Miller area was preempted by the recession.
• Rents for small businesses and housing have risen “astronomically.”
• Process of change started 30 years ago –, fewer schools.
• This recession has not been as devastating to the Central Area as the Boeing led recession of the early 1970s.

Global climate change.

There has been a demonstrable increase in green space and parks named for African Americans, but there is a lack of information available 
(no plaques, signs at the parks) about the history and contributions of the people for whom the parks are named.

Transportation:
• Not enough to address walkability.  “What happened to the crosswalk at MLK and Marion?”
• Need more ADA compliant curbs at intersections.
• Walkability and proximity to Downtown are significant reasons why people choose to live in the Central Area.
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• Garfield achieving landmark designation.  “Now it’s time to look at other buildings in the Area.” 
• Starbucks and the Central Grind.
• Parks department has improved many parks in the area and purchased land for more.
• “Route 8” was great example of community-driven process.  Reinstate the “mini-tram.”

 Most dissatisfied about?
• The Central Area is not being marketed or made affordable to younger African American, Asian, and other families.
• Social networks are being lost due to the influx of new people and the out-migration of the “extant community.” 
• People who have lived here 20 years have “kicked out those who have lived here for 80.”
• Failure of Central Area Design Guidelines to be approved by the City Council.
• Transportation:

 ° Bike path on Yesler is dangerous.
 ° Lack of adequate transit service on 12th Avenue.   The streetcar needs to follow 12th.
 ° Safety crossing the street is an issue (16th and Cherry).

• Economic development:
 ° Even small businesses have been “priced out” of the area.  “We need economic development for small businesses.”
 ° What started as a “hub” and “village” concept on 23rd has been lost.  
 ° Too many people traverse the Area only to get somewhere else.  “There are reasons to go the to the CD, but there should be more.”  

“People [who don’t live here] don’t know about them.”  “We should be a destination for people outside the CD.”
 ° No density of jobs.
 ° Very much a car dependent community because of gaps in the neighborhood – lack of jobs, businesses, housing.
 ° “There is no ‘there’ there at 23rd and Union and at other ‘hubs’ such as 23rd and Jackson.”
 ° Central Area got “punked” into accepting jobs and services that “go out of the community,” such as big box stores.  Area ‘hubs’ should 

contain jobs and services that give back to the community.
• Community Programs:

 ° Decline of quality and quantity of community-based programs for youth.
 ° Two schools have closed – this is the worst thing.
 ° Lack of arts and community based projects at Area gateways.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?

Correct data Needed:  
The data shown is inadequate and does not reflect what is 
happening in the neighborhood.  “It’s difficult to find a correlation 
between the materials distributed and the original Plan.  It seems 
that the City has no idea what our issue are.”

Transportation: 
• Need info about how people commute to work and how long it takes 

them.
• Not every street should be ‘walkable.’  Need some ‘driving’ streets.
• Need more education for businesses about rules regarding service and 

deliveries.
• Need more enforcement of speed limits.

Families: Need support systems for families that are already here, 
and programs that encourage new families to come.  No one will 
come if all the schools are closed. 

Need oversight of business rules regarding noise (from night clubs) 
and noxious odors and waste (from paint companies).

Need Economic development: 
• Need more exposure for the Community Capital Development group.  

People do not know who they are and what they can offer.
• Need some level of investment in existing structures, especially those 

that are beautiful, or “architecturally excellent.”
• Focus on Rezoning and bringing landowners together.  “Comp Plan 

policies and goals do not make things happen; zoning and landowners 
do.”

Plan should be a “living document.”

More “inclusion” in the Neighborhood Plan Update process.

People have different concepts of livability and affordability and we 
need to understand those in order to move forward.

“Get the neighborhood service center out of the hole.  It is dark and 
unfriendly and should face Jackson Street.”  

The composition, implementation, and operation of the 
Stewardship Committee must be considered as part of any new 
Plan.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, housing 
affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less focus on) 
as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps in the draft 
status report?

Commercial side is moving, pedestrian side is not.

Some arts have been implemented, but not in collaboration with 
the City.

City does not understand the relationships (borders) between the 
three Urban Villages in the Central Area Plan.

“We have been completely ‘punked’ on transportation.”

 “Community has been ‘Balkanized’ into smaller community 
councils when we should all be one community.”

Economic development:
• ‘Hubs’ have not been addressed. 23rd and Union is becoming 

“blighted.”
• Lack of community control and oversight over who develops in the 

Central Area, and over how that development looks and performs.  
“How do we seek out sensitive developers.”

• After the 1992 Plan, Madison/Miller Area saw “ten years of nothing,” 
”then something” only because of the boom.
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COluMBIA CITy- 
HIllMAN CITy- 
GENESEE

General Summary
Attendance ranged from 14 to nearly 30 participants at the neighborhood 
discussion, excluding facilitator and note-taker. Of information shared, 
participants ranged from single people in their twenties to younger parents 
to seniors, and included both people whose families had lived in the Valley 
for 100+ years to one participant who had moved to Columbia City a month 
prior. Several participants lived outside the plan area in Seward Park and 
along Lake Washington Blvd. but used the business areas and transit 
frequently and expressed a desire to connect to a neighborhood plan lacking 
their own. Participants included residents and business and property owners.

Highlights
• Columbia City’s town center is moving in a positive direction, with new 

and diverse development and good design and walkability.

• Hillman City and Genesee’s town centers do not enjoy the same 
amenities, design, nor walkability.

• Light rail is an asset but needs to be better connected to neighborhoods.

• Traffic volume and speed on Rainier is a public safety and livability issue 
and literally divides the community.

• Desire to redraft neighborhood plan based on smart growth policies and 
changes that have occurred in Columbia City, Hillman, and Genesee.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?

Columbia City has enjoyed a bit of a renaissance in terms of new and diverse businesses, business stability, and good pedestrian flow. 
This constitutes a big change since fifteen years ago when the area was viewed as dangerous and most storefronts were boarded up. In 
downtown Columbia City, Orca school is now vacant and its future use is uncertain, the farmers’ market’s location is up in the air, Columbia 
Plaza and St. Gobain sites have been purchased and have large-scale development planned. There appear to be more children and young 
families in the area and lots of seniors as well. Light rail station did not go in downtown Columbia City but on Edmunds and MLK instead. 

Hillman City and Genesee business districts are lagging far behind, however, and have not seen much private or public investment. There 
are more vacant storefronts and houses/apartments for sale in those two areas despite interest by residents in seeing diverse, pedestrian- 
friendly business centers there. Traffic flow is heavy and dangerous and seems an impediment to growth for those two business districts. 
Also, east-west connections in some neighborhoods have not kept pace with north-south flow; in terms of business districts the opposite 
seems true in that east-west connections are favored and there is little or no flow between Columbia City and Hillman City and Genesee, 
respectively.   

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?

Columbia City has enjoyed a bit of a renaissance in terms of new and diverse businesses, business stability, and good pedestrian flow. This 
constitutes a big change since fifteen years ago when the area was viewed as dangerous and most storefronts were boarded up. In downtown 
Columbia City, Orca school is now vacant and its future use is uncertain, the farmers’ market’s location is up in the air, Columbia Plaza and St. 
Gobain sites have been purchased and have large-scale development planned. There appear to be more children and young families in the area 
and lots of seniors as well. Light rail station did not go in downtown Columbia City but on Edmunds and MLK instead.  

 Most dissatisfied about?

Hillman City and Genesee business districts are lagging far behind, however, and have not seen much private or public investment. There are 
more vacant storefronts and houses/apartments for sale in those two areas despite interest by residents in seeing diverse, pedestrian- friendly 
business centers there. Traffic flow is heavy and dangerous and seems an impediment to growth for those two business districts. Also, east-
west connections in some neighborhoods have not kept pace with north-south flow; in terms of business districts the opposite seems true in 
that east-west connections are favored and there is little or no flow between Columbia City and Hillman City and Genesee, respectively.   
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3. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?

In addition to reiterating many of the points made answering the first two questions, especially regarding the disparity in development, 
safety, and neighborhood feel of Columbia City versus Hillman City and Genesee, participants questioned whether the framework of 
the past plan provided a useful way to discuss and plan the future of the plan area. Many participants questioned whether Hillman and 
Genesee might be better served by having plans of their own, and felt that City attention was greatly lacking in these two neighborhoods. 
Connection was also stressed, from connection between people in the neighborhoods to connection of different areas of adjacent 
neighborhoods (like Rainier Vista and Columbia City) to connection between development of nearby properties (Orca, St. Gobain, 
Rainier Vista, etc.). Would like to reframe conversation in terms of pedestrian and design strategies, as well as discuss general zoning 
recommendations, rather than focus on specific streets or areas.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

There was concern that this status report was done with such dated census information. Overall, participants wanted to see a status report 
that more accurately captured with statistical information the changes that had occurred in the neighborhoods over the last ten years 
rather than providing a snapshot. They felt that seeing a trajectory would be more helpful in revisiting the plan and figuring out what and 
how to make changes. In addition, they felt that simply pulling the vision and strategy statements from the plan did not allow participants 
enough information about the plan to suggest framework changes. As an example, the current plan predicates many of its suggestions on 
the siting of the rail station in downtown Columbia City, and also makes very specific zoning recommendations plat by plat, none of which 
in conveyed in the information on the front cover of the wrapper.
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CrOWN HIll /  
BAllArd
General Summary
Attendance ranged from 19 to about 22 participants at the 
neighborhood discussion, excluding facilitator and note-taker. Many 
attendees expressed that they had worked on the original planning 
effort, some as citizens and some as then City employees. A majority 
of the attendees met regularly together as the Ballard Plan Update 
Committee and seemed highly organized with good communication 
structure in place; many participated regularly with other community organizations such as the Ballard District Council. Some 
participants has recently moved to the area (five years ago or less), many self-identified as long-term residents, and as parents. 
Participants had recently reviewed the matrix with the district coordinator to assess what had been accomplished thus far.  

Highlights
• Most of the goals related to developing Ballard’s downtown core have been achieved successfully in the eyes of participants. Yet 

while downtown Ballard is seen as a success, Crown Hill has lagged behind and is perceived by many as the “red-headed stepchild.” 

• Growth has exceeded targets but infrastructure—including social services, open space, and especially transportation—has not 
kept pace.

• Concern that Ballard is becoming unaffordable, especially for families who may otherwise become stable, long-term residents.

• Feel that a plan update is sorely needed in Ballard/Crown Hill as objectives have been realized or have changed (monorail); want a 
more nimble plan that can capitalize on opportunity.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?

Ballard especially has realized tremendous growth and has exceeded GMA targets. The requested changes for the downtown core, 
including revisions to the library and community center have occurred. There has been lots of residential growth, especially in the form of 
condominiums, and business/retail in Ballard is booming. Since the plan was passed, the planned monorail expansion has fallen through and 
light rail has begun service (though not on the area). Affordability in the Ballard area has declined, with some participants expressing a need 
to move to Crown Hill in order to stay in the “neighborhood”.  Several participants moved back to the area after some time away and were 
completely amazed by the change from a “sleepy Nordic fishing village” to a hip, urban core. Participants have noticed a concurrent lack of 
involvement on the part of many newer residents and business owners and societal shift toward big-city anonymity. They also expressed many 
of the same faces are and have been present at community meetings and organizations for years. 

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?

Participants expressed a favorable attitude toward growth in general, and liked the vibrancy, street life, and walkability of Market St. and 
the Ballard core. There was concern that social services had not only failed to keep up with population and need, but that they had lost 
some key stakeholders like the Ballard Family Center. In terms of transportation, it was the lack of change that was of concern. Crown Hill 
continues to be split by Holman Rd. and speeding traffic which impacts its ability to develop in a walkable framework. Participants hope for 
the development of Rapid Ride and a future light rail station, as well as the completion of the Burke-Gilman trail and currently feel at the 
“mercy” of Metro, which doesn’t necessarily coordinate effectively with the City. Lack of open space and a plan for open space is of great 
concern because Ballard is landlocked and has absorbed so much growth. 

3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?

Overall, the vision and goals for Ballard, save in terms of transportation, have been achieved, while they have not yet been realized for 
Crown Hill. In terms of the Ballard portion of the plan, participants felt that the vision and goals need to be retooled and that a strong 
narrative was necessary as a framework for plan updates. Opportunity was a key word, with people feeling like the plan and plan structure 
needed to become more nimble and more able to respond to immediate opportunity (for open space development, for example) or to 
respond to policy changes as they arise (incorporating MF code update or backyard cottages into the plan). Participants, while currently 
well organized, expressed a desire for more consistent contact with the City on the plan, and for a specific liaison, and wish to work to 
involve new community members in the future process, figuring out how to meet them where they are.  
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

Participants were generally dissatisfied with materials provided them, mainly because the pie charts and statistics a) did not provide 
a comparison with the rest of the city and therefore lacked a holistic context and b) most importantly, provided a “snapshot” of the 
neighborhoods now instead of tracking growth and putting those statistics in the context of the tremendous change the area has undergone. 
As with the plan itself, participants wanted to see more of a narrative—perhaps augmented with photographs—that could help tell the story 
of the area and where it has been in order to more accurately plan for its future. There was some discussion of the Urban Village model and if 
its use went beyond buzzword to providing an actual framework for discussion, i.e. more specifically what does an urban village look and feel 
like? Is there a generic model for its growth? Also, many of the achievements listed in the materials were in place before the plan was adopted, 
making it hard to ascertain which changes the plan actually helped guide and implement. There was also concern that many of the statistics in 
the materials were incorrect.



39

This page intentionally left blank.



Seattle Planning CommissiondElrIdGE

40

dElrIdGE

General Summary
There were 10-15 people at the neighborhood discussion, 
including several from the Delridge Neighborhood 
Development Association (DNDA), most appeared to be long-
time residents of the area.  Several were very concerned with 
the loss of the elementary school.  Everyone seemed pleased 
by the conversation but perplexed that there wasn’t—or at 
least there seemed not to be—a regular outlet for these kinds 
of conversations.

Highlights
East-west transportation is a very big issue and there was a lot 
of discussion about this.  Nodal development also came up 
at every turn.  People are very pleased with the development 
of open space although there is still work to be done especially 
with the east-west climbs.  People do not want Delridge nodes to 
become home to big box stores. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• It feels like a neighborhood that’s about to happen.  And the people are wonderful.
• Lost neighborhood elementary school with the loss of Cooper. Kids have to be bussed out of the neighborhood now: “I moved here to send my kids 

to the neighborhood school, now I can’t.”
• Delridge has lost poor people and people of color and different cultures.  People of color do not participate in parks, comp planning, community 

meetings—how do we get others involved in ways that are meaningful to them?
• Massive increase in townhouse buildings (some good, some not) and projects that do not fit the character of the neighborhood.
• Have done a lot in open space use.
• Campus node development at Cooper and skate park but not elsewhere so increase in density has been along thje corridor not at nodes.
• Transportation is good north to south but not east to west.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about?
• Tons of kids.  More kids in the parks.  
• We welcomed the skate park.
• Open space: Many accomplishments but we need to maintain.  East 

– West climbs are poorly maintained (we could work with school 
groups to keep them in good shape). 

• Playground across from Cooper School is amazing; redoing 
basketball court; cottage grove and Pea Patch and the Youngstown 
Center all are great additions. 

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Need grocery store.
• And sidewalks.
• Transportation access needs to be improved throughout but 

especially east-west transportation to help with the nodal 
development.   Genesee is the only way up.  Need a bus/van 
circulator going around Delridge.  No Bus Rapid Transit leg to 
Delridge.

• Poorly maintained sidewalks on West Seattle Bridge; bike safety; No 
good crosswalks along Delridge; and how do we get good groceries 
here?

• Need more open space.
• The plan called for bike lanes and street drawings are done: how can 

we get lanes like on California south of Morgan?
• Need more green streets and low-impact development.
• The permitting process needs to connect with the plan.
• Redevelopment of High Point has had an impact on housing prices 

and diversity.
• Potential annexation of White Center needs to be addressed.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Complete and improve the open space network in delridge: 

 ° Pleased with open space especially Longfellow Creek Legacy Trail; the beaver ponds—2-3 miles of open space trail is great in urban setting.  
But is it completed and connected and what about the culvert replacement? 

• develop neighborhood nodes of concentrated activity:
 ° Business development is lacking.  We need urban core business.  The South node is one project (Home Despot).  The Center Node has 

potential and the trail network is set to intersect here.  

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Health issues like high rates of diabetes in low income populations is a factor of community amenities such as access to good food.  Statistical 

analysis should connect to these.  Other health statistics ought to be addressed too.
• Gross rent chart is misleading.
• What sort of businesses do we have?  What is the built environment? (UW did a review in 2006, Delridge should be added to it.)
• The data presented is very dates.  A very large percentage of people are not in the same living space since the information was published, this needs 

to be updated somehow.  The housing price data is very old and mapping of data would be useful.
• Clarifying ethnic demographics eg.  African Americans versus Somalia’s or other immigrant Africans.  
• Demographics on children are needed.
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EASTlAKE
General Summary
Excluding facilitator and note-taker, attendance at the neighborhood 
discussion included about 10 participants. Many attendees expressed that 
they were members of the Eastlake neighborhood and one participant was 
from the Cascade neighborhood.  Most identified themselves as residents 
who lived in Eastlake for many years including a few for several decades.

Highlights
• Neighborhood has significantly changed in character and quality 

within the last ten years.  The increase in growth has not been friendly 
to Eastlake steeling some of its unique character and quality that initially defined the neighborhood and provided the magnet for 
many who moved there.

• There has been a disproportional investment in commercial building development and condominium development that has displaced 
single family residences and affordable housing.  In addition, many see the neighborhood accepting much more growth than the 
neighborhood plan targets without the requisite commitment to invest in proportionate and needed infrastructure investments.

• Increased traffic within the neighborhood, lack of appropriate parking, and reduced transit service to neighborhood residents is 
huge and growing concern.  Most traffic is not generated within the neighborhood but travel through, as does most bus service not 
stopping within the neighborhood and providing more transit choices.

• Open space is desperately lacking and the few spaces like Terry Petus Park are not well maintained.  The neighborhood feels strongly 
that there must be a commitment to generate more open space and parks in order to support higher densities, and there must be a 
similar commitment to maintaining these neighborhood amenities.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• Loss of identity as ‘funky and casual village’, more like the rest of the city with gentrification.
• Loss of single family homes replaced by condominium buildings without affordable housing.
• Loss of real sense of ‘community,’ Fairview has become busy street without traffic calming or enforcement.
• Concerns about lack of matching infrastructure investment in business district as compared to neighborhood growth.
• Growth in traffic without calming devices and little increase in transit service.
• More renters in neighborhood seen as not taking care of properties as owners would, and not participating in community.
• Non-neighborhood parking without enforcement.
• Some strip mall development is not pedestrian friendly or supportive of neighborhood concerns and specific identity.
• Growth targets were met 8 years ago but keep moving without related infrastructure/community investments.
• Second largest growth in number of units next to Wallingford.
• Public safety remains an outstanding issue; high speed traffic on Eastlake separates the neighborhood.
• Huge growth in the commercial area on the southern boundary—perhaps getting unbalanced infrastructure investment.
• Much more noise and loss of air quality due to traffic on Eastlake and I-5.
• Not as strong a business mix, more graffiti and less maintenance commitments from landowners.
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• A restaurant scene has developed which is an employment source as well as an attraction.
• Growth targets have been met but continue to change-support for increased density must be consistent with neighborhoods commitment to grow.

 
 Most dissatisfied about?

• Open Space:  Terry Petus Park is not maintained and the NOAA Property has become an RV Park with needles and garbage.
• Need more public open space, parks and maintenance commitments.
• Need better transit service.  Most service transits thru the neighborhood now w/o stopping and serving Eastlake.
• Need more commitment in public safety.
• Need better bike and pedestrian connections thru and in-between the neighborhood-nonexistent.
• Need commitment to finish the loop around Lake Union and street improvements along Fairview Ave.
• Need ‘Green Street’ commitment which was passed along to Lake Union—need to continue commitment to Eastlake
• Need to finish sidewalks to support ped/bike connections and safe pedestrian connections to transit.
• Need a better and community supportive mix of businesses.  There has been considerable and unbalanced amount of commercial space built without 

respect for the residential character and quality of the neighborhood.
• Thru neighborhood traffic has become noisier, faster, and uncontrolled creating separations and safety concerns throughout the neighborhood,
• Transit is unreliable,
• Parking in the business district has become a huge problem, bleeding into the neighborhood.
• The gentrification of the neighborhood has made it more homogenous and not reflective of the once special quality that most associated with 

Eastlake—loss of identity. 
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Eastlake met Growth Management goals but nothing else happens.  The City needs to connect the plan with action and implementation.  Some 

see neighborhood planning effort as top down, with little concerns for community driven goals but rather dictates from city hall.  ‘Changes in the 
neighborhood have not invalidated the Neighborhood Plan but it needs to be updated to reflect the future vision and commitment.’

