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April 8, 2013
Whatcom County Planning Commission
5280 Northwest Dr.
Bellingham, WA 98226

Re:

Birch Bay-Lynden and Valley View Type I LAMIRD
Whatcom County Assessor's Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000
Proposed Findings ofFact and Conclusions

Dear Planning Commission:
This letter is a follow-up to our letter dated March 28, 2013 regarding the same.
In support of retaining Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 in the Birch Bay-Lynden
and Valley View LAMIRD, we prepared changes to County Staffs "Proposed Findings
1
of Fact and Reasons for Action." Om changes are contained in the attached Exhibit A.
As a result of these proposed changes to County Staffs "Proposed Findings of
Fact and Reasons for Action," County Staffs "Proposed Conclusions" must be changed.
Om changes are contained in the attached Exhibit B. 2
Additional information for your consideration is attached as Exhibits C and D.
Again, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission ignore the staffs
recommendation and retain the Rural Community Comprehensive Plan designation and
associated RGC zoning cunently in place on Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000.
Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yams,
\'
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JACK 0. SWANSON
Cc: client

1
2

Note that all additions are underlined and all deletions are struck-through.
Sec Note 1.

900 DUPONT STREET, BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON 98225-3105
TELEPHONE 360.734.6390

FAX 360.671.0753

www.belcherswanson.com

Exhibit A

Add the following Findings of Fact and Reasons for Action:
With regard to Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000, situated in the I-5/Birch
Bay Lynden Road/Valley View Road LAMIRD, the Board originally held
in its FDO of January 4, 2012 that Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 should
not be included in the LAMIRD because there was an insufficient built
environment on that parcel. In response, based on new evidence of a built
environment, including a structure and site preparation work existing in
July 1990, we declined to remove Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 from
the LAMIRD. We believe the new evidence refuted the conclusion of the
Board.
In response, in its FDO dated January 9, 2013, the Board stated that
allowing a LAMIRD at this location was probably a mistake in the first
place and again required that Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 be removed.
The owner of Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 aPPealed both of the Board
decisions which are pending. We support those appeals.
The owner of Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 has supplied additional
information relating to the loss of value of the parcel as a result of the
downzone which the Board has mandated. That information consists of
letters from an appraiser and a real estate broker showing that the uses
remaining for this property after the downzone from RGC to R5A are not
financially viable. We are concerned that such a downzone would result
in a violation ofRCW 36.70A.020(6) which provides that we should not
take property without compensation. We conclude that the benefit to the
community by downzoning this property is not roughly propmiional to the
damage to the prope1iy owner. As such, this exaction likely violates RCW
82.02.020 et. seq., and provisions of the Washington State and United
States Constitution.
Additionally, the exclusion of this 2.5 acre parcel does not comport with
RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d)(iv) which requires a logical outer boundary for all
LAMIRDs. Attached is a map that clearly shows that the Board failed to
comply with this section of the Growth Management Act.
For the reasons stated above, and based on the new evidence and on the
belief that the Board previously erred, we respectfully decline to remove
Parcel No. 400123 029037 0000 from the LAMIRD.

