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Comments received after January 31, 2006 are located in a subsequent document dated February 2006.
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1/31/2006

Design
Concepts

Dennis
Dashiell

Comment: Here are a few key elements | really liiidr reviewing the design concepts at the meeitig-06:
#1 Need to place the major water front park aregheatWWesterly end of mainland (right below the |laeskerved for the deep water port).

That is the main asset for the public, looking tmivée islands and bay, rather than the marina. hideing a major park along that entire

end could be like putting the garage on the viale sif your new house. The log pond park area doelklept more slender in favor of
more depth of park at the West end where peoplenaiht to gather for Ski to Sea and 4th of July etc

#2 Long vista parks running the length of the &Gtein Green Fingers) would be GREAT. Really harehe neighborhoods that will forr
around those parks and will carry a sense of cdioreto the water all the way to the existing agnter.

#3 Highest percentage park area possible. Momngeegood.

#4 Small city blocks as in Green Bank are far pedfe, since the streets guarantee that light awdswill remain open between
buildings. Also, tall thin buildings are environmally preferable to short wide buildings (moreurat light into &amp; between the
buildings and better view corridors).

#5 Foot Bridge is great. Please try to keep faa¥Vest as possible, since it becomes unnecegstayoo close to Roeder Ave. Please
consider a second footbridge to connect to thengtlier area.

#6 Angled Street layout is great. It should allowrenlight in the afternoons and view corridorshie tight directions down the streets ar
out toward the center of the bay. Having a sicgletinuous boulevard weave through from one eritlgmther is nice too. Please
consider inserting at least one long street of Hfioseparking-stalls, so there will be lots of e#iup parking for people running quick
errands to the area. Esplanade is a good corw&pep the waterfront clearly public.

That's my two cents.
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1/30/2006

Design
Concepts

Hamilton
Hayes

In the Green Fingers and Green Bank concept, titbridge if not very high, would significantly reist access to the new visitor
moorage. Visitor moorage needs access to ceritadls lof services to be useful. These include samitgpump outs) and utilities, parkin
and access for local marine service vendors. nbiclear on these plans how those would be pealvidr.

The boat ramp also needs services and utilitiels aagarking, adequate street width and accesmtldnthe launching of fairly sizable
boats.

The C street channel is currently a deep waterredlaand potentially very valuable to Bellinghaon that reason to accommodate large
vessels. This is especially true if Bellinghamhes to attract more marine related tourism. Thiddtbe in the form of increased island
ferry services, cruise ship access and local maoumebusinesses. There is an inadequate amotnisdiype of deep water moorage in
Bellingham Bay to support any expansion of tourddrthis type. Given the strong emphasis on bugdourism for this area by the
Chamber and Bellingham Whatcom Tourism Bureau, uld/¢hink that this kind of infrastructure would betical and expanded.
Currently, building space for marine chandleried ather marine support businesses is either int shipiply or poorly sited far from the
marinas. Planning should take these limitatiordsregeds into account.
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32 1/29/2006| Design Michael Comment: I've been attending meetings regarding Mévatcom for many, many months now and find the@ss fascinating.
Concepts McAuley Given that we are pretty far out from actually mmyahead with anything other than dismantling pafrtte GP property; however, | think

the public meetings are not really appropriatéehag’ve been structured.

| severely dislike presenting a criticism here, bwill, regardless.

Time and again | am sent notices regarding pubéetings with the surrounding neighborhoods anditMershours on end viewing very
expensive presentations of something that will pbiy not look a whole lot like the final iteration.

For example, this past meeting was presented inusaways as the following:

Jan. 24, 2006 7:00 p.m. Community Open House Bgiam Cruise Terminal

Public Open House on New Whatcom Design Conceptel by Waterfront Advisory Group with anothettu# same slated for Jan. 31
then the same again on Feb. 1

I do not believe that this level of information sksnination is required under GMA,; and, while | gpi@eciate it, I'm not convinced you
folks are achieving a doable end goal.

For example, the last meeting was not a publictinpeeting, yet it was billed as such. In that nmeetve got to visit a bit with LMN staff
and a few folks made points via a public addresgesy. All that really accomplished was a new §ebmments about a new set of
images. This sort of meeting could go on as longpasfolks keep rolling out new images for publamament - to which | wonder to what
end?

I would offer the following — let's have public me®s on the cleanup and what happens as soois deiite.

Given that we have no assurances our proposed @agerievy will pass | think our focus on New Whatcparks is a bit out of whack
and may rest on an assumption impact fees will ctheecost of those parks suggested by public camoreJan 24 - | actually won a be
at that meeting that the Green Fingers plan woetdhge most support, but how to pay for it? Légse that discussion now.
Furthermore, | would offer several plans regardirggCBD and Old Town that go back decades. Areonexpect different outcomes from
the New Whatcom effort? Plans, plans and moresplath hundreds of thousands of dollars spent erptAns with no guarantee that the
plans will play out?

You'll likely respond just now that, of course, theare no guarantees but | draw your attentioheéd?it downtown. How long did the
public own that? Or the Sash and Door site...lmw lhave we owned that? And the associated pihtd&ash and Door - yet another
eyesore. If we, the public, could afford to do stimmg with it we would.