• Green streets and open space strategy is a failure; progress has been glacial.  Extend Street Car to UW and calm traffic on Eastlake and Fairview.
• Sustain Character

 ° The neighborhood plans have not guided improvement in Eastlake, the City acts independent of the wants, needs or wishes of residents 
(see above).

 ° “Eastlake has gone from funky to rather indefinable.”
 ° Want to preserve iconic sense of history of the area.
 ° Need more affordable housing, less condos, and more commitment to business district.

• Parking Supply
 ° Businesses fail due to no-parking policies.  Loss of parking impacts retail business and is an issue for those businesses that require support 

from consumers outside the immediate neighborhood.
 ° No parking structures or parking lots.
 ° City has conflicting policies regarding parking.   

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Parking policies need to be revised to include opportunities to increase on-street parking to support business, traffic calming, and increase in 

sidewalk completion.
• Green Streets remains a priority since they have not been committed to Eastlake.  Plan and implementation needs to be refined.  The problem of 

public/private cooperation may require City back-charge costs of implementation to developers.
• Open Space is increasingly important as population increases. Pocket parks in combination with green streets are needed.
• Character is reflected in the diversity of the community, but diversity has lots of meanings.  Is this a neighborhood to raise children?  Is this a 

neighborhood focused on commercial, biotech, residential, or all and how do we best mix the uses and commitment?
• City planning efforts are seen to be dictated from above—the neighborhoods should help drive the effort.  .  A civic improvements plan is needed as 

a base to create a rich living environment. Once a plan for schools, parks, open space, social services is in place, the housing/development projects 
can be added as infill.

• Accomplishments mentioned in the status report required the stewardship of people in the community.  City needs to provide staff to fulfill the goals 
plus the resources to carry out the desired projects.  A City staffer/advocate/steward is needed in the neighborhood.
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FIrST HIll
General Summary
One person participated in the neighborhood discussion for First 
Hill.  A long time resident of First Hill, this person had a lot to say 
about the neighborhood, especially about the lack of affordable 
housing.  The participant began by noting the tremendous 
diversity in the neighborhood, and would have expected 
more participation if the meeting materials were available in a 
language other than English.

Highlights
One of the key strategies for the First Hill Neighborhood was 
to integrate a future light rail station into the Madison Street 
corridor.  Now that there will be no light rail station on First Hill, 
attention will focus on a streetcar alignment and stations.  To 
improve pedestrian connections to downtown Seattle and other 
adjacent neighborhoods is a goal that has not been met.  The 
need to create and preserve affordable housing was highlighted, 
and the lack of action on this front was noted. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• In general, the plan had modest goals which have largely been met.  Perceived funding constraints at the time of plan development limited the 

vision.
• Traffic calming has been implemented better than before the plan.
• Workforce housing has been lost to higher-end developments:

 ° Affordable housing torn down to build unaffordable buildings.
 ° Workers on the Hill cannot afford to live on the Hill.
 ° There is nothing in the plan that offers protection to affordable housing.
 ° A 1970s era plan promised no more residential development.

• Hospital Growth: Hospitals did not take part on the neighborhood planning process therefore they do not share in the neighborhood’s long range 
plans.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• Safety has improved.
• Public transportation is better: #60 bus improved, #9 bus 30 minute headway is good.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Affordable housing is disappearing.
• Not enough support for workforce housing retention and development.
• Land is expensive so new housing development is not affordable.
• There is an increasing gap between subsidized and market-rate housing – First hill is a bellwether for an emerging citywide trend. 

3. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• The plan had no big vision, just small realistic plans, so happy with any improvements.
• Priorities then are priorities still.
• Never have achieved the goal of a park in the center part of First Hill.
• Affordable housing is an “endangered species” on the Hill.
• Limiting parking supply was a goal that has yet to be achieved.
• Seattle Housing Authority plans for Yesler Terrace do not have very good connections with adjacent neighborhoods.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• How in the neighborhood planning process, is it that there is no connectivity between adjoining plans where they come together?
• Planning for Pike/Pine should be better coordinated with Capitol Hill and First Hill.
• Major institution plans are not very well integrated into neighborhood plans.
• Seattle University should integrate better with Capitol Hill.  Parking garages along Broadway are not compatible with the neighborhood.
• The interface of the south end of First Hill with the International District and the Central Area is not very well integrated.
• Focus on affordable housing – the city should do whatever is possible to address workforce housing.
• As density increases, trees decrease, creating a less pleasant sidewalk environment.
• Walkability is an important part of transportation.

 ° Enchantment with rail transportation has slighted more accessible transit.
 ° ¼ mile radius from light rail stations is too far for many people to walk.
 ° Bus stops more frequently and has better neighborhood service.

• There is a need for a new park south of Madison.
• Growth along 12th Avenue is more than was expected.
• First Hill has fewer cars per capita than other areas of the city.
• Good public transit could be better if it ran later at night.
• Streetcar – put the route on Broadway not on 12th.
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FrEMONT
General Summary
Attendance at the neighborhood discussion included about 10 people, 
including the facilitator and note-taker. Most people at the table had been 
involved in neighborhood planning in Fremont in the past. The group 
could be characterized as a group as having a very strong gasp of historic 
developments in Fremont’s neighborhood plan. Although we did not poll the 
group, the majority seemed to reside in the neighborhood.

Highlights
• It is suspected but not confirmed (due to lack of data) that both 

population and employment are significantly higher than the Plan 
targets. Data needs to be acquired that compares baseline numbers to 
the most current numbers for both population and employment. 

• Changes have occurred in Fremont since the neighborhood plan was 
implemented. Some of these changes were for the better (more vibrant 
business district and better parks) and some for the worse (many of the 
new buildings’ design).

• The participants recognized that the City has been responsive to the 
Neighborhood plan in terms of transportation improvements and park 
improvements, but all agreed that much more work needs to be done, 
especially regarding transportation improvements. 

• Parking – specifically  pay stations - is a contentious issue where there 
does not seem to be consensus between the residents and businesses, 
with residents reported to be more generally supportive of the pay 
stations than the businesses. 

• Improved coordination with adjacent neighborhoods on issues such as 
Design Review, the North Recycling and Disposal Station rebuild, and 
transportation was a key issue. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)?
• Population and employment—Both are significantly higher than the Plan targets. It is suspected that employment growth may by twice as high as 

was projected over the entire planning period. As an example, almost 3,000 employees are located in the office campus along the canal. Household 
growth is perceived to be well above the Plan target. 

• More visitors, restaurants and bars.
• lost historic structures—Albion sub-station is one example of a structure that has been demolished.  The Fremont Plan has a number of history-

oriented elements. Carol Tobin’s survey of Fremont buildings was cited a reference that could be consulted when planning for future historic 
preservation efforts. 

• Three new parks—Three new parks have been created in Fremont, and improvements have been made to the Rose Garden.  The City should more 
methodically document progress that has been made in public open spaces, and include a summary of the Comp Plan/Open Space & Parks analyses 
regarding future service needs (e.g., Fremont and Wallingford are lacking in a number of important community center functions). The City’s “Gap 
Report” is also a useful resource that can be used in future planning efforts.  

• Parking Pay Stations introduced—This was a controversial action in Fremont. Residents are happy they got their RPZ, but the business community 
not does like the pay parking.  

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?
• Circulation plan—(see question #3, below).
• Stronger, more economically vibrant business district—However, additional support is needed (e.g., changes to parking policies and code changes 

to protect/favor commercial uses over residential ones). Zoning and land use is a major issue. Many residents of Fremont appreciate a vibrant 
business district. On the other hand, many activities associated with an active community business center need mitigation: bars and nightlife, 
arterial crossings by pedestrians, traffic generally.

• Parks and Open space have been improved—However, open space and community center functions both need improvement.
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 Most dissatisfied about?
• design of new buildings—the consensus at the table was that many of the new structures in Fremont are ugly, in large part due to the avoidance 

of design review, and a not very effective design review and environmental impact review process. More work needs to be done by the City via 
code changes, new design guidelines and enforcement of existing design guidelines by the Design Review Boards. The SEPA review process for 
large projects, such as the NRDS and the Aurora Bridge Suicide Fence, needs to engage all affected communities and neighborhoods. That did not 
happen with either of those projects. 

• Safety—perceived to be much more safety concerns than in the past. However, serious public safety problems continue with certain motels on 
Aurora, and generally along that corridor. 

• design review Boards—there are two design review boards that review projects in different parts of the neighborhood, and the application of 
the standards does not seem consistent between the two. One preference would be for the boundaries of the review boards to be adjusted so 
all of Fremont is in one district. If this is not possible (as this would put Wallingford in two districts), then greater coordination between the two 
boards is needed. There was expression of desire for stronger guidelines and fewer exemptions from coverage, such as many of the townhouse 
developments. 

• residential squeezing out commercial—An expressed perception at the table was that residential uses are outbidding commercial uses for space, 
and, as such, more protection for commercial uses is needed in the land use code. A shortage of neighborhood retail (i.e., Bartells) was cited as an 
example of a type of use that is having difficulty finding adequate, affordable space in Fremont.  

• Pay Stations—The consensus perception of the business community at the table was that the pay stations were implemented by the City against 
the will of the business district. The pay stations adversely affect business traffic, require parking enforcement at the expense of beat cops or 
other “real” policing, and puts local shops at a disadvantage to chain stores. To make matters worse, the funds are not reinvested back into the 
neighborhood but are instead dumped into the City’s general fund.  

• NrdS rebuild—The rebuild of the North Recycling and Disposal Station is inconsistent with the City Comp Plan and the two neighborhood plans. 
SPU needs to measure the impacts that such as station would have. City has so far gotten away with avoidance of complete environmental review, 
including alternatives. Two major rezones and a City Council street vacation are needed; it is time for the Council to have an open and publicly 
engaged discussion about the NRDS rebuild project. 

• Community Center—The community center was described by one member of the group as a “gigantic hole,” which was thought to be appropriate 
description by several others.  

• There is an increasing gap between subsidized and market-rate housing – First hill is a bellwether for an emerging citywide trend. 



Seattle Planning Commission

55

FrEMONT

3. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about?

Good/Generally Good
• Circulation plan—Capital projects were completed to aid circulation since the original Plan was created. There was general agreement that the 

changes helped circulation but there was also general consensus that more improvements need to be made. In particular, several areas suggested 
for improvements include:

 ° 36th between Stone Way and Leary is challenging (pedestrian and car conflicts in particular).
 ° Traffic incursion into neighborhood streets due to the dislocation from Stone Way since the “road diet” occurred. 
 ° Need light under Aurora on 34th, 35th, 36th, as well as improvements along 39th to Leary, to ease ped/auto conflicts
 ° Transit and pedestrian planning need work; an example is the back-up behind busses as the enter Fremont from the bridge. Some parking 

could be removed to help accommodate buses.
 ° Even a greater use of “flags in the bucket” approach to pedestrian safety would be helpful.
 ° Bicycle routes need to be improved, including completion of the bike lane on 34th between Evanston and Phinney included in the original 

Plan. 

• Troll Way—The Troll Way street name change occurred. 

Poor/Needs Improvement
• Pay Station Implementation—For reasons previously mentioned; this implementation ran counter to the neighborhood plan. 
• Community Center.
• CSOs—Additional services from CSOs (Community Support Officers) are needed.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Geographic Definition of Data—Data needs to be available for both the urban village and the neighborhood as a whole. The main concern 

expressed by a number of people was the lack of clearly defined baselines and changes in numbers over time (chronological data) to conduct more 
detailed analyses. The geographical scope of the various tables and figures needs to be specific.

• Baseline v. Current Data—The data as presented was difficult to interpret because there was no baseline data with which to compare it.
• Block-by-block tabulation of population—This would be useful data to use in analysis of change over the planning period.
• Fremont-Wallingford Overlap—The overlap in adjoining neighborhood planning areas does not seem to be accounted for in the status report. 

Looking ahead, the planning for these neighborhoods should address potential conflicts and opportunities for cooperation (e.g., transportation and 
design guidelines) The City needs to specifically address the need for real joint planning engaging all affected communities. The Fremont Hub Urban 
Village borders South Wallingford, which relies on Fremont for much of its business and service needs.

• Outreach—All people formerly involved in the original plan development need to be invited to participate, and additional outreach made to insure a 
valid process.

• Interface with Other Initiatives—The status report work needs to better interface with other initiatives, so that people are aware that of initiatives 
such as the Multi-Family Code work and Pedestrian Master Plan and understand how they are interrelated.  And the current consideration of 
industrially zone lands; Fremont has much of the remaining I-zone land outside of the two MICs. And the NRDS site is another.

• Allocation of Demographic Data—The report needs more emphasis on changes in jobs and housing relative to baseline and less emphasis on 
language and place of birth. The question was posed: how is information about ethnicity and language relevant to neighborhood planning, other 
than for outreach reasons?
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GEOrGETOWN
General summary 
There were six people participating in the neighborhood 
discussion excluding the NPAC and SPC hosts.  The NPAC 
member noted that she is a long time resident and activist 
of the neighborhood and member of the Georgetown 
Community Council. Four additional members of the 
Georgetown Community Council were on hand as was a 
student at University of Washington working a thesis project 
in Georgetown. A Montlake resident was also in attendance 
observing.

Highlights
• Excited about the improved neighborhood business 

district. 

• Georgetown is experiencing an improved sense of 
community/neighborhood. 

• Vision and strategies of existing neighborhood plan do not 
match current priorities. 

• Participants were concerned that since there is no urban 
village designation Georgetown will have to work harder 
for capital improvements and/or funding. 

• Community has concerns over environmental air/water/
soil quality. 

• Participants stressed that conversations between 
residential and industrial uses must continue. 

• The community is concerned about traffic and mobility - 
freight, pedestrian, bicycles, and transit access through 
downtown.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 

• Environmental concern and awareness about air/water/soil quality.
 ° Superfund site identified (major industrial pollution).

• Drainage issues.
• Art installations.
• Legal challenges around pollution.
• New businesses – especially smaller businesses and infill.

 ° Restaurants .
 ° Small groceries.
 ° Retail.

• Described as “up and coming” and a “cool place to live”.
• Positive media and press – even national.

 ° Sunset magazine.
 ° NY Times.

• Maintaining garden walk.
• Monthly art walks.
• Georgetown Arts Association.
• Cultural Overlay District process starting with the City.
• Web based info.
• Change in demographic – younger, more kids.

• Historic character is important.
• Georgetown was one of the first settlement – but there is a feeling like 

there is still a loss of residential history.
• Residents are thought of as second to industry – instead of equals.
• Increased celebration of “green.”

 ° ROW plantings – especially in industrial buffer areas.
 ° Gardens.
 ° Trees.
 ° Parks.

• Working with industrial businesses about truck impacts including 
parking.

• Expansion of neighborhood business district (partially zoned 
industrial) limited by allowed land uses.

• Nothing in plan about desire to change zoning.
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• Strength and feeling of community.
• Getting to know neighbors and businesses.
• Knowing all the neighbors.
• Walkable and bikeable.
• Things (services) are close and accessible.
• Connections to downtown.
• Proximity of Duwamish.
• New businesses – especially smaller, local owned.
• Improvements on roads – signals, crosswalks, sidewalks, walkways.

 ° Airport Way parking changes allows parking for businesses and slows traffic.
 ° Narrowing Vale and Bailey intersections.

• Living there.

 Most dissatisfied about?

• Coordination with industrial.
 ° Participants feel like the industrial groups meet with the City 

departments and do not include residents.
 ° Participants want to take out the threat of competition and 

create partnerships.
• Lack of connections to other neighborhoods.
• East/west connections.
• Transit connections to other parts of the City – especially North 

Seattle all transit must transfer downtown.
• All connections – especially pedestrian – to South Park and Beacon 

Hill.
• Access to Duwamish.
• Fire Station not included in the Plan area.
• Lack of dog park.
• Lack of community events at the Fire Station.

• Lack of large grocery store in Plan area.
• Lack of progress on 8th Ave/Carlton/E Marginal Way proposed 

improvements.
• Speed and volume of traffic – especially on Corson and Allison.
• Intersections with major arterials – especially E Marginal.
• East/west connections to transit.

• Residential edge conditions.
 ° o Trees especially near businesses.
 ° o Zoning.
 ° o Capital improvements.
 ° o Corson arterial – used as a truck route but is not 

identified as one by SDOT.  It is a minor arterial.
• Connections to bike routes limited and use major arterials.
• Can feel like an island.
• Have to use a car – especially for groceries.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• The current vision is NOT a priority.
• Two plans were created – one by residents and one by Manufacturing and Industrial Center (MIC) reps.  They are in conflict.
• Vision statement focuses on MIC.
• Majority report (online Plan).
• Minority report available at library (submitted by MIC).
• Key strategies are not supported by specific recommendations.
• Adjust Plan area – need an urban village designation.
• Seattle Design District is no longer a priority. 
• Code enforcement should be part of the Plan.
• Neighborhood anchor is still a priority – but urban village seems more appropriate.
• Promotion of history is still a priority.
• Stop perpetuating that the neighborhood is not safe – still important but not as high of a priority .

 ° Neighborhood feels safer than it was when the plan was written.
 ° Less prostitution and drug dealing but still a challenge.
 ° Less eyes on street and maintenance in industrial areas.

• Want to maintain industrial – think that residential and industrial can coexist.
 ° Fringe industrial – residential areas is an island.

• Still want to promote industrial and family wage jobs especially green industry and clean industry.
• Environmental issues still a priority – water/air/soil quality.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Present data for City side by side with the data from Georgetown. 
• Identify what years the data was averaged over.  How many years?
• Clarify the source of the data sets.
• Land use information was not correct – specifically industrial vs. residential.  Should use updated industrial lands survey that neighborhood verified. 

[Participants talked with David Goldberg and Ray Gastil about this item at the meeting.]
 ° Zero percent industrial zoning is not correct.
 ° Relook at charts in expanded status report info especially regarding the built environment.

• Identify existing vision statement from 1999 Plan.
• Status of Seattle Design District – seems to have fizzled but process is unclear.
• Car collisions with trains.
• Community Council Info.
• Recent community investments and neighborhood visioning that were not identified in the Plan.

 ° 8th Ave Intersection with Marginal.
 ° Airport Way.
 ° Duwamish.
 ° Open Space 2100.
 ° Garden Walk.
 ° Neighborhood Street Fund and Neighborhood Matching Fund 8th Ave Improvements.
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GrEEN lAKE
General summary
Initially there were only about eight people at the Green Lake neighborhood 
discussion, but eventually more came for a total of about 12 people.  There was 
a diversity of people in this group from residents who had lived in Green Lake 
for only a few weeks to a few people who had lived here for many years.  There 
were at least three people who had worked on the original neighborhood plan 
and had a lot of familiarity with the plan.  There was a general sense that they 
lived in a strong and good neighborhood and felt that considerable progress 
had been make in implementing the recommendations from the original plan.  
They all agreed that Green Lake was a great neighborhood and would not live 
anywhere else in the city.  

Highlights
• While the status of the neighborhood seems very positive, there were 

some areas of concern including the impact of increasing density on the 
area.

• There was concern about the impact of sites where there was stalled 
development and the effect that was having on areas around the 
abandoned site.

• There is a need to build a new community center, as it is old and 
problematic in a number of ways.

• Better and new planning is needed for the connection between Green 
Lake and the recently funded Roosevelt light rail station.

• There needs to be improvements in the pedestrian environment of the 
neighborhood given the fact that there is a lot of elderly population living 
in the area.  
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Crime seems to be on the increase in the neighborhood.
• Recent development in the neighborhood seems to have brought more paved hard surfaces into the area.
• Density and traffic have increased as new development has happened.
• The general interest in sustainability was not a part of the last planning process, we should incorporate sustainability considerations into the new 

plan.
• It seems that the city is hostile to cars and parking.
• Public transit is not reliable.
• The light rail station in the Roosevelt neighborhood is now going to happen, Green Lake needs to be better connected to the Roosevelt station in 

the future.
• How about developing the idea of a neighborhood transit “circulator” that would connect Green Lake to the Link Light Rail station.
• Focus in the new plan on neighborhood walkability.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about? 
• Increase in public art.
• Family oriented redevelopment of Green Lake park.
• The library.
• Good schools.
• Street treescape.
• Individual planting strip developments around the neighborhood.

Most dissatisfied about?
• The condition of stalled development sites.
• Business district is too limited, we need more sustainable businesses 

that meet local needs.
• Improved transit service.
• The street grid means that it is easy to loose your way in walking around 

the neighborhood, better wayfinding techniques would be useful.
• Higher police and public safety profile, more police service.
• Improved maintenance of the public toilets in Green Lake Park, they 

are a mess.
• The community center needs replacing; it is in very bad shape.
• Open the wading pool in Green Lake Park in May.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• For the most part, the issues in the plan have been achieved, but more due to the persistence of citizen groups that due to city management and 

implementation.
• Visions and Strategies are still relevant but additional considerations need to be added including:

 ° Improve transportation capabilities with special emphasis on connection to light rail.
 ° Pedestrian improvements for walkability.

