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Review of Response to RFI dated July 6, 2020
The Puget Neighborhood Working Group presents to the City of Bellingham (City) Planning
Commission and the Planning Department our analysis and opinion of the response from the
developer of CityView to the RFI dated July, 6 2020. Our efforts the past several years are
focused on preserving the characteristics which make our neighborhood a vital, family oriented,
and inclusive place.
Since 2019, the Working Group has communicated with the Puget Neighborhood and
interested parties about the CityView, and facilitated communication to the various City
departments and officials. This document presents the Neighborhood’s response to the
developer’s response to the RFI, posted April 2021.
Our overall opinion is that the developer’s response falls short of what was requested in the
RFI. Significant issues were not fully addressed as we will discuss on the following pages.
On behalf of the hundreds of impacted City residents of the Puget and surrounding
neighborhoods, the Work Group asks the Planning Commission to wisely apply the key BMC
citations listed by the Planning Department, when reviewing the RFI response.
Puget Neighborhood Working Group Members









Steve Abell
Rebecca Bedford
Don Diebert
Linda Diebert
Dick Conoboy
Kevin Jenkins
Roni Lenore
Brian McNitt

On the Cover
1. Upper Picture: Rendering of CityView Buildings and Grounds as proposed by developer.
2. Lower Picture: Aerial photograph of neighborhood around proposed development;
Nevada Street is to the west, Marionberry Ct. to the north, Puget Street to the east, and
Consolidation to the south.
3. Shaded Area: This represents the estimated location of the proposed Buildings, Parking
and Open Areas.
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Residential Use
The RFI stated that, “Although not explicitly stated in the application materials, the proposed
units are arranged in a layout consistent with the national trend for purpose built student
housing and by its design, the units are likely to be rented by three persons not living in a
traditional family unit.“
Action item: To fully assess the proposal for compliance and consistency with the code
provisions stated above, submit a detailed response how the proposal with its unit layout is
anticipated to function. If known, please include the anticipated terms of rental agreements,
including duration, occupancy limitations, parking assignments, etc.
Analysis of RFI Response
The Developer’s response does not answer whether or not this is purpose-built, student
housing, instead skirts the issue. This information is critical to assessing traffic impacts,
parking needs, noise, and other factors.
Neighborhood Comments











The estimated monthly rate quoted by the developer two years ago, was $800, per unit
(not $700), or $2,400 per 3-bedroom dwelling unit. Given inflation, monthly cost will
likely be even higher.
From an earlier Narrative, the statement that this is “low-income” housing has been
removed.
A family will be very unlikely to rent three bedrooms at $2,400 per month, when many
other properties are available for less. This indicates that this project is purpose-built
student housing, not low income or affordable housing.
Even if a few original tenants are families - i.e. mom/dad/kids - as soon as students
begin to occupy most units CityView will no longer be attractive to families due to the
difference in lifestyle between these two groups.
Response does not include price for parking which "is controlled by passes," but no
information as to monthly charge, nor is the price provided for Storage which is subject
to a monthly charge.
Hundreds of student housing units (public and private) are under construction in
Bellingham, which raises the issue, why more student housing instead of family-oriented
housing?
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Critical Areas
The RFI states, “Public comments on the proposal express multiple concerns about the geologic
stability of the site, drainage issues, wildlife and tree loss, among others.”
1. Geohazard Assessment
Action Item: Provide an existing conditions topographic site map with the landslide hazard
area (already mapped) and the erosion hazards (slopes 30%-40%). Provide the same map
overlaid with the current development proposal.
Analysis of RFI Response
A Landslide Map shows significant risk behind the homes on Nevada Street. However, the
Geotechnical Engineering Report, Page 4, Item 3.3, offers no specific “plan” to manage this
risk other than, “The design and specific retaining wall systems are not identified at this
time.”
Neighborhood Comments



Neighbors bordering the construction site remain unconvinced that this hazard is
properly addressed.
GeoEngineers states, “It has provided conclusions and recommendations for design
of conventional cast-in-place retaining walls and mechanically stabilized earth (MSE)
walls”, yet no design has been provided.

1. Geotechnical Engineering Plan

Action Item: Submit a geotechnical engineering plan for the current development proposal.
Use BMC 16.55.440.A—16.55.440.B as a checklist. Demonstrate compliance with the
performance standards in BMC 16.55.450.A.1-4 for alterations that will occur in geologically
hazardous areas.
Analysis of RFI Response
The response is incomplete, since it lacks up-to-date geotechnical data. The report is based
on e data from 2012.
Neighborhood Comments
Per review by George F. Sanders, a Licensed Engineering Geologist (WADOL #400):




“There are still no geotechnical boreholes for this proposed project.
“Existing shallow test pits are inadequate.
“There is a serious deficiency in the geotechnical knowledge of this site.”
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2. BMPs for timing of the site clearing and grading.

