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March 12, 2021 
 

PLEASE NOTE: This narrative has been revised from the previous version dated February 24, 2020. 
 

Project Objectives/Narrative/Design Review for multi-family apartment complex known as CityView, Bellingham, WA. 

Parcel number: 3803321721750000 

The proposed project is located at 4413 Consolidation Avenue, Bellingham WA 98229. The site is +/-11.15 acres. 

Unit count: 106 (all 3 bedroom, +/-1,170 SF each). Type A units: 6. Type B units: 70 Type C unit: 30 

Puget Neighborhood, Area 17. Zoning: Residential Multi, Planned 

DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES: 

Our goal is to provide high quality apartments, in a safe and convenient location, with on-site amenities. Multi-family 

vacancy rates continue to hover at 1-2%, pushing rents to an all-time high. CityView’s design will provide a welcome 

alternative to many Tenants facing high priced, outdated, and ‘zero amenity’ living options. This project will increase the 

current short supply of multi-family infill housing, a primary goal of Growth Management proponents. In turn, we 

believe it will help to lower the high living costs now faced by low-middle income Tenants. 

PROJECT NARRATIVE: 
 

The proposed project includes 3 buildings. Buildings A & B (20 units each) are identical 2.5 story, 35’ foot tall (height 

definition #1) residential multi-family buildings. Each building (A and B) consists of 4 walk-up ‘daylight’ residential units 

on the basement level. The upper two levels contain 16 residential units. Each building has 4 secure entrances, 3 

stairwells, and a riser/utility room. Building C is a 5.5 story, 65’ tall (height definition #1) residential multi-family 

building. Building C consists of 6 walk up ‘daylight’ residential units on the basement level. The five upper levels contain 

60 residential units. The building has 4 secure entrances, a riser/utility room, 3 stairwells and 2 elevators (1 gurney), as 

well as 3,000 SF of interior common usable area. 
 

Total building area GSF is +/-160,000 SF (mid-wall to mid-wall), over 3 buildings. Lot coverage, including surface 

parking/drive lanes, buildings/walkways, and exterior usable space, is minimized at 51.4%. To avoid excessive clearing 

and to minimize the destruction of existing vegetation (per BMC 20.38.020), 48.6% of the site will be left in open space. 
 

All three buildings have the main entrance located on the 2nd floor (Level 3), and centrally located on the east side of the 

buildings. Secure outdoor covered mailboxes are located in 3 convenient locations throughout the complex. A 

leasing/management office is located in the lobby of Building C, in addition to 3,000 SF of centrally located common 

area. 
 

Two garbage/recycling enclosures are located mid-property with ADA routes to each. A large area of exterior common 

usable space (+/-40,600 SF) is located along the western boundary. This area is strategically located to maximize the 

buffer to our Nevada St./Marionberry Ct. neighbors. This usable area will include a loop system walking/jogging trail, 
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picnic tables and park benches. Landscaping will provide a relaxing environment. *Please note: Per BMC 20.32.040 

f(2)a, Cityview’s 43,600 SF of total usable space far exceeds the required usable area of 26,500 SF (106 x 250). 
 

106 units, all 3 bedrooms, require a total of 212 parking stalls. 249 surface parking stalls are proposed, including 7 

accessible (2 van accessible) and 13 electric vehicle charging stations. Additionally, 8 spaces provided via Consolidation 

Ave. improvements (north side only). The total number of bedrooms is 318, putting our stall/bedroom ratio at .81/1. 

Ingress/egress is via Consolidation Ave. Consolidation Ave. will be improved to ¾ city standard from Nevada St. to fully 

abut the 45th St right of way. 30’ is dedicated along the Consolidation Ave. frontage, to 46th St. No parking and/or 

structures are located within the subsequent setback. City approved street trees will line the sidewalk of the 

Consolidation Ave. improvements. A fire lane loops from the entrance, and exits back to Consolidation Ave. A 

secondary fire lane (gated) is provided via the Nevada St connector. Riser rooms are located on the north end of each 

building. An emergency generator is located to the east of Building C. 160 bike racks, both interior and exterior, are 

located throughout the complex. 
 