Furthermore, the Bellingham Bay Pilot cleanup pangmwas begun a decade ago.....where has that gbrezcology website linked thru
New Whatcom dot org has several dates: April 2@04dewsletter from 2003, a Pilot update from 199@, o on - all woefully out of date.
Again, lending strength to my arguments that ydtares are WAY out front of the reality at hand.
| would also say that if the City’s efforts shift New Whatcom being as it is becoming the easyrghemick when looking for feathers in
one’s cap, at least one neighborhood will be magndi significant campaign to get the City to foonshe commitments already made and
abandoned.
I’m not an obstructionist and will continue reviegiever more plans (none of which are guaranteethtoout) and presenting my input; |
ask, though, that we take one step at a time, @lesikink what you are presenting to the public gimd us a dose of reality, not best case

~+
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scenarios having no guarantee of implementatioth Wibst sincere regards a citizen from Letteredebsr
31 | 1/29/2006| Design Dan Bakke | Comment: Of the four waterfront propgsiaiavor green fingers. | would prefer to see tii@ninal turn around road on the south park
Concepts area to be set back from waters edge by at le@stt5Beaches along foot of Cornwall trail shoukldandy and natural with driftwood.
We need to have lots of beaches where people oah the water, not just rip rap and walkways.
30 1/25/2006| Design Perry Comment: | think it's a serious mistake not to édasuse and density and building heights BEFORE@mmit to what percentage of
Concepts Fizzano green space goes into the neighborhood. Oncewansarea is for development then we’ll never fubrack into green space.
| think it would be better to start by saying in30,100 years from now this is how many people xeeet to be living in this area and this
is the vision we have for its use. For instanteg say that we want 4000 people to be living dokaere then we can say do we want (1) a
few medium-rise condos to house those people agchveae green space or (2) do we want dozens aflings a few stories tall and little
green space.
After last night’s meeting | think it's clear peephre against the Pearl Parks plan (thankfullyt) @ for the plans that provide larger
green spaces. | think there should have been @anofition with over half green space. | bet peogleld have flocked to that one over
any of those you presented.
All the plans were very similar and none were amygressive. That was upsetting.
Foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little mspddored by little statesmen. — Emerson
29 1/25/2006| Design Noel Pfundt| Comment: Emphasis on parks is excesgigeneed commercial space. This is also the lfdsiaiing areas and should have good visit
Concepts access. There should certainly be a decent grdoexysitor use and the many (planned) downtowraaesidents Current marina is very
unfriendly to visitors. | know of an Everett groti@at canceled plan to come here due to inconveaiand inhospitable port staff.
28 1/19/2006| We support| Ken Bellingham Whatcom County Tourism and BellinghamAtdom Chamber of Commerce Release Issue Paper
the work of | Oplinger, Topic: New Whatcom/Georgia Pacific Site Redevelopime
the Port; President | Bellingham, WA Jan 18, 2006 At a joint meeting sk, the boards of the Bellingham/Whatcom Chamb&ommerce and Industry
Input must | and CEO, | and Bellingham Whatcom County Tourism approvedstjpm paper related to the redevelopment of ther@a Pacific property on
be actively | Bellingham | Bellingham Bay. Both organizations encourage threimbers and the general public to attend futurding=eon the project and to speal
sought from | Whatcom | to elected officials regarding their thoughts.
all sectors; | County K ey recommendations of the Chamber and Tourism Bureau:
existing Tourism and Many vital businesses currently exist in the arbictvis encompassed by the boundaries of New What@hese businesses, and the jq

bs
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businesses | Bellingham/ | they provide, must be preserved throughout and #ifte process. We have learned in Fairhaven tleatam preserve these businesses,
in New Whatcom | we must do the same in New Whatcom.

Whatcom Chamber of | The Port’s decision to acquire the land was baseal fmancial plan that calls for private acquaitiof some of the land in New Whatcor
and the jobs| Commerce | after it has been cleaned up. Any decision reggriliture ownership of any part of New Whatcom nagshply with the financial plan
they created by the Port, which calls for publicly owrsgéces, including parks and roads, and privatelyed spaces which can be developg
provide, New Whatcom must be developed as a destinatiobdibr residents of Whatcom County, as well as theymwisitors to our area.
must be The City and the Port must continue to work togethrethis project with other key stakeholders, udthg Western Washington
preserved University, the tribes, and others. A close workiatationship, built on mutual respect and a cleaterstanding of authority must
throughout continue to be developed in order to ensure planisicompleted, deadlines are met, and New Whatsataeveloped appropriately and
and after timely.
this process Input must be actively sought from all sectorshef tommunity. The project will directly impact matgnstituencies, including the
business community (which will be the main fundmgchanism for the clean-up and redevelopment)aliredforts need to be made to
bring these sectors to the table directly to gatiheughts, suggestions and opinions. We recomntatdtie Port, City and Waterfront
Advisory Committee adopt creative methods to soliobad, objective community input, which couldlirde focus groups and
scientifically sound, random surveys of communigmipers.
"This will be a pivotal year for the New Whatcontesi stated John Cooper, President of Bellinghanattém County Tourism. "The
Chamber and Tourism Bureau support the work oPthie. We're ready to help create a plan which eviure a waterfront that all of
Whatcom County can be proud.”
Website: http://www.bellingham.com
27 1/12/2005| New John Cooper Dear Waterfront Advisory Committee Members:
Whatcom President & | Yesterday the boards of the Bellingham/Whatcom Gierof Commerce and Industry, Bellingham Whatcorr@p Tourism and
Dev. CEO, Bellingham Economic Development Council (EDC) ntetdceive an update and presentation by the P&elihgham regarding the
Bellingham | Georgia Pacific/New Whatcom redevelopment.
Whatcom | The boards of the Chamber and Tourism Bureau hggeaed the attached position paper and stand iteaalysist you and other
County interested parties in advancing this importantgobjThe EDC will act on this document at theirtmaeeting.
Tourism For those unable to open the attached documeatd placed the contents below. Please contact ideroOplinger of the Chamber if