Action Item: The project geologist and engineer should provide specific BMPs for timing of
the site clearing and grading. In addition, they should recommend measures to mitigate
onsite and offsite drainage problems and make recommendations for the management of
large volumes of excavated materials (stockpiling, transport, erosion control, etc.).
Analysis of RFI Response
How much cut/fill will be involved? This question is not addressed in the geotechnical
report due to lack of data.
Neighborhood Comments




This will be a very big excavation and fill operation, requiring hundreds of truck trips
on Consolidation Avenue - the only truck access route. Consolidation Avenue is too
narrow for tandem dump truck trips.
The neighborhood will lose dozens of existing parking spaces along Consolidation
Avenue to accommodate this gigantic earthmoving project.

3. Stormwater Site Plan

Action Item: The project geologist and project engineer should collaborate to devise site
specific BMPs to control surface and groundwater runoff during and after construction.
Provide a section in both the Geohazard report and the SSP that address BMC
16.55.440.A.2.i. “An analysis of proposed surface and subsurface drainage, and the
vulnerability of the site to erosion.” [Note: This section of the BMC is part of the request
under the second action item under “Critical Area” above.]
Analysis of RFI Response
The response is incomplete, since it lacks up-to-date geotechnical data. The report is based
on data from 2012.
Neighborhood Comments




Geotechnical Engineering Report, Page B-2, warns that, “Subsurface Conditions can
Change.” However, no new test pits which would identify the current status of the
subsurface, were done.
GeoEngineers state their report, “is based on the conditions that existed at the time
the study was performed. The findings and the conclusions of this report may be
affected by the passage of time…” This is a major concern for immediate neighbors
since many of the conclusions are based on data from 2012 (nine years ago).
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4. Tree Retention Plan

Action Item: Amend the tree retention plan to annotate the specific management strategies
for the stand of hardwoods on the north end, the seven Douglas fir trees, and the trees in
the zone between the development and the neighboring properties fronting Nevada St.
Identify trees that will be girdled and cut specifically as wildlife trees or provide a generic
strategy about how wildlife trees will be chosen and created.
Analysis of RFI Response
The plan was amended. Of note is that no trees are recommended to be retained along
the Nevada Street homes.
Neighborhood Comments



The construction area will be cleared of all existing trees and probably most of the
substrate.
Homes bordering on Nevada Street and Marionberry Court, due to the removal of trees
and vegetation, will lose native habitat.

5. Trail Location

Action Item: Make a note on the development plans that the trail location will be reviewed
by the city after the three consultants have reviewed and commented on its design and
location.
Analysis of RFI Response
The trail location was reviewed and determined to connect to 46th Street, rather than Puget
Street.
Neighborhood Comments




Members of the Neighborhood remain concerned that if CityView is built as designed, it
will result in visitors (and some tenants) to park along 46th Street and Puget Street.
The new trail will create a convenient path for individuals to walk between these streets
and the development.
If this was a standard multi-family residence, per national development standards, less
parking would be required, reducing parking on neighborhood streets.
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6. Tree Replacement Plan

Action Item: Revise the Tree Replacement plan to include 130 trees, mostly native conifers,
to be planted throughout the “Tree Retention Area”. The proposed replacement trees
shown on L1 should be considered as part of the landscaping requirements specified in BMC
20.12.030 but not “replacement trees”.
Analysis of RFI Response
The Tree Replacement plan has been updated to include 130 trees planted throughout the
Tree Retention Area. However, planting height is 8 feet or less, providing little in the way
of privacy.
Neighborhood Comments





The plan states that trees up to 8 feet will be planted. The plan does not state the
minimum height.
Planting of additional trees is promoted as an answer to providing privacy for Nevada
Street and Marionberry Ct. Neighbors. However, the height planned is too short to
provide a useful privacy screen.
Cross-sections in the Landscape Buffer Plan, projects a ten year timeframe until many of
the trees are large enough to be an effective privacy screen.
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Design Review
Per the RFI, “pursuant to the Multifamily Residential Design Review Handbook, the following
building design standards are not met and the proposal shall be revised to address the action
items.”
A. Neighborhood Scale
Action item: The buildings do not conform to the existing scale of the developed
neighborhood. The building design shall be revised. This could be accomplished by revising
the proposed buildings to include at least three or more distinct modules with each module
establishing its own design Chroma including but not limited to a base, roof form, window
pattern, siding materials, color scheme, entry configuration, balcony treatments, etc. Other
considerations may include more, smaller buildings that incorporate these same design
standards.
Analysis of RFI Response
The same design, size and number of buildings proposed in 2020 has been submitted
again in 2021, as shown below.
Figure 1: Rendering Year 2020