All utilities are available. City water, sewer and storm are in both Consolidation Ave. and/or Nevada St., both abutting 

the property. The project’s primary storm outfall will be via Nevada St., near the proposed bio cell treatment facility. 

Power, phone, cable and natural gas are all available via Consolidation and/or Nevada St. Adequate fire flow is available 

via an 8” main in Nevada St. and/or the 10” main in Consolidation Ave. Per City IQ, 70 PSI is available from the 10” main 

in Consolidation Ave. 
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Planning and Community Development Department 
 210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, WA  98225 

Phone: (360) 778-8300    Fax: (360) 778-8301   TTY: 711 (WA Relay) 

 
Email: planning@cob.org  Web: www.cob.org  

 

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 
PDP2019-0015/DR2019-0036/CAP2019-0037/SEP2019-0039 

 
Date of Notice: July 6, 2020  
 
Date of Notice of Complete Application: 3/9/2020 
 
Project Location: 4413 Consolidation Avenue / Area 17, Puget Neighborhood; Residential-
Multi, Planned with a 5,000 sf/unit overall density requirement.   
 
Applicant: Morgan Bartlett, Jr.; 424 W Bakerview Road, Ste. 109, Bellingham WA 98226; 
(360)527-2777 
 
Property Owner: Irving H Jr & Joan F Hawley TR; PO Box 29270, Bellingham, WA  98228-
1720 
 
Application Type: Planned development (PDP2019-0015)/Design review (DR2019-
0036)/Critical area permit (CAP2019-0037)/SEPA checklist (SEP2019-0039) 
 
 
The Planning and Community Development Department (PCDD) has reviewed the 
application(s) referenced above. It has been determined that these application(s) do not supply 
sufficient information to prepare a SEPA threshold determination, technical analysis for Planning 
Commission review and permit decision compliant with applicable regulations of the Bellingham 
Municipal Code (BMC) and Comprehensive Plan. 
 
BMC 20.38.020 (A) states the planned use qualifier is intended for areas where review of 
pending development proposals is necessary to ensure that adequate provisions are taken to 
minimize possible detrimental effects and to provide a procedural framework which: 

1. Permits diversity in the location of types of structures; 
 
2. Promotes the efficient use of land by facilitating a more economic arrangement of 
buildings, circulation systems, land use and utilities; 
 
3. Preserves to the greatest extent possible the existing landscape features and 
amenities and utilizes such features in a harmonious fashion; 
 
4. Addresses site-specific opportunities and concerns; 
 
5. Lessens development impacts to adjacent areas through site design and necessary 
mitigating measures. 

 
BMC 20.38.040 (B) provides development aspects that must be, at a minimum, included in a 
permit decision, including a determination whether the proposed use is appropriate, height, 
yards, signs and infrastructure to ensure the proposal protects the public health, safety and 
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welfare and authorizes the permit to be conditioned to ensure compatibility with the city’s 
adopted code and policy documents and to mitigate direct impacts resulting from the proposal. 
 
BMC 20.28.050 (A) states that the code provisions of the planned development chapter are 
minimums and may be increased for a particular proposal where more stringent standards are 
necessary to protect neighboring properties, conform with existing development in the area, 
preserve natural resources or sensitive environments, provide for orderly development or 
conform with the comprehensive plan. 
 
With all land use applications, it is the applicant’s burden to demonstrate how a proposal 
meets code and addresses public concerns. It is strongly recommended that all responses 
provided to the information below take into consideration how the proposal, including any new 
information, addresses the specific code references above.  
 
 
Required Actions: 
 

To continue review of the above application(s), please submit the following information 
electronically to the city of Bellingham via permits@cob.org and copy kbell@cob.org:    
 
Residential Use 
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. Adopted city 
codes and policy documents are based on the assumption that residential dwelling units will 
consist of households containing the historic, traditional family unit. The application materials do 
not provide sufficient information for the city to evaluate if the proposed use is appropriate or if 
the impacts from this type of residential use are adequately mitigated.  
 

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.  