you have any questions. The Boards of Directoth@Bellingham/Whatcom Chamber of Commerce & Inguahd Bellingham
Whatcom County Tourism support the following stadatregarding the New Whatcom Redevelopment Projéet Chamber and the
Tourism Bureau continue to offer our support toRtoet of Bellingham and the City of Bellingham hey move forward with the
outstanding opportunity that has presented itseiWhatcom County with the acquisition and redevedept of the Georgia Pacific site,
known as New Whatcom. Both organizations suppdttedieal which gave the land to the Port, and bagtpleased with the progress
that has been made to date. As the process costiweeoffer the following thoughts, which we bekeshould be the basis for all

and
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decisions made on the site and its redevelopment.
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1) Many vital businesses currently exist in theaawhich is encompassed by the boundaries of Neat&vim. These businesses, and th
jobs they provide, must be preserved throughoutadiied this process. We have learned in Fairhdévanwe can preserve these
businesses, and we must do the same in New Whatcom.

2) The Port's decision to acquire the land wasdbas a financial plan that calls for private asgign of some of the land in New
Whatcom after it has been cleaned up. Any decisigarding future ownership of any part of New Viébat must comply with the

financial plan created by the Port, which callsgablicly owned spaces, including parks and roadd, privately owned spaces which can

be developed.

3) New Whatcom must be developed as a destinfdrdooth residents of Whatcom County, as well @&srtfany visitors to our area. This

is especially important in light of the huge nunsoef visitors expected around the 2010 Olympics.
4) The City and the Port must continue to worletbgr on this project. A close working relatiomsHiuilt on mutual respect and a clear
understanding of authority must continue to be tpead in order to ensure planning is completeddlieas are met, and New Whatcom
developed appropriately and timely.

5) Input must be actively sought from all secwirthe community. The project will directly impatiany constituencies, including the
business community (which will be the main fundmgchanism for the clean-up and redevelopment)aliredforts need to be made to
bring these sectors to the table directly to gatih@aghts, suggestions and opinions. We recomrtiexidhe Port, City and Waterfront
Advisory Committee adopt creative methods to soliobad, objective community input, which couldlirde focus groups and

scientifically sound, random surveys of communigmbers. 2006 will be a pivotal year for the New ¥¢ben Site. The Chamber and the

Tourism Bureau extend our hand in support of thekwwo date, and offer to redouble our efforts tiphaeate a plan which will ensure a
waterfront all of Whatcom County can be proud tb @ar own.

26

1/4/2006

Moving
here; wants
to be
involved

Bryan
Heigert

| LOVE what you guys are talking about here. | wenget involved and play a role in shaping the BaNingham waterfront. How can |

get involved? | am very excited about this. | haved in WA almost all of my life and visited Batigham on may occasions. My wife and

| are planning on moving to Bellingham and wangéb involved and invest in the city.

25

12/26/200
5

Tsunami
threat

Nancy
Rains

In light of all the information we have been givexcently of the Cascadia subduction zone, whatel@&wow about the presumed effect jof
a tsunami from activity at the Cascadia Subductimme and its effect specifically for the Bellingh&ay area - thus the effect on the Part

of Bellingham waterfront?
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o4 12/18/05 | Preserve theRalph W. BANKING ON THE BLUFF
bluffs along | Thacker, The Bellingham shoreline was originally definedamyeleven mile sandstone bluff. A series of laltsllater added 402 acres of buildah
the bay and | MPA space below the bluff to accommodate industrialagt Consequently, Bellingham became dividedusg as well as by elevation into t
pay close waterfront and the uplands. Early in its delibiera, the Waterfront Futures Group (WFG) pondehedchallenge of how to affect
attention to architectural integrity on such an extensive watetf The bluff offers an existential means ofiaeimg unity by prompting sense of pla
architecture, as the consciousness of being either above thedslbkelow it.
building Late in its deliberations, the WFG changed its afofyom “Connecting Bellingham to the Bay” to “Cauting Bellingham with the Bay”
heights, and in recognition of the value each venue adds tather. This reciprocity in adding value is symbetl and facilitated by the bluff.
view Residents and visitors find a sense of warmth, [farty, security in the uplands and enjoy a sesfseefreshment, openness and advent
corridors by the water, both enhanced by investing a few temof time and energy in transitioning from onesldo the other by moving up or

down the face of the bluff.
In a January 2004 presentation to the WFG, ardhitdan Collins declared: “Cities which have talgack their industrial waterfronts an
devoted them to public use have added more valtreettotal community than those that have allowgensive private development to
dominate their shorelines.” For Bellingham, onarse of generating value for the entire City, arghting a world-class ambiands
preserving and enhancing the two-level characteuofvaterfront. This will require taking suchsdeas:

» Keeping building heights on the lower level frondihg the vertical differential

* Maintaining frequent view corridors between thesfaf the bluff and the water

* Maximizing public access and utilization both fréme land and the water

» Providing pedestrian and vehicular accesses tieaepre the integrity of the bluff

» Differentiating architectural motifs between thetaréront and the uplands
If we fail to do so, our posterity will suffer ameparable loss and may never forgive us.

