Rl’jeacf% Subject %‘r'cz)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning — February 2006 to March 2006
Comments received after February 28, 2006 are located in a subsequent document dated March 2006.
85 2/28/2006| Addendum | Wendy Dear Members of the Waterfront Advisory Group:

re: habitat | Steffensen, | Please consider this letter as an addendum tetlee Written on 2-15-2005 regarding the draft plarhis letter is designed to assist you in

issues for ReSources | directing the drafting of the 5th consolidated plaronsists of direct comments on each of the fidans and on common elements of the

the draft of | North plans. Once again, thank you for you time and efiarBellingham's waterfront redevelopment process.

consolidated Sound Green Seam

plan Baykeeper | 1) The wide swath of "green” surrounding the logga a great attribute. It is important that thesaclosest to the pond be planted and

(See maintained as habitat, whereas the outer edged beuparkland.

comment # 2) The road adjacent to the proposed marina appedesa multi-use trail. This is appropriate.

64 for the 3) The over-water bridge should not be built overwaterway since it will be a pollution source.

original Green Bank

letter) 1) A primary street running along the proposed naars not appropriate. If the marina is builtsiproposed to be a "clean™ marina.
Clearly, a road should not be allowed at its irsteet
Pearl Parks
1. Two roads hug the shoreline in this plan, ooa@lthe proposed marina and one along the Wateawadyog-pond. Neither of these arg
acceptable. Roads should be set back wherevebpmssven in urban landscapes, in order to prepelhitant from directly entering the
Waterway.
2. The green edge shown along Pine Street is a atriioute. This area needs to be greatly expaadddhe existing road at Pine needs|to
be removed as depicted in the other drawings.
Green Fingers
1. The green finger along the proposed marinagisaal attribute. This area should consist of parklaabitat at the two pocket beach ends

(G Street and C Street).

2. The head of the I1& J Waterway should be desgghat "open space” as in the other plans, mosrpi#y as habitat.

3. The southernmost green finger should be locatt®&ine Street. This "green finger" at Pine Stsbeuld consist of park, beach, and
habitat.

All Plans

1) The road that extends from the beach at Cornfv&line to the Cornwall landfill hugs the shore oo closely. This road should be
relocated during redevelopment if at all possigleen ownership constraints, away from the shor2@y.

2) The proposed green space at Cornwall Landfidughconsist of habitat at the edge of the landd#l engineered during remediation,
using soft-shore techniques. This site should Ipepcsed of habitat and park, waterward from thetS@&ay Trail.

3) The proposed boat launch should be moved awaytloe C street pocket beach, into the marina otheem suitable location.

4) "Open Space" must be further delineated, sughittis clear where habitat, park, and imperviplaszas will be located.

5) Buildings at the edge of the Whatcom Waterwayusdhbe considered for removal, as they interfeith the re-establishment of habita
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in the intertidal area.
6) Green areas envisioned at the head of 1& J Wiatgradjacent to the G Street, pocket beach, amdyahe Whatcom waterway should
be widened and maintained as habitat areas.
7) The Whatcom Waterway area between Roeder angl Bivket needs to be designated as habitat. Tééshas the potential to be prim
intertidal habitat, pending investigation and reragdn, if necessary. This area also representseamthat will connect the Whatcom
Creek estuary and the designated habitat at thebdfehe Waterway.
84 2/27/2006| Waterfront | Dan Mahar | Dear Bellingham Bay Waterfront Development Stakdars;

project still | attended the February 15, 2006 Waterfront Adyigoommittee meeting and have the following comments observations.

lacking solid Bellingham Bay Foundation — | was disappointed thatBellingham Bay Foundation representatives weren only three minutes to

strategic present their alternative design proposal. ThenHation invested extensive time and energy intelbging a well thought out plan that

plan; BBF includes more public/open/green space, which has ba on-going request by the public. This minahan of Bellingham Bay

plan should Foundation’s efforts is poor policy and undue puiliocess. Comments from the public should be eaged, recognized and addresse

be given in an appropriate manner.

better Marina — | believe that not building a marina represengsléast environmental impact alternative, as boatgtably foul the water with

consideratio
n.

toxic paint, sewage and oil. In addition, most neobboats sit unused 90% of the time. If a masrauilt, consider designing it for live-
aboard boats and house-boats, similar to thoseake Union. This would help infill the city with rieents, a key goal of modern urban
planning. Also, save some of the lagoon propentyafpublicly accessible personal watercraft beaak.p

Personal Watercraft Beach Park— Develop a low bank, personal watercraft accéssidach park similar to the one at Marine Park in
Fairhaven. This is an excellent example of a ssgfoédesign for access by kayakers, canoeist,suirfiers and kite boarders. It has a
sandy beach, good exposure to open water and adgapr&ing for public access with watercraft ge@owntown Bellingham is in
desperate need of such a beach park. An excetleation would be at the lagoon (proposed marirte)vgith a southwest facing beach.

This would provide good exposure to the bay, diseet exposure on the beach and provide beautifislets over the water. A beach park

inside the Whatcom Waterway channel would not mtewhe same aesthetic or functional value. Prgmesigned, a personal watercra
beach park would represent the interests of theenows personal watercraft enthusiasts of the area.

Hydropower — Great idea, turn the GP industrial fresh water iitie a hydropower generating station. This proyectild provide for a
green energy, sustainable design demonstrationitigatmg greenhouse gas emissions. It would aédp bonceptually connect
Bellingham Bay with Lake Whatcom and Mount Bakerd & designed properly, provide a dynamic watedsitire for viewing at the
turbine’s outfall. Don’t overlook this unique optunity while we have it.

Strategic Plan —I fear the waterfront project has a vision, lotgoblic comment, a variety of fragmented plannitoguments, but is still
lacking the formulation of a solid strategic plarstrategic plan that sets forth the core valuesiotommunity and uses them to select
individual options/alternatives for the waterfral@sign. Once this plan is finalized, it should engd periodic review every five years tg
incorporate advancing technology and evolving comitgwalues. Let's pull it together, we are almthsdre.

As a long term resident of Bellingham, | hope te sar downtown waterfront evolve into a legacy ecothat we are honored to pass of
our children and grandchildren. | sincerely thamkryone involved for taking on this complex andl@nging task, and for doing their
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best to balance the diverse interests involved.
83 2/28/2006| Marinas arg Pat Sterrett | Dear Waterfront Advisory Committeenmbers and Port Commission:
attractive | am strongly in support of using part of the GPghase for a marina. One of the greatest drawBddingham for current and future
and draw in residents, as well as tourists, is its locationttexhe vast, amazing NW waters. Boating is ¢eltaa big part of this and boaters need
residents, moorage. Marinas support a large network of bssi@e and jobs for the city. The marinas themselkeattractive and a draw for
tourists, and residents, tourists, and boater alike. The nedéfisitely here for expanded marina space andtResettling pond already has several ¢
boater alike. the most expensive, complicated criteria, i.e. teakwater. The marina is not a special intetesision, but a balanced use which
supports population growth, tourism, recreatiorsibess, and aesthetics. It would be such a shateethis opportunity pass in a city th
is so strongly identified with waterfront and agadeway to Canada, Alaska, and the Pacific. Pless¢he GP settling pond for a maring
82 2/28/2006| Restoring | Kathy Dear Members of the Waterfront Advisory Group,
habitat is Fletcher Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thepoasals for Bellingham’s Waterfront Redevelopment.
one of the | Executive | People For Puget Sound is a nonprofit, citizengaarzation whose mission is to protect and reftaiget Sound and the Northwest
most Director, Straits, including a specific goal to protect aastore the 2,000 miles of Puget Sound shorelirz0iy.
important People for | We support the North Sound Baykeeper and ReSouyposition that restoring habitat is one of the niogtortant goals in the
goals in the | Puget Sound redevelopment process. The physical, chemicabasidgical condition of the nearshore of Puget Sbisnof vital importance to the
redevelopme health of the Sound as a whole.
nt process Features that must be included along the new watdrére:

» Continuous fish migration corridor along edge of tle bay. Juvenile salmon and other species need shallderatong the
water’s edge for protection from predators andéspite. Piers and other over water structureg(gthey cannot be removed
altogether) must be constructed in such a waydoae the shadow effect that will effectively blamkdisturb juvenile salmon
movement. Grating, optic light systems, or pullihg pier back from the shoreline are all methods ¢an be used to allow light
passage. Softened shorelines, artificial strust(idaere a vertical seawall can’t be removed),@hdr means of allowing shallov
water areas continuously along the water’'s edgeeeeded to create the fish migration corridor.

* Native vegetation at the edge Sufficient areas of vegetation to allow shadang leaf litter and insect drop into the wateras®
beneficial to fish and other species.

» Areas of high quality habitat. Pocket beaches, larger beaches, salmon benchesriee restoration areas, and tide pool zones

should be incorporated in as many locations asifplessround the bay. Roadways must be pulled baokder to allow adequate
room for these habitat areas.