Exhibit B

Delete Proposed Conclusion I. e.:
Bireh Bay Lynden & Valley View LAMIRD: The amendments to the
LAMIRD boundary and zening maj3 eJESludes one pareel to ereate a Type I
LAMIRD boundary that is eonsistent with the reEj-Uirements of Rt:W
36. 70,\. 070(5)(d)(i'.0.
Revise the second and third paragraphs of Proposed Conclusion J. a. ii.:
County-wide Planning Policy B.2 states, "The county shall discourage
urban level development outside Urban Growth Areas and outside of areas
currently characterized by a development threshold greater than a rural
development density." The proposed amendments retain requirements that
higher rural densities be contained in designated LAMIRDs and Rural
Neighborhoods, per WCCP Policy 2GG-2, and remove land from the
Smith & Guide Meridian and Bireh Bay Lynden & Valley View Rural
Communityies (Type I LAMIRDs), and the Fort Bellingham/Marietta,
North Bellingham, and Welcome Rural Neighborhoods.
County-wide Planning Policy B.3 states, "Whatcom County shall promote
appropriate land uses and allow for infill within rural settlements
characterized by existing commercial industrial, and intensive residential
development greater than a rural development density. These areas should
be clearly delineated and not expanded beyond logical outer boundaries in
accordance with RCW 36. 70A.070(5). Impacts on rural character, critical
areas and other economic considerations as well as the availability of
capital facilities and rural levels of service must be considered before
allowing infill in these areas." The proposed amendments retain
Comprehensive Plan policies under Goals 2HH, 2JJ, 2KK, and 2LL that
provide criteria and policies for limited areas of more intensive mral
development. Proposed amendments to the Smith & Guide Meridian and
Bireh Bay Lynden & Valley Viev; Rural Community boundaryies create!>
!!_Type I LAMIRDs that isare compliant with RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d)(iv).
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We are writing this letter in connection with the PlarmingCommission's
deliberations on the rural element, particularly the Birch BayN alley View LAMIRJ).
Bas~d on. the Growth Management Hearings Board ("Board") order dated January 4,
201$,·\')'e pnderstand the Plarming staff is recommending to the Planning Commission
that property be removed from the Birch BayNalley View LAMIRD.
We have been asked by the property owner to provide evidence in connection
with that proceeding.
First, a little bit about us. I am currently a designated rea:l estate broker licensed
under the laws of the State of Washington. I have my own office, Tom Filion's Land
Office, which I have operated since 1977. Prior to getting my broker's license, I was
licensed as a salesperson fi·om 1971.
·. , . In my capacity as a broker/salesperson of real estate, I have had extensive
dealings in Whatcom County and particularly in the area of Whatcom County north of
Bellingham, and in the larger area surrounding the Property.
I have worked with Sam Boulos, one ofthe owners of the Property, for over 30
years and have frequently assisted him in acquiring other lands as well. I am quite
familiar with the Property, and with its location at the intersection of Valley View Road,
Birch Bay Lynden Road, and immediately adjacent to the northbound entrance to
Interstate 5. In addition to providing real estate services for Mr. Boulos, my other lll•lll!!!!!!!ll!l!l!!l!!!!~-,
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companies have provided maintenance and assistance in managing his various properties
around the County.
When Sam and his partners acquired the Property in 1989, I am aware that his
intention was to develop the site to commercial uses. The Property was zoned Gateway
Industrial at the time which provided for a wide variety of commercial uses which would
be appropriate on a property immediately adjacent to a freeway. I know Sam is in the
gasoline sales business, and am aware that his original intention was to establish a gas
station at the Property's location.
It is my understanding that the Board has declined to include Sam's Property in
the LAMIRD with the adjoining property currently owned by Gold Star Resorts, Inc. It
is hard to understand why the Board would make such a ruling. Omitting the Property
from the LAMIRD at this corner of the intersection seems to take a strange bite out of the
overall land which really malces little sense in my view.
Apparently, the Planning staff, in response to the Board's order, has decided that
the Property should be downzoned from Rural General Commercial (RGC) to Rural 5
Acres (R5A). When I look at the configuration of the lands, this seems quite unusual to
me. I have been asked to review the R5A zoning and determine what kinds of activities
might be appropriate on this site at this location.
As part of my analysis to determine what uses in the rural district might be
appropriate on the Property, I evaluated the surrounding area by considering the active
uses and the zoning. I also reviewed the zone text for the Rural (R) District and the
permitted, accessory, administrative approval uses, and conditional uses allowed in that
district. I also reviewed of July 24, 2012 amendments and the proposed language in the
March 13, 2013 draft submitted to the Plarming Commission by the staff.
The prevented uses are found at WCC 20.36.050. I believe none of those uses are
worthwhile in terms of a development project for the Property.
Let's take single family detached dwelling as an example. The Property has
commercial zoning on two sides of it and highly traveled roads on the two other sides.
While Valley View Road may not be as travelled as some, Birch Bay Lynden Road
certainly makes up for it as does the freeway.
Agriculture is not worthwhile here either. The site has been graveled in
preparation for more intense uses. As such, the soils are virtually unusable for
agriculture.
Sod farming, fish farms, small woodlot management, tree farming, etc., are not
feasible.
The provision which allows private, non-commercial, recreation occupancy of a
recreational vehicle is so restrictive as to be unlikely to be used by anyone.

