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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 

(VAR2019-0009)/Critical area permit (CAP2019-0037/SEPA checklist (SEP2019-0039)  

Project location: 4413 Consolidation Avenue/ Area 17  

 

Dear Ms. Bell:  

The CityView Narrative (Section20. last page) submitted by the Developer, states the allowed 

Unit Density for the Hawley Replat – Tract F, is 176 units, and states the proposed 106 unit 

development is less than the allowable Unit Density. Previously, the Puget Neighborhood Work 

Group has 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 surround residences.  The Puget Neighborhood working 

group respectfully suggests it is time to start over.” 

We are requesting the following: 
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1. An explanation of how the 176 count, Unit Density was calculated and the back-up

materials which support the calculation.

2. An explanation of how the 176 count, Unit Density is “Vested”, under the timeframe

provided for in BMC 21.10.260.

Sincerely, 

Donald Diebert, Member
Puget Neighborhood Preservation Work Group

Attachment:  Phillip Buri, Esq. Submission to City of Bellingham 
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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 

(VAR2019-0009)/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. 

Failure to Account for Open Surface Drainage 

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. 

  

mailto:dondiebert@outlook.com
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Preliminary Grading Plan with Surface Drainage Ditch Identified 

Restricted Emergency Access Road 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.  

Sincerely 

 

Donald Diebert, Member 

Puget Neighborhood Preservation Work Group 
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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 

(VAR2019-0009)/Critical area permit (CAP2019-0037/SEPA checklist (SEP2019-0039)  

Project location: 4413 Consolidation Avenue/ Area 17  

 

Dear Ms. Bell:  

The CityView dormitory development will have a profound Impact on the Puget Neighborhood, 

especially due to its size, impact on views and neighborhood compatibility. Yet these issues are 

not fully addressed in the developer’s application. 

Thus, I am writing to expand the View Analysis to include all parts of the neighborhood, provide 

an example of a similar height local building for comparison and review how the proposal fails 

the City of Bellingham Comprehensive Plan.  

Failure to Document View impacts upward from Nevada St. and Marionberry Ct.  

Unfortunately, the proposal fails to show how the CityView dormitory will have major impacts 

on the Puget Neighborhood, especially the surrounding homes. The Site View plan fails to 

address the major visual impact (View) to the surrounding neighborhood. 

The CityView View Analysis (Site Plan Analysis) purports to show little impact to those homes 

located to the South (Consolidation St.) and uphill to the East (Puget St.) of the development.  

However, there is no Site Plan Analysis showing the visual impact to the homes to the West 

(Nevada St.) and North (Marionberry Ct.) of the development.  Yet, by far, Nevada St. and 

Marionberry Ct. are the most severely impacted by the development that towers a hundred 

feet over homes in the neighborhood! 

The Area 17 Zoning (Puget Neighborhood) chart includes a special condition for View.  As 

presented, only part of the View impacted by the CityView development is analyzed; to 

complete the application, all impacts must be analyzed and fairly presented.  
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Projected View from Nevada St – Buildings B & C. The following visual (based on the 

developer’s submission) shows the visual impact of constructing 3 and 6 story buildings on a 

steep hill, above one to two story homes. As you can see, the buildings effectively tower over 

existing homes. 

 

Projected View from Marionberry Ct and southern Nevada St – Building C. This visual shows 

the impact of Building C only, which will be the view from Marionberry Ct. (to the north) and 

Nevada St. (farther south), where Building B  will not be directly in front of Building C.   
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A Local Example of a building 110 feet tall (Mathes Hall at WWU). Below is a picture from 

ground level of a 110 foot tall building here in Bellingham, the Mathes Hall dormitory at 

Western Washington University.  This will be similar to the view of the CityView buildings from 

the north and west of the neighborhood. Clearly, a few deciduous trees in front of this building 

cannot hide its scale and impact on the surrounding homes!     

 

CityView Fails the Comprehensive Plan  

The Comprehensive Plan includes numerous directives for consideration of new development 

within existing neighborhoods as follows:   

 Policy CD-7 (Community and Character) Ensure that new development is of a type, 

scale, orientation, and design that maintains or improves the character, aesthetics, and 

livability of neighborhoods. While compatibility is more of an issue in established 

neighborhoods, new development needs to take into account the context of the area 

and should result in an improvement to the surrounding neighborhood. 

 GOAL CD-3 (District and Neighborhood Identity) Establish and reinforce district and 

neighborhood characteristics recognized both within the community and throughout 

the region. 
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 Policy CD-22 (Site and Building Design) Use design standards and design review to 
accomplish the following:  

 Ensure elements of design, proportion, rhythm, scale and massing are 
appropriate for proposed structures and sites and contextually compatible with 
surrounding development.  

 Encourage the use of low impact development practices where feasible.  

 Minimize negative impacts such as excessive lighting and glare and unsightly 
views of parking.  

 Provide reasonable solar access and privacy to adjacent property.  

 Where feasible, preserve significant trees and mature vegetation.  

 Policy CD-33 (Appropriate Infill Development and Renovations) Encourage the 

construction of innovative small-scale housing types that fit the context of single-family 

neighborhoods such as accessory dwelling units, cottage housing, cohousing, 

townhomes, zero lot line homes, and small lot housing. 

Comprehensive Plan Goals 

These goals state, that development must, “Ensure that Bellingham has a sufficient quantity 
and variety of housing types and densities to accommodate projected growth and promote 
other community goals.”  