* Bring people to the water Bulkheads and high docks and piers do not afleaple to touch the water. The sensory ability to
interact with the water is important for creatihg human connection to the Sound. Beaches angdmleareas, therefore, shoulg
be incorporated into the design in as many plasgm®asible.
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» Clean water. Stormwater and urban runoff treatment throughna&systems can be incorporated into the dedigarks and
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rights of way at the beginning of the design phaSkean, fresh water inputs into the Bay are imgarfor the health of aquatic lif¢
These habitat features must be incorporated a®ptré concept designs — not added as an aftegthoCareful planning will benefit
both the aquatic species and humans, as an enwraally sensitive waterfront will make Bellinghand@aw for both residents and
tourists. Thank you for your consideration. Wekidorward to continuing to work with you on theseportant plans.

81 2/22/2006| Negotiate | Henry | have seen or heard next to nothing about theoeadlwhich needs to be re-routed long before agwelopment of the GP site starts.
with railroad | Schwartz Given that negiotiations with freight companie®lBRNSF are notoriously slow, the smart thing istart working toward negotiations

with BNSF now.

80 2/22/2006| Parks and | Larry | really like the Green Fingers one the bestke the better flow of park and trails around tleidevelopment. The others are okay BUT]|
trails will Simkins this one is the best. It will ultimately be the'lmmand trails that makes this project a succedsay in for the citizens of Bellingham and
make this visitors - just my thought. Thank you for the oppaity to have input.
project a
success

79 2/27/2006| 1 am all for | Carol Mills | | am writing regarding the last minute submissibéplans for the waterfront. As a resident thatdivethin a couple of blocks from the GP
parks but land | am very interested in what will be done viltht property. | am very disappointed that yougavéng this last group validity. There
this thing was a time line for submission and review of plarieey came in at the eleventh hour and want yalhémge everything to suit them. The
has got to marina has been an integral part of the plans th@beginning and now they want to eliminate tmat make a park. | am all for parks but
pay for this thing has got to pay for itself and makinglitinto parks will not do the job and will only sbus more money. There are plenty of
itself; does parks in the Green fingers plan.
not aEprove The environmental people seem to think they campisvery meeting and if they yell loud enoughrggae will cower and do what they
of 11" hour want. Another example is the Chuckanut Ridge dgaramnt; our city and county have more importantghito do with our money than
proposals buy up every piece of land that someone objedieiing developed.

| appreciate your time in reading this and hoped long enough to see this project happen.
PS: | am not a boat owner waiting on a slip.

78 2/24/2006| Supports theDouglas W. | | would like to go on record as being highly in dawf converting the GP settling pond into a mariiide long length of the waiting list
marina — Sterrett and the very long time that boat owners must vaaigfslip in Squalicum Harbor is clear evidencéhefneed. Providing more slips will
long wait also support the important local marine industrychiprovides many jobs in Whatcom County. If thersunding area is designed with
list proves people in mind as has been done at Zuanich PoiktiPaill also serve as a public place for thoseondon't own boats. To have this
it's needed. breakwater already in place and ready to be deedlas a marina is an opportunity that very few camitres are given. Please, let's make

into a marina!

77 2/23/2006| The most | Brian As a new resident to Bellingham, I'm watching thatéffront Development process with great interedtanticipation. | believe it is
beloved Tanner important that the project have as much park spaaking boulevards, etc. as possible and not schnafi the so-called ‘multi-use’
cities in the spaces. Let’s not make the mistake of replacinglti€ement G-P structures with newer ‘multi-usement structures. Bellingham should
world have look past the short-term gain of creating a taxebaa this multi-use concept and create a regigeal that showcases the lushness and
huge, major beauty of the Northwest environment. Look to yowrtN at Victoria’'s wonderful gardens and the drhatthas. What would New York
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parks as the City be like without Central Park? Or Paris, or Hon with their huge parks? It is not a mistake thatmost beloved cities in the world

draw to their have huge, major parks as the draw to their cibgers. An interesting example is Detroit/WindsaaarThe Detroit waterfront is 90%

city centers; ‘mixed-use’ while the Canadians on the exact ofide of the river left the riverfront as a parkk&a field trip to this area sometime to

try spoke see which side is more vibrant economically, callyr etc. (it ain’t the Detroit-side!) I'm very &fid that it will be all about the money in

and wheel the end and the developers and tax-men will gét weey and squander a wonderful opportunity to vedlep this area as a major park th

concept would draw people and developers to redevelop dommBellingham. Another point I'd like to make ikepse explore a ‘spoke and
wheel’ concept of street design as it would linkfigim the redevelopment area to downtown Bellinglidmmk Washington D.C.!) instea
of the grid design that is so persuasive in theglghs proposed thus far!

76 2/21/2006| Don’t forget Mary | have read the WAG report and recommendationsappthud the focus on increasing public accessetavdterfront. What is not clear t
needs of Durbrow me is what improvements in space and infrastruciteeoeing considered for the commercial fishiegtl How was their input solicited
fishing fleet | don't hear much from them in the process nortlheg mentioned in any detail in the recommendations

75 2/21/2006| Optimize | Tim The views looking toward the bay from the park(shhes site should be optimized.
views; Davenport | I've been unable to find justification for the poged marina (which would dominate the bay ward ingyvas | review this New Whatcor
oppose the website. Will you please offer information aboutatlean and cannot be done with the proposed mgpiace?
marina

74 2/20/2006| Likes Larry | liked the suggestion | heard for a park area Witgerling waterways. In addition to being agdant public place, fingerling waterway
fingerling Johnson could further simulate a natural estuary whichmpartant to juvenile Chinook salmon. If the pabloge were to be incorporated, | prefe
waterways the green seam design. | do notice that the visitmorage appears to share space with open spddehitat. Are these 3 uses

compatible?

73 2/19/2006| Don't let big Dr. Joseph | | am a local resident with homes near Bellinghaih thie Glacier area. Two other local people (myrgad) and | have purchased 7.4 a¢
developers | Garcia, in the Glacier area in order to build a boutiqueehgub and lodge. This project is an importaapsh order to finance a waterfront or
eclipse plans Foothills downtown project envisioned for the future.
local Economic | | am writing you in order to bring up an importasgue as you consider developing the waterfrorjeptolt is often realized that local
businesses | Developme | people, with hopes of saving money to buy a honsanting a small business, find that although teye money, by the time enough i$
may be nt saved, find themselves priced out of the markettdueflated prices and outsider developer “big mgrthat eclipses the dreams of the
making to | Association | locals. Understanding this trend, | decided to beqgy strategy by acquiring land and establishibgisiness that in turn could be used a
participate equity to secure financing for a downtown businasgect. The first business would be the finanstaepping-stone to the second busing
in business However, it is our fear that by the time the Pord £ity begin to develop the waterfront area, hitswe developers will come in and
in New eclipse all the local efforts to establish busiees$would like to see some effort by both they@itd Port to attract and make affordablé
Whatcom space for local business people to establish bss@sewhich in turn would generated and then redate money within our community. |

would be a shame to have the inflated-cost housergls become the example for business developahéimé waterfront. I've seen the
Public Market and the Saturday Market maintain @ity to the needs of small business and entnegues. As a result, many local peo
who may not otherwise have an opportunity to stad/or operate their businesses, thrive, and genecanomic prosperity as well as
offer a colorful cultural environment.
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At this stage in your plans, you should carefuttysider how you may remember the local peopler theems and hopes, and the
important roll they could play in the future progpeof Whatcom County.

72 2/16/2006| Doesn't David | want to express my support for the Bellingham Bayndation’s proposal for waterfront developmdhshould be fully considered by
support Bourlier the citizens of Bellingham as an alternative todtleer plans. | like the greater amount of laneldu®r parks, and do not think the site
marina should be used for a marina. Thank you.

71 2/16/2006| Need to Eileen I would urge the city council and port officialsftacus on choosing one of the four plans and nogptcany components of the fifth plan
restore Sobjack that has been presented by the Bellingham Bay Fdiomd It is important to me, as a citizen andjkime user of port facilities, that any
economic plan incorporate common sense and economic regplitlysi The fifth plan removes a much needed masvhere it is practical and adds
opportunitie extensive parks. It should not even be considetregbuld support a plan that gives some publiceasgchowever, we already have sevefral
s lost on great waterfront parks. Most importantly, the @tyd mayor have a responsibility to restore a ssaatiblance of economic opportunitie
waterfront that were lost at the closing of Georgia Pacific.