Non-commercial extracting of sand, gravel, and other materials must be used on
the Property.
None of the remaining uses mentioned under the list of permitted uses in the
district seem useful at all.
Likewise, none of the accessory uses seem significant enough to warrant making
improvements to utilize the Property.
With regard to administrative approval uses, many of them are residential in
nature. In my opinion, this site is not suitable for residential development as stated
above. The remainder of the allowed uses seem to require the existence of a home on site
in which the family operating the use must reside in order to operate. There are plenty of
places in Whatcom County where these kinds of activities can occur without having to
buy a site like this one and develop all of the infrastructure needed to pursue the proposed
activities. Furthermore, even the processing of agricultural uses cannot occur here,
because of the requirement that the products be grown on the site, which, again, is
unsuitable for agriculture.
Finally, let's look at the conditional uses.
Many of the conditional uses are not allowed outside rural communities and short
term plarrning areas unless criteria can be demonstrated. This provides little incentive for
someone to develop a site so small with those types of uses. The same is true of the
schools, churches, retirement homes.
An animal hospital is unlikely due to the number of veterinary hospitals located in
north Whatcom County. By our count, there are 3 in Lynden, 2 in Blaine, and 2 in
Ferndale, all within a few minutes drive of the Property. In my experience, profit
margins in the animal hospital business are low and would not likely justify the capital
investment in order to provide such a service at this location.
Regarding .I 56 Commercial Kennels and Stables, the same is true as animal
hospitals. Further, the Property is not large enough for a stable.
Housing or camping facility are unlikely in this marketplace. While the use of the
site in the late 80's and early 90's included RV camping, that operation was never wildly
successful and this site is really too small.
Things like landing strips and surface mining activities are obviously
inappropriate. Cottage industries might work on this site, but without an existing home
and other infrastmcture to support the cottage industry, there is little reason to develop
the site for that purpose. Most cottage industries locate where buildings already exist that
are functional for the purposes of the business. Once the business takes off, it moves to a
business park. There are several such opportunities nearby. Moreover, people who start

cottage industries are not normally flush with capital to provide all that new infrastructure
upfront.
Small scale commercial processing, forestry, agricultural products, makes no
sense. The demand for firewood in this area is met by a firewood processor in the
neighborhood who works fi·om his home.
Bed and breakfast lodgings do not typically locate next to freeways. Rather, they
prefer more remote locations which have some kind of natural amenities for the lodgers.
Sections .171, .172, .173 and .174 relate to processing of minerals or agricultural
products, nurseries, and the like.
Section .175 is only allowed in the RIO.
Regarding .176 through .187, the site does not seem well suited to any of those
activities. Some require a significant investment in infrastructure.
The items listed fi·om .189 to .195 will require a location inside a rural community
or a short term planning area. Section .196 is wetland mitigation banks which obviously
do not fit here.
In conclusion, based upon my years of experience and analysis of the various uses
and the site and surrounding areas, it is my conclusion that the Property has little value
with rural district zoning assigned to it. This is not the case with the RGC, which has
numerous commercial type uses which are allowed and when utilized by the property
owner could prosper.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. Hopefully it will assist
the Planning Commission in its deliberations.

Sincerely,

~<f~
TOM FILION

wm. T.

Follis, LLC, REALTORS
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April 8, 2013
RE: 13-243
Whatcom County Planning Commission
Whatcom County Courthouse
Bellingham, W A 98225
Dear Sirs,

I have been requested by attorney Jack Swanson to address several issues regarding the "rezone" of the Mahmoud andY anolla Boulos property located near Custer, W A at the north
easterly quadrant of the Birch Bay-Lynden Rd/Interstate-5 interchange.
This letter shall serve to address several issues with regard to the potential highest and best
use of the property and the impact upon values that a zone change would have on the subject
property.