Figure 2: Rendering Year 2021
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Neighborhood Comments



The Action Item suggested, “Other considerations may include more, smaller buildings
that incorporate these same design standards,” was not addressed.
The size of the buildings remain completely out of scale to the neighboring homes.
o Buildings A and B are 204 feet wide and 35 feet tall.
o Building C is 301 feet wide and 70 feet tall.






Bellingham City Hall is 38 feet high. The picture below compares City Hall with the
height of Building C, at 70 feet.
City Hall is approximately 200 feet wide, similar to Buildings A and B, while Building C
approximately 1/3 bigger than City Hall at 301 feet wide.
These are big buildings, perched high on the hill. Nevada Street is 290 feet at the lower
level, while Building C extends up to the 400 foot level, effectively a 110 foot height.
The revised Data Sheet is incorrect. Adjacent Property Uses immediately to the West
are single family homes, and do not include multi-family apartments as claimed.

CityView Building C
- 70 feet high

City Hall - 38 feet
high
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B. Neighborhood Compatibility
Action item: The building elements listed in the guidelines must be incorporated into the
modules noted above to form distinct modules that establish human scale and consistency
with the established scale of the neighborhood. The building’s fenestration should relate to
each of these building elements for each module. Modify the plans to comply with these
guidelines.
Analysis of RFI Response
The same design, size and number of buildings proposed in 2020 has been submitted
again in 2021. The RFI Response states the visual appearance has been amended by
applying different color and material schemes to the façade.
Neighborhood Comments



There is no change to the size and impact of the buildings.
The set-backs of 160 to 250 feet equate to looking at your neighbor’s home located
across a cul-de-sac. Due to the size and placement of the three buildings on the hill,
they will be an overwhelming sight to the Nevada Street and Marionberry Ct neighbors.

C. Privacy
Action item: 1. Provide additional cross sections (typ.), no less than 6 sections that
demonstrate the view from the perspective of the single-family residences along the
western edge of the proposal (on Nevada Street and Marionberry Ct.).
Analysis of RFI Response
Additional cross sections have been provided. On the next page is a copy of the cross
section for Lot 7 (located south of the “emergency drive”). This cross section shows that
from this location, Building C will be very visible for at least ten years, and not “screened”
until the new plantings reach maturity (20+ years?).
Neighborhood Comments




Homes along Nevada Street and Marionberry Ct., will have big, highly visible, buildings
to view for years.
Light from exterior illumination will be visible all night from building and parking lot
lighting.
When interior apartment lights are on, Building C in particular will be “a beacon on the
hill,” visible from all neighborhoods bordered by Interstate 5.
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Illustration from RFI Response – Updated Landscape Buffer Plan

View from Lot 7 on Nevada St.
from RFI Response, Looking up to
Building C.
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Action item: 2. Submit a landscape plan prepared by a landscape architect that
demonstrates the single-family residences will be visually screened from the proposal.
Analysis of RFI Response
A landscape plan showing how single-family homes will be visually screened was submitted.
However, this illustration shows vegetation and trees at Maturity, which is perhaps 20+
years out.
Neighborhood Comments