23 12/14/05 | Want to be | Don Hall We are interested in being on your mailing listdarrent and upcoming events regarding the watatrfitevelopment groups. We have
on mailing | and Sherri | attended the recent Waterfront Advisory Group Megthat was held on Dec. 8th and are intereststhiing involved with this process.
list Backstrom | As “born and raised” locals of Bellingham we areited to see the advancement of these plans amdsadiave business interest in the

marina side of our community. Thank you for youndiand we look forward to working with you all metfuture.

20 12/11/05 | Small Larry | would like to comment that the future of the GgarPacific / Port project should include a smakbfacility; for motor-less craft-
motor-less | Bussinger | kayaks, surf skis, row boats, outrigger canoes|lsaging dinghies etc. There should be launcHanglities and a rest room / changing
boat facility room to get out of wet clothes. A boat house lfimse boats not easily transported by car wouldd® here are very vital paddling clu
needed that would support/use a facility like this. WAKBellingham Canoe/Kayak Racing club.

21 12/9/05 Marina Paul | am in support of a new marina at the lagoon gifter all this is the waterfront and we need mslip space for pleasure craft. Smaller
needed Sorensen | craft in close with deeper draft sailboats on thtside docks. | also like the artists concepts age0 and 21 of the WFG plan, showin

the placement of boats and docks.
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20 12/6/05 General Mary Mele | | am watching this site, and the othéz siith interest. Nothing specific, thank you -nh atill educating myself, trying to get a sense of
interest. what this is about, and it seemed appropriatettpde know that folks are actively interested, vistig, trying to form an opinion.

19 11/30/05 | Ideasre: |Kay Dear Mayor Asmundson,
density, Schuhmach| | have been wrestling whether to send in my contenabout the Waterfront Project or not. Sometiitesve the suspicions if my
marina, er comments would catch anyone’s attention to makeimg spent worthwhile. | decided to share my idedB the city, the port and the
open public (Blaine) county planners. After all, an ordinary individeain have some good, creative ideas. My husbantltzance traveled through some well
spaces acclaimed cities and the harbors around the wdfldie wish to develop the urban city and the pos,need to have a planning director

who has well-established urban center design baakgr. And it helps if she or he has at least ooggr record, as “show and tell”! The
most important part of the development should idelthe construction of open space for the pubberdhwalks, bike-paths, undergrount
parking and the connecting roads to the centerr teaMarina, should be the public park, wheredpen-air concerts, the open market,
and the open-air art exhibits can take place dwemeekend. The shops, the commercial businesghanmdstaurants should be the bac
of the open area. No moving, or parked vehiclést once, we must detach ourselves from the catisowut traffic congestions, and we
can breathe the cleaner air walking and biking! ihéerground car parks should be built a few bla@skay. There should be the public
transit, which runs often; if possible they shous#® none polluting fuel. Even better yet, theiagas? It would be clean, less expensive
and the public may love it? As for the urban hngsmany citizens showed reluctance to have higdguildings, and wish to keep the
old city look. We certainly can have the old (restt) and the very modern, beautiful contemporasigiebuildings co-exist. We simply
must have high rises to create vibrant city. this best way we can accommodate population incréasge constructions such as high-
rises, and hotels should be constructed towartdok. They will have the good view sites; they eajoy the area side by side with the
old neighbors. Vancouver, B.C. has a nice Harbotdmmany cars create the terrible congestion tieaGrandville Market, but it is
nicely put together. The best urban city waterfrbesign is the City of Brisbane, Australia! TherMa in the center of the city has
fantastic design, it is surrounded by two Bridged many large parks with safe walking, biking sai long beautiful Board Walk is
decorated with arts and sculptures and very nigenéms. The best part is this. The developers fuady of these amenities, boardwalk
the benches, and many art works!! Their high-risétirainit townhomes and condos are built in thekdagt with the commanding views
of the busy marina. In the end, they get reimbufs@d the sales of the homes by providing such tiedgurroundings. This marina is
the engine of a booming economy.

18 11/30/05 | Happier Frances | was at the meeting today, and, as with last niglait that the meeting went very well. It seetinat the Council is on board with the wark
with the Badgett of the Whatcom Futures Group, and that the ColWlfmerman Strategic Guidelines are losing their pr@mce in the discussion. | had a
process as couple of fruitful conversations after the meetwigh members of the Council and the WAG, and thgyp®rted a lot of the concerns I'vg
it's been voicing to you. Fortunately, several membétk@WAG were available at the meeting to deepehdarify their recommendation
unfolding; to the Council. The disappointment over Collins Wioan's Strategic Guidelines from the citizens,Rl@ning Commission, and the
concerns WAG weren't clear without the WAG's comments.iltiportant that those in the decision-making proeeserstand that Collins

D
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about Woerman's guidelines are of great contention ircdramunity and, despite public comment, not mugbroved from the first draft to the
consultants second. This is an opinion held not just by a f@éxens, but also by the Planning Commission aeditag, and now, apparently, the