• Five Points issues remain to be solved.
• Explore the use of roundabouts to solve traffic problems with complex street grid.
• More trees along Green Lake Drive and generally in the neighborhood to counteract increasing hard surfaces.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Provide better information about development capacity in neighborhood in order to judge issues related to zoning.
• Develop a tree inventory to track significant trees in the neighborhood.
• Focus on sustainability considerations including energy use, local food development, sustainable businesses, etc.
• Track housing affordability in the neighborhood.
• What impact will backyard cottages have on Green Lake?
• Greenlake has a high concentration of elderly (given large projects in the neighborhood) a study should be done on how   well the neighborhood is 

for elder access, especially pedestrian friendly environment for elderly.
• Metro needs to focus on quality of bus stop environments, improved shelter, sitting places, etc.  
• We need better information about parking issues in the neighborhood.
• Additional issues:

 ° More support for community web sites in the city.
 ° Improved physical connections to other neighborhoods and communities surrounding Green Lake.
 ° Better coordination between neighborhood plans.
 ° Focus on planning and development of Aurora which is a key part of Green Lake.
 ° Improve outreach to communities about neighborhood planning including more funding for outreach activities, City facebook 

communications process, Newspaper articles, coordinate community blogs, web sites, etc., more
 ° Innovative experiments with democratic processes.
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PHINNEy rIdGE
General summary
Attendance ranged from 11 to about 15 participants at the 
neighborhood discussion, excluding facilitator and note-
taker. Many attendees expressed that they had worked on 
the original planning effort. A majority of the attendees 
knew each other from the planning effort and through 
other community activities.  Most participants were long 
time residents and home owners; a few recently moved to 
the area.  In addition, at least on participants was a renter.  
Participants felt that the Status Report Summary should 
have included more important information such as traffic and 
transit data.  They also felt the data should be for the whole 
neighborhood and not just the urban village.

Highlights
• Overall, most participants felt that the key strategies have 

been achieved and their priorities are being accomplished. 

• With new development, less focus has been on residential 
character.  A new Key Strategy should be added to the 
Neighborhood Plan:  Preserve Residential Character.

• Transportation infrastructure has not kept up with growth.  
Commercial activity has created a walkable community 
but has also resulted in traffic gridlock and safety 
concerns.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Increased restaurant, bars, and café activity, but continued turn-over of retail establishments.
• Some traffic calming has been put into place to respond to growth.
• Traffic speeds along 3rd Avenue continue to be a problem, traffic congestion along Greenwood and 85th getting worse.
• Tree planting along many blocks.
• Crime around 85th and Aurora has decreased, safety has increased.
• Community amenities and activities now in place:  Phinney Farmers Market, new library, Art Walk.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• Many of the Plan’s strategies have been achieved:  farmers market, library.
• More walkable, increased pedestrian activity.
• Continued community involvement.
• New commercial activities:  bars, cafes, restaurants.

Most dissatisfied about?
• Traffic congestion and speeds.
• Blocked views resulting from new development.
• Zoo activities continue to be a problem:  people parking in neighborhood.
• 80th and Greenwood (urban village) continues to have safety problems such as lack of crosswalks, increased traffic, wheelchair accessibility not 

convenient.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Overall, they are being achieved, but Infrastructure Improvements (Strategy E) still needs work
• Strategy A, Create a Vital Greenwood has not fully taken shape.  Some believe it has been a failure because there is not enough density to support 

the commercial activities.
• Key Strategies and Priorities:

 ° Strategies still the same, but should be listed in reverse order.
 ° Progress is still needed on Strategy E, Support Infrastructure Improvements.  This should be number one.
 ° Should add a new strategy/priority:  sustainability.
 ° Drainage should become a priority.
 ° ADD NEW:  Preserve Residential Character – consider neighborhoods, livability, attractiveness.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

Focus more on:
• Growth in the entire neighborhood:  has the neighborhood exceeded expectations based on the Plan?
• How many residential units have been added in the whole area?
• Transit ridership.
• Traffic counts (vehicular and bicycle).
• Number of community services related to existing population:  food banks, etc.  How many people are living in poverty and need assistance.  Are 

community services adequate?
• Crime statistics and accident reports.
• Retail vacancy rates and business turn-overs.

Other comments:
• Focus on entire planning area, not just urban village.
• Must not lose sight of overall goals, Greenwood still needs attention.  It is vital.
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General Summary
Attendance at the neighborhood discussion ranged from 12 to 16 
participants excluding the facilitators. The majority of the participants 
were residents who have lived in the Lake City neighborhood for more 
than 10 years. Some participants live in Maple Leaf but have visited Lake 
City for shopping and general services for more than 10 years. A few 
residents are new to the neighborhood (less than five years). There were 
a couple of business owners but the majority of the participants were 
residents.

Highlights
• As the number of automobiles increased with growth, the number 

of transportation choices and service has not increased in the 
neighborhood. There is also a lack of infrastructure facilities needed 
for alternate modes of transportation including sidewalks and 
designated bike lanes.

• The neighborhood has lost opportunities for mixed use, density 
and below grade parking in the urban village. The character of the 
neighborhood has been compromised with the development of “big 
box” multifamily projects.

• The neighborhood has seen a positive increase in civic facilities and 
social services. There needs to be a major emphasis on reducing 
crime to make Lake City a safe neighborhood.

• Lake City is a diverse multi cultural community who values their 
core civic facilities, social services and community spirit.  Lake City 
remains an auto dominant neighborhood. Bus service doesn’t reach 
all the areas and pedestrian facilities are limited and disconnected. 

• It lacks character and destination qualities and is perceived as unsafe. 

• They will continue to work to change these attributes.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Increased number of automobiles.
• Limited local bus services south of 95th only commuter buses.
• Limited east – west bus service.
• Commuter bus routes are limited and should be available to the 

entire neighborhood.
• People use the neighborhood as a park and ride when using the 

commuter buses.
• There are more condos with limited number of grocery stores. 

Maple Leaf residents have to drive to Lake City. Each neighborhood 
should have basic convenience stores i.e. bakery, drug and grocery.

• Sidewalks do not connect to schools or services. In some cases they 
are only provided on one side of the street.

• Parking in the urban village needs to be below grade to eliminate 
the surface lots.

• The park system is underdeveloped.
• The neighborhood lost an opportunity when Bartell’s developed. 

There should be greater density, mixed use and parking 
incorporated into the development vs the surface parking that exists 
today.

• The street infrastructure lacks curbs and definition therefore parking 
is undefined.

• SPU and SDOT have implemented great low impact innovative 
storm drainage solutions. 

• Consider adding light rail to this neighborhood eliminating the need 
to drive to Northgate.

• Big box apartments have been developed. 

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about? 
• There is good bus service to the University of Washington.
• Pleased with the new location of the farmers market.
• There is potential if the car lot uses are changed.
• Pleased with the Lake City Waystreet improvements.
• Pleased with the neighborhood WATCH PROGRAM.
• The sidewalks that exist are great.
• Pleased with the civic core Service Center and Library.
• Please with the demographics of the neighborhood. Twenty seven 

languages are spoken at Sacajawea School.
• Block parties have built ‘community’ spirit.
• Pleased with improvements to parks including the new playground.
• Community services have increased in the past 10 years-veteran 

Housing, food bank, senior housing and low income housing.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• ACCESS bus service is being reduced.
• New developments need to provide more off-street parking to 

eliminate spill over parking into the residential areas.
• Gun shots can be heard during the day along with assaults. 
• Disappointed with the lack of enforcement by DPD and the city 

when trees are cut illegally, lots that become dumping grounds and 
street people living in vacant buildings.

• The neighborhood needs a tree ordinance.
• There needs to be better enforcement for graffiti.
• Lake City lost their community officer and crime is moving from 

Aurora to Lake City.
• Trees in the ROW that are hit by cars don’t get replaced.
• There is inadequate enforcement of ‘Green Infrastructure.’
• Four and six pack housing types are a ‘nuisance.’
• The increased density is causing homes to be flooded since Thorton 

Creek can’t absorb the run off. 
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Still a priority to protect the residential neighborhoods.
• Still a priority to add Transit Oriented Development to the mix.
• Need to eliminate ‘cut through’ traffic.
• The Design Review Board needs to use the neighborhood plan to execute development. 
• The neighborhood needs to work better with SDOT to get additional pedestrian facilities including more crossings on Lake City Way.
• Bike lanes need to be designated on arterials. They were not included on Lake City Way and should be.
• The urban village needs to include activities for young low income families and recreation for youth.
• The neighborhood has not achieved crime reduction as listed in the vision statement.
• The plan needs an urban village vision.
• The urban village is not self sufficient since small retail is disappearing.
• The vision needs to attract good design. The burden of good design should not be the sole responsibility of the Design Review Board.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• The neighborhood needs a better social system including schools.
• Need to combat increased crime and gang activity.
• Need recreational opportunities and social services.
• The infrastructure needs to be in place for a ‘safe place.’ There is a perception that Lake City is not safe.
• Look at the character of the transportation arterials. Need medians with street trees.
• The character of the neighborhood needs to be revitalized so that it feels like a ‘destination.’ 
• Lake City needs cultural community events to bring people together.
• Need a central gathering area, plaza and community garden.
• Lake City needs its own downtown it to too far from downtown Seattle.
• Lake City needs an ‘attraction’ other than car lots.
• Look at shared parking opportunities with day uses.
• Look at ways to move away from developing additional parking by improving transit opportunities. 
• There should be focus on a park and ride facility. 
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MOrGAN  
JuNCTION
General Summary
It was clear from the beginning that the Morgan Junction group was 
very concerned about their neighborhood.  Of the twenty (20) or so 
people who participated, only two or three had lived there less than 
10 years and many had worked on the initial neighborhood plan.  In 
addition to residents of the neighborhood there were two or three 
people who owned important businesses located there and indeed 
lived in the neighborhood.  Overall the group thought that Morgan 
Junction was in good shape and appreciated the fact that many of 
the items in the initial plan had been accomplished.  Overall, while 
having some concerns, there was a very positive and upbeat feeling 
about the future.  

Highlights
• There is some concern about the design of townhouse projects in 

the neighborhood.

• Lots of demographic changes have occurred in the last few years 
toward younger people and families, this might have an impact 
on the future of the neighborhood.

• The commercial district is one of the great assets of the 
neighborhood and needs to be supported and encouraged.

• The “Green Crescent” concept in the original neighborhood plan 
needs to be implemented.  

• It was generally agreed that transportation and transit planning, 
including Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), will be critical to serving 
everyone in Morgan Junction and the comments at the meeting 
about transit were not limited to just BRT.  
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• The large number of very bad looking apartments and townhouses that have been built since the adoption of the original plan.
• It seems that traffic has increased greatly and gotten faster in the area since the last planning process.
• Seems like there has been quite a lot of demographic changes, more younger people, more multi family housing, density of people, a sense that 

the neighborhood is changing in significant ways.
• Public transit is not functioning as well as envisioned in the plan.  
• Positive change with the addition of Morgan Junction Park.
• Bike lanes have helped a lot to improve bike use, more needed.
• The business district remains strong and supportive of the neighborhood.
• Unfortunately the “Green Crescent” project was never implemented which seems a real loss.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• Public transit seems to work pretty well for our neighborhood, especially connections to the airport.
• Strong commercial district, good scale and services quite good.
• Parks seems relatively close by to everywhere.
• The new paint job on the funky round building.
• Public art.
• The new police precinct building.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• There needs to be some rethinking about traffic lights, especially at California and Fauntleroy.
• Pedestrian access to transit stops and improved transit stop environments (rain cover, seating, etc).
• revitalization needed north of Graham on California.
• With more density, there needs to be concurrency in the development of open space as well.
• Improve streetscapes generally, more trees and planting but done in a way that does not damage sidewalks.
• Parking for the water taxi is needed at Alki.
• Coordination of elements outside of the neighborhood that have impacts such as the ferry and the new High Point development.
• Our bus services is not good, the express bus stops too early in the evening.
• We need our fair share of transportation in West Seattle.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Many of our high priority parks projects have been accomplished.
• The “Green Crescent” has not been accomplished and should remain a high priority.
• Need Bus rapid Transit planning to replace monorail project.
• We need to add an element to stress better public safety, concerns about drug activity.
• Pedestrian safety still a priority.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Parking issues are important and especially vehicular safety in turning into businesses,
• General accessibility for pedestrians and bikes is an issue.
• How about some more detailed data about transit by mode.
• Traffic study history information on the major arterials (California, Fauntleroy, Morgan)
• How will density in general affect traffic flow and density, more detail about housing capacity planning.
• Capacity analysis of increasing housing development related to traffic planning.
• Develop a historic resources analysis and get more historic buildings on the city preservation list.
• Document the impact of ferry traffic on the area, also coordinate ferry planning with neighborhood traffic planning.
• Crime statistics needed.
• Need better information about sidewalk conditions, maintenance and quality of pedestrian environment.
• Economic inventory of businesses.
• Commercial leasing rates in the area.
• Other issues:

 ° Vehicular access to Thriftway store an issue, this needs careful study and planning, currently dangerous.
 ° Improve connections to Morgan Junction Park and implement the “Green Crescent” proposal.
 ° Strengthen neighborhood identity through signage, landscaping, “gateway” development, etc.
 ° Why is the neighborhood called Morgan Junction; should the name be changed?
 ° Entering the neighborhood is an eyesore; need to improve the “gateway” to the neighborhood.
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PIKE/PINE
General summary
No one attended the breakout session for this neighborhood.
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QuEEN ANNE

General Summary
Attendance at the neighborhood discussion ranged from 13 to 14 
people excluding the facilitators. Krista Dumpys from the City of 
Seattle department of neighborhoods was also present. This group 
was fortunate to have eight participants that are neighborhood 
representatives from the Queen Anne Community Council and Uptown 
Alliance.  Several attendees were also the original contributors to the 
Queen Anne Plan adopted in 1999. With this small group we had enough 
time for each participant to make statements on each question below. 

Highlights
• Significant changes and growth have taken place in the last ten 

years and pending new projects will greatly impact the area. It’s a 
very important time to revisit the neighborhood plan and respond 
to these assets and forces.

• While the neighborhood generally feels safe and headed in the 
right direction, growth pressures require continued efforts be 
focused on obtaining more green/open space, public facilities, 
affordable housing and historic preservation to maintain the quality 
character of the area and improve livability.

• The neighborhood is at a nexus of transit, freight and general traffic 
movement. Managing, planning and taming the impacts of these 
systems and creating great walkable streetscapes with workable 
parking strategies is paramount.

• There was considerable interest in incorporating demographics of 
entire community within planning area, not just the urban center 
and urban village.  This should include major employment areas on 
the buffers of the neighborhood. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• The Uptown Alliance, Queen Anne Neighbors for Responsible Growth, Sustainable Queen Anne, Picture Perfect Queen Anne and other community 

based organizations have been established.

• Neighborhood growth and development has been greater than expected, but not always within the urban center or village boundaries. 

• Design review guidelines specific to Queen Anne and Uptown have been written and adopted.

• Predictable infill development has occurred adding more residents and jobs.

• The Counterbalance Park was acquired, designed and constructed.

• Gates Foundation underway, planned to add 2000 jobs. 
• Seattle Center has a new ‘ Century 21’ master plan.
• The Super Sonics have left Seattle and are no longer an activity generator for Uptown.
• The Denny Broad Aurora triangle of land east of Seattle Center was incorporated into the Queen Anne Planning area and designated the ‘Uptown 

Triangle.’
• Two-way mercer concept adopted, but not funded: Fairview to Aurora, including ‘Mercer East’ (Fairview-Dexter), wide Mercer/Aurora underpass, 

and ‘Mercer West’ 5th Ave. – Elliott Ave. 
• North portal concept of SR 99 connects SLU to Uptown, transform The East Queen Anne area and impact the entire community.
• Galer Street Bike/Pedestrian Overpass built over Aurora better connects Lake Union and east Queen Anne. 
• Bus rapid transit is starting on 15th Avenue in approximately 2012 and planned for the Aurora Corridor. SDOT shows a future streetcar route to Key 

Arena from downtown as their next priority after First Hill extensions.  

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• Neighborhood identity.
• Sense of Safety.
• Walkability in the upper Queen Anne urban Village has improved. 
• Business district activity and investment.
• Community involvement and participation has improved.
• Planning, design and funding of Thomas Street Overpass (still needs to be built).
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Most dissatisfied about?
• Transportation service and investment not keeping up with growth.
• Not enough affordable and workforce housing with very little opportunity for below median income families and individuals to live in the 

neighborhood.
• Not enough park and green/open space, all areas (Uptown is doing better with new park and access to Seattle Center and future Thomas Street 

Overpass). 
• Loss of parking, parking is harder to find, more RPZ’s have been established. 
• Lack of public facilities, especially a library and community center for uptown.
• Interbay/Dravus has rezoned and created a movement to clean up the area and establish a mixed use village.
• Need to strengthen historic building preservation and find ways to preserve beloved buildings and neighborhood based retailers, restaurants and 

mom and pop stores.
• Need better integration with Seattle Center to create better “porosity” and incorporation into the neighborhood.
• Traffic and pedestrian safety:

 ° o The seven corners at 4th North and Queen Anne Blvd.
 ° o Roy and Queen Anne Ave.
 ° o Queen Anne Ave. and 1st Ave. North: more crosswalks and traffic calming

3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Overall “somewhat well” was the consensus
• Top of the hill has progressed well. Uptown has more challenges. Uptown has accomplished several high priority recommendations (park, signage, 

First West streetscape, location of QA/Mag Neighborhood center, and a neighborhood event), with many more projects planned.
• Still several visions and key strategies are still to be fully addressed: circulator trolley connecting hilltop to Uptown/Seattle center; construction of 

waterfront access bridge @ W. Thomas Street-end over BNSF R.O.W.; Lake Wa. Ship Canal trail connection @south end of Ballard bridge; ‘Potlatch 
Trail’ (lake to bay trail); completion of Queen Anne Boulevard system walkways, pedestrian lighting, curbs; improve pedestrian access to Seattle 
Center, reduce Seattle Center boundary area blight; homeowner assistance; develop CSO outfall complex open space for public use/views; connect 
Lake Wa. Ship Canal Trail under Ballard Bridge to W. Emerson bike/ped facility; uptown urban center pea patch;  identify key buildings in uptown 
urban center for preservation (now being done by QAHS); housing finance (subsidized housing, QAHS 2-20 un-fulfilled); W Roy historic conservation 
district overlay (QAHS has begun research 7/09); sidewalk/roadway lighting (in Uptown Urban Center along Queen Anne Ave. N., 1st Ave. N., Roy 
St.) ; transit connection to commuter rail (central streetcar route?).

 
 Are your neighborhood plan vision and key strategies still a priority?

• Overall consensus was “some priorities have changed, some haven’t.”
• Major Institutions and major new infrastructure projects call for new strategies.
• Environmental/ecological/sustainable goals have become a higher priority.
• Need to refresh open space and pedestrian improvement strategies. 
• Recreation space needs stronger emphasis and vision.
• Need a more precise and cohesive plan for entire neighborhood that deals with new growth, transportation and open space.
• Crown of Queen Anne has some progress but needs more. 



Seattle Planning Commission

85

QuEEN ANNE

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

What should the updated neighborhood plans focus on?
• Incorporate new and evolving areas, such as Interbay, Gates foundation and the Denny Broad Aurora triangle into the plan. Look to establish 

upzones to absorb density targets and to establish more public services and infrastructure improvements.
• Establish identity and a heart location for the “panhandle” of South lake Union, otherwise known as East Queen Anne. It lacks services and retail, 

but is one of the most densely populated multi-family areas in the city. It also has a number of very large MUP’s in progress. 
• Examine the potential for surplus school and city light property, such as Old John Hay school, the DBA Sub station and the Interbay City Light Parcel 

for example. 
• Improve greening and tree canopy on under planted streets.
• Reward denser areas accepting the pressures of growth with more public investment.  Uptown especially needs more clarity and direction.
• Include family friendly strategies in all zones regarding housing, schools and recreation.
• Integrate new transit initiatives and service into the plan, especially bus rapid transit on Aurora and 15th and a future streetcar to Key Arena from 

downtown. 
• There should be less focus on demographics, especially when only determined for the urban center and urban village. Demographics should 

incorporate the entire planning area. 