Current residents will have to wait years before an effective visual screen grows to
maturity.
The height of the proposed plantings (8 feet or less), is not an effective visual barrier.
With parking planned for 254 vehicles (and more with visitors), the lack of an effective
visual barrier will result in major light pollution from cars entering, parking and leaving
the development.
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Planned Development
Action item: 1. BMC 20.38.050 (B)(3) Density. Provide a statement clarifying the requested
method to determine the proposal’s base density.
Analysis of RFI Response
The Request for Information (July 6, 2020), under Planned Development, requests the
developer to clarify his earlier request for a density bonus.
However, the developer’s response, stated no density request is necessary. The Puget
Neighborhood Workgroup last year, challenged the assumption that the allowable Unit
Density is 176 units; in fact this greatly exceeds the Unit Density defined of 8.7 units per
acre for Area 17 of the Puget Neighborhood.
On February 6, 2020, Phillip Buri, Esq., submitted to the City Planning and Community
Development Department a comprehensive review (see Attachment) of the multi-year
Hawley Replat process. On behalf of the Puget Neighborhood Working Group, he stated,
“They have asked for my help to reveal a flaw in the density calculations for the CityView
Proposal site, also known as Tract F to the Hawley Replat.
”This is the story of how a caption on an unrecorded, unapproved lot layout drawing
became a phantom density allowance.” The result is, “Because CityView relies on an
inaccurate and inappropriately large density allowance, the Puget Neighborhood opposes
its development in the current form.
“The question of Unit Density has been a problem with this property, due to the size of the
proposed developments, which have been completely out of character with the
Comprehensive Plan, Puget Neighborhood plan and surrounding residences. The Puget
Neighborhood working group respectfully suggests it is time to start over.”
We have been requesting the following:
CityView - Unit Density Analysis:
1. An explanation of how the 176 count, Unit Density was calculated and the back-up
materials which support the calculation and official filing.
2. An explanation of how the 176 count, Unit Density is “Vested”, under the timeframe
provided for in BMC 21.10.260.
Neighborhood Comments




The comprehensive review of the facts (submitted by Phillip Buri, Esq.) is found at
https://www.cob.org/Documents/planning/neighborhoods/city-view/commentreceived-february6_2020.pdf. This is a PDF download.
The record shows Tract F never had a Public Hearing, nor was there ever a filing with the
County Auditor of any Official Action that specifically defined the Unit Density as 176.
A Deed filing with the County Auditor, with no background, is where the 176 unit
density is shown on a plot map provided by the land owner. This was not a filing of an
Action by the City Council.
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Action item: 2.BMC 20.38.050 (B)(8) Parking. Revise the proposal to increase the proposal’s
availability of both vehicular and bicycle parking, including but not limited to:
•

Vehicle parking: parallel parking along the northern frontage of the Consolidation
Avenue improvements. Construction of Additional consideration could be to construct
parallel parking along the southern frontage of the Consolidation Avenue improvements.
• Bicycle parking: Construction of a separate bicycle storage building. Install bike racks in
front of all ground floor units that accommodate 4 spaces for bicycles. Provide and/or
increase bicycle storage located at or near each common building entrance.
Analysis of RFI Response
Vehicle Parking:
Parking is planned for 257 spaces, per the RFI Response, an increase from earlier
proposals. For comparison, Lakeway Center, where Whole Foods is located, has
approximately 250 parking spaces.
Bicycle Parking:
The RFI Response was amended to provide 160 bicycle parking spaces. The assumption
is that, “the project site is located within reasonable distance of public transit,” which
assumes tenants will be willing to constantly climb the steep grades of Consolidation
Street.
Neighborhood Comments
Vehicle Parking:




Parking is planned for approximately 257 vehicles, a size typically found in commercial
locations.
Imagine the noise and activity of having upwards of 254 cars entering and leaving a huge
parking lot, located right behind your house.
This indicates that this project is purpose-built student housing, not low income or
affordable housing.

Bicycle Parking:





Adding more bicycle parking, is not a guarantee the CityView residents will bike instead
of using a vehicle, due to the long, steep hill on Consolidation (and other streets).
An observation is that traveling up Consolidation or Byron Streets, you do not typically
see anyone riding a bike. During the dark, cold, wet days from late fall to early spring
even walking up this hill will be very unattractive. This will encourage vehicle ownership.
On the lower section of 44th Street, there are a number of homes rented for student
housing. These homes have typically double the number of vehicles compared to the
number parked in front of a family home. No one is biking.
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Action item: 3. BMC 20.38.050 (B)(12) Comprehensive Plan Elements, The Parks, Recreation & Open
Space. Amend the trail alignment to provide a safe multimodal connection to the Samish Crest Trail
neighborhood connectors at the Byron/47th Street intersection via 46th Street by either:
1) Extending the trail in the Puget Street right of way from its proposed terminus on Puget Street to
provide a connection to the existing cul-de-sac bulb in the 46th Street right of way or
2) Revise the trail’s alignment to be entirely within the Consolidation Avenue right of way from
Nevada Street to provide a connection to the existing cul-de-sac in the 46th Street right of way.

Analysis of RFI Response
The trail location was reviewed and determined to connect to 46th Street, rather than Puget
Street.
Neighborhood Comments




Members of the Neighborhood remain concerned that if CityView is built as designed, it
will result in visitors (and some tenants) to park along 46th Street and Puget Street.
The new trail will create a convenient path for individuals to walk between these streets
and the development.
If this was a standard multi-family residence, per national development standards, less
parking would be required, reducing parking on neighborhood streets.