Council as well. The Port of Bellingham is wastmgney on these thin, useless guidelines, partigufathe design concepts are already
underway. The Strategic Guidelines as outlined oliltd Woerman become completely useless to uscasnaunity when LMN unveils
their conceptual models taken from the Whatcom fegtroup recommendations. I'm not sure, and neaifeepeople | spoke to on the
WAG and the Council, exactly why we need Collins&ifoan in this process, particularly if their wosksio sub-standard. It's very
exciting to see the process working, and thouglaishame the community has wasted good comme@slbns Woerman, some of those
comments will be added to the guidelines of the W&thra Futures Group. It's really good to know tin&t tonsultants don't have the last
say, and that the citizenry is being heard ateakls.
17 11/30/05 | Design Mason With respect to guidelines for the New Whatcom dgwaent, | was wondering whether architectural fetjons for rooftops for new
guidelines | Adair development in this area have been specified aopgour group’s recommendations. Given the treavdards taller buildings in the
of buildings existing downtown area and the fact that Sehomedamahtown are at a higher elevation and therefoo& down New Whatcom site, it
- top to makes sense to define and enforce design stanolamsw buildings from top to bottom.
bottom Effective guidelines would prevent the view frormoab from consisting of rooftop heating and refragam units that are common to
contemporary box-type construction as well as rabghie older buildings in downtown. Requiring rtwgf facades and/or green roofs
would be visually preferable to what might be theapest way to build new structures in this at&happreciate any information you ca
provide relating to design guidelines for new depetent at the site as well as opportunities fodipubput on this topic.
16 11/29/200| Concern re: | Frances | attended the Whatcom Advisory Group's meetingriaght, and it was really disheartening to seeseeond draft of Collins Woerman's
5 adding Badgett Strategic Guidelines. The second draft didn't etflee Planning Commission's feedback, nor thét@fpublic, nor the feedback from the
website neighborhood meetings. Fortunately, the Whatcomigaty Group rejected the guidelines and is asknegQity Council today to follow
links and the guidelines already set by the Whatcom Futuresi& Either Collins Woerman did not receive naviges the tapes of the Planning
Collins Commission, or they were not given proper direcbgrSylvia Goodwin as to their charge in this rens It was clear to anyone in
Woerman attendance at the Planning Commission meetinghleadirection and perspective of the guidelines asmmuch rejected as the guideling

themselves. Is it possible for someone to pregker@ort into removing Collins Woerman from thisqgass? It became clear last night {
whatever the Whatcom Futures Group hammered outwas specific and more in keeping with the publicterest than either draft of
the Strategic Guidelines. I still remain concertteat Sylvia Goodwin is not communicating the pasate and important debate going o
in these public meetings, and is not straight fedaabout her approach to this process. For exarapéewas asked for the third time if th
Port could link www.newwhatcom.org directly frometRort's website. I've heard her say thrice nowatT be taken care of." It has yet
be done. If the Whatcom Futures Group has beeptedphas the backing of the public, and has caovitre approach and vision of how
to develop the waterfront, | don't understand tile Ms. Goodwin and Collins Woerman are playinghiis process. Thank you for
listening to my concerns.
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15 11/29/200| Questions | Paul | was relieved to see the article in this morniRigsald about the so-called "Strategic Guidelines'tfie waterfront development. It

5 many of the | Sorensen | echoed my sentiments exactly. The Strategic Guidslpresented in the New Whatcom Draft, (in mamsgspduplicate excellent work
strategic already done by the Waterfront Futures Group id20dany of these "new" guidelines are questiondbiet completely unnecessary. |
guidelines would suggest that a review by the formulates es¢h'new" guidelines be done by reading pagesrd8dgh 25 of the 2004 Waterfront

Framework Plan!
Guideline #1 - is a negative and questionablestant.
Guideline #2 - | recommend p23 of the WFG booklet.
Guideline #4 - this is unnecessary and cumbersdiVie have too many people coming here already. W& deed to promote this as a
destination - the word is out!
Guideline #5 - Bellingham doesn't need an "ideaibiie and memorable heart" (whatever that is?) iBretmall town attribute in my
opinion - our emerging city has definable neighloaids with a central civic and business center.
Guideline #6 - again this is enumerated in thedung principles” of the WFG p23 - 25.
Guideline #7 - again a duplication of the WFG p25.
Guideline #8 - unnecessary.
Guideline #9 - a given!
Guideline #10 - not really.
Guideline #11 - again this is outlined in the WFZlp
| would rather have seen these guidelines incotpdhe wording used in the WFG publication. The mewguage is not conducive to a
full understanding of the intent of the guidelinepiples! Too much is left out and is very vagoemany instances, leaving room for the
wrong interpretation of the ideas agreed uporeat flevelopers of this area will greatly take atlge of the loose wording and openness
of these "new" guidelines. This worries me greatid | suspect that it worries a great many otkepfe in Bellingham as well.
14 11/29/200| Ideas for Paul As a follow-up to first e-mail to John Watts:

