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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-11

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON APPROVING
THE FAIRHAVEN PARKING TASKFORCE REPORT

WHEREAS, the Bellingham City Council approved the Fairhaven neighborhood plan in
2012; and

WHEREAS, during the course of deliberations on the neighborhood plan, the City Council
directed that a taskforce comprised of representatives from the Fairhaven Neighborhood
association, Fairhaven Merchants, Fairhaven Parking district and the City of Bellingham
Transportation Commission with support from City Staff be formed to address parking
management in the greater Fairhaven area; and

WHEREAS, the Fairhaven Parking taskforce was duly formed and has developed a plan that
includes strategies and techniques to manage existing supply and plan for future parking needs
and identifies options for financing of operational and capital cost identified in the plan; and

WHEREAS, public comment was sought, received and incorporated into the Fairhaven
Parking Management plan; and

WHEREAS, the Fairhaven Parking plan is consistent with general City wide parking policies
and is consistent with general accepted best practices for managing parking; and

WHEREAS, the City of Bellingham Transportation Commission, in its capacity as an
advisory board to the City Council, reviewed and discussed the Fairhaven Parking
Management plan on March 10, 2015 and recommended adoption of the plan by the City
Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council Public works committee discussed the Fairhaven Parking
Management plan on May and asked for a resolution to be prepared for council action that
would formally approve the plan and reaffirm the City Council's commitment to existing
policy on the use of parking related revenue.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF BELLINGHAM THAT:

Section 1. The Fairhaven Parking Task Force Report is approved.

Section 2. The City Council reaffirms its commitment to using net revenues from parking
fees and fines generated in the City Center to provide public improvements and amenities in
the City Center.

Section 3. The City Council reaffirms its commitment to the provisions of BMC 11.33.230
requiring expenditures from the parking fund shall be made in accordance with the budget
adopted by the City Council.

Resolution - 1 City of Bellingham

City Attorney
210 Lottie Street
Bellingham, Washington 98225
360-778-8270




PASSED by the Council this 15 day of June, 2015.

ﬁ«m@m&

Council Président

APPROVED by me this j g‘y\'day of

57@% ¥

Mayor,
ATTEST:
7
/
r /.
y , PP 2L
Finance Director
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

/et

Offic of the Cit Attorney/

Resolution - 2 City of Bellingham

City Attorney
210 Lottie Street
Bellingham, Washington 98225
360-778-8270
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Executive Summary

Fairhaven, at the south end of Bellingham, includes a thriving historic commercial core with
mixed-use residential areas, natural open spaces, ferry, bus and train terminals, a working
waterfront, and adjacent single-family neighborhoods. Parking in dense, older commercial
districts is challenging for many communities and Fairhaven is no exception.

Parking in Fairhaven has been studied for about 40 years, with the most recent study in October
2011. The Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan was updated in 2012 (Fairhaven
Plan). The Plan included a parking study and plan with a suggested parking strategy. The
Fairhaven Parking Task Force (FPTF) was formed at Council direction to recommend an
appropriate implementation strategy to address Fairhaven’s future parking needs.

The Fairhaven Parking Task Force (FPTF), comprised of Fairhaven stakeholders and City staff,
convened in May 2013 with the specific goal of recommending a unified parking management
plan including implementation strategies, and funding alternatives for consideration by the
Transportation Commission and City Council.

“Parking management” means instituting policies and programs that result in more efficient use
of parking resources. Where resources are scarce and demand exceeds supply, an effective
parking management program can reduce parking demand by 20 — 40%. Parking management
strategies can also help achieve a community’s transportation goals by providing motorists with
economic incentives for choosing other options to single-occupant vehicle travel. At the same
time, these strategies can provide funding to improve conditions such as pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, and resources to expand parking capacity. "

The most recent parking study in Fairhaven indicated that the current supply is adequate.
However, the core (Zone 1) can be congested at peak times. Further development or removal
of existing capacity will require changes.

A parking strategy must be designed to address increasing parking congestion as conditions
change. The FPTF supports the overall strategies included in the Fairhaven Plan and the
Downtown Plan and has developed specific recommendation and benchmarks for Fairhaven
going forward. In developing the recommendations, the FPTF designated four parking zones.

After reviewing parking goals and policies, the FPTF developed management strategies to
maximize existing infrastructure within the four adjacent parking management zones based on
the area's underlying zoning and level of development. The FPTF concluded that parking
management should be conducted in a phased approach using occupancy-rate targets to time
the move from one management level to the next. The chronological series of parking
management strategies for each of the four zones starts at Stage 0 and ends at Stage 3, 4 or 5,
depending on the zone. When parking exceeds an 85% use rate threshold in a specific zone, it
triggers a move to the next stage. Using the phased approach for each zone will make parking
management more predictable.

! Chapter 3, City of Bellingham Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan, August 2012, page 4
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Immediate action (within one year) recommendations in Zone 1 (the central commercial core)
include:

» Educating employees and business owners regarding alternatives to driving and parking

options.

e Adding wayfinding/signage for additional parking areas.

¢ Adding bicycle storage facilities/additional bike racks.

e Defining parking using low-cost street improvements such as striping and signage.

e Marking additional loading zones.

e Marking additional short-term (15-minute, one- to two-hour) parking spaces.