70 2/16/2006| Plan ahead| Laura Carter | want to encourage development that allows favell of economic revenue to pay for amenities fikeks and trails. Tax increase to
for support a portion of the development may be necgssat not in its entirety. That places too muéta burden on the folks who live here.
waterfront | also want to encourage good planning for upconmagsportation issues, so we don’t wind up witbthar Guide Meridian or Sunset
transportatio Avenue. Ignoring a problem does not make it goyawRlanning for it will minimize the impact.

n

69 2/16/2006| Believes James K. The Bellingham Bay Foundation alternative plan sitifeth by Mitch Friedman is the only one so far thedvides me with a glimmer of
that marinas| Woodle hope for the whole project. Mainly, it drops tHarpfor the marina, as any worthwhile plan shoulthe marina is an absolute worthless
are a blight | Commander| proposal and waste of precious downtown waterfspate. All it takes is a walk around the port’ssérg marinas and now they propos

USCG to offer up another blight to the waterfront, busttime in a more central location. | trust thesi# be an outpouring of support for the
(Retired) Alternative Plan, or at least it will generate mptans without a marina. The benefit to the pegplBellingham is not in a marina in that
location.

68 2/14/2006| Incorporate| E. Vennos Regarding your choice of plans for theettgpment: Please incorporate as much salmon aadshere habitat restoration into the design
habitat in plan as possible.
plans

67 2/12/2006| The Port Les | did participate in one of the public meetingstbe Design Concepts. | appreciate the effort twiple me with that opportunity to make
should Blackwell my wishes known--however, | am a slow thinker aoighe thoughts came to me after the meeting was dvested in the Bellingham
create long- Herald that most people chose the fingers desigistlynbecause it had the largest area of greeresgan not surprised.
term impact I've lived near Central Park in New York City. ista wonderful and large park enjoy by many eveyydaan you visualize Central Park
by reserving cut up into ribbons with condos for the rich tuckedetween the ribbons of green? That land isepess but developers for years have
more park wanted to build there. Fortunately, the city fashieave held them off.
space on the Closer to home, look at Stanley Park in Vancou&)( What a wonderful park--we have enjoyed iaamumber of occasions. That park
waterfront would not be as valuable with condos and apartmettitsn its folds. Size does matter. Indeed, Ildagive other examples of large parks
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that were preserved for the people. Little paresrace but you need space to service the peopbewilhwant to enjoy themselves.
| do not wish to see condos in this beautiful opyaity that is facing us. | would like to seelit@ark. | know that the Port says it needs
to make money but that is not necessarily corrébey are using my tax dollars and | (and | belimany others) would approve the large
park concept. The Port does not need to make rénegeds to provide job opportunities. Make rgéapark and watch the number of
businesses that will abound in the near areas. nBiwn Bellingham might even be resurrected.
We shape our environment and thereafter it shagidsparaphrase Winston Churchill but | believethisughts fit this situation. We hav
something that could be really grand. 1 think Wwewdd shoot for the best--not a compromise.
66 2/2/2006 | Several Rod Burton | | believe the Green Banks draft hasthst mix of open space, circulation patterns am@gteian/vehicle separation. Many Green Finge
ideas supporters seem to be fixated on the percentagpesf space, not on how it is arranged. | sugggsireling the open space in Green
Banks by: Expanding from the S. kayak launch at &V&&a with a pocket park and a an open space wallalong the S. edge of the
shipping pier. This would provide water views, aisb provide the views of the working waterfrordattivere part of WFG.
Additionally expand the defined open space to matokxceed the percentage in Green Fingers, aadfiing a ‘green seam’ from those
open space towards downtown. Add improvements degiean access from S. Hill to the mix; the ergttonnection to S. Bay trail is
minimal. Don’t forget the Broadway overlook conrientto the waterfront. At the meeting | said | likéhe pedestrian walkway over the
Whatcom Waterway, but now | am concerned it mayadefrom the open view down the waterway one hars Maritime Heritage Park
65 2/16/2006| Tourismis | Mark Dear Commissioners & Port Staff/City Council Mener
not a bad Simpson Regarding the waterfront redevelopment procesgpears tourism is being conveyed (by specialastegroups) as a "bad" idea for the
idea for the | General waterfront. | am forwarding this email in hopesiywill reject that one-sided viewpoint.
waterfront | Manager, | Tourism is clean, creates jobs, generates tax v@gand is a major economic impact in our locaheovy.
Hampton Tourism_isand_shoulglay a significant role in the redevelopment & taterfront. I’'m not suggesting "Disneyland”, lemsr a
Inn project(s) that fits our community values and ermesrour resident and visitor experience is a véuatmponent that should be
Bellingham | incorporated into the plan. And that plan shouldrmee than a "park" concept! A mix of private gnblic development is essential to
afford clean-up costs and return economic as veeljuality of life benefit to our citizens withouhage tax burden.
| suggest the Port/Council invite the tourism comityto a "work session” to consider how tourisnuldablend into the proposed desig
concepts. Inevitably, tourism will play into thevdatown/waterfront efforts, thus wouldn't it be pctige to vision and plan for the
inevitable? Particularly from a public investmeetspective.
64 2/16/2006| Four Design Wendy Dear Members of the Waterfront Advisory Group:
plans need | Steffensen, | Thank you shepherding the vision of the Waterfieutiures Group for Bellingham's redevelopment. &nsmportant undertaking.
to better ReSources | As the North Sound Baykeeper, | am an educatoradrndcate for the marine waters of Whatcom County cbhcerns at this stage are
address North focused on ensuring that we preserve, enhancegatate, where possible, habitat that lies withentedevelopment area. | was
habitat and | Sound intimately involved with the Waterfront Futures @poprocess and have been following the clean-upgsosince 2000. My comments
make it a Baykeeper | reflect my knowledge of Bellingham Bay, and thegass for both its redevelopment and cleanup.
priority Restoring habitat in Bellingham Bay is importantitiih the last 100 years, the Inner Bay has loSt 2€res of eelgrass and approximate
(See 320 acres of estuary and intertidal habitat. Thg'€Cshoreline is fragmented and approximately 40%e shore is armored.
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comment # In order to start restoring populations of salnmap, forage fish, birds and other species to heedt must start connecting and restorin
84 for an habitat where we can. This means that we shouldremearshore migratory corridors from the norttheosouth, and that we should
addendum provide habitat refuges wherever feasible.
to this The four design plans that the Port has put forwdardot adequately address habitat. At this beg@etage of design, it is critical to
letter) incorporate habitat considerations, such that #reynot precluded.

Please note that the draft New Whatcom implemeantaguidelines, section Il, Restore the Health aid & Water, states the following:

1) Enhance or reintroduce natural systems.

A) Continue to work with... to be good stewards o tnvironment. Identify opportunities for cooperatiprojects and join
funding for shoreline restoration, habitat enharneetnenvironmental remediation, and public accegsavements.

2. Create and Restore habitat wherever possible.

A) Evaluate sites identified in the WFG "Opportigstand Ideas for Habitat Restoration”... as shagetastoration sites...
The draft guidelines listed above followed from WE&G's work. These guidelines also make good séhsbitat is a priority. These
guidelines cannot be implemented unless habiinsidered prior to design.
The bare-bones of what should be considered idés&n plans are as follows:

1) more extensive estuary rehabilitation further up\Whatcom Waterway, to provide additional feednegring and refuge habitat
for salmon.

2) the incorporation and restoration of 9 pocket beagfrom NW to SE; 1&J, "G" St, "C" St, Roeder Sgntral St, GP Log Pond,
Cornwall& Pine, North Cornwall Landfill and Soutrofwall Landfill), to provide spawning habitat flarage fish, and feeding
habitat for other fish, crabs, and aquatic birds.

3) the incorporation of salmon benches along 1&J Weagr Whatcom Waterway, and Pine St, in additiothtse already sketched
the proposed marina, to provide feeding and refagealmon and crab.

4) A softening of shoreline edges wherever possibtetha establishment of native and riparian vegatadiong the shoreline to
support the food supply for juvenile salmon andrsieare shade for forage fish eggs.

Areas near the pocket beaches and estuary areoércoin the draft plans. In these areas roadwagslavelopment must be pulled bac
so that the design of appropriately sized, restard functional habitat can be incorporated. (Lioos of the pocket beaches can be fo
in the WFG Environmental Opportunities workshopartp

In order to make the redevelopment habitat andffiehdly, the design should consider the following

5) Roadways in the draft plans should be pulled bemk fthe shoreline so that they do not run closg twr over it, as proposed in
Green Seam design. Roadways near the shore othevesater will increase toxics loading into the Bay

6) The proposed boat launch should be located wittérptoposed marina, rather than in the Waterwayndhe C street pocket
beach. (Location too close to the "C" St. pocketdbewill preclude the function of that area as ekpb beach.)

7) The proposed in-water visitor moorage may interfeith salmon habitat. Prior to deciding upon thigion, an analysis of the
moorage option and its effects on salmon feedingraigration should be assessed.