Action item: 4. BMC 20.38.050 (B)(13) Street, Utilities, Access and Dedications. Revise the
preliminary engineering plans as follows:





Demonstrate the 45th/Consolidation intersection provides for the reasonable extension
of 45th Street south to serve those undeveloped platted lots on 45th Street.
Include parallel parking along the northern edge of the site’s Consolidation Avenue
improvements.
Include a vertical curb along the southern edge of the site’s Consolidation Avenue
improvements.
If parallel parking is to be provided on the side of Consolidation Avenue, please include
these revisions as well.

Analysis of RFI Response
The RFI Response was amended to include these requests.
Neighborhood Comments


If this was a standard multi-family residence, per national development standards,
less parking would be required, reducing parking on neighborhood streets.
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SEPA Checklist
Action item: Water-3. C. 3) and 4) .Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage
patterns in the vicinity of the site Please have a qualified professional respond to how the
drainage courses of the surface flow, underground flow and onsite springs will be affected
as a result of this development. Then address proposed measures to reduce or control the
impacts. This is also further discussed above under the critical areas section of this
document.
Analysis of RFI Response
In response the applicant referred to a Preliminary Stormwater Plan (126 pages) and a 4page letter from the Cascade Engineering Group dated March 4th, 2021.
Neighborhood Comments
The revised Critical Area report failed to identify an open drainage ditch located directly
below Wetlands B. This was previously identified by a neighbor in a Project Comment
submitted a year ago (May 2020).
Figure 4 from the Preliminary Stormwater Report prepared this year by Cascade Engineering
Group states that, “Surface runoff from the project site flows west and currently is captured
in the Nevada Street conveyance system.”

Blue circled area is where the
Emergency Exit pavement will be
located, over drainage that is not
accounted for in the Stormwater Plan.

Drainage: Area of Concern (Figure 4: Cascade Engineering Group)
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The Critical Area Report: Wetland Mitigation Plan, states, “Water appears to disperse
into the subsurface below Wetland B – as no downgradient channel was observed.”
There is an existing surface drain (see Preliminary Grading Plan map, next page) that
runs from the northern property line that is not mapped. Given the location, this drain is
collecting water from an area that directly below Wetland B.
From the narrative and Figure 4, it appears the subject water is drained into a storm
drain through Marionberry Ct. There is no connection between the surface drainage
ditch and the storm drain.
Water is diverted into an open air drainage ditch that extends through and behind yards
on Marionberry Ct. This drainage is not accounted for as seen in the pictures below and
on the next page taken during a February, 2021 rainfall event.

Screenshot 1: Water emerging from area
near Wetlands, both from subsurface (top
circle), and flowing right to left from surface
drainage.
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Screenshot 3: Water from area near
Wetlands, flowing right to left as surface
drainage, towards Marionberry Ct.
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Graphic water flowing right to left as
surface drainage, towards Marionberry Ct.

Additionally, an unnecessary assumption
concerning fire access is used to justify encroachment/construction on the wetlands
buffer. Due to this claim, the proposed “buffering” plan to mitigate Wetland B impacts,
results in construction of an unnecessary, large, impervious roadway designated as an
emergency exit.
The original development planned for a single, huge building which, “Due to the size of
the (single) proposed building a secondary fire access road is required for Emergency
access. The 2013 University Ridge proposal, with a similar building layout, was
approved without an Emergency Access Road.
This road is not required, which if eliminated along with the small parking area “F”,
would appear to better deal with the Wetland mitigation issue.

NOTE: All Screenshots from Video recorded early February, 2021.