¢ ldentifying a potential location for a parking facility.

As capacity is lost due to development, and as demand increases over time, additional actions
such as paid parking and additional parking infrastructure may be required. The timing of
actions in Zone 1 and other zones will depend on the pace of demand and capacity changes.
The FPTF recommends parking use rates be reviewed annually for the next five years, and then
every two years or when triggers occur.

New technologies have been developed to reduce parking congestion — vacancy sensors,
parking apps, and forecasting tools. The FPTF believes the Fairhaven core (Zone 1) would be a
good area to pilot a new technology. However, the systems are costly and a funding source has
not been identified.

Implementation of these parking strategies will be at a cost. Fairhaven does not currently
generate revenues that would cover parking costs. The FPTF recommends the use of paid
parking, creation of a public Parking and Business Improvement Area, private funding through
agreements, the City Parking Fund, and General Fund as possible funding sources to
implement strategies going forward. The source of funds will depend on the management
strategy to be employed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Fairhaven, located at the south end of Bellingham, includes a thriving historic commercial core,
mixed-use residential areas, nearby single-family residential neighborhoods, natural open
spaces, ferry, bus and train terminals and a working waterfront. The 2012 Fairhaven
Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan (Plan) identifies goals and policies to guide development
in Fairhaven over the next 20 years. The Plan represents the first major neighborhood review
since the 1980 neighborhood plan was adopted.

The Plan involved reviewing and reconciling neighborhood priorities in Fairhaven and provides a
framework to support the vision, goals and policies for the neighborhood. Because Fairhaven
has a unique compact size and diverse range of uses, the Plan is different than other Urban
Village plans. The Plan includes an entire neighborhood and although it does not overlay the
other adjacent neighborhoods, adjacent neighborhood residents consider Fairhaven to be their
urban village as well. Rather than trying to create a new urban village where there wasn't one
before, the Plan intends to maintain, clarify and improve Fairhaven as Bellingham’s model urban
village.

Goal 3.1 of the Plan specifically recognizes the need to address traffic, pedestrian safety and
parking challenges.

The Purpose of this Report

When the Transportation Commission (Commission)

reviewed the Plan in March 2012, the Commission "Transportation Commission saw a
recommended that the City form a task force to identify need to address recommendations
remaining parking management issues in the Fairhaven [from the study] with Fairhaven

area. The Fairhaven Parking Task Force (FPTF) members | Stakeholders.” - Jim McCabe, Task
included representatives from the Commission, the Old Force member, Transportation

ne P \ . . ’ o Commission Chair

Fairhaven Association, the Fairhaven Village Association,

the Fairhaven Neighbors, and staff from the Public Works
and Planning Departments.

The City Council followed the Transportation Commission recommendation and the FPTF
convened in May 2013, with the specific goal of making recommendations to the Transportation
Commission and the City Council for implementation of various parking management tools and
funding alternatives.

The Plan recognizes that parking limitations are a challenge and policies drawn from the
Bellingham Comprehensive Plan apply to Fairhaven as well as other urban villages.

Policy 3.1:

"Address the needs for future parking supply improvements and demand management
through creation of a "Fairhaven Parking Task Force." The task force could be staffed by
the City's Public Works Department and include representatives from the Transportation
Commission, the Old Fairhaven Association, the Fairhaven Village Association and
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Fairhaven Neighbors. The task force should be charged with developing a unified parking
plan, implementing strategies and funding alternatives for consideration by the
Transportation Commission and City Council. The task force's work should be completed
within two years of the date of adoption of this plan."

Definitions

»
>

The Plan: Refers to the 2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan.

The Study: in 2011 as part of the urban village master planning process, a study was
completed by the Transpo Group with the title: Parking Plan Fairhaven Neighborhood
and Urban Village.

Wayfinding: Signs, maps and graphics used to convey location and direction to
travelers.

Significant development activity: Means the application for a Land Use Permit on a
current off-street, privately-owned parking area used by the public but not specifically
required by the City.

In this report, the Transpo Group document is referred to as (Study) to reduce confusion with
the adopted 2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan (Plan), a more extensive
and inclusive document. Links to both Chapter 3: Parking of the 2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood
and Urban Village Plan and the Study can be found in Appendix A, page 42.

This document is the formal report of the FPTF.

2 Policy 3.1, City of Bellingham Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan, August
2012, page 27
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Chapter 2: Background and Historic Context

Parking in dense, older commercial districts is challenging for many communities, and
Fairhaven is no exception. Especially on small (25 - 50' wide by 100’ deep) lots, it is difficult to
provide both parking and commercial development. In 1994 the City approved the formation of
the Fairhaven Parking District. Within the District, the City waived parking requirements for new
development except residential of greater than 2,500 square feet/unit density. Since its
inception, 31 new buildings have been constructed, there has been adaptive reuse of many of
the historic buildings and the District paid for the construction of approximately 100 off-site
parking spaces. A second Parking District was approved in 2003 for the southwest corner of
10th Street and Harris Avenue. This small-scale District does not allow any use that would
increase parking demand, which is very different than the larger Fairhaven Parking District.

The advantage of waiving parking requirements is that it facilitates construction on many small
lots that could not realistically host both buildings and parking. Development pressure has
increased leading to additional development outside of the Parking District.