5 waterfront: | Sorensen I have a few recommendations (if | might). Higber(over 4 stories) buildings should not be allowetthe new waterfront development,
museum, which means a limit on building height. Tall buigs such as the proposed 20 story condo bldgtate Street ideally should be cluster
marine together in the central downtown area. Bellingh&wousd not look like someone just threw darts atsgoron the walll State Street is OK
_related_ _ though, since | think it will become the new Cortiwkeve. of Bellingham. The artist’s renderingstite 2004 Waterfront Futures group
industries; booklet should be followed as to layout of pedastivalkways, parks, facilities, recommendations, & maritime museum in one of thg
supports existing buildings on the site would be a welcorddition and attraction to the waterfront, after-atlis our heritage! The Whatcom
audltorlgm/ County Museum now has stored away all of HaroltH&nsens' drawings and memorabilia from his care@rfamous naval architect. H
convenftlon father had a shipyard on Eliza Island years agsciRating large scale drawings of classic pursedeshing boats, tug boats, war ships
\?vzrt];?;roonrt and pleasure craft are in the collection. Manydesis of Bellingham still have materials which @bbé in the museum.
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Marine related industries in a mixed use zoninthefarea should receive first consideration. Antatidm/convention center serving the
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city for meetings and special events, and coneestdd also be a good use of the land. As it is nbe Bellingham High School does n
allow any use of its auditorium when even a wregtlnatch is going on. They want all that nice etosparking for themselves (probab
as it should be).
13 11/28/200 | Funding Scott | wanted to bring the following grant opportuniti@syour attention. They certainly seem like gopgortunities for Bellingham. Please
5 Sources Pratschner | have a look at the following email & attached Pé&sfwhen convenient. I've included the Departn@riEcology’s announcement
and Jennifer| regarding funding sources and technical assistiam@amart growth and low-impact development pragdot local jurisdictions. A wide
Hennessey | range of projects could apply for funding and/@ht@cal assistance. The announcement below disstiss@letails regarding the various
opportunities available from the Environmental Botibn Agency (EPA), National Oceanic and Atmosgghadministration (NOAA),
and American Institute of Architects (AIA). Viewelattached pdf files for more information. Sincelggy is not directly involved with
this effort, please consult the contacts listedhfiore information. (actual documents not includethis document)
12 11/28/200 | Inbound Frances Frances' subsequent response: Thank you so mughudokind phone call and e-mail. I've been outoein, or | would've responded
5 investment | Badgett sooner. | really appreciate your response to mglfaek. I'm currently going over the interlocal agrent between the port and the city,
and and | must say how delighted | am that so muchriné&dion is available to the public about the proj@tough | would like more
consultant transparency about the inbound investment groupndradever other groups are consulting on the Nevatddm project, I'm impressed b
gualification how much information is out there. I'm also hapmgttthe mayor has demonstrated a real interesbre public process for Bellingham
S; supports development. | plan to attend the Whatcom Advigérgup meeting this evening at 5:30. In preparatiaid some quick cursory resear
community into Collins Woerman's portfolio, upcoming projeasvards, etc. I'm still concerned they these laeeconsultants for the waterfront
based development. | don't see anywhere in their workkihe of community-based development that the Gid°reeeds. We aren't just
involvement converting a warehouse; we're building a new neagidiod. I'm very excited by this process. My reagons are only a sign of my deep
enthusiasm and abiding trust that if left up toliBgham and the people, we will create a lovely Amtttional new neighborhood. Thank
again for your time and attention.
11 11/22/200 | open space;| Diana Please keep some space open for people to wallgran@s of kids to play and picnic. Also, what woel doing to ensure safety in case
5 earthquakes| Davidson earthquake? Being on an old landfill the site seeunhserable.
10 11/22/200 | Providing Victoria Is access for human-powered craft being address#dteb/VAG, city and port? So far, I've seen only tbrms public access. And | read
5 for human- | Dale about a new marina. However, the needs of the myWearakers, surfskiers, etc. are not specificadigressed. Rowers, kayakers,
powered McKinnon | surfskiers, etc need parking to unload their bbvats roof racks, low docks to launch their boats] 8OOM to manuever their boats in
craft docking area without interference from larger polveats and their wakes.