Other gaps in the status report:
• Protection of affordable/low income housing in Uptown.
• Urge government to provide schools, community centers, library, and recreation opportunities to serve Uptown, Belltown and South Lake Union.
• Continue to work with the evolving SR99, Two Way Mercer and the Urban Form EIS of South Lake Union as key stakeholders to assure good urban 

design, connectivity, circulation, traffic flow considerations and establishment of dually beneficial community services and improvements.
• Bring in state and county elected representatives to participate in the planning so they better understand the needs of this growing urban 

neighborhood.
• Incorporate demographics of entire community within planning area, not just the urban center and urban village.  Consider expanding the planning 

area to include areas of significant impact to the community, including increased jobs, tax base, traffic and housing/retail demand:
 ° Interbay at Dravus.
 ° Port of Seattle’s Northbay Upland, Cruise ship terminals.
 ° Areas west of Elliott Avenue including Amgen and new office.
 ° BINMIC’s Ship canal industrial areas including the recent MUP approved 500,000 SF Foss office building complex.
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rAINIEr BEACH
General Summary
There was a small group at the neighborhood discussion 
and people felt that communication about the meeting was 
lacking.  The conversation was very agreeable.  A couple 
gentlemen had been in the neighborhood since the 1950’s 
and witnessed many ups and downs.  Others were brand 
new and saw great hope in renovated parks and the numbers 
of children in the neighborhood.  Most of the people at the 
table do not actually live in the yellow lines of the Urban 
Neighborhood because the residential areas are outside it.   
The group did not represent the full flavor of diversity that the 
community offers as a whole.

Highlights
Parks are greatly improved and are a gem for the community: 
Kubota, Beer Sheva, Pritchard Beach, and Dead Horse Canyon 
are favorites.  The development of the Southshore School 
complex is great.  Commercial development is grossly lacking 
and requires immediate attention.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about? 
• Light rail station was done in a visually appealing way.
• Department of Planning and Development changed zoning on 

Rainier to NC3.  
• Performing arts center at Rainier Beach High School.
• Improvement in parks.
• Improvement in public safety.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Transportation.   Bus system was good but is being destroyed. 

Bus transit does not connect to light rail.  It does not work in my 
neighborhood without parking.  Some small business was hurt by 
the construction and light rail in general.

• There is a reluctance of businesses to move in here.  QFC moved 
out, Auto parts store moved in.

• Business district is frustrating.  Businesses move in but don’t stay.
• Need more to stop violence among youth: RB Community Center is 

open late night only two times per week.  We need late night activity 
for youth e.g. skating or turning the old Pancake House into a place 
for young people.  

• Economic development has to include real jobs.  The industrial 
zoned are on Martin Luther King south of the light rail station should 
be rezoned to commercial.

• Lack of design standards.  We need to hold developers accountable.
• Disappointed in the Henderson Boulevard development project.  

The Mayor is moving community dollars for use in Paul Allen 
developments.

• Lots of wasted space.

• Tremendous and positive change in sense of safety, less graffiti, feel 
more connected to neighbors, people used to be afraid to cross the 
street. (This was echoed repeatedly).

• Light rail.
• Multifamily development at New Holly.
• Some institutions growing (e.g. South Shore School)—schools help 

build community making it more sustainable.
• Parks are greatly improved (e.g. Beer Shiva, Dead Horse Canyon, 

Kubota Garden).

• More children and families engaged in parks and out on streets and 
visible.

• We have a long way to go to get back to the way the neighborhood 
was in 1959.

• “The auto junk yard” at Rainier and 57th needs to go away.
• Multigenerational poverty continues.
• The “entrance” to Rainier Beach is worse than it was 10 years ago.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Henderson Street: Building a Better Boulevard: Henderson Boulevard not done according to plan.  Should be zoned NC1.  Worry about Rainier 

Avenue with light rail and new development moving to Martin Luther King.  Need to pay attention to the design of the community center.
• “Beach Square” Commercial Core revitalization:  Where is Beach Square?  Underutilized and vacant land needs to be developed.  We need to 

bring property owners into a room with community members not just shop land to big developers.   We need to pound on the doors of the Office of 
Economic Development to bring economic and community development to Rainier Beach.

• Community Education: The Building Block of the Future: Not promoting education the way we should be.  Only partial renovations at Beach High 
School, we’re losing kids, RB has never been an academic center.  Don’t close our school (RBHS) which is part of the community; good schools are 
how we attract families into the community.

• We need more accountability from city on what has been accomplished.  Rainier Beach must be one of the next three plans to be updated.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• The data does not represent the many people who live just outside the “yellow lines” of the Urban Village but who (would) shop and use the 

resources and services of the area.
• What story do the data tell us?  This should be more explicit.
• “Softer” data and positive indicators: How much park land is there (including Chief Sealth Trail)?  Local (resident) grown food and pea patches? 

Cultural associations? Health and Quality of Life measures.
• The biggest gap is in the focus on the people:  We are part of the city.  Need city support in organizing local groups.  Do not impose but nurture 

grassroots to grow and rise up to do empowering things.  

Note: At least two participants expressed concerns about the outreach or lack thereof for the meeting.
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uNIVErSITy 
COMMuNITy
General summary
Approximately 10-12 people (other than the facilitators and observing 
DPD staff) participated in the discussion.   Attendees identified themselves 
as residents, as well as folks representing businesses and agencies in the 
district.

Highlights 
• Some big successes like streetscape, farmer’s market, and acquisition 

of U-Heights.

• Design review guidelines not as effective as hoped for a variety of 
reasons.

• Big change was lifting UW cap and UW moving into Safeco Tower.

• Light rail station on Brooklyn good for future.

• U-Village growth has exceeded expectations and has had little public 
input. 
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Brought back the Ave (repaving, street furnishing, public art, farmers market, etc.).
• University Heights as community center, nearing acquisition.
• Demographics:

 ° Change in campus housing.
 ° Conversion of SF homes to multi-tenant homes.
 ° Age structure.
 ° Household size.

• Although more density was expected, more condo development than expected.
• The following items were mentioned under other questions but represent major changes noted since plan adoption:
• Safeco Tower now part of UW.
• Sound Transit light rail station to be on Brooklyn rather than 15th.
• Growth of U-Village shopping center.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about? 
• Buses move more quickly through District.
• RPZs – emphasis on “residential.”
• SPD/Campus police cooperation on area north of campus.
• Getting light rail station at Brooklyn and off 15th — good for 

business district.
• Design guidelines improved design (but need to look a how they are 

applied).
• Cleanscapes campaign to remove dumpsters (not complete — still 

working on this).
• Diversity of small businesses- can find anything you need.
• Growing amount of public art – helps offset lack of open space — 

could happen more places.
• Benches and trees.
• Public safety program improving- police reasonably available.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Design guidelines not working:

 ° Public meetings not well-noticed, inaccessible.
 ° DRB doesn’t understand them.
 ° DPD not following or enforcing them.
 ° DRB doesn’t have authority to say no.

• Not as much of a partnership with the City on housing and 
transportation.

• CUCAC was overridden by mayor’s office on UW lid – resulted in 
Safeco Tower going to UW.

• Setbacks waived on Lower Brooklyn.
• Alley vacation requirements waived on Lower Brooklyn (still in 

process).
• Allowed Parrington Lawn on campus to have a building placed in it.
• UW is pushing the envelope.
• Children’s Hospital is expanding (related to UW).
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?

(Started out on some policies not listed in Key Strategies)
• UC-G6 – Not saving architectural character as described in this 

strategy- e.g. Cavalier Apts.
• UC G-2 – Vibrancy of business district still troubled by business 

closures; small lots that don’t serve businesses and are difficult to 
redevelop, high rents; absentee landlords; large parking lots still not 
redeveloped;  what effect will parking requirement changes have?  
Still have few chain stores.  Competition from U-Village affects mix of 
business on the Ave.

• UC G-9 Arts still important but want more.
• UC G-10 Cooperation with churches needed.
• UC G-11 No broad community policing strategy;  Safety issue is 

cyclical and currently improving;  crime numbers down but awareness 
of crime (due to neighborhood blogs) is up; business community could 
propose a list of strategic investments in things like lighting, graffiti 
removal.

Key strategies
• SW quadrant – Still key, no change needed.
• Lower Brooklyn:

 ° Transit being realized.
 ° Transition is messy.
 ° Most development driven by UW.

• Northern Tier:
 ° Losing on this one- drifting way from family homes.
 ° Would have to downzone to prevent loss of SF homes in some 

areas.
 ° Townhouses are providing some of the type of family housing 

described in the strategy.

• University Gardens:
 ° Strategy still sound.
 ° Plans for hotel on hold.
 ° Parking loss may be an issue over time.
 ° Light rail may help on parking issue.
 ° Parking.

• Minimal parking works if overall community provides enough.
• Need more mixed use w/ housing.
• Need to incentivize right amount of parking so businesses survive and 

still have a pedestrian-oriented place.
• Parking and housing affordability are inter-related (e.g mortgage 

$180/mo. for a parking space in a building at $30 K) .
• The Ave/15th:

 ° Could get more space back for pedestrians on 15th if fewer 
busses needed on that corridor after light rail arrives.

 ° 15th is a “wall” and is not pedestrian friendly now.
 ° Not sold on streetcar connecting to downtown.
 ° Churches along 15th are changing- need to work with them to 

create a better pedestrian environment.
 ° Bus service is important to churches.

• Ravenna Village:
 ° Additional strategy suggested- U-Village Master Plan.
 ° U-Village not easy to walk or bus to.
 ° Want more frequent transit between Ave and U-village.
 ° Need overall transportation mitigation for U-Village growth.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

Did not discuss question 4, as we ran out of time.  One questionnaire was received from participants a table, which included the following 
two topics for more focus:
• Architecture.
• Housing.
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WAllINGFOrd
General Summary
Excluding the Commission and NPAC hosts, there were five 
people participating in the neighborhood discussion. Two 
identified themselves as business owners, one as a member of 
Sustainable Wallingford, and two neighbors did not note any 
particular affiliation.  

Highlights
• Participants felt that the vision and strategies were still a 

priority. 

• Sustainability metrics have not been included in the plan 
but are being compiled and gathered by Sustainable 
Wallingford. 

• A group has formed to develop plans for a Wallingford 
Community/Senior Center. 

• Generally traffic is slower but there are more cars 
especially in the neighborhood business district that 
affects transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 

• Strong small business community with a variety of 
services offered. 

• A variety of housing types has allowed for a wide range of 
demographics. 

• Proud of social services offered throughout the 
neighborhood.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• South Wallingford has changed. There are more condos and townhomes.
• Stone Way Safeway is gone.  There is currently a hole in the ground.
• New demographics. 2000 Census is not representative of the current neighborhood make up.
• Wallingford was one of the first plans created. More kids (could be result of the popularity of John Stanford School).  Good supply rental properties, 

especially of group homes, business community seems to be more diverse.
• Businesses have changes.  There are a lot of tiny businesses.
• Corner of 45th/Stone Way very different – no McDonalds.
• 45th/Burke was originally thought to be an area for redevelopment but current businesses are thriving.  There are currently no plans to redevelop.
• Stone Way changing character following the road diet.  Mix of businesses.  Less industrial. Increased residential.
• Not as much development on residential streets – specifically housing and infrastructure.  Improvements were mostly traffic circles.
• Good preservation of historic buildings – especially Good Shepherd and Lincoln High school.
• Committee formed to work on developing a community/senior center.
• Lost bigger businesses – Office Max, Liquor Store, Starbucks and Jamba Juice (Stone) 
• Chamber of Commerce Memberships have doubled the numbers from five years ago.
• Wallingford Center having trouble keeping tenants,
• New Senior Housing on Stone,
• Second year of Art Walk,
• Third year of Farmer’s Market.
• 2000 trees planted on residential streets.
• Road improvements on Stone Way and 45th – Repaving, sidewalk repairs, and road diets.
• Parks Levy provided money for improvements in the neighborhood parks.
• Started Sustainable Wallingford.
• Good place to start a business.
• Improvements to Bridge Way.
• Good small restaurants – Art of the Table, Tilth, May Thai, Musashi’s – good variety.
• Boys and Girls Club.
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 
• 45th looks nicer.
• Nice parks and open space – especially improvements to Wallingford 

Playfield and Gas Works.
• Business atmosphere is nicer and funkier.  Shops seem to be 

local. Lack of chains.  Great stores and restaurants that serve 
neighborhood but also serve as magnet for visitors.

• Boys and Girls Club.
• Many services are available within walking distance.
• Traffic is slower on 45th.
• Crossing flags are good, but get stolen.
• More people are riding bikes – mostly commuters.
• Mixed use condos on Bagley. 

• Townhouses set back from the street on Bagley – good design.
• Example of affordable housing on 45th/Stone.
• Acceptance of shared rental housing – preserves residential 

character and is affordable option for residents.
• Emergency planning is exemplary/good thing – But would like more 

City assistance.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• Business owners have concerns about the curb bulbs along 45th 

including loss of parking, increased traffic and maintenance of new 
vegetation.

• Lack of clothing stores (new store just opened on Bridge Way).
• Increased traffic on 45th. 
• Cut through traffic between 45th and 40th on residential streets.
• High volumes of traffic on 40th – throughway from U District to 

Fremont/Ballard.
• Crosswalks are not observed along 45th and Stone - especially by 

distracted drivers on cell phones and drivers rushing to get through 
the lights [Would like cross walk sting on 45th).  People are not 
stopping for elderly people

• Intersection on 40th and Stone.
• That you have to use crossing flags to get across the street.
• Lack of comfort for cyclists on the streets.

• Sharrows – silly and waste of money.
• Townhouses are crummy and not very imaginative (exception 

Bagley see above).
• Loss of historical buildings just to gain mixed use.
• Cost of housing (both owned and rented) has gone up.
• Mega homes especially when they take away “affordable” housing.
• Lack of community center.
• Hole in the ground at Stone Way and 40th – Lack of City 

involvement to disguise.  Why not require that a fence be put up 
that the community could paint?

• Wish the library was bigger.
• Discussions about parking meters. Most businesses do not want 

them unless the money goes back into the business district.
• Woodlawn Park is a very wide street – look at options to narrow the 

roadway – maybe install swales.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Please see attached matrix summarizing the participant’s responses to each goal.
• Comp Plan Urban Village Goal has been met somewhat well and is still a priority.
• Policies

 ° Single family areas have been protected somewhat well. Some priority – but change is ok.
 ° Wallingford (people participating at the table) like the transfer station.
 ° P-Overlay on 45th supports the Pedestrian strategy.

• Housing Goal – some affordable housing has been built (45th/Stone) but need more.  Still a priority.
• Transportation Goal – being met somewhat well.
• Business Health Goal – being met somewhat well.
• Community Building Goal – very well, priority.  Like one story buildings.
• Human Services Goal – being met very well, well integrated, still a priority.
• South Wallingford Goal – Connections to water are somewhat poorly being achieved (group acknowledged the Wallingford Steps), still a priority.

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?

• There is no delta between the Plan and where we are today.  Present 
data for City side by side with the data from Wallingford. 

• Keep existing focal areas in the Plan.
• Missing sustainability goals and within existing focus areas.

 ° Carbon footprint.
 ° Transportation mode.
 ° Food production and food system security.
 ° Production of local businesses including ownership and 

employees and customer commuting information.
 ° Neighborhood energy use.
 ° Arable land.

• 

• Need to measure (Many of these items are being tracked by 
Sustainable Wallingford).

 ° Rates of volunteerism.
 ° Number of people that don’t drive.
 ° Number and availability of community meeting spaces/

facilities (hours/fees/capacity).
 ° Community use of social services.
 ° Maintenance.

• Streets.
• Business districts.
• Parks.
• Waste and Recycling. 
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WEST SEATTlE 
JuNCTION
General summary
Approximately 30 participants identified themselves as residents, business 
and property owners and ranged from single adults in their twenties to young 
parents to seniors.  They included people whose families had lived in West Seattle for 100+ years to newcomers.  Several participants lived 
outside the plan area in West Seattle but use the business areas and transit frequently and expressed a desire to connect to a neighborhood 
plan vital to the larger community.  A group of participants listened and observed by use of a translator and planned to comment on-line.
 
Highlights
• Junction is the heart of West Seattle, a gathering place centered around an inviting business district filled with unique and creative shops.  It 

has experienced a dramatic and revitalizing surge of growth and development in recent years.  Change is not always welcome but business 
owners and residents marshal energy and influence to make it a better place.  New parks create needed green spaces and the mural project 
beautifies the Junction.

• The Gateway/Fauntleroy Triangle area provides a significant opportunity to improve and create a welcoming entrance to the West Seattle 
peninsula.  The unusual amount of developable land due to the vacated Huling properties and a proposed Bus Rapid Transit (Bus Rapid 
Transit) presents a unique once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for an urban design planning effort involving the City, community groups, 
West Seattle Chamber and West Seattle Junction Association.  This effort should focus on ways to create open and green space, enhance 
pedestrian linkages and connections to the Junction core, provide adequate utilities and convenience shopping while allowing  residential 
density that makes such development financially feasible.

• Parking issues center around the need of businesses requiring support from consumers outside the immediate area, employee parking 
needs, park and riders at the transit hub, and the topographical and demographic make up of the area.  A Park N Ride lot is advocated.

• While the Junction is vibrant, it is fragile and could use more diverse businesses to strengthen the retail mix.  Retail is shrinking while food 
services are growing; high-end retail and creative Mom and Pop shops are needed.

• A comprehensive plan for West Seattle is needed that adds amenities in concert with new growth and development, including wider 
sidewalks, beautification/landscaping, view corridors, traffic calming and marketing with a theme.  Zoning and Design Guidelines are tools 
that can be reviewed and revised to achieve the goals of such a plan.  There is dissatisfaction with the developer response at Design Review 
and with a perceived lack of implementation of the Design Guidelines.
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Ten years ago, the Junction was in need of critical care with a high vacancy rate, declining businesses and a shabby appearance.  A sidewalk 

beautification project combining City resources with property owner investment has increased the number of businesses, improved the overall 
business climate, and calmed traffic, creating a vibrant gathering place for the community.  

• Dramatic changes in recent years with new large scale developments that bring a population increase and impact traffic patterns creates 
community tension when not accompanied by amenities to enhance the pedestrian environment.  Change brings diversity and change is inevitable.  
Businesses want to locate in Junction, but space for new businesses is lacking.

• New development has increased density with high rise mixed use buildings.  Concern about design of new buildings, “Big box architecture is 
mundane,” predominates.  

• New parks make it beautiful; include Ercoline, Junction Plaza, Dakota playfield, Pea Patch.
• New residents are moving to the Junction from other neighborhoods.  It’s become a desirable living neighborhood with new houses and new 

playgrounds, but more it is expensive.  A great mix of activities offers more to do in the Junction, so people stay on the Peninsula.
• Need to do more to make family friendly; acknowledge that schools are critical, but not city responsibility.

2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? 

Junction is growing and developing with business owners and residents in the community caring and involved to make it a better place.  
It is the heart of West Seattle, a gathering place centered around an inviting business district filled with unique and creative shops.  New 
parks create needed green spaces and the mural project beautifies the Junction.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• City help is needed to create a unified vision or master plan for future development that adds amenities in concert with the new growth and 

development.  New development should fit the small town character.
• People are dissatisfied with the developer response at Design Review and with Design Guidelines that have no teeth.
• Transportation needs have not kept pace with development; nothing has been done to ‘get us to the bus.’
• “Where’s the Park and Ride? Instead we’ll have Park and Hide!”
• Rapid Ride doesn’t make sense for West Seattle, instead should have more buses.
• The Gateway area is ripe for new development with vacant lots, but there is no plan to provide green space or linkages with Junction core.
• Lighting is needed at crosswalks to improve pedestrian safety and reduce potential crime.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Major accomplishments such as P-Patch and parks came about with grant funding.  This places burden on community to carry out improvements 

with City limiting its role to funding.
• Transportation is easy if one lives in the Junction but access is difficult if one lives off California.  The Junction is supposed to be a transit hub but 

help is needed to get there.  Park and Ride is needed for people to use transit but the City mind-set opposes that.  Rapid Ride has a long way to go.  
Employee parking is a problem not solved by transit solutions.

• Utilities need to be upgraded to accommodate new development and density.
• Since neighborhoods are filled up, new housing needs to be provided in business district; this supports shopping opportunities that create a vibrant 

center while preserving a buffer zone from single family residential.
• Cottage housing provisions are too generous and take away open spaces and change the character of the neighborhood.  But they are a way to deal 

with housing costs.
• Pedestrian friendly design solutions such as setbacks, light and air spaces are needed to avoid a tunnel effect.
• Sustainability has come a long way – what else can we do?

4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Huling properties offer a unique once in a lifetime opportunity for an urban design planning effort involving the City, community groups, West 

Seattle Chamber and West Seattle Junction Association that allows the City to create a Park and Ride and open spaces in conjunction with pleasing 
development that welcomes people to West Seattle.  A comprehensive plan is needed that includes wider sidewalks, beautification/landscaping, 
view corridors, traffic and marketing with a theme.  Zoning and Design Guidelines need to be reviewed to incentivize setbacks, wider sidewalks and 
view corridors while preserving historic-era buildings.