Parking Studies 1973-1994

Parking in Fairhaven has been studied since 1973, when the City of Bellingham commissioned
the Fairhaven Business District Study which identified inadequate parking as a potential
constraint to business growth in Fairhaven. Appendix B page 47.

In 1984, the Fairhaven Merchants completed the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two
Report, which concluded that inadequate parking is a potential constraint to business growth in
Fairhaven. Appendix B page 47.

In 1987-88, the City commissioned the Fairhaven Parking Study (FPS), which covered only the
eight blocks bound by Mill and McKenzie avenues, and 13" and 8" streets. Based on the
Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two Report, the FPS recommended "a single mechanism to
provide on- and off-street parking in Fairhaven." It suggested a Public Development Authority
(PDA) or a Business Improvement District (BID) to finance and manage Fairhaven parking. This
study recommended reserving on-street parking for build-out of existing buildings in Fairhaven.

The FPS also recommended diagonal on-street parking, and development of private parking
lots. This study concluded that parking would be an incentive to encourage full use of
Fairhaven's historic buildings. On-street diagonal parking on wide rights-of-way was less
expensive than other types of parking, because using the right-of-way required no land
acquisition. The study stated that approximately 734 parking spaces would be required for full
use of existing buildings, with 478 spaces available in the area at that time. The FPS proposed
creation of the additional 246 spaces. This study also suggested the City amend the Land Use
Code to allow conversion of existing buildings without requiring on-site parking, if on-street
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parking was provided "in order to preserve the historic and compact character of the Fairhaven
Business District." 2

The FPS also considered financing. It recommended the new on-street parking be required prior
to property development with the cost shared by the City, property owners, and possibly
merchants. Community Development Block Grant programs (available at the time), low interest
long-term loans, or various State sources were discussed. This study also noted that property
owners could form a Local Improvement District (LID), a Business Improvement District (BID), a
Public Development Authority (PDA), private agreements, or "other means." The City would be
responsible for maintenance.

The FPS went on to say that there were two basic methods recommended for providing parking
for new buildings:

e To follow the Land Use Code for required parking, which could result in the loss of
the compact nature of Fairhaven, with parking lots interspersed throughout the area.

¢ Alternatively, peripheral parking lots could be developed on vacant land surrounding
the core commercial area. Parking could be phased, with surface parking initially
provided and levels added as needed. Off-street parking in these peripheral lots
would require the Land Use Code to be changed to allow off-site parking more than
500' from a new building.*

In 1989, the City changed the Land Use Code to facilitate parking in Fairhaven, including
allowing an "Area-wide Parking Plan or District." The City offered to provide $150,000 from the
Revolving Loan Fund to assist the Fairhaven Association in funding the development of parking.
This district was never formed.

In 1990, the City Council approved a parking district for Judson Plaza, located on the southeast
corner of 11" Street and Mill Avenue. Some parking was allowed offsite on the northeast corner
of the intersection.

Also early in the 1990s, the City received several applications to construct buildings on small
lots along Harris Avenue. These lots were too small to accommodate both a building and
required parking. The property owner was unwilling to permanently tie required parking to an
off-site parking lot.

These proposed buildings were put on hold until 1993-94, when the City and Fairhaven
Landowners discussed creating an area-wide parking district to benefit both renovation of
existing buildings and construction of new buildings. This is also known as the "Armistead Plan"
for architect John Armistead's leadership in coordinating Fairhaven land owners' applications for
this parking district. The "Armistead Plan" can be found in Appendix B page 47.

3 Fairhaven Parking Study, March 17, 1988 Planning Commission Findings of Fact and
Conclusions
4 Fairhaven Parking Study, March 17, 1988 Planning Commission Findings of Fact and
Conclusions
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The Planning Commission reviewed the proposal for an area-wide parking district,
recommended approval, and concluded "If there is a parking problem in the future that it will be
communicated through the political process. Special Agreements about future parking studies
are not necessary."

Fairhaven Parking District

The City and a group of private property owners entered into an

agreement in August of 1994 to meet parking obligations in a "The Parking District did
variety of ways. The agreement created an area referred to in what it was intended to
City documents as the Fairhaven Parking District. The City do." - Phyllis McKee,
removed on-site parking requirements from specific properties Fairhaven Village

under development in exchange for the property owners Association Member
developing on-street parking. This agreement met the parking

needs at the time. In a local government context, a district can
refer to a quasi-governmental entity with taxing authority and obligations for public disclosure.

In this context, the term "district" refers to specific property owners with the geographic area
shown in the figure below but is neither a public entity nor is it subject to public disclosure
requirements. Any transfer of rights between original property owners who participated in the
District and subsequent property owners of the same property, or any portion, is a question of
civil law to be addressed by individual property owners and not the City. A copy of the
agreement is included in Appendix B as reference. The District has met all obligations under the
contract. Its boundaries are shown in Figure 1.