1. Neighborhood Analysis: The subject property is located in the Custer area of
northwestern Whatcom County. The Custer area is generally defined as lying
southerly of Loomis Trail Rd, northerly of Grandview Rd, easterly of Kickerville Rd,
and westerly of Sunrise Rd. Access throughout the area is good via a system of hard
surfaced state and county maintained roadways. The neighborhood features a mixture
of land uses throughout the area including commercial, light industrial, agricultural,
and suburban residential. Typically, residential parcels in the neighborhood are
located on small acreage tracts ranging in size from small platted lots in established
residential subdivisions, up to sites of more than 20 acres in size. In addition to the
suburban residential uses, there are numerous operating farms in the general vicinity
including operating dairy, berry, and dry crop farm operations. Commercial and
industrial uses are primarily centered in the I-5 corridor and are concentrated at
various interchange locations including the Grandview interchange, the Birch Bay Rd
interchange, and the South Blaine interchange with Interstate-S. Residents in the area
rely upon the communities of Blaine, Lynden, and Ferndale for sources of goods,
1
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services, and employment. The major factors to preclude more rapid land use change
in the vicinity includes the absence of utilities infrastructure, most notably sewer and
water. The subject property is located near the northwest portion of the Custer
neighborhood in the Birch Bay -Lynden Rd/I-S interchange area which is one of the
busier interchanges on Interstate-S outside of the corporate limits of Bellingham
and/or Ferndale.

2. Property Description: The subject site consists of 2.37 acres of land that is
essentially rectangular in configuration. It occupies a key corner at the Birch BayLynden Rd /I-S interchange being at the northeasterly comer of Valley View Rd and
the Birch Bay-Lynden Rd intersection with Interstate-S. The site is generally level
and at street grade and is mostly cleared except for small trees and deciduous varieties
of vegetation. It is unknown if any significant wetlands are in existence on the
subject site. The existence of wetlands may impact potential development of the
subject property for any type of use, whether it be commercial or residential. A
wetlands study would have to be examined in order to determine to what extent, if
any, wetlands may impact the potential development and/or use of the subject site.
The site commands frontage along the northerly side of Birch Bay-Lynden Rd at the
Interstate-S interchange with Birch Bay-Lynden Rd and also commands frontage
along the easterly side of Valley View Rdjust north of Birch Bay-Lynden Rd
intersection. The site has good visibility and frontage.

3. Current Zoning: Currently, the site is zoned Rural General Commercial, which is a
land use classification in Whatcom County that allows for a multitude of low impact
commercial uses commensurate with the neighborhood in which it is located. In a
general sense, the Rural General Commercial classification is intended to
accommodate and supply commercial needs within specific areas for a broad range of
commercial uses serving the surrounding rural trade area. The intent is to allow for
smaller scale commercial development and redevelopment commensurate with
available public services and is intended to not compete directly with Highway
Commercial, or Gateway Industrial land uses which generally involve commercial
and non-residential uses of a much more dense and higher impact nature. To a ce1tain
extent, the Rural General Commercial classification is similar to Small Town
Commercial where there is not the intent to attract businesses and customers from
great distances, however, it does reflect the need to provide for traditional commercial
uses in unincorporated Whatcom County. Generally, this type of land use would
include the repair of vehicles and equipment, mini-storage facilities, certain eating
and drinking establishments, (with limited structural sizes), professional office
buildings including veterinary practices, small grocery stores, tool and equipment
rental, public markets, and certain wholesale and retail warehousing and distribution
facilities. The Rural General Commercial classification is not intended to compete
directly with Gateway Industrial, or Highway Commercial Enterprises where a much
more dense concentration of commercial uses are generally encouraged. In this
regard, it is noted that a significant amount of Gateway Industrial and Highway
Commercial zoning is located along the I-S corridor from Blaine south to the City of
Bellingham. In these areas, warehousing, distribution facilities, motels and hotels,
2
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and trans-shipping uses are generally located. The Birch Bay Square shopping center
is located less than 200 yards from the subject property on the opposite side of
Interstate-S at the northwest quadrant of I-5 and Birch Bay-Lynden Rd.