8) Parks at the water's should incorporate nativetaéiga, and overhanging vegetation wherever passibithin the constraints of a
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park system.
9) Sensitive habitat areas should not be considendd;piese should be reserved for habitat. Thehsdlout at the GP log pond
may be one example where this reservation shoudty ap
10)Habitat area must be maximized and the percentiagetwal habitat should also be given to the pulgliconsider. (Open Space in
the current designation could mean anything frobiithito lawn to brick plazas; this should be malgarer.)
Thank you for your hard work on this important gaijand for taking habitat concerns into considanat
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2/15/2006

Mesh
Design
elements
with habitat
protection

Wendy
Steffensen,
ReSources
North
Sound
Baykeeper

Dear Planning Commission Members:

Thank you for taking comment on the strategic duiés and the four design plans for New Whatcohaue spoken publicly at the last
Planning Commission meeting on the design plansched, as well, are written comments on the dgdeyms delivered to the Waterfrof
Advisory Group (WAG) on Feb 15, 2005.

The following remarks pertain to the Jan 24 06tdéAG recommendation; section I, of the strategiedelines.

Section Il; 1, 2 ,3, 6:

These guidelines are worthy, but their implemeatathay be compromised by the sequencing of evewslesign steps. These
guidelines call for identification of natural ardas protection or enhancement, as well as theemghtation of remediation actions at
contaminated sites and protection along the shm&r@h accordance with the City's updated SMP. T@ementation of protection,
restoration, or remedial actions may impact aner aésign elements along the shoreline. Designeziesrof parks and streets should ng
trump the required protection and remedial actid&sswell, they should not preclude or encroach ugstoration of more functional
habitat. Implementation of the draft guidelines Womean that habitat restoration and protectiowelsas remediation of contaminated
sites would be occur prior to the designation aidsand parks.

Section Il; 4:

This section should be amended to include the dthbitat opportunities not included. Please addalowing sentence to 4A.

Protect and functionally enhance the pocket beaah&s" street, "C" street, Central Street, Rog&lsnue, the North end of the
Cornwall landfill, and the South end of the CornMahdfill, unless a greater restoration opportypitecludes their enhancement.
Section II; 5, 7, 8, 9,10

These sections are strong and protective of thea@maent. They should be included. The recommenddbt include 8B is not an
endorsement of the marina per se; it is an end@seof a clean marina if there is to be a matdimaegard to section Il of the strategic
guidelines, the guidelines and their implementasimategies are worthwhile. One lingering condsimow do we, the public, know or
ensure, the guidelines and their implementaticategiies will be used? Thank you for consideratiomy thoughts and concerns.
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2/16/2006

Not happy
with the
design
concepts

Frances
Badgett

Dear Mayor Asmundson, City Council members, Plagi@ommissioners, and members of the WAG:

I'm not happy with any of LMN's design conceptdoh't think there's been an adequate dialogue ettt Port and the public
about what should or should not be on the watetfiOmere are too many large roads, there's too rpagbment, there isn't enough gree
space, and a marina may not be the best use fétfSBe At least ONE of the concepts should haveeotfid something other than a mar
in the ASB. A park. A salt marsh. Some way to bting public to the water, other than forcing pedpleavigate around the edges of a
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marina. | feel the concepts lack imagination. EveGreen Fingers, green space feels like an afteght, not a major component of the
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design. | don't sense there's been adequate thpugimito conservation and habitat restoration.rétmas been little or no mention of
stormwater runoff and environmental remediatiorer&ts been only a cursory discussion about hovat@ate salmon around the deep
water channels. The build environment is basedlackb, instead of more intuitive and pedestriaaffdly courtyards and angles. | asked
one of the designers why they kept the tissue veaursdin every concept, a hulking building withdithesthetic value. He said they didnt
want to worry people by tearing down buildingshas iearly stage. | can understand his concern, $eriously doubt anyone would crow,
if the tissue warehouse were a park, or a groupirggnaller buildings around a courtyard. The reeveer is that the Port wants dry
docking for boats. The Port has driven too mucthisf process with their "wish list." They directieMIN to put a marina in every concept
(despite LMN's advice to the contrary). This praceseds to be much more public, much more in kgepith the Waterfront Futures
Group principles, and much, much slower.

61 2/16/2006| GP Devpm’i Laura Carter I'd like to encourage planning that permits theR&@evelopment site to pay for amenities like nerkp& trails, so that the tax burden is
should pay not carried in its entirety by residents. I'd dike to see future transportation issues addreseed so that we don't wind up with another
for Guide Meridian or Sunset Avenue. Ignoring a probboes not make it go away - it just makes it nexgensive to fix in the future.
amenities so I love the idea of waterfront that represents amahgpions all of us - a unique place to relax ama@@s from our nine-to-five lives, a place
as to limit that pays for itself with festivals, events, mussudining, offices, and environmentally friendlylirstries. We are at a pivotal point in the
tax burden planning. Let's use some common sense.

60 2/15/2006| New Jeff Comment: | support the development of the ASB into a mararad consider this to be an appropriate water dégernand use, subject
Whatcom Hegedus, | to the concern that the marina remain availablei$arby the general public and local boaters, atgltee standard for environmental
Design WAG management and habitat restoration.

Comments | Member Comment: | support the use of the deep water moorage teirftisé development and maintenance of the workiaigrfront.
Concern: The New Whatcom grid orientation in Green Finddoxks Bellingham Bay view and light corridors, aregults in a

significant disconnection between city and water.
Reference: Strategic Guideline llI6Enhance visual opportunities for visual access to waterfront areas, andPreserve, improve and
create public views to and from the waterfront. Implementation Strategy ll16Adentify important view corridors and align streets or limit
building height to preserve water views from street ends and other key public viewpoints.
Comment: 1. Connect New Whatcom interior with Bay views aigiht by aligning the New Whatcom grid directly witine
points of the compas®. Create an East-West primary road, in the forra tio-way boulevard with landscaped medians and
water-end iconic turn-around, in the center ofghd [‘Sunset Boulevard’ as per 2020 Engineeringlipucomment].3. Align the
Green Fingers open spaces with the new grid tbdurdd to view and light corridors.
Concern: The road infrastructure in the Green Fingers desgflects neither public comment regarding traiffiiensity and land use
compatibility nor the WFG Guiding Principles or &#gic Guidelines.
Reference: Strategic Guideline [3Viake the waterfront inviting to people on foot, and_Implementation Strategy 13Besign the living,
working and shopping areas with a pedestrian scale, which is not dominated by vehicles.
Comment: 1. Eliminate the traffic intensive primary road alaihg waterfront and replace with non-motorized mude
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boardwalk.2. Integrate secondary roads with the above East-@esary boulevard and the waterfront boardwallntegrate the
multi-use trail into the open spaces, boulevardythwalk and secondary road infrastructure.

Concern: In the Green Fingers design, the land use set-atotg West Pine Street disconnects New Whatcom Bellingham Bay
and precludes waterfront usage that should notlomlgublic, but also be iconic in nature.
Reference: Strategic Guideline 115, mprove Waterfront Access, Create water-oriented parks and open-spaces, Create and connect
large and small parks and open spaces with a braided system of pedestrian trails.
Comment: 1. Designate the waterfront adjacent to West PineeSag a public waterfront open space as proposeet iRearl
Parks desigr2. Create an open space multi-use trail connectitwden this public waterfront and the log pond @odnwall
Park open spaces.
Concern: The amount of land designated as waterfront opaoesis inadequate and short sighted in light atgatted long-term
growth, public open space requirements, and dexsdop goals.
Reference: Strategic Guideline [IMMake the waterfront a regular part of the lives of more people.
Comment: 1. Designate the entire length of Cornwall as pubtierospace.
59 2/16/2006| Supports a | David Dear Mayor Mark,
no marina | Bourlier I am writing to express my support for the BelliaghBay Foundation's plan of waterfront developmétike the additional park space
option and do not think the site should be used for amaarPlease help this to be considered by the pad@Bellingham as they decide the
future of this unique site.
58 2/15/2006| Comments | Cy = | worry about kayaks, etc competing with boats fiitw@ boat launch.
re: design | Lindberg, = | like location of Transient Moorage as shown onat¢dbom Waterway
concepts WAG = | support the current proposed location of Boatriciuby ASB
member = Supports pedestrian bridge over Whatcom Watervdy if tall or operating for boat navigation Therestsl private property with

docks at the base of the waterway — cannot takg Hvedr access.

» Re: transit access and routes, supports convestigodg near entrances and parking garages andahteop with frequent trips

» Re: bicycle and pedestrian trails supports sepaoates for bikes, pedestrians and cars; wantsatceranough space to avoid the
Taylor Street complaints. Allow some shared routes.