• The Junction is the only urban village in West Seattle lacking a community center.
• Topography and demographics of the area provide challenges.
• Stalled developments shelter shady activities (drugs and homeless) leading to sense of insecurity.
• People move here because the Junction is vibrant but businesses are fragile and the district could use more diversity; retail is shrinking while 

restaurants are growing.  High end retail is wanted plus Mom and Pop shops, so need to find way to encourage locals to open businesses.
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WESTWOOd - 
HIGHlANd PArK
General Summary
About 15 people participated the neighborhood discussion 
for Westwood-Highland Park.  A majority of them had lived 
in the neighborhood for several years.  Many felt that the 
merging of the Westwood and Highland Park neighborhoods 
for planning purposes was forced because the neighborhoods 
don’t have much in common, but expressed hope that the 
neighborhood planning process could help knit the separate 
areas together. 

Highlights
Participants noted a mixed-bag of accomplishments toward 
the goals of the neighborhood plan. While the community 
is very happy with progress toward establishing a better 
connected pedestrian system, there was concern about 
pedestrian and bicycle safety especially on streets with ever 
increasing traffic volume and speed, especially on Delridge 
Way.  There was some concern that the establishment of a 
community recreation center was being stymied by the school 
district, but that some good progress has been made on 
specific projects.  Commercial redevelopment is proceeding, 
streetscape improvements are good, and the neighborhoods 
are excited about new businesses being opened.  
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1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your 
neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
• Highland Park is diverse, blue collar and working class.  It is becoming more diverse than when the neighborhood plan was adopted, and this 

is generally good, but there are drawbacks, including the difficulty in getting the diverse communities together.  For instance, the Vietnamese 
community is very tight and they tend to keep to themselves and not participate in other community events.  Greater outreach is needed.

• Westwood is different than Highland Park – put together for purposes of planning, but the statistics may not be representative of either 
neighborhood.

• The Seattle school district management of the Sealth/Denny school site will impact the neighborhood.  This is a big concern since the school district 
does not seem to be inclined to communicate with the neighborhood.

• Delridge has more housing now, especially on the south end.
• Westwood Village renovation is somewhat complete, new anchors are good.
• Sealth/Denny complex is complete.
• No kids in the neighborhood at the time of the 1999 plan – lots of kids now, also seniors.
• Westcrest Park has been fixed up — the dog park is good.
• Stewardship of the Duwamish greenbelt has improved.
• The reservoir viewpoint is good.
• There is a greater police presence and officers are very responsive.
• New business development is a positive change, ie) Zippy’s Burgers.
• There is more of a “there” there.
• The library serves the community well.
• Athletic complex – the open field has been transformed to programmed space, not so welcoming.  The school district wants to rent out the fields to 

adult sports groups to the exclusion of the neighborhood use of the space.
• Longfellow Creel legacy trail –the gate is locked too often.  The school district which controls the access is uncooperative.
• There has been an increase in the involvement in community organizations.
• Westwood and Highland Park are very different – there should be better connections but the needs are diverging.

 ° Westwood is more about economic development whereas Highland Park features open space.

• Need more safe-to-walk-to destinations  -desire a more walkable community.
• Concern about what will happen to the Denny school property.
• 35th/Barton – what will happen to this property – P patch?
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2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are 
you most pleased about? 
• Westwood is walkable.
• Longfellow Creek legacy trail is a huge success, also Roxhill.  Took a 

long time, but incredible positive change.
• Westwood Park greenbelt trails should be extended and linked 

to other trails – make the connections.  Volunteers have helped 
to clean up the park – especially kids.  Reduced drug dealing and 
cruising.

• Newer housing in Delridge is positive – new residents should 
support local businesses.

• Westwood Village is important to Highland Park, but Highland Park 
needs more small businesses.

• Each little new thing is much appreciated.
• Plans for St. James Church are good – they need to raise funds to 

make it happen.
• Improved walkability.

 Most dissatisfied about?
• SW Roxbury too busy and fast.
• Number one issue is traffic safety.
• 16th at South Seattle Community College is a beautiful street but 

traffic is too fast and there are no crosswalks
• There seems to be a confrontation brewing between Westwood and 

the Seattle School District and the Seattle Public Utilities.
• Westwood Village needs more of an edge where the Post Office 

parking lot is currently – another retail structure instead of a parking 
lot.  The entire shopping center should be more walkable – although 
it is better than it was.

• Lack of bicycle facilities and transit.
• The City is missing input by holding meetings with such big groups.
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3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority?
• Strategy A

 ° Mostly achieved. 
 ° Not much east-west link between Westwood and Highland Park.
 ° East/west trails need to be extended and enhanced.

• Strategy B
 ° Not happening as described.
 ° What is the “South Civic Center?”
 ° Funds for improvements to the community center have been hard fought.  Prices have increased so more stuff has not been accomplished.
 ° New building, pool renovation, all weather track all good.
 ° But the center is not welcoming/inviting.
 ° Integrate the school district property better with the neighborhood.
 ° Locked gates that don’t have to be locked create a “penitentiary” feel.
 ° Planning for the Sealth/Denny site redevelopment has been done – need to implement.
 ° There is an impending clash between the school district, parks department and the neighborhood.

• Strategy C
 ° Could be better, even though much improved.
 ° Less prostitution.
 ° Don’t feel safe waiting for transit.
 ° Reinstitute neighborhood walks – ie) in the Westcrest greenbelt.
 ° No parking available for small businesses – taken out by street improvements.
 ° White Center CDA supportive of improvements.
 ° Sense of entry not implemented well everywhere. Could use art and banners like in White Center.
 ° Delridge Corridor is a term not being used much any more.

• Strategy D
 ° Not working on Delridge for balancing traffic with safety for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
 ° This is still a priority.
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4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, 
housing affordability, public amenities and transportation networks.  What should there be more focus on (or less 
focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are there any important gaps 
in the draft status report?
• Vacant houses.
• Threat of a jail.
• Boundary issue of Delridge development plan area – greenbelt should be included in the neighborhood.

 ° Hundreds of homes not addressed in the neighborhood plan – expand boundary to include.

• Infrastructure work was supposed to include combined sewer system – none on the north, not on the east.
• Want more long-term owners in the neighborhood.
• No quantifying small businesses – home based businesses.
• How much commercial square footage is in the neighborhood?
• Westwood Village vs small businesses – some tension.  The big Village should mentor small businesses instead.
• Need professional business group – create clout.
• Economic viability of small businesses.
• Assess the use/value of industrial zoned property as the bottom of the hill.
• A discussion needs to happen about what type of new commercial development should occur in the future.

 ° Need information about current conditions as a base.
 ° Economic development not always retail-based.
 ° Better jobs/housing balance in the neighborhood.

• Focus on creating a neighborhood identity in the built and natural environment – Longfellow Creek is a good example.
• Bike and pedestrian trails need to be extended and linked – get Feet First involved.
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Wrap-up Comments

Parks and Open Space
• New priority need to be preserving the Duwamish greenbelt – improve 

trails in it.
• Include Riverview and West Duwamish greenbelt.

Community Development
• Entry features on Highland Park Way, Roxbury.
• Look at how commercial property is being used – are churches the 

best use?
• More small businesses.
• Townhouses are ugly and poorly placed.
• Look at how commercial property is being used – are churches the 

best use?
• Two neighborhoods need to support small businesses.
• Encourage small businesses to meet customers’ needs – make 

themselves attractive to neighborhoods.
• Architecture and aesthetics of new development important.
• Pay attention to architecture and landscaping – including parking strip 

landscaping that needs to have street trees.
Transportation/Traffic

• Traffic/bike issues are fluid – need to stay on top of this.
• Transit to downtown is slow.
• Public spaces, walking routes and transit need to be safe and 

available.
• Walkable neighborhoods.
• How about a funicular.
• Delridge barrier between Westwood and Highland Park – need better 

crossings.
• Traffic safety is a concern, especially at 9th Avenue.

General
• Positive change is happening
• Major concern about the planning process –should be “bottom-up”. 

Seems like it’s the other way around
• Find ways to integrate all the things/activities going on in the 

neighborhood to help implement them
• More public outreach to more people know about meetings in the 

planning process
• West Seattle blog is great outreach
• Get two groups together more often
• Grass roots not top down – city should support neighborhood by 

dealing with the school district
• Boundary concern – Fauntleroy is changing rapidly
• West Seattle – a neighborhood of neighborhoods. Need some 

cohesion and coordination
• Need to reach more people in the process
• Good turn out at neighborhood meetings – put lucks, raffles are 

effective draws
• Census numbers are old
• Neighborhood plan should be a living document
• Need to be more involved with the school district
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Five Open Houses, 24 neighborhood discussions
1. June 22 at the South lake Union Armory;  Uptown/ Queen Anne; Belltown; Eastlake; Capitol Hill; First Hill; Pike/Pine 
2. July 8 Northgate Community Center  Lake City, Aurora/Licton Springs, Broadview - Bitter Lake - Haller Lake, University Community (University District NW, Ravenna) 
3. July 23 Phinney Neighborhood Center  Greenwood/Phinney Ridge, Crown Hill & Ballard, Fremont, Wallingford, Green Lake
4. July 27 Rainier Community Center Central Area (Madison-Miller, 23rd & Union - Jackson and 12th Avenue), Columbia City - Hillman City - Genesee, Rainier Beach
5. July 28 Delridge Community Center Admiral, West Seattle Junction, Morgan Junction, Delridge, Westwood/Highland Park, Georgetown

Neighborhood Planning Commission Host NPAC Member Host
Admiral Catherine Benotto Mark Wainwright

Aurora/Licton Springs Michelle Zeidman Sharonn Meeks (Mark Wainwright unable to attend)

Belltown Kay Knapton Catherine Stanford

Broadview/Bitter Lake/Haller Lake Linda Amato Craig Benjamin

Capitol Hill David Cutler Heidi Oien

Central Area Mark Johnson Kate Stineback (Adrienne Bailey did not attend)

Crown Hill & Ballard Leslie Miller Ashley Harris

Columbia City/Hillman City/Genesee Leslie Miller Linda Amato of the SPC  (Eddie Hill unable to attend)

Delridge Chris Persons Boaz Ashkenazy

Eastlake Martin Kaplan Brian Ramey

First Hill Kevin McDonald Sharonn Meeks

Fremont Chris Fiori Toby Thaler

Georgetown Amalia Leighton Judith Edwards

Green Lake Jerry Finrow Kate Joncas

Greenwood/Phinney Ridge Linda Amato Kate Stineback

Lake City Colie Hough-Beck Renee Staton

Morgan Junction Jerry Finrow Cindi Barker

Pike/Pine Josh Brower Dennis Saxman

Queen Anne Matt Roewe John Coney

Rainier Beach Chris Persons Christie Coxley

University Community Mark Johnson Jeannie Hale

Wallingford Amalia Leighton Irene Wall

West Seattle Junction Kay Knapton Sharon Meeks

Westwood/Highland Park Kevin McDonald Christie Coxley

ii

i
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Appendix A   — Sample Agenda

Neighborhood Open House
June 22, 2009 - 6:00 – 8:00 pm

South Lake Union Armory – 860 Terry Ave. N.
Hosted by the Seattle Planning Commission & Neighborhood Planning Advisory Committee

Agenda
1. Opening Session – 20 minutes 
Introduction & Welcome – Josh Brower, NPAC Co-Chair 
Opening Remarks – Councilmember Sally Clark 
Orientation Video 

2. Six (6) Neighborhood Breakout Sessions – 75 minutes 
Breakout sessions for Queen Anne, Belltown, Eastlake, Capitol Hill, First Hill, Pike/Pine 
Presentation by SPC table host (5-7 minutes) 

• Goals of the breakout session 
• Presentation of background information on neighborhood plan and status update 
• How to provide input (discussion, written questionnaire, easel pad, on-line questionnaire) 
• Additional resources available 

Facilitated discussion of question led by NPAC table host 
1. Most of the neighborhood plans were adopted about 10 years ago and are in their mid-life. How has your neighborhood changed in the last decade since the plan 

was adopted, (or since you’ve been there)? 
2. What changes or aspects of your neighborhood are you most pleased about? Most dissatisfied about? 
3. How well are your Neighborhood Plan vision and key strategies being achieved? Are they still the priority? 
4. The city is completing neighborhood plan status reports focusing on demographics, development patterns, housing affordability, public amenities and 

transportation networks. What should there be more focus on (or less focus on) as the neighborhood status reports are completed in the coming months? Are 
there any important gaps in the draft status report? 

3. Closing remarks and Next Steps – 5 minutes 
Closing Remarks & Next Steps – Josh Brower, NPAC Co-Chair 
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Appendix B – list of attendees from five open house meetings  

Tim Ahlers
Joy Anderson
Jennifer  Anderson
Aurora Anunicacion
Katheryn Armstrong
Jill Arnow
Boaz Ashkenazy
Joanne Auterjung
Maris Avots
Emi Baldowin
John Barbee
Scott Barkan
Tod Barker
Deb Barker
Catherine Barker
Rick Barrett
Zander Batchelder
Vicki Baucom
Ellen Beck
Craig Benjamin
Cory Bergman
Jane Bigby
Derek Birnie
John Bito
Allina Black
Neel Blair
Mark Bloudek
Anna Bowers
Dave Boyd
Sheila Brown
Jan Brucker
Susie Burke
Janice Burnell
Gloria Butts
Priscilla Call
Pablo Cambinicio
Leon Capelo
Kevin Carrabine
Eudora Lowery Carter
Susan Casey
Chris Caster

Kara Ceriello
Jose Cervantes
Gordon Clowers
Clarice Coker
Rene Commons 
John Coney
Colleen Cooke
Dorene Cornel  
Michael Cornell
George Counts
Stuart Crandall
Sally Crone
Web Crowell
Michael Cuadra
Mike  Dady
MJ Davidson
Susan Davis
DeEtte Day
Christo de Klerk
William  Decherd
Jim  Del Ciello
Jon deLeeves
Rory Denovan
Donn Devore
Brian Dougherty
Lloyd Douglas
Nancy Driver
Chanta Dumas
Christa Dumpys
Shannon Dunn
Tim Durkan
Ruth  Dyksterhais
Sherell Ehlers
David Ellinger
Julie Enevoldsen
John Enger
Alicia Fadul
David Fansler
Abdy Farid
Bill Farmer
Andrea Faste

Patty  Foley
Nancy Folsom
Becca Fona
Tony Fragada
Eric Friedli
Bill Fuzekas
Dennis  Galvin
Herbert Getchell
Lucille Getchell
Joseph Gockowski
Daniel Goddard 
John Golobiec
Kirsten Graham
Lynn Graves
Matt Gray
Elizabeth  Guenara
Justina Guyott
Julia Hadley
Jeannie Hale
Craig Hanway
Susan Harmon
Kathy Harper
Michael harthorne
Ralph Heitt
Tom Henry
Eva Hermesmeyer
Hai Hoffman
Dick Hogan
Charles Hogg
K Beth Hollingsworth
Raft Hollingsworth
John Hoole
Bert Hopkins
Ron Hornuns
Megan Horst
Serin Houpton
Ryan Hughes
Wendy Jans
Joan Jeffery
Sarah Jenkes
Susan Jensen

Jim Jensen
Dale  Johnson
Blair  Johnson
Matt Johnston
Giff Jones
Mary Jones
Roger Jones
Alan Justad
Laura  Kalleb
Erica  Karlovits
Elias Kass
Narom Khath
Phoeun Khim
Melanee King
Wesley Kirkman
Cheryl Klinker
Chris Knapp 
Kay Knapton
Amber Knox
Sam  Knoz
Sybil Knudson
Karen Ko
Diane Kremingk
Tom  Lee
Dorothy Lengye
Jeff Libby
Ref Lindmark
Peter Locke
Julie   Lubre
Wendy Luker
Andrew M
Matt Ma
Glenn MacGilvra
John Magnenat
Mike  Mariano
Velma Maye
Vivian McLean
Douglas McNutt
Sandra Melo
Susan Melrose
Richard Min

Phil Mocek
Rob Mohn
Dave Montoure
Jesse Moore
Patti  Muller
Lisa Muller
Dan   Mullins
Mars Mure
Jessica Nguyen
Tri Nguyen
Hong Nguyen
Dan   Nolte
Richard Nordstrom
John Nuler
Karen O’Brien
Jeannie O’Brien
Dara O’Bryne
Susan O’Connell
Kristy O’Donnell
Pennie O’Grady
Sokunthea  OK
Kenneth Olsen 
Vlad Oustimoritch
Chris Pasco
Betty Pata
Nina Pata
Bert Patrick
Jeffrey Pelletier
Andrea Petzel
Beth Pflug
Boyd Pickerell
Erik Pihl
Jeff   Pittman
Ed Pottharst
Jen  Power
Tim Pretare
Susie Prets
Mary Quackenbush
Brian Ramey
Craig  Rankin
Jordan Rash
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Appendix B – list of attendees from five open house meetings 

Matt Rehder
Mike  Reinhardt
Diane & Bob Rhea
Marjorie  Rhodes
Scott Ringgold
Amelia River
Kirk Robbins
Joan   Robbins
Delight Roberts
Lee Roberts
Ray Robinson
Donna Roseveark
Dennis  Ross
Jon Rudical
Dennis  Saxman
Sue Scharff
Dena Schule
Shirley Schurman
Deanise Schwarz
Sharon Scully
Rita Selin
Dic   Selin
Philip Shach
Sarah Shoup
Sam  Simone
Steve Sindiong
Susan Sisson
Cindy Small 
Tamra Smilanich
Marty  Spiegel
Catherine Stanford
Catherine Stengord
Kate Stineburk
Ruth Stinton
Conan Storlie
Mike  Stringer
Adam Strutynski
Christine Stuffels
Jean Sundrorg
Jeff Taylor
Nicole Taylor

Tony To
Viet Tran
Alexandra Tu  
Ron Turner
Cathy  Tuttle
Sarah Valenta
Diana Vergis Vinh
Jessica Vets
Roger Wagoner
Forrest Wald
Irene Wall
William  Walsh
Ed Wecloires
Stuart Weiss
Catherine Wentbrook
Al Werner
Julien Wheeler
Patty Whisler
Scott White
Mary Whitmore
Stephen Whitmore
Thomas Whittemore
Adrienne Wicks
Kraig  Wilhelmsin
Adrian Wilkenson
Vivian Williams
Terry Williams
Betty Williams
Laura  Wing-Whitebear
Greg Winterstea
Laura  Wong-Whitebear
Mikala Woodward
Jason Woycke
Sara Wysocki



Admiral
notes
questionnaires

Aurora-Licton Springs
notes
questionnaires

Belltown
notes
questionnaire

Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake
notes
questionnaires

Captiol Hill
notes

Central Area
notes

Columbia City-Hillman City-Genesee
notes
questionnaires

Crown Hill/Ballard
notes
questionnaires

Delridge
notes

Eastlake
questionnaires

First Hill
notes

Fremont
questionnaires

Georgetown
questionnaire

Green Lake
questionnaires

Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
notes
questionnaires

Lake City
notes
questionnaires

Morgan Junction
questionnaires

Queen Anne
questionnaires

Rainier Beach
notes

University Community
notes
questionnaires

Wallingford
notes
questionnaire

West Seattle Junction
notes

Westwood/Highland Park
notes
questionnaires

Appendix C – Notes and questionnaires submitted at meetings



























































































 













































 Central Area Neighborhood Plan Status  

July 27, 2009 

 

Note: Although the discussion was spurred by the 4 questions provided, it did not 
necessarily always stay on the topic. The notes here are in the order that the 
comments came up. -msj 

Transit has not changed which is a limit on development on growth.  E.g #27 has 
same schedule as in the 1960s, # is changing but still has 1-hour headways off-peak 

Some transit corridors are very crowded- e.g. Yesler  

Generally Central has good transit service.   

A little history: Community set up “mini-trans” shuttling within and across 
neighborhood in the 1970s when are as underserved.  When I-90 was built streets 
were closed and routes were changed.  Used to have #11 through the commercial 
district.  

The “confluence” at Jackson and 14th has not been addressed.  Not a gateway 

23rd and Jackson could be more pedestrian friendly 

Building with City neighborhood office is like a “wall” – no green on that corner 

There is some change expected with new housing at CCS 

The Welch building – success in design included breaking up the building mass so 
you can see through.   Getting lots of 5-story buildings replacing 1-story (losing the 
old small scale) 

Walgreens was required to “fit in” with lower scale building.  Safeco building also 
lower scale.  Welch Plaza is god example. 