 GOAL H-2 Foster housing that is safe, healthy, livable, and affordable for all income 
levels in all neighborhoods.  

 GOAL H-3 Promote sense of place in neighborhoods.  

 GOAL H-4 Support housing options for special needs populations. 

Summary 

The CityView dormitory proposal, by failing directives of the Comprehensive Plan, imposing an 

oversize structure, thus negatively impacting views and neighborhood compatibility, should not 

be approved.   

Sincerely 

 

Donald Diebert, Member 

Puget Neighborhood Preservation Working Group 
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Aven, Heather M.

From: Virginia Herrick <virginiafherrick@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2020 1:38 PM

To: G.Proj.City View

Subject: Cityview apartment complex

Dear Mr. Sepler and Planning Commission, 
 
I am opposed to a development the size of what is proposed for the Cityview apartment complex in this location. A six-
story apartment building is not only completely outside the neighborhood's existing nature and traffic patterns, but to 
offer only 250 parking spaces for upwards of 300 students is almost certain to create traffic problems for the 
surrounding single-family neighborhood -- which already sees considerable problems from the boarding house-style 
homes across Ashley from the new student apartments there. The fact that students live in those houses is not the 
problem: the problem is that parking is inadequate along Ashley, leading to unsafe driving and parking conditions. I can 
only imagine what will happen to the single family neighborhoods around Consolidation and Nevada, if this project is 
allowed to proceed as planned. It should be scaled back by 50% at least. And there should be a significant effort to 
preserve as much of the woods in the vicinity as possible. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
C. Virginia Herrick 
3909 Fielding Ave 
Bellingham, WA 98229 
 
--  
she-her-hers 
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Aven, Heather M.

From: rod <merlin32@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2020 4:12 PM

To: G.Proj.City View

Cc: Alan Hui

Subject: Response to developer application

 
Kathy Bell, Senior Planner 
Dear Kathy, 
 
This letter is in response to a development application for 4413 Consolidation Ave known as CityView. My wife and I 
object to the plan as presented and offer the following points for your consideration. 

1) Parking on site: does not seem adequate for the number of bedrooms. The fear is that the excess cars will try to 

park on Nevada or Consolidation. The overflow from the Maple Park apartments onto Ashley is an example. 

2) Traffic: Nevada and Consolidation already seem to be at their maximum for residential streets. Adding 300 cars 

will definitely make the situation worse. There are two main exits from the area. Turning left onto Lakeway is 

difficult and dangerous most of the time. The lack of enforcement of the 25 MPH speed limit only exacerbates 

the situation. Turning left onto Lincoln from Ashley is also difficult at times of the day and turning right can also 

be impossible because of being blocked by the cars ahead wanting to turn left. 

3) Noise:  This is two-fold. The ongoing noise from “plopping” 300 plus people and cars into the area and the noise 

and disruption to the area during construction. Suggest that construction be limited to 8am – 5pm Monday thru 

Friday with no work on Saturday or Sunday 

4) Water: Springs run continuously northerly and westerly during the winter. Removing 50 percent of the 

vegetation will worsen the situation.  

5) Density: The question is how many people will be able to live on site? The developer would have us believe that 

318 bedrooms equals 318 people. What about married couples? Small children? This could skyrocket the density 

to 1000 people and many more cars.  

6) Access: Consolidation Ave will not adequate for the traffic and building a ¾ extension is laughable. It would need 

to be widened with sidewalks all the way to Lincoln. 

7) Appropriateness: This is a single-family neighborhood. It is simply not appropriate and will totally change for the 

worse the nature and quality of the area. 

Regards, 
Rod and Susan Dean 
848 Nevada St 

 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Aven, Heather M.

From: John Keates <johnkeates@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2020 9:07 PM

To: G.Proj.City View; Susan Keates

Subject: CityView Apartment Development

Dear City of Bellingham: 
 
My wife and I are writing to provide comment on the proposed CityView Apartment Complex, which would be NE of our 
home located at 224 Milton Street. 
 
We OPPOSE this proposed development of variety of reasons. The following are just a few of our concerns: 
 

1. The development as we understand it would be a two to three level apartment complex in what is now a 
peaceful and relaxing single-family residential area. It simply does not belong in the proposed location or fit into 
the existing development. 

2. The increased traffic alone would be of great concern. We fail to see how the existing City street network would 
accommodate such an increase. 

3. Multi-family housing, as this is proposed, is better suited on Lakeway, Bill McDonald Parkway or other similar 
City streets. Again, we don’t feel this development is a good fit for our existing single-family residential 
neighborhood. 

 
Honestly, we’re somewhat astonished that this proposal has gotten this far as it is so inappropriate.   
 
We don’t oppose a developers desire to make money and develop property that they own, but it should be appropriate 
development. If this particular developer wants to develop this property, then we would suggest that he/she comes up 
with a single-family residential concept, which would be more appropriate for this neighborhood. 
 
Better yet, we’d like to see the property retained as a greenspace, but we understand that the City of someone else 
would have to compensate the developer for the property. 
 
Frankly, this proposal reeks of developer greed and overreach. They want to develop and leave us with a neighborhood 
eyesore that simply doesn’t fit with the existing landscape. PLEASE, don’t let them get away with it, because in the end if 
you – the City permits this development, we’ll all regret it! 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
John and Susan Keates 
224 Milton Street 
Bellingham 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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