» Re: Setback of Roads from Waterway supports a 8herBoulevard, such as in Pearl Parks or Greegdfs) Prefers the large open
space at NW end of space in Green Fingers.
| like the idea of orienting the street grid — viémes toward the Bay (west).
Habitat Enhancement Areas should include: Log paralynd ASB, and the Hilton Eelgrass bed
Re: Pedestrian Plaza or Public Square supports betareen Historic Buildings, Plazas on top ofdinis
Re: Layout of Parks/Open Space supports Pearlwigio@dl small parks dispersed through site); | danink the presence of large plg
such as Green Fingers need preclude some pockst par

= Re: Amount of Parks/Open Space supports 36 acg8s)(ds in Green Fingers

» RE: Road Access from East supports Laurel Strgevdr
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» RE: Road access from North (CBD, Old Town) suppGasimercial Street flyover
57 2/15/2006| Design New The New Whatcom - Parks, Trails, Cultural and ComityuSpace Planning Committee submitted a draftephwhich the planning
concept Whatcom - | commission received at their meeting on FebruaBl@ase see it posted on New Whatcom websiigvat.newwhatcom.org
alternative | Parks,
thoughts Trails,
Cultural and
Community
Space
Planning
Committee
56 2/16/2006| Design Kevin | attended the WAG meeting last night, and | anptetoubled by the direction of the waterfront eedlopment process. It's my
concepts arg Cournoyer | perspective that the public has not be given aquete array of alternative designs for considemafitne people of Bellingham deserve
not enough better. The people of Bellingham are being giveBRiDected design alternatives and POB-directedgiries. There's an obvious
—lack disregard for public input, the WFG final repont,amy competing visions for our waterfront.
options | saw the Bellingham Bay Foundation's design inBéngham Herald yesterday and it filled me with great hope. Iegply imaginative,
thoughtful. It very closely follows the guidancetbé WFG final report, which the WAG is requiredutge as the basis for all of their
decision making.
The officials in charge of the waterfront redevelmmt need to bring more alternative designs inéadfficial process and give them as
much consideration as LMN's designs. This processisito be what it clearly is not---open and fair.
By the way, when | asked the architects at LMN wgy ignored numerous public comments and thetsestithe charrette by including
a marina in each of the four designs, | was tody tlvere not given a choice. One of the architeesedbed the Port using threatening
language. The POB demanded that the marina béfoualdesigns. This is indicative of the POB's n§eutright coercion. This has bee
a rigged process. And it is lacking in transparency
This process is moving too quickly and the optianailable to the public are too limited.
Ms. Goodwin, | was told by one of the mayor's dasis that you can provide me with a list of a# thembers of the Inbound Investmer
Group. Please provide that list of names to meso Al would like the minutes from all the meetirngshe Inbound Investment Group. |
know for a fact you have been asked for this infron from others. You have not responded to thegeests. The public is waiting.
55 2/15/2006| Focus Pam Bosch | | attended a public comment sessiorobatfthat it was not organized in a way that waspgve to the type of input | would like to give.
should be on It seems that the focus of the plan is too strooglyhe envisioning of physical space and too mégron how that space will be used,
how the occupied, and connected to the larger community.
space will A successful and thriving community requires ermngig more than just high dollar real estate paaéniThere are issues to be conside
be used not regarding the health and wholeness for the largemeunity that are vital to the successful integratf this new use area. The new
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Waterfront ought to be an opportunity to revitalihe way that Bellingham connects and supports i®ihhabitants and visitors. Health
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physical economy is the consequence of a diverse, integgststtommodating culture, not just an expensivevvie
space For brevity, | list a few of my own recommendatiorishope there will be dialogue about more thast jeal estate.
planning; Affordable urban housing.
offers her Low cost studio space for artists. Input from arganizations and surveying of that population thaot likely to be franchised but is,
recommend- nevertheless, vital to the character of successtulicipalities.
ations Workspace for condominium and apartment dwelleais alows for such things as sharing of tools. hBps some semblance of a
“community center”.
Collectively owned cars that can be shared by urbaients.
Community gardens and areas for CSA drop-off.
Public transportation that considers people whalriee(There are many ways to get to the mall,feut ways to get home from work on
Orchard street; Bakerview, manufacturing areas,...).
Cooperation with the University to explore enviramtal clean-up options, like...research projectshenuse of plants to remove toxins
from soil..?
54 2/14/2006| Alternative | James Dear Planning Commission,
to the LMN | Johnston, | We don't think the public has been presented aquade range of alternatives. We believe the pwisdints and deserves more parks, m
Design Bellingham | open spaces, and, most of all, more choices almutlie area is developed. [Visit our website foleaign concepthttp://bbayf.org/ )
Concepts for Bay that we've commissioned from a private firm. Yaeled us about this design at your meeting lastsdayr.
New Foundation | The Bay Foundation will be inviting the public ttemnd an open house where we'll give a very detditeefing on our design ideas
Whatcom director on March 1. The location will be the County Coli@lhambers and the event will begin at 7 PM. Wpehgou all can make it.
We would also be happy to give you a brief pregemtat your March 16th meeting.
I've also attached a document that lists all oMreerfront Futures Group recommendations and dssalihow our design responds
directly to these recommendations.
We are hoping all this material can be enteredtimgpublic record and considered before you matkeceion about what to recommen
to the City and Port.
53 2/14/2006| Outline of | Bellingham | More parks and more choices!
issues with | Bay In the open houses, the public seemed most entlalsed the Green Fingers Design, in large parte@hievwe simply because it featured
the four Foundation | the most open space. In fact, this design is tiy @ne that's even a realistic option, considetimg astonishingly low open space figure
design for the other options (between 14-16%). These amsoare well below most municipal standards, amdesmunicipal statutory
concepts (http://bbayf| requirements. The public absolutely wants mor&spar

-org/)

Marina

The biggest problem with these alternatives istirey don’t differ very much. In all four alterinats, the development of almost a third
the site is exactly the same—a marina. What's gneith a marina? Nothing, if that's what the pabliants. But we do not feel like
there’s been that community discussion and decisitwe current public process is the time to have that conver sation and make the
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decision. It is completely unacceptable to represent tgotligic that they have choices but not give thethaice as to how one third of




F'?e""é% Subject CG"r‘cZ)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning ~ — February 2006 to March 2006

the site is going to be developed.

Some important information that should be put anfrof the public about a marina might include:
What is the value of a marina as a revenue gengrécility for local government (the Port) compaite the value of the land for different
types of development and/or contamination remeamh&t\What will be the impact of siting more than 4@@v boats (most of them large
boats) to the local environment? What will be timpact of siting new boats to the regional environtnfr instance, from increased
pressure on the fragile resources of the San JWaha? will be the cultural, aesthetic and economipacts of siting luxury yachts on the
waterfront?
More importantly, what effect will the marina hame the ability of the public to interact with theitgrfront? The best way to connect the
community to the water is with strong bike and foohnections to a soft shore. With a marina, tietke obvious impediment of
hundreds of boats and support facilities. Peojilleoe able to reach the westernmost point of ite-sthe best opportunity for intimate
contact with the water—only by a long traverse acbhoats.

The community has clearly demanded the best paessirinections with the water, and deserves chaioest how to best accomplish thjs
mandate at the ASB. To repeat: The public nesai® choices!

Marina park

All of the designs show a green space around th#gebof the marina. It is very difficult to imagirhow the breakwater could be an
Bellingham | effective and user-friendly open space. Evendbitld be softened with beaches, it would stilblqgark that is extremely narrow and long
Bay in configuration. There are potential access ssue
Foundation | Connecting downtowns

(continued) | All of the design alternatives show poor connediaith downtown. They rely on connection to dowmtovia Cornwall, but there needs
to be more connections, such as Commercial and gibarstreets.

Tissue warehouse

All of the alternatives show re-use of the tisswetouse. Again, the public needs more choicéss i3 the ugliest building in
Bellingham, possibly on the entire west coast. 3Meuld not be locked into an alternative that repuus to keep it.

Marine heritage park

The absolute best option for connecting Bellingharthe Bay is through a strong connection from dwm to the Whatcom Waterway
via an extension of Marine Heritage Park into thg.bNone of the design alternatives do a very gobeémphasizing this opportunity.
Foot of Cornwall

All of the design alternatives show the area framfoot of Cornwall to the shipping terminal asama development. This misses an
excellent opportunity for beach restoration, pamkd open spaces. There should be a park fronothi@f Cornwall to the shipping
terminal along a line of axis drawn north from P8teeet.

A publicly owned waterfront

All of the waterfront of this site should be pubjiowned and accessible to the public.

The public process

We don’t feel that there has been a deliberategmpublic process. Their should be an actual puigaring(s) on these design concepts,
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not just an open house where people are askelll dotfia form about just these alternatives. hus understanding that the WAG has not
even reviewed these written comments before maldogmmendations. It's obvious that there couldnoee done to involve the public.
Bay Foundation alternative
The Bay Foundation would like to offer an altermatdesign concept to help improve the public dia@bgut this important community
effort. The design is shown in an attached docume&his design has the following features:

» Twice as much space devoted to parks and openspa@y other design alternative released.

» Extensive habitat restoration along almost alhef shoreline of the site.

» Use of the ASB peninsula as a large Heritage Park.

« A cultural center celebrating the areas uniquetdgel

» A residential neighborhood on the south side ofpiduek.