PNWG RFI Response Final

18

Puget Neighborhood Working Group

5/24/2021

Action item: Environmental health -7. b. 2) and 3). Please respond to the long-term noise
created by this project post- construction. Identify proposed measures to reduce or control
noise impacts. What types of levels of noise would be created by or associated with the
project on a short-term or long-term basis?
Analysis of RFI Response
The applicant claims that the project “will result in normal occupancy noise in the
immediate area” and that the residents are required by their least to conform to all city
codes regarding noise. Normal occupancy noise remains undefined, however, the point is
that it is actually the day to day noise coupled with noise associated with recreation venues
and social gatherings of over 300 people that is the overriding question.
Neighborhood Comments
Leases notwithstanding, the city codes apply to any project including CityView. For the
developer to make a statement about what is included in the leases is irrelevant and begs
the question. The point is that the totality of this project is overwhelming compared to the
surrounding area. In spite of the developer’s insistence in the project being open to all, the
simple fact is that CityView is built with student housing design principles. Student
schedules are most certainly not 9-5, as in the world of work, which will inevitably create
comings and goings that are antithetical to those of the surrounding neighborhood.
Placement of a large picnic recreation direct behind a dozen or more family homes ensures
substantial gatherings of CityView residents and attendant noise except during the coldest
months of the year. City staff comments to the effect that nuisances are covered and
somehow adequately controlled by city ordinance ignores the reality of the ability of the
police to respond to noise complaints which tend to be at the lowest level of priority given
their heavy emergency response call loads.
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Action item: Land and shoreline use: 8. a. Will the proposal affect current land uses on
nearby or adjacent properties? Describe how the proposal will or will not affect the current
land uses on nearby or adjacent properties.
Analysis of RFI Response
The developer claims that existing vegetation augmented with a “thick replant screen” on
the east side of the development will suffice to buffer problems caused by “physical, visual
and noise”.
Neighborhood Comments
It is ludicrous to think that a stand of trees and bushes can buffer sound to any extent
consistent with a sufficient mitigating effect. This is even more of a dubious assertion in
that plantings take years to grow and often fail within that period. With CityView, once
built, proper and constant maintenance or replanting of the landscaping is problematic but
the damage to peaceful enjoyment will be permanent and remedies virtually impossible.
The respondent concentrates on the short-term noise of the construction period and omits
long term noise from 300+ young dormitory residents with vastly differing schedules than
the existing family neighborhood. What will exist is constant traffic noise, car doors banging,
and emanations from weekend/evening social gatherings. Additionally, what is described
as “common usable space of 1 acre +/-“is manifestly mis-placed along the western border of
the property, virtually in the backyards of the homes on Nevada and Marionberry Ct. Picnic
tables, benches, space for recreation invite gatherings and noise that will be a constant drip,
drip of audible assaults on all the homeowners in perpetuity.