 
Critical Areas 
The following RFI items are based on a site visit on June 26, 2020 with city staff, the applicant, 

and the applicant’s consultants.  The consultants included the project engineer, wetland 

biologist, licensed geologist, and ISA-certified arborist.  City staff included the project manager, 

an arborist, and environmental planners.  The purpose of the site visit was to look at the site 

characteristics while discussing the consultants’ reports submitted for the proposal. 

 

Public comments on the proposal express multiple concerns about the geologic stability of the 

site, drainage issues, wildlife and tree loss, among others.  This RFI takes those concerns into 

account. 

 

1. A geohazard assessment of the site was done and a report prepared and submitted with 
the applications (Geologically Hazardous Area Site Assessment, GeoEngineers, 
January 17, 2020).  According to the geohazard report, the site has a typical slope of 20 
to 22.5% with a thin band of slopes greater than 40% along the eastern margin.  Slopes 
less than 30% are not considered erosion hazards as defined in BMC 16.55.420.A.  
Slopes equal to and greater than 40% are considered landslide hazards as defined in 
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BMC 16.55.420.B. The report described discreet areas of erosion hazard but these were 
not identified on the map.   

 

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. 

 

2. The geohazard report states, “A geotechnical engineering report for the project will be 
completed at a future date as the project goes to design.”  Based on public comments 
expressing concerns about the geology of the site, and more specifically, slope stability 
and drainage (surface and groundwater), a geotechnical report is warranted at this point.   

 

Critical area report requirements for technical information should be provided now to 

enable the project engineer and project geologist to coordinate their mitigation measures 

and to address public concerns. 

 

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.  

 

3. BMC 16.55.460.A.4 prohibits removal of vegetation from an erosion or landslide hazard 
area or buffer unless otherwise approved.  The city anticipates that some of the 
development footprint clearing will be in an erosion hazard; no clearing is planned for the 
landslide hazard.  

 

The seasonal restrictions limit clearing between May 1st and September 30th.  Much of 

the public comment, as well as statements in the geohazard report, is about surface and 

groundwater drainage once the development site is cleared of vegetation.   

 

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.). 

 

4. Preliminary Stormwater Site Plan (SSP). The SSP includes past studies and 
development proposals.  Though some of the geologic information is the same, the SSP 
should include the geohazard report done for this proposal.  Similarly, the project 
referenced (Figure 2) should be for the current proposal, not an earlier version. 

 

According to the geohazard report, the primary erosion hazard at the site is from 

temporary conditions created during construction. The SSP report recommends that 

temporary erosion control measures should be used during construction depending on 

the weather, location, soil/rock type, and other factors. Public comments based on local 

observations express concerns about an increase in drainage problems on downslope 

properties.   
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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.] 

 

5. Tree Removal Plan. At the June 26th site visit, the arborists agreed on a hazard 
management approach for several tree groupings identified by the project arborist.  The 
agreement was based on likelihood of tree survival, changes in hazard risk level, and 
opportunities to improve tree canopy over time.  The goal of the arborists, city staff, and 
the applicant is to maintain healthy forest stands and associated understory and 
minimize risk to residents and buildings from tree failures. 

 

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. 

 

6. The trail connecting Consolidation Ave. to Puget St. is proposed in the Tree Retention 
Area.  The trail design and location have not been finalized.  The final design and 
location should be determined in the field with the project arborist, geologist, and 
engineer reviewing the potential location.  A coordinated review will ensure that tree 
retention, drainage, and site stability concerns will be addressed. 

 

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. 

 

7. Tree Replacement Plan. The site visit clarified the need to locate replacement trees 
within the retention area, as opposed to the planting strip along the parking lot.  The 
site’s logging history left a deciduous dominant forest of trees that are neither long-lived 
nor particularly robust.  Therefore, the replacements should be native conifers chosen 
for the site conditions, such as Douglas fir, Grand fir, and western red cedar.  Vine 
maple trees would be suitable along the westernmost edge of the “Tree Retention Area” 
(Sheet L1). 
 

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”. 

