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"Bill Geyer" 
<billgeyer@comcast.net> To <historic@cob.org>, "Katie Franks" <kfranks@cob.org> 

01/10/2012 03:26 PM cc 

Subject FW: Fairhaven Planning - 2nd request for response 

Good afternoon Katie, 

Please enter the communication below and the attached letter into the record at today's 
4:00 PM meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission . I will bring extra copies for 
each Commission member at the beginning of the meeting and one copy for staff. 

I am a Party of Record on this topic as I previously spoke to the Commission on this 
item during 2011 . In the future, please note this standing as a Party of Record and 
provide official notice of any and all future deliberations and actions by the Historic 
Preservation Commission on the Fairhaven Design Guidelines and related topics. 

Thank you, 

Bill Geyer, AICP 

Geyer & Associates, Inc. 

360.738.2836 office I 360.224.6317 cell 



From: Bill Geyer [rnailto:billgeyer@corncast.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 06, 2012 11:41 AM 
To: Planning Director Jeff Thomas 
Cc: 'Klinville@cob.org'; 'Grp_Council@cob.org' 
Subject: Fairhaven Planning - 2nd request for response 

Good morning Jeff, 

Attached is the letter delivered to your office on December 16, 2011 representing the 
merchants in the Old Fairhaven Association planning committee, officers of the 
Fairhaven Village Association and four key commercial property owners in Fairhaven. 
Although we proposed a specific solution to correct deficiencies in the Fairhaven 
planning process and requested a timely response from you, to date not we have not 
received a response. We were surprised to read the staff email below, however we 
anticipate the professional courtesy of a response to our December 16 letter. When 
can we expect your response? 

Planning Staff proposal 

The staff email below proposes the next steps for review. However, deficiencies in the 
current staff draft plan and planning process are so significant that any review by a City 
Board or Commission is premature. 

Some of the current deficiencies are: 

• The current Bellingham Comprehensive Plan designates Fairhaven as a Tier 
1 Urban Village (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2, Page LU-32). The process to date has 
ignored this primary foundation while spending much time on details (i.e. , 
streetscape ). This issue was set aside several times in the process and never 
considered and deliberated by the stakeholders. 



• Staff draft land use proposal does not identify ultimate build out for 
Fairhaven. 
Staff stated the land use model relies on the past 1 O year history then projects 
same forward . A 10 year horizon is insufficient for a plan likely to have a 30 year 
shelf life. (Current plan was adopted in 1980). Lacking a long term perspective, 
the plan misses key opportunities and creates hurdles to them. 

• Staff land use model uses the past 10 year history as the basis for the traffic 
policies. 
Page 43 of the staff draft plan states the existing arterials have capacity to 
"accommodate the additional traffic generated by the full build-out potential 
assuming a similar intensity of development as has been seen in the previous 
decade." Until what year? Since an ultimate build out has not been determined, 
how can the sufficiency of the traffic system be established? More complete 
analysis and discussion would result in policy statements for the life of the 
revised plan - at least 30 years. 

• The staff draft plan lacks critical information regarding utility demand and 
capacity. 
No analysis has been presented documenting water, sewer or storm water 
current demand or capacity. Future utility demand is dependent on the build 
out, and neither has been determined. Planning for municipal and private 
utilities to serve the commercial core, the industrial waterfront and adjoining 
multi-family residential areas is unknown at this time. The 47 page staff draft 
plan includes only 1/3 of a page utilities (page 47). 

• The staff draft plan for parking is incomplete. 
Although a parking study includes an inventory of current facilities, the staff draft 
plan does not identify potential parking sites, nor does it establish an overall 
parking management system. The current parking district link to the underlying 
zoning has been a critical incentive for much of the recent commercial 
development in the Fairhaven core. The staff draft plan does not continue that 
critical link which places the incentive at risk, and prevents other opportunities. 

• Open space and trail component lacks specificity and continuity. 
The staff draft plan mentions locations for improvements, but no map is provided 
showing important links (Village Green to the waterfront, South Bay Trail to the 
estuary, west to the Larrabee buffer). Such a map with stakeholder 
consideration would refine ideas into common ground for an enhanced 
environment along these routes, and improved buffering between residential and 
non-residential areas. The same can be said regarding stakeholder design 
solutions proposed for south of Harris Avenue along 14th Street adjacent the 
proposed Haggen rezone area. 



• Stakeholder meetings in 2011 addressed the first stage in the planning 
process - listening. 
The meetings, advertised and run by staff as listening sessions, consisted 
primarily of staff presentations with some opportunities for individuals to make a 
statement or ask a question, all good techniques to gather and report data. The 
generally accepted second stage of planning is to analyze the data then present 
alternatives for active consideration by the stakeholders. This step has not 
occurred . Instead, the staff draft plan has been published and forwarded to 
reviewing agencies (Historic Preservation Commission, MNAC, Transportation 
Commission) with the deficiencies cited above. Stakeholders have not convened 
to compare and contrast alternatives, nor have they been given the opportunity 
to present better alternatives. The disconnect in the planning process discounts 
the valuable participation and depth of reality stakeholders bring to weighing 
alternatives. OFA and FVA members own >95% of the property assets in 
Fairhaven and should be afforded the direct access to review/present 
alternatives. 