Affluent retirees are the fastest growing segmenttie open-water rowing and row-touring indusirige demand for facilities and acces
for human-powered craft is going to grow from tle60 year age group. People with money, time, anelea for non-impact, highly
aerobic activities along the waterfront are armyirere. | would like to see the waterfront orgamgzgroups plan for such facilities... Insig
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Taylor Avenue dock would be a perfect place toguah a facility. Cornwall Beach, and Boulevard Réwkk and beach would also be
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excellent places to install low launching docks atatage facilities.
11/21/200| Questions | Garth After attending the presentation by the Consult@rtsup responsible for creating the guidelineghierproposed development of the
5 the Strategici Hammond | Georgia-Pacific property | came away dismayed leyahality of the presentation. My dismay was bds#tl on the nature of the
Guidelines; presentation and by the biases evident in the sdrtiee guidelines. There was a complete disconbetsteen the document and the wo
Need to look] of prior groups. The vague guidelines in my estiomwere a recipe for the massive influx of invesht capital that would maximize
long-term; density by creating a “regional center” that wouldeality translate into a massive growth engimecbrporations and the destruction of
retain public the unique qualities that make Bellingham so unigdeu do not have to demonize developers to utaledshat as a group they have
ownership different goals than the average citizen. The shfmiblic assets to private individuals is nobag term best idea. The impact of this
development on neighborhoods was not addresseel méntion of fixing the difficulty of access fronblsent shivers down my back. |
hope that the product of the work group headedbycbnsultant is a result of lack of understandihgur city and a certain big city
attitude that you can always build more. The “Misr8etter Syndrome”. The following pages are gpsed rewrite of the Developmen
Guidelines for the Georgia-Pacific property. Thent of this effort is to refocus all of us on tbag-term vision. My intent is to promot
the retention of the property in public ownershmgl 40 focus the process on maximizing the valueaimunity and long term benefit
versus short-term development based on corporafg. pThe best planning happens from clear gurgsiand clear statements of what
not acceptable. Leaving the rest open allows feattvity and opportunity. | double spaced the fex your working convenience. Plea
feel free to contact me if you are so moved. lehgpu will work to stop the destruction of Belliragh. We are the one of the last Great
Places left. We can create a waterfront thatctfleur values. We must create a living trustiiose who follow us. Thank you for you
consideration.
11/18/200 | Questions | Frances Dear Mayor Asmundson,
5 public Badgett | am a resident of the Columbia neighborhood, aptbad constituent of yours. I've just recenthyngd in the discussions of the New
process; Whatcom development, and | have some concernterided the November 15th meeting where Sylvia Gaodwd David Spiker
B’ham presented the Strategic Guidelines for the devedmprof New Whatcom as outlined by Collins Woernk@nrtunately, not only was there
waterfront high turn-out, but a great deal of public discussi@oodwin informed us that our feedback would béed and given to the Planning
should not Commission before their November 17th meeting. Whettended their meeting, no such work had bee dbhe boards, on which
strive to be g people had commented, from stickers or— at songhen- on tablets of paper and sticky notes, wetamevidence. The Commission
regional received WAG's suggested revisions just before sagylown. They were expected to read over theimgltiie meeting while people
destination were providing feedback and voicing concerns. Grteeguidelines put forth by Collins Woermer susige that Bellingham take
or be sold to advantage of the current development cycle andithatwas of the essence, yet neither Ms. Goodwirthre WAG representatives had
investors anything on hand for the Planning Commission orctvho base their decisions. Because of excelldnligptestimony by representatives

from the community, including those who serve amhbard at the Bellingham Bay Foundation, the Rl@epn@ommission delayed the
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approval process. Ms. Goodwin was exceptionaltgbdbout this, and said to a colleague, "l wigytthjust do it." This kind of rush-rush

attitude runs counter to the wishes of the peopetlingham for good reason. We need adequatet ispthat we see a Bellingham that
we created, not a "regional destination" brokemuuog sold off to "inbound investment.” ...

11/17/200

5

Opposed to
regional
destination
idea

Don and
Michelle
McNeal

My wife Michelle and | attended the New Whatcom Rubleeting for the Strategic Guidelines on Novemb®. We agree that the
waterfront development is a fantastic opporturotyurther enhance Bellingham's vitality. In gerlevge were both pleased with the
guidelines, but there was one theme which was camtmseveral of the guidelines to which we are ggpo Namely, the idea that the
waterfront should be developed with the objectienaking Bellingham a regional destination. Thisa is expressed in 4 of the first 5
guidelines:

Guideline #1-Bellingham will know it's a regiona¢stination when the regional conversation is: Vaneo, Bellingham, Seattle and
Portland.

Guideline #3-New Whatcom must capitalize on...réggonal infrastructure of I-5.

Guideline #4-The Whatcom Waterway and its adjaaenéss must be developed as a destination amenity..

Guideline #5-The new town center should be a regdidastination....and Downtown needs a “destinadiocharacter”....

It seems to us that there is a disproportionatehasip on making Bellingham a regional destinatibis our hope that the primary
emphasis will be placed instead on developing tagsront in a way that will make the city of Balljham an even better place for its
residents to live. We hope the planned developméhgenerate good-paying jobs, that it will comt@eeded housing, that services
(markets, cleaners, pharmacies, etc.) requiretidydsidents of those homes will be located clgséhiat there will be parks for them an
their children and all of the residents of Belliagihand the surrounding area, and that there wiljdmel access to the water for all of us|
we do this, Bellingham will continue to attract tsts, which is good, but attracting tourists seit should not be a priority for developin
the waterfront. Michelle and | are recent Belliagtsters. We bought a house on South Hill and mbeeel from California in July of thi
year following a three-year search across the cgdot the “right place”. We plan to live here fthre rest of our lives. Bellingham has
the right mix of what we were looking for—-a medisized university town offering ample cultural, nua and artistic opportunities,
nearby outdoor recreational opportunities in a bedunatural environment, excellent restaurants] enuch, much more. And we liked
the fact that Bellingham was a “real town”; i.¢s, primary industry was not tourism, instead it \uest a wonderful place to live. Sure,
there are tourists that arrive during the summeabse Bellingham is such a great city in a wondiedtting, but the city’s focus has bee
and should continue to be adding on to what itreffes own citizens, not on making the city morteaative to tourists.

n

11/16/200

5

New
Whatcom
Master Plan

lan
Thompson,
MD

| read in the Herald this AM re. some of the comtaext the public meeting last night. The quote@tng comments were typical

NIMBY comments. | would like to thank you for yowork, and would encourage the planned developifoeiihe entire site. | think
Yaletown in Vancouver is the best example of atgoeécome from the development of an abandonedrimaté industrial site with its
mix of condominiums, apartments, white collar besges, and retail. All of which is tied into thagnificent seawall which encompass
Stanley Park. Other good models would be the Mabistrict in SF if low rise developments is alaths allowed. | don't think that the

€S

view would be blocked by a few high rise buildingsr should that be a determining factor. | waubd support WWU taking up much g
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the new space, unless they pay property taxescaifeéafford to give the land away.