Adoption of the Fairhaven Parking District ( ‘ Ea—
coincided with increased development and .
economic activity in Fairhaven between 1994 and
2007. Approximately 15 new buildings were
constructed. At least 16 additional buildings were
constructed on the periphery of Fairhaven.
Fairhaven commercial square footage more than
doubled in this period, and several hundred muiti-

family residential units were also constructed.
Perhaps most importantly, almost every historic P souton ot
building in Fairhaven was historically retrofitted, g
upper floor use increased, and/or business LA
viability increased. Appendix B, Page 47. LI | naa | =1 B
Key
L
A o s e

Figure 1

5 March 31, 1994 Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Conclusions, page 11
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2011 Fairhaven Parking Study

In 2011 the Transpo Group was commissioned to analyze the existing conditions, forecast
future demand, and provide a series of potential strategies that could be used to address future
parking demand and supply issues in Fairhaven. The document is formally called Parking Plan,
Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village. In this report, the Transpo Group document is
referred to as (Study) to reduce confusion with the adopted 2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood and
Urban Village Plan (Plan).

Fairhaven Parking Task Force

In June of 2012, the Bellingham City Council directed the Public Works Department to form a
task force that could identify remaining parking management challenges in the Fairhaven area.
The Council asked that a report be provided by August of 2014. The timeline for the Task Force
and report was altered as a resulit of a lawsuit filed against the City under the Growth
Management Act. A judge determined that parking was not critical to the Growth Management
Act, and formation of The Fairhaven Parking Task Force (FPTF) followed.

The FPTF convened in May of 2013 with the assignment of making recommendations to the
Transportation Commission and the City Council for implementation of various parking
management tools and funding mechanisms. The FPTF met on the third Tuesday of each
month from 6 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. in the Fairhaven Library Fireplace Room. Four organizations
chose members to represent them on the task force:

Transportation Commission
Fairhaven Neighbors

Old Fairhaven Association
Fairhaven Village Association

City staff participated in an advisory and/or technical role providing meeting and research
materials and background. Members funneled all Task Force communications through City staff
to ensure compliance with public disclosure requirements.
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Study Area

The Task Force study area included the core commercial area and surrounding neighborhoods
shown in Figure 2 below:

Fairhaven Parking Management Zones

Legend

Zones
N
‘0
‘-s
-‘
T, Pon ot Betngram Oamerwip

:

[r— - o o
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Chapter 3: Current Conditions

Well-managed vehicle and bicycle parking are key components to an effective multi-modal
transportation system. Understanding parking inventory, parking use and current parking
management strategies and regulations provides a launching point to developing a unified
Fairhaven parking plan.

Vehicle Parking Inventory and Use

Chapter 3: Parking of the 2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan (Plan), refers
to information gathered for the 2011 Transpo Group study (Study) providing the following:

Supply: There are about 1,000 on-street public parking spaces and approximately 730
off-street parking spaces within the study area

Demand/Utilization. Overall the parking use in the study area is not considered full as
the use rate is less than 85 percent. On-street parking is used at 50 to 60 percent while
off-street use lags behind at 30 to 50 percent

Commercial Core (Zone 1). This area was the busiest and most favored parking with
peak use consistently between 94 and 97 percent throughout the day.

Outside the Core. On-street parking two to

three blocks from the core is generally "We still don’t have anywhere to

underutilized at 50 to 60 percent while off-street send employees to park. The

use is 30 to 50 percent. simple fact is that they will
continue to park on the street until

Duration of Stay. A majority of the vehicles it hurts their wallet and another

stayed less than one to two hours for both the option is available."

on- and off-street parking.

Location. Patrons prefer to park near their member
destination and only tolerate walking a few

Robin Robertson, Task Force

blocks.

General Parking Operations. Overall the existing parking system within Fairhaven is
working well.

o}

O
o
]

Supply is adequate to serve the existing demand.

Overall parking utilization is well under 85 percent and not considered “full.”
Higher parking utilization is experienced in the commercial core.

There is currently no charge for on-or off-street parking and no time-limited parking
requirements are used.®

6 Parking Plan Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village, Transpo Group , October 2011
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The FPTF discussed the 2011
Transpo Group study (Study) in
detail. FPTF members voiced
varied perspectives on the
validity of the Study. In general,
members expressed that the
recommended management
strategies were sound and
appropriate. In addition,
members expressed that
generalizations on overall use
were correct but that use rates
on individual blocks were, in
some cases, under or over

existing inventory. Despite concerns related to the data in the Study, the FPTF agreed that the
parking availability conclusions in the Study were consistent with actual parking availability and

FPTF member perceptions.

Bicycle Parking
Fairhaven Parking Management Zones - B ~
| Existing Bicycle Parking 2 = £
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The Fairhaven area includes rack parking for about 200 bicycles. The core commercial area,
Zone 1 in Figure 3, has parking for about 60 bicycles. While there is no central bicycle parking
facility, there are low-capacity racks positioned on most blocks in the core area, making it easy
for bicyclists to park close to their destination. There are some blocks that could benefit from the
installation of bicycle racks to help prevent cyclists from locking their bikes to trees, lamp posts
or fence railings. Specific web-based information and good on-street signage leading bicyclists
to safe and well-lit public parking will increase the use of bicycles.

Parking-related Safety and Accident History

A review of reported accidents, collisions and incidents
indicates little-to-no correlation between pedestrian or
vehicle accidents and parking in the greater Fairhaven
area. Although reportable accidents are lacking, the FPTF
remained concerned about safety. A review of non-parking | member
related safety issues is outside the scope of this report.