• Stakeholders have not been provided a forum to compare alternatives and 
select points of agreement. 
The listening stage has occurred, but the staff draft plan has not been presented 
to the stakeholders in an analytical session that identifies agreed points. More 
importantly, an analytical session would provide for better alternatives to come 
forward from the stakeholders. All neighborhood plans are iterative, and it is 
best to facilitate the iterations among the stakeholders rather than during a 
presentation to a City board . Forwarding an incomplete staff draft plan to any 
City board at this time is not a productive use of the volunteer board members' 
time and compromises the stakeholders' standing to select workable 
alternatives. 

• Compliance with SEPA and public participation requirements 
(Comprehensive Plan and GMA) is at risk. 
Staff's proposed process compromises generally accepted planning practices 
which raises the concern for meeting GMA requirements for continual public 
participation and the local code requirement to " .. promote timely and informed 
public participation .. " (BMC 21 .10.010). Also unknown at this time is SEPA 
compliance - is the staff draft plan an action per SEPA, has a no action 
alternative been defined, are there alternative land use plans to consider within 
SEPA? These questions cannot be answered at this time as the current staff 
draft plan is incomplete, yet the staff proposes sending the document forward for 
agency review. 

The potential for these problems were cited as early as December 201 O when we 
requested docketing for the Urban Village Plan. Others have voiced these concerns 



during the community listening session. Yet, the product published to date still remains 
incomplete. 

What do we recommend? Our request is straight forward , the same proposal made to 
you on December 16, 2011 : 

1. Publish the staff draft as an internal working document among the 
stakeholders. 
2. Schedule a 45 day period for comment and review by the 
stakeholders. 
3. Assemble the written comments. 
4. Present the comments in 2-3 stakeholder sessions to document points 
of agreement. 
5. Stakeholders identify alternatives for consideration. 
6. Staff performs professional analysis according to standard practice. 
7. Staff analysis reported back to stakeholders for consideration and 
determination. 
8. If points agreed, great. If points of disagreement, fine, they are now 
clearly defined. 
9. Publish the SEPA review and determination. 
10. Publish the Draft UVP to begin agency review, all reported to the 
Planning Commission. 
11 . Complete regular review process by the Planning Commission and 
City Council. 

Our request is for you to adopt this more inclusive path for a comprehensive, internally 
consistent and GMA compliant Fairhaven Urban Village Plan. We stand ready to assist 
you in this process to complete the tasks in 2012. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss in greater detail. 
Looking forward to your earliest response. 

Bill Geyer, AICP 

Geyer & Associates, Inc. 

360.738.2836 office I 360.224.6317 cell 



CC: OFA Planning Commit tee 

FVA members 

Fa irhaven commercial property owners 

From: NOliver@cob.org [mailto:NOliver@cob.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January OS, 2012 3:48 PM 
Cc: Klinville@cob.org; Grp_Council@cob.org; JThomas@cob.org 
Subject: Update to Fairhaven Planning & Urban Village schedule 

Dear Fairhaven Stakeholders: 

This is an update on the ongoing Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village planning 
effort. Following the release of the draft documents on December 21 s\ the City has 
received positive and constructive comments, and has heard some concern about the 
process, one of which being that the timing of the release and finalization of the drafts 
and various advisory board meeting schedules may not allow adequate time for busy 
commercial business owners to fully participate. Therefore, the City has adjusted the 
schedule to allow all stakeholders additional time to read the draft documents, respond 
with comments, and attend the public meetings should they choose to do so. 

The advisory board meetings provide the opportunity for staff to gain additional input on 
specific aspects of the draft documents. Be aware that these are public meetings -- not 
public hearings . The revised schedule is as follows: 

• Historic Preservation Commission: Introduction of Design Standards and 
regulations - Tuesday, January 10, 2012, 4:00 p.m., Council Chambers 

• Mayor's Neighborhood Advisory Commission: Overview of plan and regulations, 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012, 6:30 p.m., Mayor's Board Room 

• Historic Preservation Commission: Feedback meeting on Design Standards and 
regulations, Tuesday, January 24, 2012, 7:00 p.m., City Council Chambers 

• Transportation Commission: Transportation and Parking Chapters and parking 
regulations, Tuesday, February 7, 2012, 6-8 p.m., Mayor's Board Room 



During the month of January and first half of February, staff will continue to review 
public comments and advisory board input, and prepare the final draft documents for 
the public legislative review process. The new deadline for a complete final draft is 
February 14, 2012, 30 days in advance of Planning Commission public hearing which 
is now scheduled for March 15, 2012. 

Please submit your comments by February 3rd (to give staff the opportunity to 
include them in the Planning Commission packet) to Nicole Oliver at 
noliver@cob.org (or mail to Nicole Oliver, Mayor's Office, 210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, 
WA 98225). All comments will be tracked and posted on the project website. 

Current draft documents include: 

• Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan (High Resolution PDF) (Low 
Resolution PDF) 
• Fairhaven Design Standards 
• BMC 20.37 Fairhaven Urban Village - Development Regulations 
• BMC 20.25 and 21 .10 Design Review Applicability, Decision Criteria and Process 

The City looks forward to your continued participation and feedback in the Fairhaven 
Neighborhood and Urban Village planning effort. Please contact me if you have any 
questions. 

Nicole Oliver, Project Manager 
Mayor's Office 

cc: Mayor Kelli Linville 
City Council 

Jeff Thomas, PCD Director 

Nicole C. Oliver 
Communication Coordinator 

City of Bellingham 

360.778.8353 

Letter to Jell Thomes 16Dec2011.pdf 