11/14/200| View Anne | am very impressed with the amount of thought pliagining that has gone into the New Whatcom prdgedate. However, | do not see

5 preservation| Botwin ANY guidelines regarding view preservation and maxin building heights in the new areas to be dewslopNor do | see any Guideling

suggesting that building heights should remain lomear the waterfront and only gradually increaskdight as their distance from the
bay (or Whatcom Creek) increases. | would apptecdame statement about view preservation andibgilieights in the Guidelines. |
also feel strongly that Guidelines should be mpexHic in regard to our stewardship of the envinemt, particularly the waterfront,
stream buffers, and the protection of wildlife edors. How will wildlife habitat (including salmoruns) be protected while all this
development is going on? | would like to see nthem lip-service to environmental concerns in thedélines. Lay out some specific
parameters consistent with SEPA and WDFW requirésnéiMANY developers are insensitive and clueladsss given specific
guidelines!) | believe my comments reflect the @ne of many fellow citizens. Thanks for giving@s$e suggestions your careful
consideration.

11/14/200 | Environmen | Robert Too little attention is being paid on that factttbaderlying material is fill or sediments. Thiske the area very damage by earthquake

5 t Christman | when (not if) the Pacific NW is hit by a major daqtiake. In reality the area is only good for sodiedds and parks. Any structures

should be low and able to survive an earthquakeadtition there is a potential danger of a tsunami

11/14/200 | Public Reis Reiss called the Mayor's office. She recently nemihe Waterfront mailer. She has two conce8tge wants to discuss the remediation

5 Process Southworth | of toxins on the GP site - both in the water andiaonl. She feels the environmental aspect has d@&nplayed by the City and the Port

and feels it deserves more emphasis. Secondly dishmot like the tone of the pamphlet. Feelsctamunity communication is poor -
that people are only being asked to be involveer dffte fact. Would like to know who is responsitdethe community communication
outreach.

10/26/200| Student Jillian Dear Futures Group,

5 wants to Martin I'm a planning student at Western and I'm goinigetgin researching "Waterfront Redevelopment iniBglam." | am hoping to
research specifically focus on design aspects of the redgrakent. | am looking for information sources ois tiopic, and possibly an opportunity
waterfront to meet with one of the members and talk abouteédevelopment. Could you put me in contact witlneone who would be able to me
redevelopme with me? Thanks for taking the time to respond.
nt

9/23/2005| Sharing Dan Welch | (This was sent from the Waterfront Fuigwwebsite and not previously included)

architectural

ideas

I am currently in my third year of architecture sohat the University of British Columbia. | lived Bellingham five years before

attending school and have had a great interebeinvaterfront GP site for many years. It is a gresource of infrastructure that may by
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lost as the development plan sits.
| have looked over the sketches and read someeafdbuments on the future plans. They are a btréagward look at the site as a tabu
rasa development. Agreed, the GP warehouse wilsbd but this seems to be the only structure deresl for reuse. In place of these
historic (and possibly very modern buildings wightrofits) is a generic take on waterfront developtmapplying a nostalgic view from th
past, producing exactly what is expected. whetkaglesign??? What do we see as the future fongdeam? Are we going to keep
Bellingham in the past, using conventional strasgiroducing conventional results? We need a NEWhBham that is designed aroun
the community's mentality. There are numerous @kasrto pull from across the globe. Some of thkatltfind interesting:
Duisberg Nord http://www.landschaftspark.de/en/htmaex.php

http://www.latzundpartner.d@/éng/e-4-du.htm#Blast
Highline New York _http://www.thehighline.org/desifprelim_design/index.htm
Gas Works Park seattle http://www.cityofseattldpaaks/parkspaces/ GASWORKS.htm
http://www.vrseattle.com/pages/browse.php?cat_id=64
These projects show the innovation that can helg Bellingham into a design that gives distinctiothe city. Obviously the
development of residential, retail, and industnie¢ds to have a focus (as in Duisberg Nord).
In the past few years Bellingham has been makingedead decisions and | would like to see a chamgfesl way the city
planners/developers approach their projects. aimadrs market is a good example. Building a nggtateel and glass parking garage
echoing the old railway station....please. ri@tross the street in the now demolished Morris Ward building a great design could ha
been accomplished. new cladding with hanger stgters to turn a beautiful timber building into grea air market would have reflected
the community attitude much more than a glass eavasphalt parking lot.
| do like the idea of mixed use planning on thesgP. Bellingham is in desperate need of numetgpss of downtown living. Facing th

fight of the Chuckanut Ridge development, retineesd an alternative which could be met in this dewelopment while still meeting the

demands for students and low income. Retail anchoential on the ground levels would restore the gdoplane, something that is void
and will create dead spaces in the city (like tee condos at the end of railroad.

Another project to look at which will eclipse Balljham (unless Bellingham rises to the occasioDpiskside in Victoria.
http://www.docksidegreen.com/

As | am approaching my thesis all these things/arg interesting to me, as a topic of study anémegal interest in Bellingham.
Bellingham NEEDS innovation. Being responsiblafinially, socially and environmentally takes a®asilook at design. The present
much different than the past. Let's take a stewdod rather than standing still.

a
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Beginning of public comments taken on this website.