"Safety issues related to
parking need to be addressed."
Paul James, Task Force

However, the following safety-related topics were
discussed by the FPTF and noted here for reference:

Back-in Angle Parking: In the last 15 years, back-in angle parking has increased in
popularity nationwide. Proponents often cite the safety and convenience of back-in
versus head-in angle parking. Shoppers can fill their trunks from the sidewalk and have
a clear view of oncoming traffic when exiting the parking space, particularly valuable in
areas where bicycle lanes exist. Back-in parking is commonly used on wide arterial
streets.

In Fairhaven, the existing curbs and intersections are constructed to provide head-in
parking. A conversion to back-in parking would likely result in a reduction in available on-
street parking inventory. The lack of reported accidents attributed to parking, the
absence of striped bicycle lanes, low traffic speeds and potential loss of parking
inventory make this an unlikely option.

Street Lighting: Additional street lighting was recommended at the intersections of 12"
Street and McKenzie Avenue and 12" Street and Larrabee Avenue. While not within the
scope of the FPTF report, street lighting is part of the transportation system. These
intersections will be referred to the Public Works traffic section for further review.

Pedestrian Improvements: Various suggestions related to pedestrian safety were
discussed at FPTF meetings including the addition of hand-held crossing flags, changes
in pedestrian-activated crossing signals, crosswalks and sidewalks. Pedestrian
improvements are outside the FPTF scope. The Pedestrian Master Plan, Bicycle Master
Plan and Public Works Operations work plans address these improvements.
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Existing Conditions

The Transpo Group Study states:

Parking requirements for the City of Bellingham are set forth by Bellingham Municipal Code
20.12.010 - Parking. The City has a minimum off-street parking requirement by land use type
with a reduced parking overlay for certain neighborhoods including the Central Business
District (CBD), Lettered Streets, Sehome, Sunnyland, and York. The City generally does not
allow required parking to be met through on-street parking, but does allow for joint parking
agreements between properties.

Given the parking constraints in Fairhaven and the Municipal Code off-street parking
requirements, the City of Bellingham and Fairhaven Village Association (FVA) established a
Parking District system in 1994. The District boundaries generally include north of McKenzie
Avenue and southwest of Finnegan Way between 10th Street and 13th Street (Figure 1). The
District requires residential and lodging developments of 2,500 square feet or larger to provide
parking. For other developments that participated in the FVA and were within the District,
certain on-site parking requirements are waived based on the Area-Wide Parking Plan (part of
the Parking District agreement) in favor of utilizing on-street parking.

In addition, the 10th Street Parking District was created in 2003. This District covers the area
bounded by Harris Avenue, 10th Street, McKenzie Avenue, and Sth Street (Figure 7). The
10th Street and Fairhaven Parking Districts operate much the same way where commercial
parking is provided on-street and residential parking is provided on-site. Both parking districts
are limited in scope and as more development occurs, parking problems will be exacerbated.
Given that the parking districts only include specific properties, future consideration should be
given to modification of the agreement or expanding the boundaries to include other
commercial properties that are within the Fairhaven Urban Village.

The Parking Districts mainly govern parking supply and do not address management of the
public parking and/or monitoring of the on-street parking to ensure that as growth occurs the
public parking supply is sufficient. To ensure economic viability of businesses within Fairhaven
there needs to be a balance in parking supply. Too little parking supply may discourage patrons;
however, too much parking supply would encourage single occupancy vehicle use and reduce
the likelihood of using alternative modes, which is a key goal of both the Draft Fairhaven
Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. In addition, parking
code standards that require excessive parking supply use valuable land, add to developer cost,
increase conflict points with additional access locations, reduce development street frontage,
and may contribute to traffic congestion.”

7 Parking Plan Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village, Transpo Group , October 2011
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Chapter 4: Land Use Policy and Zoning

Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan

The Fairhaven Urban Village and Neighborhood Plan (Plan) together with the City of Bellingham
Comprehensive Plan and the implementing ordinances in the Bellingham municipal code
establish the land use policy, zoning and development regulations for the Fairhaven area.

Parking requirements associated with new and redevelopment of property are contained within
these plans and policy documents. A modification of these plans is outside the scope of the
FPTF mandate. However, it is worth including an excerpt from Chapter 3 of the Plan that
describes possible actions related to parking.

“"Current parking conditions could be improved and the status quo extended if the following
optional measures were adopted:

By the City:

* Provide incentives for developers to create infrastructure supportive of alternatives by
granting parking reductions only in exchange for alternative amenities, i.e., bus passes,
secured bicycle parking, pedestrian improvements, etc.

* Create bicycle parking requirements for all new development. Require changing and
locker facilities for larger, mixed use developments.

» Charge developers fees in-lieu-of creating required parking spaces. Reserve funds to
improve alternative infrastructure or increase shared parking supply.

« Designate pedestrian zones and assign transit priorities to curb space throughout the
neighborhood.

* Prioritize and improve bicycle infrastructure throughout the neighborhood including
installing on-street bike “corrals” in close proximity to bike routes.

» Protect remaining on-street parking spaces. Evaluate development plans and reject
those that limit or reduce existing on-street parking by installing driveways, fire hydrants or
other items that reduce on-street parking.

» Adopt a “zero sum” approach that requires that the existing area parking inventory be
maintained. If a new development would reduce the number of spaces available, those
spaces must be replaced so the total number of spaces available is not further reduced by
the development.