4. Proposed Zone Change: The proposed zone change from Rural General
Commercial to a R-5A classification in a rural district is a significant change in the
potential uses that would be allowed on the subject property. The Rural District has
been designed to maintain low density rural residential development in areas
designated as rural on the comprehensive plan. The intent of the Rural District is to
allow for a variety of low intensity uses that are compatible and complimentary with
the conservation of agricultural, forestry, and other related uses. In the Rural District,
permitted uses outright include: single family residential, agriculture, sod farming,
fish farms, small wood lot management, and recreational sites of a non-permanent
nature. The Rural Residential District has been primarily associated with much of
unincorporated Whatcom County and includes significant areas throughout the
western belt of Whatcom County including the R-5A, R-lOA, and somewhat more
dense R-2A zone classifications. Those areas of the county with the R-5A and R-lOA
zone classifications are generally improved with single family residential structures
and are used for suburban residential purposes.
5. Definition of Highest and Best Use: The term "highest and best use" as it normally
relates to real estate is generally defined as that use or those uses to which a given
property may be put that would yield the greatest net return to the land in terms of
dollars over a specified period of time.
When specifically applied to the highest and best use of land, it is generally that use
from among reasonable, probable, and legal alternative uses found to be physical! y
possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and which results in the
highest land value.
Implied within the definitions is the recognition of the contribution of that specific
use to community environment or to community development goals in addition to
maximizing the value of the individual property owners. The use must be legal, there
must be a profitable demand for such use, and it must return to the land net return for
the longest period of time. The highest and best use of the subject site as vacant
generally takes into consideration four factors. Those factors are:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Physical possibility
Legal pennissibility
Economic viability
Maximum productivity

All four of those factors are taken into consideration in the analysis of real estate as it
relates to the potential highest and best use of a parcel of land, and hence, its potential
market value.
3
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6. Definition of Market Value: The term "market value" as it will be referred to in this
report as defined by Title XI of FIRREA as adopted by the OCC Regulation 12 CFR
34 is:
The most probable price which a given property should bring in a competitive and
open market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, with the seller and buyer
each acting pmdently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected
by undue stimulus.
a. Buyer and seller are typically motivated;
b. Both parties are well informed or well advised and each acting in what they
consider their own best interest;
c. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;
d. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto; and
e. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold
unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions granted by
anyone associated with the transaction.
(12 C.P.R. Part 34.42(g); 55 Federal Register 34696, August 24 1990 ,as
amended at 57 Federal Register 12202, April 9, 1992; 59 Federal Register
29499, June 7, 1994)
The foregoing definitions of highest and best use and market value are critical to
the analysis of the subject property. As indicated previously in this letter, the
subject property originally had a zone classification of Rural General
Commercial, and there is a proposal to change the zone classification to Rural
District Classification, in this case, to R-5A.
In this appraiser's opinion, that will have a significant disadvantageous impact
upon the potential use and value of the subject property.
First of all, the subject property constitutes 2.37 acres of land, which is smaller
than the minimum site size specified in the R-5A zone classification. While it is
recognized that any existing lot of record can be considered a legal building site
provided that it does not abut a larger parcel owned by the same party,
nevertheless, the minimum site size of the subject property does not meet the
minimum size requirements mandated by the Rural District classification.
As described here before in this letter, the subject property is located at a major
interchange on the I-5 freeway system in northwestern Whatcom County.
There is no demonstrated demand anywhere within the Whatcom County
marketplace for suburban residential parcels on or near major Interstate freeway
interchanges.
4
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Again, it is emphasized that the subject property is located within the Custer
neighborhood, and from a sub-neighborhood standpoint, the subject property is
located within the Interstate-S corridor.
One of the inherent principals in the analysis of vacant land is that value is
retained when the land use pattern is ideally balanced, and value is reduced when
uses are imbalanced.
This is important to note since properties located on or near the various
interchanges throughout Whatcom County reveal a significant pattern in
consistent land use.
There are currently 18 interchanges in Whatcom County ranging from the South
Lake Samish-Nulle Rd interchange in southern Whatcom County, to the
downtown Blaine interchange near the United States/Canadian Border.
Generally, there is a consistency in land use patterns throughout all of the
interchange locales in Whatcom County specifically, and certainly in other
counties in Western Washington as well.
The only interchange in Whatcom County that is not impacted by commercial
and/or industrial growth is the South Lake Samish interchange at Nulle Rd near
the Whatcom County/Skagit County border. There are no commercial influences
in the interchange area; however, the next interchange to the south, the Alger
interchange has a fast food facility and automobile service facility at the
southeasterly quadrant of the Alger interchange.
The North Lake Samish interchange with Interstate-S has a convenience store and
gas station located at the southwesterly interchange quadrant, and there is a park
and ride lot located at the northeaster! y quadrant, and there is a shooting facility
directly east of the off and on ramps to the North Lake Samish interchange with
Interstate-S.
At the Fairhaven Parkway interchange, a major retail outlet is located at the
northwesterly quadrant and an automobile service facility and an AM-PM
minimart is located at the southwesterly quadrant. A parking lot is located at the
southeasterly quadrant, and two derelict homes are located at the northeasterly
quadrant.
The Fielding Street interchange also features non-single family residential
influences. The Sehome mall dominates the westerly side of Interstate-S, and the
northeasterly side features multi-family and commercial uses, and the
southeasterly quadrant is improved with older modest quality single family
residential housing stock and that area is zoned for multi-family residential
purposes.