* A mixed use commercial district on the east quadvsathe south side of the side.

« A research, institutional, and educational disiictthe west quadrant of the south side of the.park

» A channel to connect salmon habitat from the fdd@@arnwall to the old log pond.

» A series of waterways bisecting the south siddefdgark that would bring the water closer to dowumi@nd serve to help people
navigate around the site.

A publicly owned waterline, with public right of wa around the waterways.

» Extensive bicycle and pedestrian trails.

 Parking integrated into buildings.

« A large park at the foot of Cornwall and new beaoketending to the shipping terminal.

» Maritime Heritage Park extended into the new sitmnecting downtown with the Bay.

* A unique step down plaza to the water.

 Transit center and public multi-use building.

* Bioswales to treat stormwater.

Extensive moorage opportunities with piers extegdimo the water.

54 2/13/2006| Avoid Robyn | offer the following comments to [other membergtoe WAG. My primary concerns here are habitatkpaand bike/ped traffic. | must
piecemeal | duPre, say that | agree with Ken Raithel that we seenetmissing some important first steps in developivig site design, such as identifying
approach by| WAG major uses or themes for the site. | think thatese create some nice parks, but without a guidiege for the site (or set of themes),
identifying | member we’ll get piecemeal development, based on whoearradford to build there rather than on what wa asmmunity envision.
major uses Given that it appears that we will not be givendipgortunity to have this conversation, | will coemb on the alternatives as presented
or these for will assume for the basis of these comments thregtbup agreed to use the Green Fingers concepbasis for comments, and based g
the New that assumption, offer the following comments:

Whatcom 11)Park and Open SpaceThere is not enough park and open space land.dftion offers only 22% for parks and open spand,this
Site and is much more than the amount offered in the otharg | do think that the value of parks and ogsacss are not just found in amou
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othercomme of land dedicated, but also in its configuratiooneections between parks, and how they functidneagl and view corridors. | would
nts add the following areas as park and open space land

a) Foot of Cornwall: the entirety of the foot of Coralvshould be made a park. Placing high-end resigearses on this location,
especially at the same grade as the park, mayt ieghk creation of a de-facto private park. Aslweaving structures at grade w
greatly reduce the visual amenity value of any packted on this site. Further, | would not cairg toad through the site, but en
the road at the park entrance, offering a parkne@ at roughly the Alder Street right of way.

b) Add open space on the south side of Laurel stnetit,a multi-purpose trail linking this park areathat located adjacent to the
light blue street shown to the south and paratlélgurel (under the word “campus” on the map).

c) Whatcom Waterway: Add a strip of park along thetmsrde of the waterway, as shown in the Green Ramicept.

12)Transportation:

a) | much prefer the road and trail grid shown in @reen Seam concept—without a road bridge acrossdterway. The reason fo
this is that Green Seam pulls the roads well away the water, which has both human and environahéenefits.

b) However, in that case, | would make this and atheftrails on the site multi-use, which is thendtd for most trails in our
Greenway system. Segregating trails by user igiatioal challenge and one that is very difficoltenforce.

c) As well, there would be a logical trail connectathwthe South Bay trail, which is developed for tiplé types of use.

d) Pine Street offers a logical location for a foailtrparticularly as it is offered in the Pearl Baconcept.

13)Habitat: The Waterfront Futures Group and the Bellingham Baynonstration Pilot Habitat Action Team have alsedone some

great work identifying opportunities for habitabgection and restoration in the project area. @eisign shows only in water habitat
which is of concern because shoreline processkesiptand and in-water habitats. | would like to se#esign that clearly delineates
which open space areas on the uplands might bgragsd as habitat and restored to serve that amaither than human recreation
functions. The goal of most of the following sugimss is, from my perspective, not a single spemasagement objective. Rather,

is to enhance and restore natural systems andgzesdf salmon come, great, but if there are g but lots of crab, surf smelt, or

other species, it is still a success. | offerfilwing suggestions, mostly from the above mamsit working groups:
Pocket BeachesPocket beaches are valuable for surf smelt andlsacd spawning areas, refugia for a variety otgse and an
important way for upland species to reach the water
a. | & J waterway
Forage-fish- surf smelt have been documented here
b. G St pocket beach
Associated eelgrass bed

c. C street pocket beach, Roeder bridge pockehbaad the Central Ave pocket beach, along withas®ciated eelgrass beds at the

head of the Whatcom Waterwayight constitute a habitat complex, being muclien@luable together than separately. We sugge
adding shoreline riparian vegetation and restafingyarea for marine organisms.

d. GP Log Pond beacfihe cap that constitutes the log pond remediapears to be working as viable habitat. Givenhhhagbor
seals and a variety of waterfowl use this protevtater, the impacts of a large public park rightvddo the shore should be

al
it
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considered.
e. Cornwall Ave. beach and the Pine Street rightaf This small beach could be extended and made partamt amenity, for
people and wildlife. Extending the beach alongRivee Street right of way (toward the shipping terahi would create a stunning
natural shore in an area that would remain stauearding to beach restoration geologist Jim Jokssen).This should be
considered a priority restoration site
N. Cornwall Landfill
WEFG suggested adding forage fish substrate
WFG suggested adding shoreline riparian vegetation
S. Cornwall Landfill
Associated eelgrass bed
Suggested in WFG to add Forage fish substrate
Suggested in WFG to add shoreline riparian vegetati
Salmon benches/ migratory corridors:The WFG and the Pilot suggested the creation otigialb benches to aid migrating salmon. Thg¢
following locations were suggested:
& J Waterway- North side and head of waterway
GP- West side (Hilton harbor)
GP ASB: Southeast (Whatcom Waterway) side
Port shipping terminal Southwest side (Pine Staeed)
Cornwall Landfill (S end) to Cornwall Ave
Kayak Launches As a paddler, | appreciate the opportunity tontdumy boat downtown. | am concerned, however, tkeyak launch
sites degrading existing habitat areas. Kayak lagaints should not be designated in areas where ik eelgrass or other intertidal
vegetation. The following locations should not lesignated for launch sites:
& J Waterway (forage fish); Whatcom Waterway (eafs present); South end of Cornwall landfill (eztg);
*The following areas may be appropriate for laursche
Cornwall Avenue beach and Zuanich Point Park
Other issues of note Parks and habitat are not the same thing. Loyedgn lawns sloping down to the water are invitmgeople, but
function as a barren and dangerous desert to madglfevspecies. If we want to create waterfronthsawhere people might have the
opportunity to interact with wildlife, then we sHdwconsider designating restoration areas as skepfosn parks. To promote habitat
opportunities and to increase the infiltration @hrvater it is requested that the majority of oppace be pervious and vegetated. Edge
near the water should largely consist of a buffeneh of native vegetation that overhangs and gesviome shading where feasible.
53 2/13/2006| Does not | K. Raithel Comments and Issues for Feb. 15, 20083M#eeting on Design Alternative.
endorse the Like most everyone | do not endorse any of the &dtarnatives as they are presented. However,arailiin | support a seemingly
four piecemeal (pick and choose) design elements foqus@rily upon modifying street patterns with samhat arbitrary inclusions of open
alternatives space. My ideas and issues are as follows:
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1. Consider, first developing alternative 'Primbige Themes' with differing degrees of emphasishiadternative theme might suggest «
slightly different single, "Sense of Place" for thite.

2. Consider one such theme emphasizing the sd€'@athering Place" for social, cultural, civicdaeducational events. This could be a

very bold design statement! All other use woulccbmplimentary.

3. There could be a central arrival space, or desigment that promotes the theme of a place foplpeo gather, interact, and view
outward to the Bay, the Bluffs, and the distardnsls. Perhaps there could be several formal omafoviewing platforms?

4. Consideration could be given to contouring #rifficially constructed, flat, fill site? Changesgrade(even moderate ones)can creats
interest and perhaps lead to unique design sokutielated to buffering the railroad corridor andiieée parking, etc.

5. The designs should give purpose to proposed gpaces. The spaces should be considered morto#teanelements within a pre-
designed street grid system.

6. The harbor shoreline should be protected and@nmentally enhanced. But open space at this sdgeld be strongly connected to
activity centers throughout the site. Buildingstthie to be saved for adaptive use could be buffeyegreen space to soften their impac
and frame their significance.
In general, | believe the design of road systenosiishnot be the first consideration. Any road systhould be determined much later in
the process.

52

2/13/2006

Questions
Strategic
Guidelines
and limits
inherent in
current
design
concepts

George
Dyson

| hope to be able to attend your Feb. 15 meetindfmat, or in addition, offer a comment for thecord here. These are my personal
opinions, and | am not speaking on behalf of thiirggham Bay Foundation, who will have a represewsat the hearing to voice our
collective (if eclectic) views.