» Require developers to “unbundie” parking spaces from developments. Do not provide
parking spaces in conjunction with any retail or residential unit so that users must pay
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directly for the parking spaces they use.

* Establish new residential parking permit zones to limit spillover into adjacent
neighborhoods.

By the business associations or owners:
* Create a transit information hub in the neighborhood.
+ Expand participation in the "Smart Trips" program.

» Prioritize and upgrade pedestrian and bicycle, and motorcycle infrastructure so there is
room for these alternatives to replace some vehicle trips.

» Require employers/property owners to subsidize provision of free transit passes for
employees/residents.

* Consolidate area residents/employees and negotiate reduced rate bus passes
through WTA.

* Provide a cash subsidy to area employees that choose not to drive.
* Provide late shuttle or taxi service to support off-shift employees.

« Identify and acquire fringe-area parking to support area employees and other
long-term parkers.

» |[dentify opportunities for and create shared parking assets throughout the neighborhood.

« Create and maintain area-wide transportation and parking information, i.e., brochures,
posters and web information. Create corresponding directional signs.

+ Establish car-share for area residents — require developers to subsidize membership.

» Work with the City to evaluate the feasibility of improving/increasing on-street parking,
such as:

e Add curb stops on Mill Street east of 12" Street.

e Create angled parking on 13" Street between Harris and McKenzie avenues.
e Create angled parking on Larrabee Avenue between 10th and 12th streets.

e Create angled parking on 11th Street south of McKenzie Avenue."

8 Chapter 3, City of Bellingham Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan, August 2012, page 3
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Chapter 5: Parking Supply Management

Management Goals and Policies

Management of parking in the Fairhaven Area is key to supporting the flow of traffic, parking
availability and the health of the Fairhaven area economic environment. Effective parking
management is a dynamic strategy that reacts and adjusts to changing conditions.
Implementing management strategies requires monitoring and evaluation to ensure the proper
balance of available parking at appropriate times of the day.

Setting arbitrary thresholds or timelines does not provide the flexibility needed to customize the
management approach to changing conditions in Fairhaven. Consequently the goals, policies
and strategies described here are based on creating a continual feedback loop. After a
management strategy is applied, its effectiveness is measured against an established goal and
then followed with either adjustments or implementation of additional management strategies.

Parking management strategies improve efficiency, reduce parking demand, increase
awareness and enforcement, increase supply, and monitor progress. The City of Bellingham
recognizes the need for a reasonably uniform approach to parking management citywide. The
goals and policies associated with the unique character of the Fairhaven area are similar to
those used in the downtown area and other unique areas of the City.

The following goals and policies are not tied to any specific timeline, action or funding source.
These provide a basis or context from which specific actions will be developed.

GOAL 1.0: Maximize the efficient use of existing parking supply in on-street, off-street
and private parking facilities and areas

POLICY 1.1:  Improve the public awareness of the benefits of the parking system
while providing for fair and equitable use.

POLICY 1.2:  Enhance wayfinding and information about parking availability by
improving signage. Explore new technologies, including Intelligent
Transportation System and mobile applications for payment,
availability and locations for available parking.

POLICY 1.3:  Base pricing for parking on market demand and supply and tie to
specific performance benchmarks. Areas and times with higher
demand for parking should have a higher cost to park. Variable rates
responding to demand should be considered for implementation.

POLICY 1.4:  Design on-street parking to primarily serve the short-term parking
needs of street-level retail and service customers.

POLICY 1.5:  Dedicate peripheral lots and parking structures primarily to
employee, resident and other long-term parking uses. Continue to
price parking lots lower than on-street parking to maximize this type
of use.
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POLICY 1.6:
POLICY 1.7:

POLICY 1.8:

POLICY 1.9

POLICY 1.10:

POLICY 1.11:

POLICY 1.12:

POLICY 1.13:

POLICY 1.14:

POLICY 1.15:

POLICY 1.16:

Enhance efficiency of enforcement through use of technology.
Conduct enforcement activities in a courteous and respectful manner
to protect the visitor-friendly atmosphere of Fairhaven.

Establish fines and penalties to discourage abuse of the parking
system and reduce scofflaws or habitual offenders.

Consider establishing a neighborhood parking benefit district(s)
where net revenues from parking fees and fines are used to provide
public improvement in the neighborhood.

Consider implementing a residential parking zone, time-restricted, or
paid parking in the portions of neighborhoods adjacent to Fairhaven.
Increase the on-street parking supply through changes in parking
configurations and dimensions where possible within the existing
curb-line and where it will not adversely impact transit, bike routes, or
truck routes.

Encourage Fairhaven employers to create incentives for their
employees to park in lesser-used off-street facilities.

Encourage building owners and property managers to include
parking as a separate line item in leases and sales agreements, also
referred to as unbundling.

Provide safe and secure public bicycle storage facilities and on-street
bicycle racks near parking garages, transit centers and public
buildings.

Carefully consider the impacts of reducing supply before removal of
parking spaces for pedestrian facilities, storm water, recreation, open
space, urban amenities or other non-parking related functions.
Evaluate opportunities for public/private partnerships to construct
new structured parking facilities to increase supply, when deemed
necessary, through monitoring and analysis. These structures should
be within mixed-use buildings.