5
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The Lakeway Drive interchange in Bellingham is dominated by commercial uses
at all quadrants with the exception of the northeasterly quadrant which is
improved with an old modest quality single family residential dwelling.
The Iowa Street interchange with Interstate-S features commercial uses at all four
quadrants.
The Sunset Drive interchange has intense commercial uses at three of the four
quadrants, and the only reason the northwesterly quadrant has not been developed
commercially is that the State of Washington and the City of Bellingham have
denied access for commercial purposes to a large under improved homesite with a
Class B access for single family residential purposes only.
The Meridian Street interchange is all commercial with the exception of the
Bellingham Golf and Country Club location.
The Northwest Avenue interchange features two places of worship on the
southerly side of Interstate-S, and a major automobile dealership located at the
northerly side and a planned multi-family, single family residential development
also on the northerly side.
The Bakerview interchange is also intensely developed with commercial uses
including the existing Fred Meyer complex, several automobile service facilities,
and this interchange is also the location of the planned new "Costco" relocation.
The Slater Rd interchange has commercial uses along the northwesterly and
southeaster! y quadrants, and the Lummi Indian Tribe is proposing a major
commercial facility located at the southwesterly quadrant of the interchange. The
northeasterly quadrant features an older single family residential dwelling.
Both interchanges serving the City of Ferndale are serviced by intense
commercial uses, including automobile service facilities, banks, food service
establishments, and warehousing.
The Grandview Rd interchange features intense warehousing and distribution
facilities in the Grandview industrial park located at the northwesterly quadrant of
the interchange, and the northeasterly, southeasterly, and southwesterly quadrants
have been recently annexed into the City of Ferndale and are planned for
Highway Commercial and Light Industrial uses. There are no residential uses
planned or allowed at that interchange.
The Birch Bay Rd interchange, where the subject property is located, is intensely
improved with the Birch Bay Square shopping center at the northwesterly
quadrant, and there is commercial development located at the southwesterly
quadrant including a gas station, storage facilities, and a drive-thru coffee stand.
There is no development on either the northeasterly or south easterly sides of the
Birch Bay-Lynden Rd interchange. This is due primarily to the lack of utilities
infrastructure.

6

13-243

W. Thomas Follis, Appraiser

The interchanges in the Blaine vicinity, including the Blaine truck route, the
Sweet Rd on and off ramp, and downtown Blaine are also intensely improved
with non-single family residential uses, including tourist oriented businesses,
retail facilities, and multi-family residential uses.
It is clear, that interchange activity does not result in single family residential
development. Quite the contrary, with the concentration of vehicular traffic and
the collection systems that interstate systems draw upon reduces the desirability
of properties from a residential standpoint, but certainly encourage uses or
properties for commercial or industrial purposes.