PNWG RFI Response Final

20

Puget Neighborhood Working Group

5/24/2021

Action Item: Transportation: 14.b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served
by public transit? If so, general describe. If not, what is the nearest transit stop?
Revise to address consistency with other SEPA questions that the site is served within a
reasonable distance to the identified transit station, shopping, restaurants and services.
Analysis of RFI Response
Although the developer claims that the Lincoln St/WWU parking lot is within walking
distance, the claims of the developer that this will provide residents with car-less services to
local shopping areas does not square with the reality of shopping. To think that residents
will abandon cars to take buses or ride a bike to supermarkets only to attempt to walk or
bicycle with bags of groceries or other such items, is not realistic. The bus system in
Bellingham does not adequately serve the residents now in the sense that many areas
throughout the city are not served or poorly served making bus use impractical for residents
to ride to places of employment
Neighborhood Comments
There is no supporting evidence to the proffered myth that 3 renters per unit will result in
reduced numbers of automobiles and that dormitory occupants will choose not to have cars
or walk. These are not family units. Where are the studies on similar apartment dormitory
buildings indicating that this assumption is true? Moreover, what about the arrival and
departure of overflow guest parking for families of renters, parties, other gatherings? The
only available parking spots are then along Consolidation, Marionberry, Nevada, 44th St. or
other creative choices elsewhere in the neighborhood. Likewise, the existence of the
fire/emergency equipment exit/entrance cut between two of the homes on Nevada St. will
invite pedestrian use to access the dormitory complex unless the road is adequately
fenced/gated. Even then insouciant or intoxicated guests may well attempt access through
the adjacent private properties. Vehicle use from this dormitory complex will differ widely
based on the schedules of students whose classes range from early morning to well into the
evening. Their activities also comprise trips to and from job locations that do not coincide
with the “9-5 schedules” of those around the dormitory buildings. These renters are not
families/couples etc. in an average apartment complex but 318 dormitory dwellers. One
cannot use the normal traffic generation tables to calculate the comings and goings of
students and thereby judge the effects.
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Action item: Transportation: 14. f. - How many vehicular trips per day would be generated
by the completed project or proposal? Use the data from the TIA, include the daily and
weekday PM peak hour total trips information from page 14 of the January 2020 TIA.
Provide a discussion in an addendum to the TIA that justifies the ITE classification used in
the TIA for this proposal. This justification should consider the discussion above regarding
typical occupancy of the units and the likelihood of persons living independently of each
other and not as an historic, traditional family unit.
Analysis of RFI Response
The RFI response continues to claim that Land Use #221, mid-level rise multi-family housing,
is the “best” designation for calculating traffic generation. This assertion may not be true.
The developer claims that this project will be like other apartment complex, insisting that
those who are attracted to living at CityView will be an eclectic group of students, workers
and even small families. Declarations to the effect that the developer will follow existing
housing legislation are merely statements of the obvious, that is, what he is already obligate
to do under the law.
Neighborhood Comments
As mentioned above: Vehicle use from this dormitory complex will differ widely based on
the schedules of students whose classes range from early morning to well into the evening.
Their activities also comprise trips to and from job locations that do not coincide with the
“9-5 schedules” of those around the dormitory buildings. These renters are not
families/couples etc. in an average apartment complex but 318 dormitory dwellers. One
cannot use the normal traffic generation tables to calculate the comings and goings of
students and thereby judge the effects. What about using data for Land Use #225, offcampus student apartments, to evaluate traffic generation? This should at least be
evaluated as part of the discussion.
See also Trip generation for CityView development: Appendix A.
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Action item: Transportation: 14. h. – Proposed measures to reduce or control
transportation impacts Provide a basis for demonstrating that bicycle parking for 54 +/bicycles is an adequate number to effectively reduce or control transportation impacts
based on how the site’s and geographic topography, proposed occupancy of the proposal
and its intended occupants, will affect the overall measures to reduce or control
transportation impacts.
 Respond to how the future, anticipated reduction of ridership of transit facilities could
affect the transportation impacts resulting from this proposal.
 Additionally, include an analysis of the available pedestrian and bicycle facilities on
Consolidation Ave and Nevada St and their sufficiency to safely get a project resident to
the transit center, shopping, restaurants and services specified in the checklist.
Analysis of RFI Response
Developer has claimed that he has increased the number of bicycle storage spaces which is
true. He also concedes but ignores the “future anticipated reduction of ridership”
anticipating that access to the Lincoln parking site will continue to make use of busses there
a viable option. There is no evidence to support that “anticipation” as there is little in the
way of analysis of pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The developer also includes the creation
of the “multi-modal” path to 46th Street as a safe connection to Samish Crest trails but how
this connection will actually be use is problematic.
Neighborhood Comments
Increased storage space for bicycles does not equal increased use of bicycles as alternate
transportation. Furthermore, possession of a bicycle may merely be for recreational use
only and not as a commuting choice. Manifestly the developer provides NO ANALYSIS OF
THE NUMBER OF BICYCLES THAT MIGHT ACUALLY BE USED FOR COMMUTING.
The developer ignores the fact that Nevada St as a connector to the north towards the
Whole Foods shopping area is a poor pedestrian and bicycle route due to its considerable
narrowness and relatively uncontrolled parking on both sides of the roadway.
Consolidation to the east as a bicycle route presents issues with the uphill climb from the
Lakeway/WWU parking area not to mention the slippery conditions of the roadway under
inclement weather conditions of rain and snow.
The path to 46th St. is up a steep hill that is not amenable to bicycles as steps and/or
switchbacks may be necessary. The lauded connection to other trail systems is problematic.
Much of the trail system on Samish Crest is undeveloped and existing paths are merely
social paths created by years of walking and trail biking. Many of these paths are on or
traverse private property which is likely to be developed in the next decade. Use of this socalled connector trail along the Consolidation ROW also provides the real option for
residents and guests of the CityView complex to park on the already overloaded street
parking areas of the 46th, 47th and Byron cul-de-sac.

PNWG RFI Response Final

23

Puget Neighborhood Working Group

5/24/2021

Appendix A: Trip generation for CityView development
From: Steve Abell <steve@ea-sa.net>
Subject: Trip generation for CityView development
Date: April 30, 2021 at 4:22:59 PM PDT
To: Chris Comeau <ccomeau@cob.org>
Cc: Kathy Bell <kbell@cob.org>