Likes balconies on buildings-humanizes the scale 

Cannon House could have more green space 

Open space has not changed much- little parks not well maintained.  Open space was 
not mentioned in the plan much a all.  More needs to be done. Parks should be more 
accessible.  

22nd  Ave where Jimi Hendrix’ home was parked for a while- now Lavizzo Park 

There is an opportunity to connect parks wit small acquisitions.  Revitalized Pratt 
Park- added foliage.  Could have a seating area or wading pool 

Can’t call it an urban village if it’s a concrete jungle. 



Safety issue- having events helps 

Too much dense housing 

Look at the grid- should be a park inside each area between arterials 

Central is still trying to be an urban center.   

NW corner of 23rd and Jackson is rundown and will probably get redeveloped 

Need more traffic signals on MLK 

Public safety- middle school aged child mugged on Cherry in broad daylight 

The Schools used to be what glued the neighborhoods together- need something 
that replaces this as a community-building function 

Several schools have closed- short sighted 

Need temporary uses until the need returns 

Safeway at Mad-Miller - so huge 

Something else tall s going in across street need a park among all the tall buildings 

Should be a node 

There has been a change in economics east in Mad Valley 

There is a particular developer who does what he wants unless the City changes the 
Code 

23rd and Union - not there yet (referring to key strategies)  

Likes scale at 20th and Union 

Wonders what they are going to to do with TT Minor  

Business- business incubator attracting small businesses (e.g 23rd and Dearborn 
area) 

Neighborhood commercial especially on street level need space for businesses 

Trader Joes good with parking above 

Heard that Casey (family center) is going to expand- probably go up 

Small businesses need parking 

Street trees are needed- missing an many places 

Parking example- Madrona – NW corner of 34th and Union- lot is often empty  



Harder t have community events because of lack of parking 

Townhouse zoning is an issue- needs to be improved to keep some green space.  
Also too many stairs- not accessible - e.g. East of 23rd on Union  

Took down trees by p-patch at Norman, took down 2 houses and put up 7 

Townhouses – not enough light, privacy,  

Garages hard to enter, waste of space 

Seem to change zones per whims of developers 

Why require a garage? Have central parking.  Not smart housing 

Need a hard look at apartment height- shadow effect is huge (we live in a far north 
city) 

Build tall 3 story buildings with studio, 1- and 2-BR 

Independent seniors in Central getting taxed out of homes 

Central Area Senior Center @ 30th and MLK- many coming up from south.  Bt it’s on 
aview lot and could be lost to redevelopment 

Grocery stores are a key element.   

23rd and Union [village] still needs to be pulled toward MLK 

23/Jackson need to tell developers they need to come to community  in permitting 

Townhouses are not along-term solution for housing families 

Not much was mentioned in plan on infrastructure 

 

 

 

 

 



Notes: 

Question One: 

A lot more dense housing has appeared in Seward Park just outside CC. (Orcas) 

Live and work in Columbia city, more businesses in the center.  

True of cc, not really true of Hillman city, it struggles with its business district, not as much housing as the plan says it 
should have. 

Genesee and Hillman haven’t caught up with cc but 15 years ago 70 percent of the storefronts were vacant there so 
there is still possibility. 

Live two blocks away from the community center, read the plan and note that the organizing principle in the plan was 
the siting of the light rail station in Columbia city at rainier and Edmunds, as an organizing principle it’s a powerful tool, 
so many of the assumptions about how people would be drawn in are now moot because it was sited elsewhere, one 
way flow between the corridors, east / west with transit and because of that it makes it harder for genesee and Hillman 
City. 

Neighborhood school is now shuttered that is centered in the planning area and its fate is uncertain 

Live slightly outside plan area; my block has improved, new crosswalks, looks better because of light rail, a lot more 
rental units, houses and businesses that are vacant 

Live in Columbia city, more affordable housing and options for senior citizens  

Known drug house in my neighborhood and hard to do anything about it without fear of retaliation 

In last six years things seem quite stable in Columbia city, housing and businesses, Hillman and genesee also seem 
stable, i.e. unchanged, which is unfortunate perhaps for most people, transportation issues need to be addressed in 
order to help those districts, not sure this old plan addresses smart growth and walkable, livable neighborhoods 

Live on 35th and Edmunds, vested interest in light rail, feel like a lot is predicated on what will happen with orca (school) 

Business owner and live in CC, as a resident before a business owner, development of hitts hill park rather than housing 
development was a positive, less turn over with businesses 

Shawn representing developer in the neighborhood (St. Gobain), how to do appropriate growth, tie in light rail and make 
it functional and usable for residents 

Come from a family that has lived in the Rainier Valley since 1892. hillman city and genesee, how can we get them to the 
point that cc is at now, shopped in cc as a child, then all boarded up now  there is a renaissance, how do you move 
people up and down to the other business districts and to light rail, maybe shuttles, however you get people there 

Traffic has gotten scarier since the light rail was put in, traffic moved to rainier, then moved over to lake Washington 
blvd which is where I reside, wish there was some way for rainier not to look like aurora, when the safeway moved out 
they promised they would rent to another grocery store and they broke that promise (furniture store and Chinese 
restaurant, large parking lot), all because the light rail is above ground, if it were underground the problem somehow 
wouldn’t be as bad 

Less rentals, more owner-occupied, more children, bus. district in Hillman city hasn’t changed at all 



Columbia plaza site has changed hands and st. gobain property has changed hands, both of those were somehow missed 
in the original zoning mentions in the plan, and both are going to be developed at greater density than surrounding 
businesses, interesting thing that landmarks board is reviewing development rather than design review and it’s less 
rigorous 

Second to the above comment 

*** 

Question Two:  

Traffic is very very bad in our neighborhood; love to be a new business owner in Columbia city 

Most pleased about cc, would like to be a business owner there; most displeased with re-entry program on rainier and 
orcas in Hillman city and loitering that goes along with it 

Pleased by light rail 

Love the green spaces, love to walk from Columbia park up through genesee to the lake , like that there are a lot of 
business owners who are also residents, speed of traffic is concerning and an issue, parking and lack of parking around 
light rail, safety issues taking light rail at night 

Diversity of businesses in Columbia city,  disappointed that road diet on rainier didn’t go through, not an open process 
about what’s happening with Orca, portables on valuable land that is not being utilized 

Super excited about light rail and the possibility, challenge is how to capitalize on those developments.  

Live in diverse neighborhood a plus; walkabiliy from Othello to Kenyon to Henderson hard for senior citizens, long blocks 
and desolate streets 

MLK now deserves the name blvd! like the trees on MLK 

Live between rainier and mlk, can see lots of issues on the corners, hugely pleased by light rail, dreams about parking 
and park and rides are not warranted, disappointed that east-west connections with buses or shuttles aren’t better, very 
pleased with redevelop of rainier vista however displeased that fully half of it is not on schedule and not yet finished, 
disappointed with ped. Amenities outside of downtown cc; continue to be ongoing safety issues in the area 

Like the light rail and hope that it is successful, displeased with state of public safety and especially youth violence issue 
would like to see community support rather than city support to deal with youth violence and inmates 

Park and library developments are a huge plus; sidewalk maintenance lacking, continue to ask for traffic calming and 
hasn’t happened (another agreement from a participant “BIG TIME”) lack of involvement and cooperation of school 
district regarding Orca site, farmers market does not have a permanent home big concern 

Pos: light rail is great, lived in Chicago for seven years and never owned a car and it was awesome, moved to within a 
half mile of a light rail station on purpose and love it, proponent of density and new urbanism, how you develop that 
density is incredibly important, right next to community center, light rail etc.; deeply concerned about safety, has been 
awakened by gunshots within a block twice in the last month. Great success with plaza and st. gobain, school site is a 
giant vacant property right in the heart of the neighborhood, need to coordinate between developers to achieve a 
cohesive vision, needs to be thought re low income housing, need subsidized low income storefronts to keep local 
businesses there, traffic calming on rainier is necessary for health of people and businesses 



Seattle public wifi great, expand it, useless in Columbia city and broken all the time 

Wife’s family farmed in Bellevue then moved to beacon hill, those older Japanese Americans are now coming to have 
breakfast in cc which is a great sign, need to make them feel comfortable to come for dinner! 

Disagree that traffic calming on rainier is going to be possible considering the road diet did not go through. Also, 
businesses like Darigold and Mondo in Genesee need ease of transportation because of the type of business they do. 
Instead, need better mix of zoning on both sides of rainier to tie neighborhoods into Hillman and Genesee and see 
improvements.  

SEED arts is amazing, nonprofits like bike works are awesome, businesses are a pedestrian event and that’s a success in 
itself, surplus of kids, public schools need better support, opportunities for rental housing are squandered, need a road 
diet and need to preserve farmers market where it is now, love to walk  and bike to everything 

I can walk east or west and get almost everything I need (cc resident/work there too); love the light rail and mixed 
development in terms of types of housing, brings in a more diverse group of people, moving the licensing station out of 
Hillman city which won’t help the business district, like the diversity of options for kids in terms of daycare, library, etc. 

live in seward park and would like to use pub transport but east-west connections are iffy; love the cc center and use it a 
lot, also love seward park itself, an incredible amenity 

empty bldgs and storefronts concerning in Hillman/Gen. 

love light rail, Hillman city bus district needs major pub and private investment, need eggs in more than one basket--cc 
has success and Hillman and genesee aren’t getting any of it, sidewalks and bulbs in downtown cc help define that as a 
pedestrian space and would help with Hillman and genesee 

Invitation from a resident for everyone—Columbia city, genesee, Hillman, to come and join a newly re-forming group 
used to be the Columbia city community council, they meet the first Monday of the month at library at 6 pm in the 
basement 

Question Three: 

*** 

numbers in notebook, discussion follows.  

Most people gave very high marks for Columbia city, low for genesee and hillman 

difficult to lump all three of these neighborhoods together, and in doing so genesee gets really shortchanged. is it worth 
breaking out the three neighborhoods and not lumping them together in one neighborhood plan? 

part of the problem of genesee is a use mix that is very different from cc, darigold, mondo meats using rainier as a 
corridor but neighbors might have a different view of how they want to see their neighborhood 

traffic is horrific; there are no places where you can ride your bike to the train station without a head injury. vision and 
key strategies for transportation are the same and haven’t been achieved, won’t use businesses on the other side of 
rainier because of the traffic 

stronger link between rainier vista and cc—that connection, mental and geographic, just not there, Columbia city 
community council had a map that specifically excluded rainier vista, connection not there 



Awkward physical arrangement, dense housing, train station, business district, need to figure out how to make them 
work together 

needs to be specific focus on zoning discussion, pedestrian strategy, design strategy, doesn’t neatly fit into visions and 
goals, maybe make them broader and not focus on geographical boundaries need to be addressed 

is mlk corridor improvement as strategy still  necessary with light rail improvements? 

Live between rainier and mlk, closer to mlk and bike and walk everywhere. Long stretches of mlk abandoned by peds for 
hours at a time, take kid to daycare on bike via mlk and rainier and it’s scary, have to ride on sidewalks (maybe it’s good 
then that they’re empty?!); not really a business district on MLK and despite sound transit improvement it’s an ugly 
place for peds with nothing really to walk to 

Maybe this is considered a given, but diversity and neighborhood connection are listed in vision statement of plan but 
are lacking in the strategy section; would like to see empowerment and input and ownership and communication and 
specifics of how to achieve that listed there; would love to see renter/ownership breakdown shift towards more 
ownership in demographics 

Breakdown and framework, as well as the actual strategies, are antiquated; pedestrian, design and zoning seem like 
better framework for discussion 

 

Question Four: 

Broad breakdown of visions and strategies does not hint at list of more specific strategies (for example in the cc plan 
there are specific parcels marked for zoning changes, etc) 

Seems more cart before the horse because census data is old 

Want to see the degree of change in terms of demographics and stats instead of just a snapshot, don’t depend on 
anecdotal information to measure change but instead use stats 

Advocate for shuttles in other areas to get people to the trains, plenty of people in seward park who would ride the rail 
if they could get some sort of transportation. No one asked people if they would take the rail if they had access, would 
like to see survey to see viability of ridership outside of immediate area 

Tricky to get into a discussion about changing zoning without tracking change patterns and development patterns 

 



Please provide thefollowing information and attach~itiOnal she~ts if necessL.
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? ~~~~·)_1.....u.....l.•..../'\I1.•.••...•..•0~~fa_-~C_<,_I_~-~\--- _
For how long have you... less than 5-10 more than does not N '- .

5 years years 10 years apply arne.
lived in this neighborhood? _ 0 .0 0
owned a business in this neighborhood? O· 0 0 <I'
regularly visited this neighborhood? 0 0 II 0
worked in this neighborhood? o. 0 0
attended school in this neighborhood? ~ 0 0 0
other (please describe) 0 0. 0 0

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?

!transportation. 0 transportation
housing 0 housing

. safety 0 safety
parks and open space 0 parks and open space

Cd public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) D. public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
~business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)

~buildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existingoother (please specify) D other (please specify) ---------
Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissati~fied about?



o very well

~mewhat wello somewhat poorlyovery poorly

o don't know/neutral

please describe

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so .
~me priorities have changed, some haven'tono, not at all
o don't know/neutral
please describe

.. There should be more focus on ...

~.i. t:t.··~..·•.~~i~.&~;(1.JiL~f~:+-./' ~ 3)
A f. 1 i,'ik!.~.•.~j!C;;fcf.·•.5..· ~.PL<b./i.'.C. ffiit)
. 1(l1l01t~ca4 1a4Vf4,tt!}ct fidLr

SCL~··N
Are th~ny important gaps in the draft status reports?

Qy I

);2$f..es (please describe)

There should be less focus on ...
j>. Je.u\"-e CLS-, Vl.q (t~
j5.UQ

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000
PO Box 3403.9

Seattle, WA 983.24

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e .gov/d pd/P lanningINe ig hborh ood_

PIann ing/StatusRe ports/d efa uIt.a sp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.

Which neighborhood are you commenting on? UJ V~J''''- C,·9....----------
For how long have you... lessthan 5-J.0 morethan doesnot Name:

5 yoears yeoars J.Oes aOPPIY
lived in this neighborhood? Y9
owned a business in this neighborhood? 0 0 0 ~
regularly visited this neighborhood? 0 0 (~) 0
worked in this neighborhood? 0 0 f?5 0
attended school in this neighborhood? 0 0 0 J?j"
other (please describe) ~ 0 I ~"" 0 r9I' 0 >0

W/? J k1 ~ d/lJ):M rt.)l./V'--' /

most pleased about? "J ' most dissatisfied about?
J2}transportation } >' t' . ( (-';' (.. ,(.;, bo)"+' 0 transportation
o housing , C,' r) 0 housing
o safety 0 safetyo parks and open space 0 parks and open space
o public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) JaPublic facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)

J2fbusiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
o bUildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existingo other (pleasespecify)_________ 0 other (pleasespecify) _

Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?
I! l/' . )/\In r--. hA.')-rJ---r V\ __L-f....cC;z__

L.A v v r·

!...J.,7)!v '



overy wello somewhat well
o somewhat poorlyo very poorly

o don't know/neutral

please describe

Are they still the priority?

oyes, very much soosome priorities have changed, some haven't'
o no, not at all
o don't know/neutral

please describe

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?

ONo ,
OVes (please describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 1.0, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

1 ~Yl 'v'> '~~,.Jcl/c.v6--L) ~.Jf' 1/v:.oll', C~1' C-CYv{,~-f /~~·jf-1'k.e-~' ~~

V\ tl"j~( {/i\~/U. "'J t'u-(p\rz~k~. &~ f-~~~ v ~

I.' r A R A:Q, r/ ~/'" i,!ie; Cl IA'VV'\ f. ~ •. I' {J ur oub ~ <:.. j-t..l~.AJ""'~~.J __
VI V'~j'- ,,/v,v"'!"J °0 v~/C/Y_;;;:;~""4l

(' I:"""]..,A i, ','~'ftlso) ""'fnp-\'] ,- .) I¢",. ,) ,r;:~~;;J

Vou can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle .gov/d pd/Pla nningiN eighborh ood_

Plan ning/StatusReports/default.asp



Please provide the/ollowing information and attach aft/Iitional sh~ets if ~ecessary.

Which neighborhood are you commenting on? t.J2 t~ M Y?\A t111q----------
For how long have you... less than 5-J.0 more than does not N

5 years years J.O years apply ame:

o ~ 0 0o 0 0 0o ~ 0 0
@ 0 0 0o 0 0 @o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
D transportation nt . ("', ~ transportation
D housing -tV 1J... V\f\~ D housing
D safety 5Z1 safety

~

parks and open space D parks and open space
pu bl ic faci Iit; es (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 publ ic facilities .(e.g. libraries, community centers)
business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
bUildings-newandexis~,!g . f;{;' ~Obuildings-newandexisting C j¥J other (plea~e specify) (}J.~~ (Vl V7~~' flj other (please specify) tl ~V\.,")_

Do you have any comments relateCfto ~1,at you are pleased or dissatisfied about? \f\., l Si~ f· .'

r~f ~ ~ ()lUJ'Vl~ ~ ~t1eb1



o very well
--@ somewhat well
.0somewhat poorly
o very poorly
o don't know/neutral

t~l~~~b!~,~fALtLK~~~~

~~~M~~) .

Are they still the priority?
oyes, very much so

~ some priorities have changed, some haven'to no, not at allodon't know/neutral
please describe . '. A •• j

fA..e.\Vy.L ~ ~.' I~\fVl!1!vt lA~ YIJ.JlU
Lt'-blVW 6Vl .vYwtl U u ro ~ h (llflv+oll tJf't~;

~~~{~
hcS'lW- ~~.)

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?

ONo ,oYes (please describe)

N6V ~~.·WW qlnvts.~.

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 2.0, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e. gov/d pd/PI ann ingiN e ighborh ood_

Pia nn ing/Statu sReports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.
Whkh neighborhood are you commenting on? _C....d~~~Il~~~~_O~~_,~\: _

For how long have you... less than 5-1.0 more than d:esnot\
5 years years 1.0 years apply

o • 0 0
0.0 0 4to 0 __ 0
o 0 0 ito 0 0 _e 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (pl~e describe) \'\ '\ \
~ ~~r-lA ~I\ ~~, ~\oe\<;'

,{Z;;~", >'

~i:"1,fj

~ '-o.,So"'L,:,';i.<;. ...:.~ Q. \-\ •. Q.tta~. ~\- ~~, ~tM" c\ 'b,S:I.€&S
~~~\- ~,~~~ ~~ Q ~ ~~~~\\ ~ ~~tvJLtc:.Q\ \~.

~'ac.W•..q<~"",\t'u \~r\ \,:\
\t\<I"t. \e.""-\~<!.,, ..•"" i""\ : ~.

mo~pleased about? most dissatisfied abol\t? ~l
IEtransportation L\~~\ ~a\') [3'transportation (\\)O-~,~\t.\-I\~ '\I'V\~Wfl\eb )ohousing @'housing
~ ety 0 safety

rks and open space 0 parks and open space
blic facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)

usiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
uildings - new and existing 0,' buildings - new and eXisti~ \,oother (please specify) 0 other (please specify) ~e6 \<;. .

Do you have any comments related to what ~ou are ~Ieased or ~issa\i~fied ,about? . , " ',.
~ ~~Q..~,)~ \t'QQ.\ C~';~L\- "-.)~o.l\ ~~t"a.~~..>~\vlf' ~"\)Ar\~ ~ a."eoot\, ~~All~e.~ a.~

u. ~'w)Q" "-~\. ""k ao~ Cl~ a \00<>\ k-l0"\.. ~aA...\'•. '\~ ':\~oM~\of"!'\
O.rL _\~\.. -Y).\;t. 'l.~oo\S.tJlQ..~\~ s.,~o~ 0l~\'"X.~ ~t ~~\,.

1 \.OJ:>.,,\ o..~ 'l.'T''1,,'kJ' . \\0.\ \ ~ ~A/i,~\. Q"~\;~. i

"~(t.~~\'i),)=~\'.-""~'~-'-"'"··~-"(1~;:';···~:~~V<3i<r·Je:-~.·



Are they still the priority?

Q)js, very much so
(6" some priorities have changed, some haven'tono, not at all
o don't know/neutral
please describe
q,N..~-~~,~.~ t,~~6.\'S~l>Q~~~ - ,\6;A,.,c.. ~m_ - ~t.S.,
~~I\·.u ~L "00] ~~a\- ~

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August :LO,2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle .gov/d pdtpl ann ing/N e i9 h borh ood_

Pia n n ing/Status Reports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.

Which neighborhood a re you com menting on? _<:O-=->",-,-l o=-'--'-h'\-'-b=....:..;=6-~C~~..L~-+- _
less than 5-10
5 years years

o 0
o 0
o 0
o 0o 0
o 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighbothood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

'worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

more than
10 years

o
o
(j2f
({5
o
o

does not
apply

o
o
oo
oo

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?otransportation 0 transportationo housing 0 housingosafety ~afety - +rA.-~'~~ e. S'f .
0'Parks and open space 0 parks and open space
~bliC facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
~3Siness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
U,JiSuildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existingoother (pleasespecify)_________ 0 other (pleasespecify) _

Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?



O~rywell
®somewhat well
o somewhat poorlyovery poorlyodon't know/neutral

please describe

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so

o some priorities have changed, some haven'to no, not at allodon't know/neutral·
please describe

There should be more focus on ...

7~-{~ *"*~'Se~~-b~
Sh.uI-+l~ 5D p~J~ ~"-
"$V r6"'6() rd.. ;..•. ~ Yt~ I:)h..-lwr. ~ l..r
CI- c..>-S e....- ] ~5JL,+ Ca..iL

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?
ONo ,oYes (pLease describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 1..0, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle. gov/dpd/pla nn ingINe ighborh ood_

Pianning/StatusReports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional she~ts~i F cessary.
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? __ ~_~_~__ -~ __ ~ _

For how long have you... less than S-~o more than does not \ Name.'
5 years years ~o years apply

lived in this neighborhood? 0 0 0 0
owned a business in this neighborhood? 0 0 0 0
regularly visited this neighborhood? 0 0 0 0
worked in this neighborhood? 0 0 "'€J. 0
attended school in this neighborhood? 0 0 0 0
other(p{eaSede?cri~be). 0 0 0 0

~. ~,
I

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
0transportation D transportation
D housing !2fhousing
D safety IZfsafety
D parks and open space D parks and open space
ra-P.ublic facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) D public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
0"business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
Dbuildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existing
D other (please specify)_________ D other (please specify) _

,
Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?

JM~.Ludr f ~ h/;[~~~.~~
~1'-1 1Iv. ~ t CFf~tJ Cd-, j .~ !V<-<J~ Ww

.fI~ t~J-Q rt~tt\



o very well
~omewhat well
o somewhat poorly

o very poorlyo don't know/neutral

please describe

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so .

0;;ome priorities have changed, some haven't

o no, not at allo don't know/neutral
please describe

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?
ONo
(i;;{Yes (please desc~ibe)

~~~I4tJXfJ~&~ N-.Jh)~ ~ JIw-4~

Please:U::::q:::i~~n~~:~~::~:U::::,:,:a:::-~1~'1:[,,-:-- YiJ;;;;;';:;Op;p/ be4"
The Seattle Planning Commission You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000 http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/Planning/Neighborhood_
PO Box 340~9 b ~. Planning/StatusReports/default.asp ,

Seattle, WA98~24 .;"~/~v;,.+1l;2 ~ Cc/ 11(, 9/ hd~ (../



Please provide thefollowing information and atta additional sheets ifC{eces~ary. .
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? ~~ Po.-...L) a.~ 10 HJ I (1y'(W\.