GOAL 2.0: Average parking use rate of a maximum of 85% occupancy

POLICY 2.1:

Strategies should be progressively implemented by zone based on
measured performance and effectiveness of strategy.
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Management Strategies

Management and operation of parking should be phased and maximize existing infrastructure,
using the above goals within a given parking zone by:

1. Measuring parking use annually for five
years, then every two years thereafter.

2. Comparing measured rate of parking use
to target/goal rate.

3. Selecting and applying a parking
management strategy for specific zones.

4. Measuring parking use after a
management strategy is in place.

5. Re-evaluating and applying strategies until
target rate is achieved and maintained.

Possible Short-term Parking Management Strategies:

1. Add more bicycle storage.
2. Offer transit passes for employees. ) . i
. i ; Rather than asking people if they
3. Create time-limited parking. o .
\ ! would be willing to pay for parking,
4. Implement paid on-street parking ask them how much they would
(SUCh as LUKEs metering stations). be w,[[lng to pay for park,ng to be
5. Add defined parking through low-cost available." - Phyllis McKee, Task
street improvements such as striping Force member
and signage.

6. Define parking with full street
improvements (curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, etc.).

7. Add pedestrian amenities with street
improvements.

8. Remove barriers created by private
parking areas. For example, to allow
parking for employees, create
arrangements between business
owners and apartment complexes for
employee parking.

9. Provide education and information for
business owners and employees
regarding on-street parking.

10. Provide education and information for
tenants and residents regarding on-
street vs off-street parking.
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1.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

Add directional signs and information for parking areas for out-of-area visitors.
Regulate parking based on the type of vehicle or user. For example, during peak
periods dedicate the most convenient spaces for service vehicles, customers,
rideshare vehicles, and vehicles used by disabled (ADA).

Limit parking duration. For example, five-minute loading zones, 30-minute
spaces adjacent to shop entrances, and one- or two-hour limits for on-street
parking in commercial areas to encourage turnover and favor shorter-term users.
Higher priority trips, such as deliveries and shopping, tend to park for shorter
duration than lower priority trips.

Encourage employees to use less convenient parking spaces such as parking
lots at the urban fringe during peak periods, in order to leave the most convenient
spaces for customers.

Develop a system to monitor use of parking facilities and send reminders to
employees who violate these guidelines.

Charge higher prices and regulate shorter payment periods for more convenient
spaces. For example, in prime central locations charge 25¢ for each 15-minute
period with a two-hour maximum, while at the fringe charge $2.00 for four hours,
with no shorter time periods available.

Implement more flexible pricing methods which allow motorists to pay for only the
amount of time they park, which makes shorter parking periods relatively
attractive.

Limit use of on-street parking in residential areas to area residents, or provide
discounts to residents for priced parking.

Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, such as vehicles over 22 feet long or
trailers, to ease traffic flow and discourage use of public parking for storage of
commercial vehicles.

Parking Management Zones

The FPTF decided that Fairhaven parking could be managed in four Parking Management
Zones, based on the area's underlying zoning and current level of development. The zones are
shown in Figure 2 below, repeated from page 13
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Zone 1: Central Core; Knox to McKenzie avenues; 10" to 13" streets.

Zone 2: Knox to Wilson avenues; 8" to 13"/ 14" streets.

Zone 3: Includes Port of Bellingham properties and areas south of 7" Street.

Zone 4: Fairhaven Neighborhood, and portions of South Hill and Happy Valley neighborhoods.

Zone 1, in blue above, is the Central Core of Fairhaven's Commercial area. This area
includes the blocks nearest the 11" Street and Harris Avenue intersection, and are the blocks
with the highest parking use rates in Fairhaven. Parking management is needed most in Zone 1.
(A January, 2014 count found approximately 458 on-street, public parking spaces in Zone 1.)

Zone 2, in orange above, is the area most likely to have more commercial development in
the near future. Although parking is not a major issue in Zone 2 currently, if time-limited or paid
parking is established in Zone 1, then additional parking will flow into Zone 2. This will likely
require parking management strategies such as signs, timed areas, and/or paid parking, to
control the new parking challenges created in Zone 2. (A January, 2014 count found
approximately 303 on-street, public parking spaces in Zone 2.)

Zone 3, in green above, is the industrial area west of Fairhaven's Central Commercial
Core. Some parking from Zone 1 may also flow into Zone 3 following implementation of time-
limited or paid parking in Zone 1. Parking management strategies may need to be initiated to
minimize effects on industrial traffic. (A January, 2014 count found approximately 130 on-street,
public parking spaces in Zone 3.)

Zone 4, in pink above, includes residential areas surrounding Fairhaven's central
commercial and industrial areas. The boundaries of Zone 4 are purposefully vague because
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the Task Force cannot predict how far people will park from the Central Core or how those
parked vehicles will affect neighborhoods.

Implementation Triggers

Parking management should be conducted in a phased approach using occupancy-rate targets
to assess the timing of a move to the next management strategy level.

Occupancy rate is defined as the percent of occupied parking spaces at a given time divided by
the total number of legal spaces. Available legal spaces may not necessarily be marked or
otherwise designated as parking spaces. The number of legal spaces is based on standard
parking space dimensions and include restrictions near intersections, driveways, and fire
hydrants. Occupancy rates can be over 100% when vehicles park close together or in illegal or
un-marked spaces.