 

 
 
Design Review 
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: 
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A. Neighborhood Scale 
 
Requirement: The scale of those portions of the building facing an existing developed 
neighborhood shall conform to the scale established in the neighborhood or the scale 
identified for the district. All stated guidelines are applicable to this requirement. 

 
Action items: 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. 

B. Neighborhood Compatibility 
 

Requirement: New buildings should reflect some of the architectural character of 
surrounding buildings when locating in a neighborhood where the existing context is well 
defined. All stated guidelines are applicable to this requirement. 

 
Action items: 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. 

 
C. Privacy 

 
Requirement: Orient buildings to provide for privacy, to the extent practical, both within 

the project and of adjacent residential uses. All stated guidelines are applicable to this 

requirement. The application materials did not include sufficient information to determine 

if the proposed hard and softscapes in the transition area between the single-family 

residences on Nevada Street and Marionberry Ct. and the site’s improvements (buildings, 

common usable areas, parking lots, etc.) provides a solid, visual evergreen buffer that 

screens these residences from the proposal. 

It is strongly encouraged that the use and location of walls be placed to use the site’s 

existing grades in a terraced approach that will accommodate a mature evergreen 

landscape plan. 

Action items:  

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.). The cross sections must 
include: 

• Clearing and grading limits. 

• Location and height of proposed retaining wall(s). 

• Landscaping at the time of installation, 5 and 10-year growth cycle and at 
maturity per the landscaping material required below. 
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2. Submit a landscape plan prepared by a landscape architect that demonstrates the 
single-family residences will be visually screened from the proposal. The landscape 
plan shall, at a minimum, include the following: 

• Clearing and grading limits in the transition area with an emphasis of retaining 
existing grades and/or vegetation and utilizing existing grades that necessitates 
lower retaining walls and fences in locations that maximize the potential to 
establish a visual buffer. 

• Height, location and design of proposed retaining walls and fencing. Per the 
design standards, clearing and grading should be minimized to reduce the 
height of retaining walls through terracing and benching with walls no taller than 
5 feet, inclusive of the combined height of fencing.  

• Include plant species, size and quantity of landscaping in the transition area. 
The plant material shall be provided at a quantity that will provide a solid screen 
at maturity and include plant material that is predominately native evergreen 
trees and shrubs and include plants having seasonal interest for color and 
texture. The location of proposed retaining walls shall take into consideration the 
maturity of the landscape material.  

 
 
Planned Development  
Pursuant to Chapter 20.38 BMC, please address the following: 

1. BMC 20.38.050 (B)(3) Density. The application materials include a density calculation 
based on the 176-unit reference shown on the recorded Cedar Ridge Division 2 final plat 
(AF# 202070360).  On May 9, 2020, the application was amended via an email submittal 
requesting a density bonus pursuant to BMC 20.38.050 (B)(3)(c). The application 
materials must clearly state the proposed density. 
 
Action item: Provide a statement clarifying the requested method to determine the 
proposal’s base density. 
 

2. BMC 20.38.050 (B)(8) Parking. The application materials state the proposal will provide 
249 spaces for vehicle parking and 54 spaces for bicycle parking. The vehicle 
parking/bed ratio for vehicle parking is 0.78 and the bicycle parking/bed ratio is 0.12. 
Both ratios meet code but do not appear adequate to support the development.  

 
The proposed vehicle parking ratio assumes a quarter of the proposed beds are either 
not being occupied or occupied by a person not owning a car. Public comment has 
raised concerns regarding the lack of onsite parking and the impacts the overflow 
parking will have on the existing residential streets. 
 
Additionally, under the same assumptions, only 54 occupants would have options to 
conveniently store a bicycle. Bicycle parking should achieve a bicycle space per 
bedroom ratio of 0.5. An increased ratio is needed to support the application’s 
justification that the site’s proximity to transit, services and recreational opportunities will 
reduce the demand of vehicular usage. This ratio is consistent with the city’s urban 
village standards that anticipate development similar to the proposal’s density and for 
sites conveniently located to those services listed in the application materials.  
 
Although, not explicitly stated in the application materials, the unit layout is appropriately 
designed 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 an historic, 
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