The law of balance holds that value is created and maintained in proportion to the
equilibrium obtained in the amount and location of the central uses of real estate.
If the subject property were to be classified as rural with a R-S zone classification,
it would be essentially an "island" in a sea of commercial and non-residential
activity. It is emphasized that it is located in one of the major interchanges in
unincorporated Whatcom County.
While the Birch Bay-Lynden Rd interchange does not carry the same volume of
traffic that interchange activity attracts in and around the Bellingham and
Ferndale areas, certainly, the amount of interchange activity at the Birch BayLynden Rd interchange is among the heaviest in unincorporated Whatcom
County. It is noteworthy to point out, that traffic is now regulated by stop signs
both exiting from Interstate-S and entering into the Interstate system, whereas,
several years ago, there were no stop signs in place.
To further underscore the impact that traffic and incompatibly of land uses have
upon value, one only has to look at the experience in Whatcom County in the
West Bakerview Rd corridor. Up until IS years ago, the West Bakerview Rd
corridor was a relatively quiet and less traveled street, and the majority of the land
uses along both the north and south sides of West Bakerview Rd from Guide
Meridian west to Interstate-S consisted of small acreage sites ranging from one to
two acres in size improved with older, as well as newer, single family residential
structures. However, with the constmction of the Bellis Fair Shopping Center, the
Fred Meyer shopping center, the construction of Whatcom Community College,
and all of the growth and economic dynamics that have affected Guide Meridian,
land use patterns changed significantly to the point where there are no owner
occupied homes in the West Bakerview Corridor currently. There are several
older existing properties currently in existence, but they are occupied on an
interim only basis by tenants. The majority of these older single family
residential dwellings have been razed or removed to make way for new multifamily and/or commercial growth. This helps further underscore the fact that high
traffic areas, or areas near interchanges and major arterials are not conducive to
single family residential usage.
In this appraisers opinion, from a land use standpoint, it would be highly unlikely,
that the subject property would ever be purchased for single family residential
uses. That being said, there may be conditional uses that could be adaptable to
7
13-243

W. Thomas Follis, Appraiser

the site if zoned for Rural Residential ptuposes. Those uses may include some
minimal wholesale marketing activities associated with the agricultural,
aquacultural, forestry and minimal resource uses permitted within Whatcom
County. However, those wholesale marketing activities are limited in nature
restricting size to no more than 500 square feet of floor area. In addition, family
daycare homes may be permitted, however, without adequate utilities, this use
would more than likely be denied.
In analyzing the subject property from a highest and best use standpoint, the
following determination is summarized:
I.

II.
III.

IV.

Physical adaptability- the size of the subject site is a 2.37 acre parcel
of land and would be a sufficient size to accommodate single family
residential purposes.
Legal permissibility - If zoned for suburban residential purposes, the
subject property as a 2.37 acre parcel would be legal.
Economic viability- In this category, the test of highest and best use
fails. The subject property would not be considered economically
viable as a single family residential homesite based upon its location
and undesirability from a suburban residential standpoint.
Maximal productivity- As with its economic viability, the site, from
the determination of maximum productivity, the value of the subject
property as a suburban residential standpoint also fails the test. The
subject site would not yield the greatest net return to the land since, it
would be an undesirable small acreage parcel for suburban residential
purposes.

7. Summary: In summary, the rezone of the subject property from Rural General
Commercial to Rural Residential SA is not considered to be justified based upon
its location and the subsequent demand for small acreage parcels in that location
for suburban residential purposes.
The highest and best use of the subject property would more than likely be as
combined with other larger parcels in the area to maximize use and productivity
in an assemblage standpoint for a larger more well planned Rural General
Commercial use. Assigning a Rural Residential land use classification to a small
acreage parcel in the interchange area of the Birch Bay-Lynden Rd interchange is
not considered wise land use planning.
Sincerely,

~

W. Thomas Follis, Appraiser
Wm. T. Follis, LLC, Realtors®
WTF:ms
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Birch Bay-Lynden Rd Viewed Westerly
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Valley View Rd Viewed Northerly

Site Interior
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Birch Bay Square (Across Freeway)

Gas Station (Across Freeway)
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W. THOMAS FOLLIS, GANMSA- QualiAcations of Appraiser

Bachelor of Arts Degree &om University of Washington in Politic<!! Science, !966
Real Estate Appr<1iser Course I - American Institute of Rei! I Estate Appraisers at Seattle Pacific College. 1970
Real Estate Appr<~iser Course II - American Institute of Real Est~te Appraisers at Seattle Pacific College, 1971

Real Estate F'undamcntals ofl'erl'd by Skagit Valley College, 1971
Gr<:~duate

1\ealtors Institute 100 offered by the Washington Association of Realtors at Issaquah, 1974

Gradu<1te Realtor Institute 200 offered by the Washington Assodiltion of Realtors at Sea-Tac, 1974

