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A possible mitigation measure that could be paired with either the proposed or 
alternative actions is the creation of a dedicated pet off-leash area in which pet owners 
could bring their pets to allow off-leash time and not perturb the fields themselves. A 
good potential area for such dedication is the wooded area that runs behind the fields 
and the Sportsplex. However, any development of this area, however minor, could 
result in environmental degradation and thus would require its own environmental 
assessment. 
 
There is the possibility of finding a near- but off-site location for a dog park that would 
effectively satisfy the demand for pet off-leash areas in the specific locale surrounding 
the FGBF complex. The majority of housing in the adjacent vicinities is in the Puget 
neighborhood, which is slightly southeast of the FGBF complex. Unfortunately, few 
suitable locations exist that are as close or closer to the Puget neighborhood than the 
site. This should be considered when assessing the overall potential effectiveness of an 
off-site pet off-leash area. 
 
Possible locations for Dog Park: 

¥ Just north of Puget-Frasier St. intersect 
¥ Similar field just a little bit farther north 
¥ Field at south end of Undine St., between Honda dealership and grizzly industrial 

 

 
Figure 9. Possible dog park location near FGBF (created with Google Maps) 
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3.9.5 No Action  
 
If no action is taken, the site will continue to be available in the summer months only. 
This will cause the shortage of ball fields in Bellingham to persist. It will only cause 
increased stress on and competition for existing ball fields that are available during 
winter. 
 
Pet owners will likely continue to use the site, despite the fact that the site is not for 
pets. Problems between user groups could arise as the demand for sports fields 
increases. 
 
 
4.Transportation                                                                                               
 
Transportation services are already in place at FGBF. The environmental impact of 
transportation is with increased stress on car usage and bus stops.  
 
4.0.1 Existing Conditions  
 
There is currently low usage of the FGBF fields. The fields are in use June-September, 
when there is significantly less rainfall. The fields are muddy and out of use during fall 
and winter months, which lowers the traffic by athletic field users. There are few to no 
users during the wet months, thus there is limited traffic in the area.  
 
4.0.2 Proposed Action 
 
If the four fields are converted to synthetic turf, the FGBF could be used year-round. 
Increased vehicle traffic in the area could result in increased air and water pollution. 
Furthermore, the existing parking lot may not be large enough to accommodate 
increased use.  
 
4.0.3 Alternative Action  
 
Under the alternative action, field 4 would remain as grass turf, while fields 1-3 would be 
converted to synthetic turf. The transportation impacts could be similar to those noted 
for the proposed action. 
 
4.0.4 Mitigation 
 
Rather than expanding or creating more parking, there are options to address demand 
from increased use of the fields. The city could create signage that tells people about 
parking options in the upper lots by Civic Stadium and the trail that they can walk on to 
get down to the lower fields. Also, the city could see if the business park across Fraser 
St. would consider allowing overflow parking during certain hours (e.g., weekends, 
evening). Another mitigation measure would be working with the Whatcom Transit 
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Authority to create a more prominent bus stop to increase field users to use public 
transportation to reduce parking and traffic in the area.  
 
4.0.5 No Action  
 
Leave the parking lots and current bus route as they currently exist.  
 
5. Recommendation                                                                                         
 
The authors recommend the Proposed Action that entails converting all four of 
the ballfields from natural turf into synthetic turf. There would be fewer long-
term environmental impacts due to reduced field upkeep and maintenance 
(e.g., less water used, no fertilizers applied or mowing equipment used, etc.). 
Furthermore, installation of a drainage system beneath the synthetic turf would 
treat the stormwater runoff before it enters nearby creeks. Finally, the upgrade 
would address community-based needs for recreation and address the high 
demand for year-round access to team sports fields.  
 
5.1 Decision Matrix                                                                                          
 
Natural Environment Proposed Action Alternative Action No Action 

Earth 0 0 0 

Air -1 -1 0 

Water 2 2 -2 

Plants 0 0 0 

Animal  0 0 0 

Energy & Natural Resources 0 0 0 

Environmental Health 1 1 0 

Light & Glare 0 0 0 

Recreation 3 2 0 

Transportation -1 -1 0 

Total 4 3 -2 

 
Legend 

Negative Impact = -3 to -1  No Impact = 0 Positive Impact = 1 to 3 
 



  

 

Geri Field Turf Improvements EIA 

45 

 
6. References                                                                                                  
    
 
AKRF, Inc., D.S. Thaler and Associates, LLC. (2011). Effectiveness of FieldTurf Artificial  

Turf for Management of Stormwater. Pittsburgh, PA: FieldTurf.  
 
City of Bellingham. (n.d.). Whatcom Creek. Retrieved November 27, 
2016,fromhttps://www.cob.org/services/environment/restoration/Pages/whatcom-
creek.aspx  
 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. (2010). Artificial Turf Study:  

Leachate and Stormwater Characteristics. West Hartford, CT. 
 
Environmental Protection Agency. (2014). About Air Data Reports. Environmental      
 Protection Agency. 14 Sept. 2016.  
 
Government of Western Australia (GWA). (2011). Natural grass v synthetic turf Study 

Report. Department of Sport and Recreation. Melbourne. Retrieved from 
https://www.dsr.wa.gov.au/support-and-advice/facility-management/developing-
facilities/natural-grass-vs-synthetic-turf-study-report 
 

Montgomery County Government (2011). A Review of Benefits and Issues 
Associated with Natural Grass and Artificial Turf Rectangular Stadium Fields. 
Rockville, Maryland. Retrieved from 
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/COUNCIL/Resources/Files/atworkgroup/at
reportfinal.pdf 
 

Perlman, U. H. (2016). Nitrogen and Water. Retrieved from 
  https://water.usgs.gov/edu/nitrogen.html 
 
 
Pticher, B. (2013). University of Wisconsin - Madison Campus  

Recreational Sports Master Plan Study Environmental and Historic Concerns 
Responses [Letter to Jeff Piette]. Retrieved from: 
http://www.cpd.fpm.wisc.edu/projects/Civil_Engineering_and_Synthetic_Turf_An
alysis.pdf 

 
LaCroix, R., B. Reilly, J. Monjure, and K. Spens. (2004). Reining in the Rain: A case 

study of city of Bellingham’s use of rain gardens to manage storm water. Puget 
Sound Action Team. 

 
United States Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). Web Soil Survey. Retrieved from  

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx  
 
Washington Department of Ecology. (n.d.). Shoreline Management Act Jurisdiction: 



  

 

Geri Field Turf Improvements EIA 

46 

Stream and River Shorelines. Retrieved November 30, 2016, from 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/st_guide/jurisdiction/rivers.html 

 
Whatcom County, Washington. (2008). Shoreline Management Program. Bellingham, 

WA. Retrieved from http://www.whatcomcounty.us/837/Shoreline-Management-
Program 
 

Whatcom County, Washington. (n.d.). Critical Areas Buffers. Retrieved from 
  http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/778/Critical-Areas-Buffers. 
 
Washington State Department of Health. (n.d.). Synthetic Turf and Crumb Rubber.  

Retrieved from 
http://www.doh.wa.gov/CommunityandEnvironment/Schools/EnvironmentalHealt
h/syntheticTurf. 
 

 
 
 