For how long have you... less than 5-10 more than does not
5 years years 10 years apply

" 0 0 0o 0 0 (4;
• 0 0 0
o 0 0 •
o 0 0 •
o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

r<'~ ~ c\;Q.t""sa- ho ~ ~ _ Nl--f'l tLu.~ IeA<> II

~o~t--£.· l' ~~/e- htl~j ~Q.AA~. -L()~~ '-!")(e46hf)I~~
~~. ~~ tX.P- 62~~ vO"",,, ar, A'-fd'6!l >v- pl<U)~\j

p~

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about? '
~transportation L;ffT.~ 0Yt ~~ + ~transportation <t::~ b<.<A-- ~'O--~~

!8}housing -J~ D housing ~~ )~tM. '..
D safety D safety Rev- .....~. :
~parks and open space .L nevv- D parks and open space
Bpublic facilities~libraries:rcommunity center~ D public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
IRrbusiness district (e.g.-;;;;;:;s, restaurants) -s.-(-a..'4ie....'n00.AT D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
Dbuildings - new and existing D buildings - new and existing
D other (pleasespecify)_________ ~ other (pleasespecify) SLJ, pok.· cJD~'1f
Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?

":T~dlA.~'~ .~ 'b)f)~ seem~ ;-n'$ ploi.~ "~c:.e.r:- .
Ft(.Il.~s <'JaJVIacF CA r/~ J b~~ ~It LA- ~ r-c('()L;:R.J2 -; J-1~ f~
E trl FI; sft>re.~. t-- M I( ~ Cz] ~ ~::=



o very wello somewhat wello somewhat poorly
o very poorly

o don't know/neutral

please describe CJ trz::,y-~

H'7/'~ ~ ) liD

Cr:J<-<-w; 1:/. "- ~ kol4o- ~!L

b/)e... n e 4 '- !Z -3

Are they still the priority?
oyes, very much so
.~ some priorities have changed, some haven't
o no, not at all

o don't know/neutral
please describe

Pdw~~W~Q~~ijo
be )~j VJ2..J>. b·d~~e...-
{;,d ~O/\~ 0&. b~.J.cw Io~·

~ - how -b ~;,-f.p. ,~. ~

~ ~p~~le.---. ~·····.·.~o.sf- ~.

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?
ONo ,
®Yes (please describe)

Ne~· Yn~~ rio&Ls.J.v!.r3 ~+rr~J:d\I'-'~ I

~ ~ V~~ tNuL-~ ~ ()~:skblYhoJo--

.
Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10, 2009 to:

The Seattle Planning Commission
700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 340].9
Seattle, WA 98J.24

rn L«... ~ rr"v-~ ~~ .

~~bJ-hO+- ~~-~j

*~l' I

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e .gov/d pd/PI ann ingiN e ig h borh ood_

Plan ni n g/StatusRe ports/d efa u It.asp



Please provide the/ollowing information and attach additional sheets if necessary.
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? .(:r~.e S eR ,/'H:111 md Q j(o IVvvt.b I' d
For how long have you... lessthan 5-10 morethan doesnot N

5 years years 10 years apply ame:

o 0 ~ 0
o 0 ~ 0

~ 8 ~ 8o 0 0 0
o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

Email Addre55~ ;::)

\l -- (J

~a#jc.. falte..r()S hcve 6\/w-tte.ol ~r~s+-ico/~ \( ,
5\/lce.. M L t. 6e.gClVl b~.~\ dJ/) ~ LI~vd f2-dl "
C\"'OVlges j" iY-o+'-h'c. II ~k.::ts / 1o,,", cs -J-cu;t,,'-1.g
~ov e 06 ded \ 0+ Vv1 i..-'1 v-te.s +o~e\J ~j uo~...s

--bo '-""''" UoV>/l VVl ~-t ~ : LI ~0 1'0I \ did "" '"i
reduce- i<'o>-fhc ,+ 1V)C-ie6S~d ,·t on

most pleased about? '112. st dissatisfied about?o transportation Dtransportationo housing 0 housing
osafety ~afety
'&1 parks and open space tJ parks and open space
[J public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)

~

usiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
buildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existing
other (pleasespecify)_________ 0 other (pleasespecify)---------

Do yC?uhave any comments ,related to what y,ou are pleased or dissatisfied about?, I
(r,~ e ~Os;. 1"1C--fe6sc:d OVI d l"dS 6,-d deQi
--tv VV1'1 -foVV\;I'-j s s-rC)+e ofiV\secvr,"i-j
\n Our ~:oV'V\e



o very well

~

somewhat well
somewhat poorly

o very poorly .
o don't know/neutral
please pescribe

R-a\M ef ~(rt do \
~d.s ~ he..
0b/\+; g \.J Q '" ~ I V\-= +
5etVV1~d.

Are they still the priority?

§yes,very much so
some priorities have changed, some haven't
no, not at all

o don't know/neutral
please describe

\YJVu2re f~ple (;V G
ov1d v.J~<-
W(\) \ t.- o/'\"d
iAA>vO ~w'C:>vld rite 1o&ef i'D VOC>IKe~:::~e:~:~::::ant gaps inthe draft status reports?

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 sth Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle .gov/d pd/P lanningiN e ighborh ood_

PIann ing/Status Reports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.

Which neig hborhood a re you com menting on? __ C_: 6_/_t'l_. _\y\.._J_~_"\.._. --Q-'-H;-------------
For how long have you... less than 5-:1.0 more than does not N

5 years years :1.0 years apply a~e:
o 0 @ 0
o 0 0 0
o 0 0 0o 0 0 0
o 0 0 0
o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
D transportation Dyansportation
Dhousing 0 P.ousing
D safety [Q" safety
D parks and open space D parks and open space
D public facilities (e.g./ibraries, community centers) D public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
Gdhuildings - new and existing D buildings - new and existing
Dother (please specify) D other (please specify)---~------ ----------I

Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?



overy wello somewhat wello somewhat poorly
o very poorly
~don't know/neutral
please describe

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so
o some priorities have changed, some haven'to no, not at allodon't know/neutral
please describe

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?

et0No ,oYes (please describe)

, Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle .gov/d pd/Pla nningINe ighborh ood_

Pia nning/StatusReports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.

Which neighborhood are you commenting on?Coly. U\.h,' ~ Cil-----------
For how long have you... less than 5-:1.0' more than does not Name:

5 years years :1.0 years apply

o 0 • 0
o 0 0 ~
o 0 0 0
o 0 0 ~o 0 0 ~
o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

othe'r (please describe)

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
&l transportation 0 transportationo housing 0 housingo safety 541 safety .
~ parks and open space 0 parks and open space
[j] public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 public facilities (e.g. libraries, coinmunitycenters)o business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) l)l] business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)o buildings - new and existing 0 buildings - new and existingo other (pleasespecify)_________ 0 other (pleasespecify) _

Do you have any comments related towhat you are pleased ordissatisfied about?



Overywell
o somewhat well
o somewhat poorlyovery poorly
• don't know/neutral

please describe

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so
o some priorities have changed, some haven't
o no, not at all
~ don't know/neutral
please describe

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?

~No ,oYes (please describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10,2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124.

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e .gov/d pd/Pla nn ingINe ighborh ood_

Pia nning/StatusRe ports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? . COL.-LA. lV113JA C l
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Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?
ONo ,oYes (please describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 10, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000
PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e .gov /d pd/PI ann ingiN e ighborh ood_

PIann ing/StatusRe ports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary. .
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? e.. kwvIib- ~ _
For how long have you... less than 5-10 more than does not N

5 years years 10 years apply ame:

• 0 0 0o 00 •
o 0 • 0
o 0 0 •o 0 0 •
o 0 0 •

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
~transportation 0 transportation
~housing 0 housingosafety IEf safetyoparks and open space' 0 parks and open space
~ public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) 0 public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)obusiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) 0 business district (e.g. stores, restaurants)obuildings - new and existing ~ buildings - new and existingoother (pleasespecify)_________ ~ other (pleasespecify)~U:l\'\.()\"A..;L

Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?



o very wello somewhat well
• somewhat poorlyovery poorlyo don't know/neutral
please describe

'LD''\.\j <\- :'("A"5f('1~~;~5~t> c\re...
\)121 v"---j v'tu..:~-- ( \?v\. +- r 1-.. p~(€.-:, ,.~kd ,.~
~'t s ~~t-' we.x-e- 'VV.. \),tr : VldwL,)
; ~ ~I\L t C\,{£\ P l~h..

Are they still the priority?oyes, very much so
• some priorities have changed, some haven'tono, not at allodon't know/neutral
please describe

"NIL- o\t-9rt\AteJ, l.~~eo\ r!A. ~

GevY\re.heV'-s ;"'L plttv\' 5;-J.e~ ~
ifJ\-~\fJr C~V'll~S S,1'vt.tL I C{<1q
VV'o~t ~\"W'~;c~\t'( f\tL.- l;jh+- ~\

~\~kr~tlf-WV-1' \N~I£'lki.~ ~f+l~~; ~.'
...." . '_.. , .. ,.., "..'.'6-~r:.... 'fro'Fl 1;.t.c:>"" _".., " .

~her.e ..s h..OU.ld.•b,e.mo.re .•fO C•..U.. S.•...•O•. n.............. . ~ThereshOuld. b.~..I.essfocuson .£C-oY\OMlc.- \)>>S~,~ ( . ~'N '. t-\o~SI~ \JV\t~
~ a~L- LG\\ W\~Y'-J\I~+rr~V' t V\~sh~c+W(0

~ lA\J ;L-~f-e,f-J, . . /
M'J.~. w.. r;J",. ~ ..". rL-- ,L-. "rbs, <;;tk"",,\\c~\

'jkte<-+41€e.S IJ'\~~~i ~ IJ·krs

Are there any important gaps in the draft status reports?
ONo ,
OYes{please describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 1.0, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019
Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattle .gov /d pd/P lann ingiN e ighborh ood_

Pia nning/StatusReports/d efa uIt.asp



Please provide the following information and attach additional sheets if necessary.
Which neighborhood are you commenting on? J:l..Ud.--~M_A_N~C~rr~YI-- _
For how long have you... ·Iess than 5-~O more than does not

5 years years ~o years apply

& 0 0 0

ii 8 8 ~
o 0 0 ~
o 0 0 ~o 0 0 @'

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)

Email Address:
\

i'I:~~
~
l most pl.eased about? most dissatisfied about?! ~ransportation D transportation
; 1&'rslhaofUeStiyng D housi ng-,l ~ P () r .Q...... < ••.tJ~ ~safetyc.J\J~ 2.. ~f~lA"k'~

D parks and open space D parks and open space
D public facilities (e.g. librarie,s,community centers) JUbliC facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)

; D business district (e.g. stores, restaurants) usiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants)
i 0buildings - new and existing. buildings - new and existing
1 ~other (please specify)'~ D other (please specify) _

"

i, Do you have ~ny, co~~t Y~Jea5ed or di55ati5fie~ about?~,. 0 1,__
j~t\~~~~~,~~~&
l~h'Y\k~td~~ '. ~,~
IUr j:,iL, ~d n;,( .~~ If-A ~ QO~ ~ ~ \ A-"

t~~ ~.e~..~~._.~~~ .~~_~. ._.~_



o very well
Q somewhat well
fMtsomewhat poorlyo very poorly
~don't know/neutral
please describe

\ '\~ /Ult·,~ Q.;v:>'1S~ W\~

~ _~' \0 (oflll~~ tt~~~\
).b ~ ~ ~/::*t~ :xL~tl_~::-~
~.;~(~~ ~,

~ "::_""_-,_,~,,,_,,,<_,,.,~ ",41 ~ • r, ~, ,,..,. r , __ ; • r~ ~ .~. '<

Are they still the priority?
oyes, very much soosome priorities have changed, some haven't
o no, not at all
~ don't know/neutral
please describe

~:~db:rrUjl:::n.~~ l~,~,:,~es,~L~",,.•.~,.3k, .,i",.

(J:Nv/)~1 e?)~/~ ~ ". .'~ .)' ·

~~;N;\,.·.~~, •••••·.·.~4'~~~::
~ '~'~A~

c~ ~ \Z.t)~~ J-1.or-U!7'.A '" t-h- ~l
A'ie t ere any Importanfgaps intlle etraft status reports?
ONo ,oYes (please describe)

Please return this questionnaire by Monday, August 3.0, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 34019

Seattle, WA 98124

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e .gov/d pd/pla nningINe ighborhood_

Pia nning/Statu sRe ports/defa uIt.asp



Question one:
Done pretty well in terms of strategies; not sure of the status of the light rail station, Ballard has 
some sort of plan for the light rail station and perhaps that would help Ballard get a light rail 
connection sooner or before other areas
Lucky that we were able to do the urban core library, park in Ballard only thing that is noticeable 
feel of Ballard has changed, can’t keep it as a little Nordic village on the edge of the water
Frustrating that human services need has greatly increased and NP did not address that 
Overall whole exceeded GMA targets and have not built the infrastructure necessary to support 
that; increased density of housing and vehicles—can’t support vehicles and don’t have a good 
plan to get rid of them and you have to do one or the other
Landlocked and so open space is critical, haven’t achieved goal of necessary open space; 
walkability and sustainability are so important. In Crown Hill the neighborhood is not that 
walkable, split by Holman Rd. cars zooming through, need to deal with transportation and open 
space infrastructure
Echo previous statement, basis of plan has changed so dramatically need to re-evaluate where 
you are going; transportation and open space are huge, want to look for opportunities rather than 
problems, focus on BINMIC. 14th ave nw personal issue for me, 9th nw example of taking 
advantage of an opportunity
Echo emphasis on transportation capacity, Ballard is not an island and trans between areas needs 
thought. Downtown Ballard development is opposite of creating living wage jobs within the 
urban village, good to create jobs so people don’t have to commute at all but zoning emphasizes 
retail which is not a living wage, taken a lot of the growth and there is no tie between amount of 
growth and services we have received, Metro is primary means of transit disconnect with city 
planning and Metro services, need to be opportunistic and act on the fly to make changes
Metacomment about transportation: whole idea of urban village increases need for 
transportation; work where you live isn’t the reality, change from hub and spoke model that is 
easy to plan for and now there is a network that connects our area with a multitude of areas; need 
more east-west connections for example; Crown Hill is always the red-headed stepchild of 
Ballard, downtown Ballard has been the focus but not Crown Hill
Appreciate comment about reframing for  opportunity; next round of NP efforts want to talk 
about how to take  advantage of opportunity horizon which is often quite short, ten years ago we 
were talking about 15th relative to the monorail then whole mindset completely shifted we didn’t 
have any way of shifting priorities and plans, principles about how as we see these opportunities 
the city can act on them more nimbly, have city maintain connections with the neighborhoods so 
that the dialogue is ongoing and structured into how the city deals with neighborhoods—dpd,
don, etc.—getting input from neighborhoods every ten years doesn’t work well, lots of missed 
opportunities because of this model
Moved from Wedgewood 4 years ago. Ballard not affordable and need to move to Crown Hill in 
order to stay in the area
Involved in original NP city should invest more in affordable housing in Ballard haven’t seen 
that happen what has changed in the last ten years in Ballard, agree that Crown Hill is lagging 
behind, Ballard hub is more walkable, more enjoyable, more vitality, more street life and that’s a 
good thing, lagging on transportation amenities and want to focus on different trans options, got 
muni center, need more on trail, at least have provisional station for light rail, immediately after 
plans were adopted there was a person in each sector for DON responsible for implementing the 
plans, needs to be some focused attention from the city on a geographic basis



Grew up in broadview, came back in 1997, couldn’t believe what happened in the interim—
density, feel, buzz—haven’t seen the concurrent transit improvements, basically old trolley 
service with lots of new people, hopefully rapid ride happens, get going on transportation
Live on 65th across from Ballard high school, deadly that we have the greatest amount of growth 
with no real big plans for open space in the heart of Ballard, one of the ways we could engage 
people is to ask what the neighbors think the Crown Hill urban hub needs, changes in 
demographics in Ballard, exciting to see young families keeps Ballard stable and cohesive as a 
neighborhood, good change, more people out there strolling at night, on the negative side is 
much dirtier—is garbage picked up more  often, are the fire dept numbers keeping up the with 
population growth, need to make sure that is happening  concurrent with growth, overall changes 
are what I wanted to see and why I moved here from New York, housing affordability is 
problem, need housing affordable to young folks and big enough for when their kids age, why is 
one small part of the neighborhood being blighted while the other receives change
Lived in Ballard for last twenty years and involved with original plan, shocked at the time the 
plan came out that the jobs projections and growth projections, nonbuilt environment where 
those jobs could be created seemed problematic at the time and seems to have been borne out; 
wife has been involved with the district council, same faces at the community meetings and 
district council, how can we engage new people coming in and getting them involved and not on 
the periphery? Social politics and politics in Ballard get in the way of new involvement.
Question four: (group felt questions two and three in part addressed above):
Too many pie charts
Personally very disappointed with effort, don’t’ see a story in the pamphlet in how the 
neighborhood has changed in terms that people care about and really understand—this seems just 
like a bunch of numbers
Lack of comparison to previous neighborhood and to other areas of seattle; people who come in 
and aren’t engaged in district council, people coming in to the apartments are less connected to 
the community and more connected to friends and work, how can we connect to the new folks 
and plan for the change that we knew was coming, knew it would be more urban but didn’t 
understand how our everyday lives would differ in terms of people and environment
Add more pies and do a comparison of then and now—this is just a snapshot which isn’t terribly 
helpful, photos would be helpfyl, market st. then, market st. now
This focuses a lot on statistics, trend information would be more helpful, going back ten years, 
even twenty years to really capture the progression overtime, business vacancies now
Not much of a plan inventory, go through more detailed bits at a very high level: twenty projects 
outlined in transportation, did a lot, in affordable housing we didn’t do so well, etc. this effort 
trivializes what the neighborhood did by basing it in census data
Someone who worked with plan implementation, don’t see a matrix (participant then given 
notebook with matrix) 
Want to see trends, progress, milestones, and vision—story gives a vision, what do we want here, 
what drives the opportunities, what drives us forward, it’s up to us to provide that, not the city, 
what do we want to do now—that’s what’s most important
An example, facilitated Haller Lake table, very different discussion with them because nothing 
has shifted or changed there, at our table everything has changed and shifted and so our plans 
need to change; for them it was about getting the stuff they already identified done
Community group has had this exact discussion (why they should go next in update process):
Specific plans and visions on paper 