An old chart sitting at my workshop down on Holliyet, shows Bellingham Bay as surveyed exactlyyEz0s ago in 1856. There are &
couple cabins at the mouth of Squalicum Creek,aahdlf dozen cabins at the mouth of Whatcom Cri¢'ska blank slate. And, 150 year
from now, hopefully there will be people living leetio look back in wonder at the blank slate we lhefdre us in 2006.

The current design alternatives were all set inendbng before the "strategic guidelines” that supposed to govern those design
alternatives were even offered for public view. S@guidelines, completely revised at the last nainlo@ve still not been formally
approved. The decision to incorporate the WFG pplas, established over a full two years of genginblic process, as the backbone g
the strategic guidelines was a brilliant step mtight direction. But the design alternatives befgou now were all well under way befor
you and the planning commission, in response tdigabmment insisted on this.

LMN has done an excellent job within the given doaiats. But there has been inadequate and incaenptssideration of what those
constraints should be. The guidance LMN was appigrgiven--reflected in the original C-W "strategjaidelines"--was soundly rejecte
by the public, by the Planning Commission, by th&®Y and even by the Port Commission, yet you axe In@ing asked to choose amo
four "alternatives" that offer only minor variat®on this. What's wrong with this picture??

The choices before us are much larger than whetbgrefer "Green Seams" or "Green Fingers" anddeifine the character and well-
being of Bellingham for the next 150 years. | uyge to insist on an approach to planning our cémtagerfront that is more in keeping
with this.
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Rl’jeacf% Subject %‘r'cz)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning — February 2006 to March 2006
51 2/13/2006| Sunset Mark Hello Derek [Long],
Boulevard | Buehrer | want to share with you a concept site plan fer@P area that | prepared as a rough sketch (seemlail copied below).
Proposal as | 20/20 One of the main ideas behind this layout is an aea area that provides a big wide-open spacendsat commanding view out to the
drawn Engineering| bay (i.e., the "Sunset Boulevard", about a citycklwide). The resulting "westerly" orientationtbfs corridor leads to a street grid laya
that allows for south-north building layouts fortiopum solar positions.
Regarding"green” building recommendations:
Redevelopment to utilize “Green Building” practices such as:
= Use ‘Neighborhood Development Guidelines’ per LEED-(U.S. Green Building Council —
(http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPagelD¥148
= “Turn on” the GP waterline (raw water from Lake \it@m)
o0 Install water turbine for power generation
o Create water features: fountains and cascadingffalving westerly down the center of Sunset Boatdv
o0 Co-Generation: Central heating of new buildinghwite ‘waste’ heat from the power plant (shareeefneat that used to
go to GP’s pulp operations
= Construct a pedestrian bridge across Whatcom Gragdrway
= Build recreation boat docks along the waterfromjeedouth side of Whatcom Creek waterway
= Construct a walkway/bike trail along length of reelepment bulkhead/shoreline (excluding the Patisimercial dock area)
» Fill and utilize old log lagoon area [known as thg pond]
= Create a ‘Grand’ roundabout and view-point panwast end of Sunset Boulevard
I'd be interested to hear your comments abouttimgept site plan and how we could work togethédrelp re-develop this part of
Bellingham's waterfront area to be a world-clasaweple of 21st century sustainable urban developméiat greener grounds...
50 2/10/2006| Why chop | Larry I've viewed the 4 proposed plans online and sawrtbetings on channel 10.
up Johnson My question about all of these plans is why do thkkghop the area up into small blocks with seeopdtreets? Consider narrower
waterfront pedestrian lanes instead. The site is small énthag a main circulation avenue could get somedtien 1/2 a bbck of their destination,
area into Some of the pedestrian lanes could be built widrigh for access of service vehicles, emergencycleshand mass transit. Some
small handicap parking might also be allowed in certdat@s on these pedestrian lanes. However, mo&t tnajuld be restricted to the main
blocks? avenue. This makes even more sense if parkingtates are used on or near the site. The snhatles allow for larger building
footprints and more building flexibility as well aseating a better traffic flow.
49 2/9/2006 | Orient Rod Burton | The Green Fingers should be view corsido the bay from downtown. The view should beamthe south or possibly toward Lummi
Green Island, not across the Whatcom Waterway to the mawna. Perhaps they could run on the diagondhestreet plan does on Green
Fingers to Banks. Having these wide green corridors could/ate some of the concern about building heightskihg the view.
the bay
48 2/8/2006 | Allow future| Annie My comment is on the public involvement proceste Three meetings held late Jan. and early Fele wkrmative and the level of
public Naismith attendance and participation show that the pusligery interested. However, the presenters statalllthose meetings that the four
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Rl’jeacf% Subject %‘r'cz)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning — February 2006 to March 2006
comment re: design concepts were the foundation upon whichratésign layers would be added. To keep up thd gawk, | think the public should
density and be informed and be able to provide comments omdaktional layers, starting with the density andding height options that are due to
building be presented to the City and Port on March 7tls bt sufficient to have public comment periotthe few hearings scheduled for the
height City Planning Commission and City Council. The lmbhould have the opportunity to review infornoatipackets submitted to the City
options and Council/Port Commission and the City Planning Cossiain early on, to allow time to look them overaréopies could be made
other available at the City for pickup when the packetsavailable to each Commission. The internelsis a great informational tool, as are
process the newspapers. Comments should be taken at wesions and some additional public informationisesscould be scheduled. Pleas
comments include these comments as my submittal for the d@sign concepts. Thank you for the opportunitgcimment.

47 2/8/2006 | Avoid Kris Ungern | After reviewing the 4 design concepts, | have tilWing suggestions:
pressure 1) Keep no more than 20% of the site as park/ gpace. We need a balance of other uses that wilbfmgperty and/or B&amp;O taxes 1o
from folks make the project viable. 2) A waterfront boulevandl walkway, pedestrian bridge over the WhatcomeWaty, and connectors to other
and ensure parks are desirable. 3) Street orientation shoelddmsistent with the surrounding grid. Too mucBellingham has angled streets, whig
development makes for poor traffic flow. 4) Adequate visitorrkimg should be provided. This is not obvious oa 4hdrawings. Reconditioning old GH
will pay for buildings could be of historic and/or aesthetimgigance but is likely to result in cost overrub$.l attended the 1/31/06 public meeting.
itself Thank you for encouraging public input. Be awais dome special interest groups will not be intexke residential or economic
development of the site. We need to avoid sombeasd pressures and ensure that the developmertveiitually pay for itself and will
not be a financial drain.
46 2/7/2006 | Preserve | Rob I've reviewed the four plans. Good work thus f&id like to comment on the site south of Cornw(#tle old landfill site). | spend a lot of
concentratio| Rybczyk time rowing immediately offshore of that area. Hnea is particularly rich with wildlife includindgarbor seals, black turnstones,
n of wildlife harlequin ducks, long tailed ducks, cormorantsesaspecies of grebes, Bonaparte gulls, scotkrsk loystercatchers and eagles. The
at Cornwall birds are particularly attracted to the structuhed are just offshore, including the booms thataund the landfill site and several semi-
landfill; permanent pieces of large woody debris. If possthie character of this site should be preserBxtween Marine Park and Squalicum
proposes Creek, this Cornwall site has the highest concéatraf such wildlife in the bay. The offshorewsttures should be retained. Also, I thi
options that is probably a bad idea to develop an overwtenector to Boulevard Park. I'm sure that therector would be popular, but there
already a wonderful on-shore trail that parallbks proposed boardwalk. The over water connectoitdhvaso displace and disturb the
wildlife in the vicinity.
45 2/7/2006 | Keep G-P | Janet Harris| Please make the ownership by theqabthe Georgia Pacific site a top priority.
property in
public
ownership
a4 27/2006 More parks; Jack Weiss | Under any set of circumstances, youerSFéngers plan would be considered the worst east lacceptable option. How frustrating an
no marina, disappointing to see it as the best of your offgsinPlease listen to the will and wishes of ounicwnity.
put public Not 22% green. Try doubling that just to stare [®ld, be creative, be responsible to communiytin

ownership

|®N

Nobody, but the Port staff, wants another marinis, & waste of resources to build an aquatic parlot.
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F'?e""é% Subject %‘r'cz)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning — February 2006 to March 2006
issue to the Finally, do not sell off any part of this propertyhe community, through its public Port of Bellivegn and taxes it pays to the Port, owns
people it. If you want to sell it off, put the issue bedahe voters. Maybe you will see how what a Misthis could be. Please do not go down

this road.

43 2/6/2006 | Several Y. Jarvela I've heard a rumor that you plan to dskyscrapers is that true or false? Also is MaetHeritage Park going to be destroyed or hurt i
concerns any way? Because they’ve done a lot of beautifukvemd a lot of people enjoy the beauty of the panlw that all the works have been

done. The only other problem I'll see happeningign’t addressed is the homeless and their detstruof our parks with their camps and
alcohol and drug problems. How do we intend onidgakith that so the newly formed neighborhoodtisaken over by those folks sinc
they don’t seem to care what damage they do orleebey hurt doing it.?