Hello Chris,
In the documentation recently provided by Morgan Bartlett for his CityView proposal, the trip
generation may be incorrect, or at least could be made more realistic. I’m hoping you can help me
understand why data from the ITE Trip Generation Manual (10th ed.) for trip generation for mid-rise
multifamily housing is used for CityView. I see in a memo from Transpo Group to Bartlett dated March 3,
2021 that Land Use Code 221 is deemed the “most applicable land use to the proposed development”. It
appears to me that Land Use Code 225, Off-campus student apartments, might be more applicable and
should be evaluated.
It seems clear from the Bartlett proposal documents that his City View development is aimed at student
residents even though he claims there will be no preference given to any prospective tenant group. All
106 units include three bedrooms each with private bath, and will be rentable by the unit or by separate
bedrooms. This is the same arrangement as The Lark Apartments on Lincoln Street - they are even
advertised as student residences.
Land use codes shown in BMC 19.06.040(A) do not include Code 225. I don’t have access to the ITE
manual but I’m pretty sure you do or you could get it from Transpo Group. Would it be possible for you
to add a row to the table in 19.06.040(A) that would show the data for Code 225? I have no idea
whether it would show differences in trip generation relative to Code 221, but in the interest of finding
the most applicable land use I believe Code 225 should be evaluated for this development. I also think
that each bedroom might be counted as a separate student apartment for the calculation of new peak
hour trips and impact fees but I won’t go there for now.
It’s also my opinion, not having seen the data for Code 225, that neither 221 nor 225 may be the best
choice. If there is little difference between trip generation and impact fees between 221 and 225 then it
doesn’t much matter which is used. If, however, there is a significant difference, then a hybrid of 221
and 225 may represent the best compromise. I think you would agree that 318 bedrooms full of college
students presents a dramatic departure, traffic- and trip generation-wise, from 106 units of multifamily
housing. Somewhere in between those two extremes may lie the best representative data to use for City
View. I’m hoping you can help find it.
Sincerely,
Steve Abell
Member of the Puget Neighborhood Working Group
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Appendix B: Failure to Account for Open Surface Drainage
Copy of Comment to the City from 2020.
Donald Diebert
4414 Marionberry Ct.
Bellingham, WA 98229
360-778-1531
dondiebert@outlook.com
May 5, 2020
Kathy Bell
Senior Planner
Planning and Community Development Department
City of Bellingham
210 Lottie Street
Bellingham, WA 98225
Re: Planned development (PDP2019-0015)/Design review (DR2019-0036)/Height variance (VAR20190009)/Critical area permit (CAP2019-0037/SEPA checklist (SEP2019-0039)
Project location: 4413 Consolidation Avenue/ Area 17
Dear Ms. Bell:
The Preliminary Grading Plan and Critical Area Report: Wetland Mitigation Plan, both fail to include an
important drainage ditch located directly below Wetlands B. Additionally, an unnecessary assumption
concerning fire access is used to justify encroachment/construction on the wetlands buffer.
F AILURE TO A CCOUNT FOR O PEN S URFACE D RAINAGE
The Critical Area Report: Wetland Mitigation Plan (page 2, 3.1 Watershed), states that water drains,
“onto the property through a culvert under Puget Street and forms a narrow drainage feature (one to
two feet wide) and small wetland (Wetland B). The drainage flows westward downslope into and
through Wetland B. Water appears to disperse into the subsurface below Wetland B – as no
downgradient channel was observed.”
However, there is an existing surface drain (see Preliminary Grading Plan map, next page) that runs from
the northern property line, extending south approximately 100 feet. Given the location, this drain is
collecting water from an area that directly below Wetland B.
Much of the water is actually diverted into an open air drainage ditch that extends through and behind
yards on Marionberry Ct. This creates an intermittent stream depending on the amount of run-off
collected up the hill. Below is the Preliminary Grading Plan – temporary barriers, with the surface
drainage outlined. This drainage is apparently not accounted for, which should be part of the Wetlands
B evaluation.
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Preliminary Grading Plan with Surface Drainage Ditch Identified

R ESTRICTED E MERGENCY A CCESS R OAD NOT REQUIRED
The original development planned for a single, huge building which, “Due to the size of the proposed
building a secondary fire access road is required for Emergency access. Use of this lane will be restricted
to emergency vehicles only, with no Residential vehicle use. This restricted access, paved fire lane will be
installed off of Nevada Street.”
Due to this claim, the proposed “buffering” plan to mitigate Wetland B impacts, results in construction
of an unnecessary, large, impervious roadway designated as an emergency exit. Due to an “emergency
use only” designation, this is presented as a preferred alternative to maintaining an open, natural
environment, which maintains the wetland area and critical drainage of the property.
The revised proposal eliminates the single, huge building with three much smaller buildings. The 2013
University Ridge proposal, with a similar building layout, was approved without an Emergency Access
Road. Therefore, this road is not required, which if eliminated along with the small parking area “F”,
would appear to better deal with the Wetland mitigation issue.
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