Amazing resource in Rob Mattson, effective use of DON and district council huge in terms of 
getting results
Communications are in place in Ballard, fierce level of existing communication
Update community
Already sent grad students out to research other hubs
Visible accomplishments
Didn’t know anything about light rail station, but it being identified
Look at all of these as criteria for who goes next
Want to be an example of what works and doesn’t work (Ballard)
Live in the city but feel “captive” to metro as the only transportation option and don’t know what 
we can do as city and community activists to improve transportation options without getting 
some teeth in metro
Or maybe ferries or trolley which are under control of the city
Better east/west service, Wallingford also wants it, Fremont too, but haven’t worked together to 
allocate for those improved connections, need cooperation between neighborhoods on this 
discussion
Went to Jackson presentation and Comm. Amato said that transportation is key, concerns about 
deep-bore tunnel going in that will effectively cut us off from the rest of the city, really not good 
the transportation situation, coordinate across the boundaries, hoping that the individual plans 
take into account as they are updated to work across plan boundaries
Layers and layers of plans—ped master plan, bikes, transporation—56 different plan layers, need 
to have a focused and appropriate methodology—look at final assessment to see what other 
communities are interested in the same areas so that we can reach out
Needs to be some mechanism to allow communities to update portions of their plans as 
necessary if it makes sense to work with other neighborhoods on the same issues, otherwise need 
to update all the plans at the same time and that won’t work either
Idea was that these plans would be updated and tweaked on an annual basis, not in big chunks 
every ten years, re-establish some mechanism for some sort of continual touching base, needs to 
be moving and dynamic and then if you do it more often it’s not as daunting, also takes into 
account neighbors—what does Queen Anne need and how do our changes affect them as well? 
Also helps with engagement
Different departments involved in this, lots of the implementing departments are not that 
engaged in the process; sdot, city light, spu all need to be engaged, in previous efforts they didn’t 
come into it into the very end, if you are looking at infrastructure you need to deal with planners 
and engineers
Comments from sdot “we don’t really have anyone that deals with neighborhoods”; striking that 
there is no liaison that can work with neighborhoods to help advocate for changes and 
implementation, needs to go through seven layers up and seven layers down before there is any 
action
Sector teams used to manage neighborhood plan implementation, combination of Nickel’s 
priorities and recession killed them off, 
As a neighborhood we can instigate that instead of waiting for bureaucratic process, sdot has 
been very open to the 14th ave changes, someone in the community needs to take on that job, I 
will be the one who goes and talk to sdot from east ballard, for example, if it doesn’t come 
citywide we should set up neighborhood liaisons, overall Seattle feels very accessible as a citizen



Want to see built in flexibility as a city council level, backyard cottages, multifamily code come, 
if we have to wait ten years to deal with impact of these changes it isn’t effective, don’t mean to 
say that density is a bad thing, can be a tremendous opportunity to concentrate services
What do we do about particular issues: Ballard food bank needs an issue closer to downtown, 
can city intervene in issues like this, acute issues? Too detailed to be part of the NP but a real 
need; Ballard family center went away through budget cuts, not real familiar with what has 
happened with the city but seems like funding has shrunk for services, when neighbors fall on 
tough times they can’t sustain it
Policy issues all over this as well, we can say all we want to say but if there isn’t a policy that 
backs up, say, affordable housing truly being affordable, if there isn’t policy behind it our wishes 
don’t matter, also developers plans 
Private developers built low-income townhouse rooming houses on cap hill, seems innovative, 
something in-between that and regular working people needing housing they can afford
Someone needs one room, family with six kids also needs housing, struggling for a good model
Coordination issue that needs to be addressed, Ballard and BINMIC, more of liaison between 
those two groups, if they aren’t  doing their own planning need involvement from them with our 
group so that our plans don’t conflict as much, could help provide greater numbers of living 
wage jobs, brings a lot of money into Ballard
Interesting topic, statistics don’t tell the story about where people who live in Ballard are 
working, know that OED has this information, wages paid in the Ballard planning area, 
definitely useful as an additional pie chart! Interesting to see what; clarification on employment 
and other categories
Notion of urban village continues to feel dissident to me; don’t hear it as an integrating policy 
tool, there is supposed to be a set of components of what makes a successful urban village and 
that would work well to provide a narrative for the status report; not so sure what these funky 
yellow polygons are supposed to do (refer to map), seem like abstractions and not like defined  
policy guidelines, why are we using urban villages as a model, we have really clear policies that 
allow for emergent development but  don’t have general policy statements that reflect the 
priorities of the community; allow us to jump on something or not according to a set of value 
statements, what we don’t want in an annual or biannual planning meeting, never hear the urban 
village definition used in that capacity
Came in very, very late to the initial planning process, can we fix original errors like chopping 
business districts in half, Carkeek plaza got cut?, all of this dramatically affects how we deal 
with sdot,
Errors in document that she will hand in
Urban villages aren’t little islands but are connected—greenwood, etc. urban villages are a 
reaction to traditional strip zoning, that sort of development doesn’t create capacity
Mostly we were given the boundaries, get nervous about people adhering to the boundaries too 
strictly, boundary issues can become a big time sink, someone threw stuff at the map
Is there a way to mitigate urban village boundaries in the update process?
Question three:
Are key strategies being achieved?
Would be great if matrix could be better utilized and streamlined?
As someone who has gone through all of the plans and matrices Ballard and Crown Hill have 
achieved more of their goals than most; many were in place before plan was finalized, still very 



concerned about social services and changing demographic, lots of growth so it made sense for 
changes and efforts to be concentrated there
Food bank has almost no government funding so when there were tough times in the budget it 
wasn’t affected though the Ballard family center had most of its funding coming from the city 
and so it went away in 2004. Why doesn’t the community support the one and not the other?
Some concerns about validity of matrix and what has been accomplished and not been 
accomplished
Went through with rob m. and did a fixed assessment
Stuff has happened in other neighborhoods, things happen what is community driven and what 
just happened?
Planning process worked really well in this community, in some others a process that is not as 
City-driven might be more effective, not sure if this is an effect of being white, middle-aged 
folks but we have done well with our efforts
New developments, condos, townhouses aren‘t involved in the plan process enough and they 
need to be involved and have buy-in or developers will build in opposition to our vision but 
people will come and we’ll have different communities, in order to get buy in you need stability 
so that people know they will be able to stay, not only do I like it here but this is how I see 
staying here, good school system,
Downtown Ballard it seems like most people who are moving in to the condos are motivated to 
stay  because they want to take the bus to work and are involved in their condo assoc, three have 
sent reps to the district council
Difference between appealing to owners and renters, not saying that it’s not possible but 
someone needs to show up at the door
Outreach discussion with grad students, if apartment dwellers aren’t communicating within the 
building itself need to find out where they hang out, need welcome wagons,
Need to acknowledge that one of the things that is attractive about urban life is anonymity, many 
people don’t want to be bothered, so many people around that they need balance, because we 
have the density we are losing some of that connectivity and it’s going to be difficult to maintain 
unless it’s a front stoop kind of a place; if everyone is facing inside they won’t be interacting 
with one another, use local businesses to draw people out and make sure they are involved in 
planning process
Went to New York when I was 19 and I was attracted to the anonymity but they’re not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, can also foster safety, security, 
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5 years years ~o years apply

0' 0 0 0
o 0 0 C5o 0 G 0

8 8 8 ~o 0 0 0

lived in this neighborhood?

owned a business in this neighborhood?

regularly visited this neighborhood?

worked in this neighborhood?

attended school in this neighborhood?

other (please describe)
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most pleased about? most dissatisfied about?
D transportation[M'fransportation --7fllt~~ kJ ~N1('(1.{

0housing 0 housing
D safety 0safety
[1'g/rks and open space D parks and open space

I,/ublic facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers) D public facilities (e.g. libraries, community centers)
I.' usiness district (e.g. stores, restaurants) D busine'ss district (e.g. stores, restaurants)

buildings - new and existing D buildings - new and existing
Dother (please specify)_________ D other (please specify) _

Do you have any comments related to what you are pleased or dissatisfied about?
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Qyrywell
(0somewhat well
o somewhat poorly
o very poorlyo don't know/neutral

please describe
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Are they still the priority?
oyes, very much so
@some priorities have changed, some haven't
~o, not at all
o don't know/neutral
please describe
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Please return this questionnaire by Thursday, August 6, 2009 to:
The Seattle Planning Commission

700 5th Avenue, Suite 2000

PO Box 340~9
Seattle, WA 98~24

You can also fill out the questionnaire on-line at:
http://www .seattl e.g ov/d pd/P Iann ingiN e ighborh ood_

Piann ing/StatusReports/d efa uIt.asp

















































































































































































































University Community Urban Center  

Neighborhood Plan Status Report Workshop    July 8, 2009 

NPAC Facilitator: Jeannie Hale  SPC Facilitator: Mark S. Johnson 

Approximately 10-12 people (other than the facilitators and observing DPD staff) participated in the 
discussion.  

Question 1:  Changes in past 10 years since plan 

 Brought back the Ave (repaving, street furnishing, public art, farmers market, etc.) 
 University Heights as community center, nearing acquisition 
 Demographics 

o Change in campus housing 
o Conversion of SF homes to multi-tenant homes 
o Age structure 
o Household size 

 Although more density was expected, more condo development than expected 

The following items were mentioned under other questions but represent major changes noted 
since plan adoption: 

 Safeco Tower now part of UW 
 Sound Transit light rail station to be on Brooklyn rather than 15th 
 Growth of U-Village shopping center 

 

Question 2:  Likes and dislikes 

Dislikes 

 Design guidelines not working 
o Public meetings not well-noticed, inaccessible 
o DRB doesn’t understand them 
o DPD not following or enforcing them 
o DRB doesn’t have authority to say no 

 Not as much of a partnership with the City on housing and transportation 
 CUCAC was overridden by mayor’s office on UW lid – resulted in Safeco Tower going to 

UW 
 Setbacks waived on Lower Brooklyn 
 Alley vacation requirements waived on Lower Brooklyn (still in process) 
 Allowed Parrington Lawn on campus to have a building placed in it 
 UW is pushing the envelope 
 Children’s Hospital is expanding (related to UW) 

Likes 

 Buses move more quickly through District 
 RPZs – emphasis on “residential” 



 SPD/Campus police cooperation on area north of campus 
 Getting light rail station at Brooklyn and off 15th  - good for business district 
 Design guidelines improved design (but need to look a how they are applied) 
 Cleanscapes campaign to remove dumpsters (not complete- still working on this) 
 Diversity of small businesses- can find anything you need 
 Growing amount of public art – helps offset lack of open space – could happen more places 
 Benches and trees 
 Public safety program improving- police reasonably available 

 

Question 3 : How well are key strategies being achieved? 

(Started out on some policies not listed in Key Strategies) 

 UC-G6 – Not saving architectural character as described in this strategy- e.g. Cavalier Apts 
 UC G-2 – Vibrancy of business district still troubled by business closures; small lots that 

don’t serve businesses and are difficult to redevelop, high rents; absentee landlords; large 
parking lots still not redeveloped;  what effect will parking requirement changes have?  Still 
have few chain stores.  Competition from U-Village affects mix of business on the Ave 

 UC G-9 Arts still important but want more 
 UC G-10 Cooperation with churches needed 
 UC G-11 No broad community policing strategy;  Safety issue is cyclical and currently 

improving;  crime numbers down but awareness of crime (due to neighborhood blogs) is up; 
business community could propose a list of strategic investments in things like lighting, 
graffiti removal 

Key strategies 

 SW quadrant – Still key, no change needed 
 Lower Brooklyn 

o Transit being realized 
o Transition is messy 
o Most development driven by UW 

 Northern Tier 
o Losing on this one- drifting way from family homes 
o Would have to downzone to prevent loss of SF homes in some areas 
o Townhouses are providing some of the type of family housing described in the 

strategy 
 University Gardens 

o Strategy still sound 
o Plans for hotel on hold 
o Parking loss may be an issue over time 
o Light rail may help on parking issue 
o Parking 

 Minimal parking works if overall community provides enough 
 Need more mixed use w/ housing 
 Need to incentivize right amount of parking so businesses survive and still 

have a pedestrian-oriented place 



 Parking and housing affordability are inter-related (e.g mortgage $180/mo. 
for a parking space in a building at $30 K)  

 The Ave/15th  
o Could get more space back for pedestrians on 15th if fewer busses needed on that 

corridor after light rail arrives 
o 15th is a “wall” and is not pedestrian friendly now 
o Not sold on streetcar connecting to downtown 
o Churches along 15th are changing- need to work with them to create a better 

pedestrian environment 
o Bus service is important to churches 

 Ravenna Village 
o Additional strategy suggested- U-Village Master Plan 
o U-Village not easy to walk or bus to 
o Want more frequent transit between Ave and U-village 
o Need overall transportation mitigation for U-Village growth 

Did not discuss question 4, as we ran out of time.  One questionnaire was received from participants 
a table, that included the following two topic for more focus: 

 Architecture 
 Housing 

 







Meeting July 23, 2009
PC/NPAC Open House - Wallingford table

Summary of answers to Q.3. How well are your neighborhood plan vision and key 
strategies being achieved?

The group focused discussion on the Goals in the Wallingford section of the Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan.  To conserve time, the group mostly focused on discussion of the 
Goal statements, not all the detailed policy statements. Not ALL goal statements were 
covered.

The group arrived at a consensus when assigning a rating for each goal statement per the 
criteria. For each, we assigned a number and letter code as follows.

Performance (P) Continued Relevance (R)
1 Very well A Yes, very much so
2 Somewhat well B Some priorities have changed
3 Somewhat poorly C No,not at all
4 Very poorly D Don’t know,/neutral
5 Don't know/neutral

Summary 

Goal P R Comment
W-G1  Neighborhood with vital 
commercial district serving residential 
core

2 A

W-G2
A community with housing and 
amenities that support a population of 
diverse incomes, ages and other social 
characteristics

3 A

W-G3
A neighborhood of pleasant and 
exciting streets that promote walking, 
transit use and interactions between 
neighbors

2-
3

A+ Still too many unsafe ped crossings

W-G4
A neighborhood that maintains and 
promote a vital business community

2 A+ Good atmosphere for start up, small 
"mom and pop" businesses.
Needs better 
communication/coordination with 
city on street maintenance. 

W-G5
A neighborhood that feels like a small 
town in the big city

1 A+



W-P25
Human service policy - encourage 
human services that are closely 
attuned to the n'hood…

1 A Lots of human services offered in 
Wallingford is perception of group

W-G6
A neighborhood with public facilities 
that are assets to both n'hood and the 
service providers

- - No vote recorded but related 
discussion noted that neither Lincoln 
HS nor Good Shepherd Center are 
suitable for general community 
center use and this is still needed.

W-37
South Wallingford (keep ped friendly, 
connections to the UV and keep 
marine industrial uses…)

3 A This might improve if and when 
Center for Wooden Boats moves into 
space west of GWP







West Seattle Junction Status Check Open House
Summary Notes

1.Changes in the last decade:
Ten years ago, the Junction was in need of critical care with a high vacancy rate, 
declining businesses and a shabby appearance.  A sidewalk beautification project 
combining City resources with property owner investment has increased the number of 
businesses, improved the overall business climate, and calmed traffic, creating a vibrant 
gathering place for the community.
Dramatic changes in recent years with new large scale developments that bring a 
population increase and impact traffic patterns creates community tension when not 
accompanied by amenities to enhance the pedestrian environment.  Change brings 
diversity and change is inevitable.  Businesses want to locate in Junction, but space for 
new businesses is lacking.
New development has increased density with high rise mixed use buildings. Concern 
about design of new buildings, “Big box architecture is mundane,” predominates.  
New parks make it beautiful; include Ercoline, Junction Plaza, Dakota playfield, Pea 
Patch.
New residents are moving to the Junction from other neighborhoods.  It’s become a 
desirable living neighborhood with new houses and new playgrounds, but more it is 
expensive. A great mix of activities offers more to do in the Junction, so people stay on 
the Peninsula.
Need to do more to make family friendly; acknowledge that schools are critical, but not 
city responsibility,.

2a. Changes pleased with:
Junction is growing and developing with business owners and residents in the community 
caring and involved to make it a better place. It is the heart of West Seattle, a gathering 
place centered around an inviting business district filled with unique and creative shops.  
New parks create needed green spaces and the mural project beautifies the Junction.

2b. Changes dissatisfied with:
City help is needed to create a unified vision or master plan for future development that 
adds amenities in concert with the new growth and development.  New development 
should fit the small town character.
People are dissatisfied with the developer response at Design Review and with Design 
Guidelines that have no teeth.
Transportation needs have not kept pace with development.
“Where’s the Park and Ride? Instead we’ll have Park and Hide!”
Rapid Ride doesn’t make sense for West Seattle, instead should have more buses.
The Gateway area is ripe for new development with vacant lots, but there is no plan to 
provide green space or linkages with Junction core.
Lighting is needed at crosswalks to improve pedestrian safety.

3. Achievement of vision and key strategies:



Major accomplishments such as P-Patch and parks came about with grant funding.  This 
places burden on community to carry out improvements with City limiting its role to 
funding.
Transportation is easy if one lives in the Junction but access is difficult if one lives off 
California.  The Junction is supposed to be a transit hub but help is needed to get there.  
Park and Ride is needed for people to use transit but the City mindset opposes tht.  Rapid 
Ride has a long way to go.  Employee parking is a problem not solved by transit 
solutions.
Utilities need to be upgraded to accommodate new dev elopement and density.
Since neighborhoods are filled up, new housing needs to be provided in business district; 
this supports shopping opportunities that create a vibrant center.
Cottage housing provisions are too generous and take away open spaces and change the 
character of the neighborhood.  But they are a way to deal with housing costs.
Pedestrian friendly design solutions shuc as setbacks, light and air spaces are needed to 
avoid a tunnel effect.
Sustainability has come a long way – what else can we do?

4. Priorties/Focus:
Huling properties offer a unique once in a lifetime opportunity for an urban design
planning effort involving the City, community groups, West Seattle Chamber and West 
Seattle Junction Association that allows the City to create a Park and Ride and open 
spaces in conjunction with pleasing development that welcomes people to West Seattle.  
A comprehensive plan is needed that includes wider sidewalks, 
beautification/landscaping, view corridors, traffic and marketing with a theme. Zoning 
and Design Guidelines need to be reviewed to incentivize setbacks, wider sidewalks and 
view corridors.
The Junction is the only urban village in West Seattle lacking a community center.
Topography and demographics of the area provide challenges.
Stalled developments shelter shady activities (drugs and homeless) leading to sense of 
insecurity.
People move here because the Junction is vibrant but businesses are fragile and the 
district could use more diversity; retail is shrinking while restaurants are growing.  High 
end retail is wanted plus Mom and Pop shops, so need to find way to encourage locals to 
open businesses.


























	Report info
	What is this report?
	What is included in this report?

	Admiral
	Aurora-Licton Springs
	Belltown
	Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake
	Capitol Hill
	Central Area
	Columbia City/Hillman City/Genesee
	Crown Hill - Ballard
	Delridge
	Eastlake
	First Hill
	Fremont
	Georgetown
	Green Lake
	Greenwood/Phinney Ridge
	Lake City
	Morgan Junction
	Pike/Pine
	Queen Anne
	Rainier Beach
	University Community
	Wallingford
	West Seattle Junction
	Westwood-Highland Park
	Appendix A - sample agenda 
	Appendix B - attendees
	Appendix C - notes and questionnaires
	Admiral notes
	Admiral questionnaires
	Aurora-Licton Springs notes
	Aurora-Licton Springs questionnaires
	Belltown notes
	Belltown questionnaire
	Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake notes
	Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake questionnaire
	Capitol Hill notes
	Central Area notes
	Columbia City notes
	Columbia City questionnaires
	Crown Hill-Ballard notes
	Crown Hill-Ballard questionnaires
	Delridge notes
	Eastlake questionnaires
	First Hill notes
	Fremont questionnaires
	Georgetown questionnaire
	Green Lake questionnaires
	Greenwood/Phinney Ridge notes
	Greenwood/Phinney Ridge questionnaires
	Lake City notes
	Lake City questionnaires
	Morgan Junction questionnaires
	Queen Anne questionnaires
	Rainier Beach notes
	University Community notes
	University Community questionnaire
	Wallingford notes
	Wallingford questionnaire
	West Seattle Junction notes
	Westwood/Highland Park notes
	Westwood/Highland Park questionnaires