42 2/7/2006 | Whyis a Lanny Little | Why is the marina included in all thige plans? Is it assumed by the Port that every@going to want a marina for 50 to 60 ft boats
marina in all when maybe only 1 or 2 % of us will be able to tallgantage of it? We would like to see a plarttiat area that would have other uses
of the site or maybe restore it to tidelands so that we cawéed the bay was like before the influx of indysiVe like Green fingers because it has
plans? the most green space.

a1 2/6/2006 | Design Annitra Is it possible to get a pdf of the basemap thatweasl for the design concepts presented at théecpubktings for the New Whatcom
Concept Accetturo Master Plan? | see on the website the 4 preseetEdn concepts are available in pdf format, batime basemap itself- this was printed
basemap with the other handout to 'create your own desmmcept’, of which we'd like to do electronicallypibssible.

40 2/7/2006 | Praise for | Jennifer and| First, | want to thank the Port, Planners and Citffcials for the many hours of extra work that lggse into this development. To get a
the Aidan project this big moving forward, and then keepinigimotion, plus addressing all the private anblliguconcerns does take dedication apd
coordination| Woods. lots of support/understanding from family and fden
in this My family and | are very grateful and supportivettos project and all of you. Your hard work wittesngthen our community, not only
project; with the completion of the development, but by dpenness in which the public has been invited togyaate. Well done.

Likes Green My family supports the Green Fingers plan becaus#ars the most park space to the public. lizeathis project does have to pay for
Fingers itself at some point, and taking land away from omrcial development for public use is a financ@iaern. | can add my two cents to
the emotional side of the Green Fingers plan, agdisth certainty that my children and childrentsldren, and beyond will enjoy the
additional open space a thousand times more tlyabv@tfding that may take its place.
To help address the financial concerns my familyilsng to commit $200.00 a year to Port expens$esthe next twenty years. My
belief is that there are many people in our comtyumho are willing to support the additional opgase of the Green Fingers Plan, wit
a commitment of money.

39 2/7/2006 | Showcase | Judith | am writing on behalf of the Whatcom Weavers Gilikkcutive Board. Our guild is comprised of three8t fiber artists and craftspersons
the best of | Blount, in the Pacific Northwest, with membership approaghii0O0 women and men. Our annual Fibers and Begaleddraws shoppers from
arts and Whatcom around the state.
crafts from | Weavers We are presently expanding our vision to presdetrfart education to schools and health faciliti®sir future goal is to obtain a
Whatcom Guild permanent location where we can establish a stodifer demonstrations, workshops, and educatisedinars to the community.
County — We are rapidly outgrowing the local church socall that we presently meet in.
include fiber In conjunction with the 1/24/06 DRAFT Waterfront isdory Group Recommendation, Section |.1.A, weiaterested in being a part of
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Rl’jeacf% Subject %‘r'cz)‘jg/ Citizen Comments on New Whatcom Waterfront Planning — February 2006 to March 2006
arts the vision for the New Whatcom redevelopméat sThe Whatcom Weavers Guild would enhance éaeitational and cultural” concep
presented in that recommended strategy.
Our driving question is, will there be studio sig#l®cated within the new development to showchserery best of the arts and crafts that
Whatcom County has to offer? If so, we would lilkeer arts to be considered as a part of the futigien.
We are willing to submit a formal proposal to shioew our Guild would benefit the Waterfront Redeysieent Project. If there is a mo
appropriate person or office to direct questiohsage advise me.
38 2/6/2006 | Greenways, Cathy Dear Bellingham Port, City Council and City Plarspi@ommission members:
Chuckanut | Cameron This letter is regards to the Greenways proposaldlze Bellingham waterfront (“New Whatcom”).
Ridge and For a variety of reasons, the north end of Bellarmgthas been developed without corresponding iméretstre as tangibly seen in parks a
New trails. Greenways proposals are trying to redtifg problem by designating Greenways funding tknamvn locations on the north end.
Whatcom While at the same time citizens are earnest alumehpsing a specific site, the Chuckanut Ridgdiz€is have wanted to purchase the
planning — Chuckanut Ridge area since the first Greenwayd leas worked on.
how they Now we have the new Waterfront area in which hagsitil play a significant role. In order to proedousing in “New Whatcom” and {
could work preserve the Chuckanut Ridge area could the PdrCiéty negotiate an agreement with the Chuckandg®&developer to build in New
together Whatcom rather than Chuckanut Ridge. The Port atyda@e working with Western Washington Univerditydevelop a quality
educational component to the “New Whatcom” areahy\Wot work with the developer of the proposed (Glameit Ridge site to develop
quality housing in the “New Whatcom” area inste&dthe Chuckanut Ridge. Possibly the developer didel very interested in obtaining
rights for the first selection of land for housiimg‘New Whatcom”.
Possibly this solution, combined with a Greenwayg land impact fees, would allow quality housingNiew Whatcom”, preservation of
Chuckanut Ridge, and funding for additional landuasitions to the north.
37 2/2/2006 | Strongly Wayne My office window overlooks the waterfront scen@fserve substantial boat traffic and marine relatgivities. Barges/tugs/fishing boal
supports Ogren recreational boats, these are the lifeblood ofathterfront. Their owners/operators bring largengeoic investment and benefit to the
ASB waterfront. Boatyards/marinas providing serviced bving wage jobs are necessary at the waterfiaomd are necessarily located at the
conversion waterfront. Small boat facilities say 100ft ansdeare in short supply and should be given prefterevhere the waterfront meets the city.
to a marina, The railroad is and will be where it is, this isindustrial area, waterfront area, and should pvesand enhance the opportunities for
many other industry and jobs in the area. Driving out liviwngge opportunities like those of Georgia Pacifierse a luxury that is not affordable.

thoughts and
ideas

Whatcom county is a nice place to live, but it isaad place to make a living.
Parks and kayak launches don’t provide much oppiytéor prosperity to increase the number of liywvage jobs that can grow at the

waterfront. The already prosperous can feel gaadigpreserving/protecting the environment withpaeks and open spaces. But that|i

hurtful to those most in need of prosperity.

Your boat launch is on the North side of the chgrthe south side is more sheltered when the wihthe bay is strong. That location
would offer more opportunity for marine related bsarvices to expand, perhaps giving the weekecrderd and the larger boats /
cruisers more space to maneuver and avoid inteidereMore parking space for boat trailers as welle few kayaks | observe, mainly
nice summer weather, are served by 3 sites, pethaps will be cheap to provide, but then theimernic payback is nearly nil as well.

[s,
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Providing similar number of sites for sailors amiver boaters would provide a much higher bendiid, @hat is to prevent kayakers fron
using those same sites?

| keep my boat at Hilton Harbor, which appears dedrnm all your plans. What are your plans to fadi an alternative to wet moorage[?

Will there be a dry-stack or other boatyard for sigrage/launching provided? Hilton Harbor is weidor the low maintenance (dry

storage) low pollution potential (boat can’t sinkppmp the bilge overboard) low cost (minimal istracture cost). | strongly support
converting the lagoon to a marina. While | undamndtlarger boats will be accommodated, small enafbrage from 24 feet to say 44 feg
is also difficult to obtain. Please consider pdivg as many slips as possible for this size range.
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The two channels offer unique opportunities fortipaeds/lifts/marine services. Making the chanmiges into park frontage would seem a

waste; who cares to walk/look at a dock front agtbe channel - boring recreation.
Green Seam seems best to my perspective, offgreanway’ to the water with sufficient width to Fegark-like.

36

2/2/2006

Supports
Green
Banks

Rod Burton

| believe the Green Banks draft had#st mix of open space, circulation patterns antkgiian/vehicle separation. Many Green Finge
supporters seem to be fixated on the percentagpesf space, not on how it is arranged. | sugggstrelng the opend space in Green
Banks by:

Expanding from the S. kayak launch at Wharf Sthwaifpocket park and a an open space walkway alen§.tedge of the shipping pier.
This would provide water views, and also provide tiews of the working waterfront that were parFG.
Additionally expand the defined open space to matokxceed the percentage in Green Fingers, aadfiing a ‘green seam’ from those
open space towards downtown.
Add improvements to pedestrian access from S.télihe mix, the existing connection to S. Bay timininimal.

Don't forget the Broadway overlook connection te thaterfront.
At the meeting | said | liked the pedestrian walleaer the Whatcom Waterway, but now | am concerhathy detract from the open
view down the waterway one has from Maritime Hg@#&ark.

2rs
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2/1/2006

Supports
Green
Fingers

Tim Nagle

I'd like to comment on the Green Fingémncept for the Project. It appears to me to hlhganost aesthetically pleasing flow to it than
the other plans. Giving the Project a real sefisemtour and place. The green space just behimd/farina also helps to give that area
emphasis and tie it into the southern section. tAeebike paths intended to be restricted to theways? If so are there designated lan

for bikes?