Graduate Realtor Institute zoo offered by the Washington Associ<~tion ofRe.,.!tors at Sca-The, 1975
Numerous EHC Appraisal Seminars
The Valuation of Manufactured Housing, 1988
National Association of Master Appraisers (Principles- Practices- Narrative), 1988
UnifOrm Standards of Professional Appr<!lsal Practice, North Seattle Community College, 1991
Appraisal Review - National As~ociation of Master Appraisers, 1992
Uniform Residential Appraisal Report Update - Lee and Grant, 1993
2-4 Family Update - Lee and Grant, 1993
Manufactured Housing Appraisal, 1993
R~idential Appraisal- Environmental Issues, 1994

ARREA Revisited- Nelson Hummcl, 1994
Discrimination in Appraising - Nelson Hummel, 1994
F'uture of Appraising and EDI - Lee and G1·ant, 1996
legal Uabillties and Respousibilitles- Appraiser's Coalition of Washington, 1996
Agency Refonn Act - Washington Association of Realtors, 1996
Principles and Techniques of Review Appraising, 1997
Legal Aspects New Construction, 1997
Custom Construction, 1997

Li:lud Use law, 1998
FHA Appraisal updi!te, 1999

It's AU About Price, 2002
Environmental Issues, 2003
Red Flags Property Inspections, 2003
Unifom1 St<Jndards of Professional Appraisal Practice Update, 2003
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W, THOMAS FOLLlS, GAA!MSA - Qualifications of Appraiser

Pricing Residential Property, 2004
Residential Forms, 2005
Uniform Standards of Profession~] Appraisal Practice Update, 2005
Marshall/Swift Cost, 2005
Agent-Appraiser Mortgage Fr<1ud, 2005
Real Estate Fraud, 2005
Disclosure Requirements, 2006

Residential Appraisal llev!e.w, 2007
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, 2007
The Examination and Inspection of Sites and Buildings for Appraisers, 2007
Sile Valuation and Cost Approach, 2007
"The Short Sale Transaction", 2008
Residential Appraisal -Appraisal Institute, 2009
Residential Market Conditions Fom1, 2009
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice - McKissock, 2009
REO & Foreclosure Appr<~isals - McKissack, 2009
f'air Housing - McKissock, 2009
REO and Foreclosures, 2009
The Art of Residential Appraisal Review, 2009
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice Update, 2009
Fair Housing, 2009
Property Conditions Disclosure, 2010
DeRning Market Value and How to Adjust For Concessions, 2011

Forty two years actively engaged in real estate sales and appraisal business in the State of Washington
Currently Certified by the State of Washington

01s

General Real Estate Appraiser, License, No. 27011 1100820

f'ormerly associ<Jted with Fenton, Conger and Associates Appraisers and Consultants, 1970
Presently self-employed at Wm. T. Follis, U.C, Realtors as Appraiser and Real Property Consultant, 1970 to
present
Former Member oF Faculty of Whatcom Community College as an Instructor in Real Estate
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W. THOMAS FOLLIS, GAA/MSA- Qualiflcations of Appraiser

Currently hold designations of:
G.ltl., 1976
General Accredited Appraisl.'r- N.A.It 1405
Master Residential Appraiser- MRA "5959
Accredited Review Appraisers Council

Vice-President of Whatcom County Doanl of Realtors, 1978
President ofWhatcom County Board of Realtors, 1979
Member of BellingiJam/Whatcom County Board of Realtors and th~ Bellingham/Whatcom County Multiple
Listing Bureau
Chairperson of tl1e Whatcom County Real Estate Research Committee, 1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984
Subcommittee Chairperson of the Whatcom County Real Estate Research Report Single f'amily Section, 19791980, 1985-1999
Chairperson, Bellingham Civil Service commission, 1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984
Board of Trustees, Bellingham, Whatcom County Multiple Listing Bureau
President ofWhatcom Multiple Listing Bureau, 1999
Board of Trustees, Bellingham Golf and Country Club
Vice-President Bellingham Golf ;~nd Country Club, 1999
President Bellingham Golf and Country Club, 2000
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF liCENSING- BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS DIVISION
'l'HIS CERTIFIES THA'r THE PERSON NAMBD HBRBON IS AUTHORIZED, AS PROVIDED DY LAW, AS A
CERTIPIED OBNBRAL RHAL ESTATE APPRAISER

W THOMAS FOLLIS
108 PROSPECT ST
DllLLINGHAM \VA 9&22S

Certlllc No.
1100820
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