The Task Force recommended an occupancy-rate target or goal of eighty-five percent (85%), or
about one to two spaces available along a block face. Occupancy-rate measurements involve
some inherent uncertainty requiring caution and professional judgment when considering
implementation of each new management strategy.

Occupancy counts of on-street parking within Management Zones 1 and 2 will be counted
separately every year beginning in 2015. Annual counts will be conducted for at least five years
to establish a baseline data trend. Beginning in 2020, biannual counts will be conducted.
Occupancy counts in Management Zones 3 and 4 will be conducted as needed following
implementation of paid parking in Management Zones 1 and 2.

Counts will be conducted during May or June. Data will be collected on Tuesday, Wednesday or
Thursday to represent typical parking conditions. Hourly occupancy observations will be made
between 10 a.m. and 7 p.m. The occupancy rate is calculated based on the three hours with the
highest counted occupancy during this time, divided by the total supply available. The hours
used to calculate occupancy are not necessarily consecutive.

Significant development activity: means the application for a Land Use Permit on a current
off-street, privately-owned parking area used by the public but not specifically required by the
City. These properties are specifically identified as and shown in Figure 4.

e North of Mill Avenue between 10" and 11" streets and west of 10" Street between
Columbia and Mill avenues- Parcel Numbers 370201-094135, -103145, - 093145, -
092140, -103140, -102135, and -102130;

e North of McKenzie Avenue between 10" and 11" streets- Parcel #370201-105073 and -
093073; and

e Northeast corner of 13" Street and Harris Avenue- Parcel #370201-176105
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Implementation Strategies and Triggers by Zone

To make parking management more predictable in Fairhaven, the Task Force developed a
chronological series of parking management stages for each of the four parking management
zones starting at Stage 0 and ending at Stage 4. When parking exceeds the 85% occupancy
rate threshold in a specific zone, or significant development activity occurs, it triggers a move to
the next stage. The purpose of these stages is to clearly and predictably determine how
increasing parking demand is managed based on the real level of parking as measured in the
field.

Stage 0: Strategies for implementation within the first year following approval to meet Goal 1:
Maximize the efficient use of the existing parking supply in on-street, off-street and private
parking facilities and areas.

e Educate employees and business owners regarding alternatives to driving and parking.

¢ The business association should consider establishing and monitoring an employee no-
parking zone including:

o ldentification of employee vehicles.

o Monitoring.

o Designated preferred employee parking areas.

o Program for after dark employee safety (e.g. shuttle, "buddy" system,
transit).

e Add wayfinding/ signage for additional parking areas:

¢ On Harris Avenue & 12" Street pointing east.

e On 10" and 12" streets at McKenzie Avenue, signs pointing east and west on
McKenzie Avenue.

e On 11" Street and Mill Avenue pointing north on 11" Street.

e Add bicycle storage facilities/ additional bike racks.

o Define parking using low-cost street improvements such as striping, signage, and curb
stops.

e Mark additional loading zones.

e Mark additional short-term parking spaces.

e Identify a potential location for parking facility.

e Examine potential partnerships with the Port and other partners, to provide more satellite
parking opportunities.

o Enforce two-hour time-limited parking in the core area: 10", 11", and 12" streets from
Mill Avenue up to but not including McKenzie Avenue; Harris Street from 12" Street to
o™ Street as a subset of Zone 1, including Mill Avenue as shown in the map below
(Figure 5):
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Stage 1: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy, or six months following significant development as defined above.

¢ Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking.
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e Enforce two-hour parking limits
throughout Zone 1.

* Explore ways to encourage public
use of privately held parking garages
(e.g., garages under condominiums
and apartment buildings).

¢ Conduct due diligence study and
pursue acquisition plan for a parking
garage.

Stage 2: Strategies for implementation
when the average utilization rate reaches a -
maximum of 85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.

¢ Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking.

* Implement paid on-street parking (e.g., LUKES metering stations).

e Add pedestrian amenities through street improvements.

¢ Identify a funding plan for a parking facility and include it in the
City Capital Facilities Plan.

o Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, those over 22 feet long or
trailers, to ease traffic flow and discourage use of public parking
for commercial vehicle storage.

¢ Businesses provide transit passes for employees.

Stage 3: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization
rate reaches a maximum of 85% occupancy or six months following
significant development as defined above.

¢ Education continues for employees and business owners
regarding alternatives to driving and parking.

+ Develop a parking facility project including development of a
funding plan and review of special taxing options.

o Charge higher prices for more convenient parking spaces and

include shorter payment periods, also known as "right-sized pricing."

Stage 4: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization
rate reaches a maximum of 85% occupancy or six months following
significant development as defined above.

e Define parking through full street improvements including curbs, gutters, sidewalks, etc.
+ Develop an engineering design for a parking facility.

Stage 5: Strategy for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.
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Construct a parking garage

Zone 2: Knox to Wilson avenues; 8t" to 13t"/14th streets

Stage 0: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization
rate reaches a maximum of 85% occupancy or six months following
significant development as defined above:

e Educate employees and business owners regarding alternatives
to driving and parking options.

¢ Add wayfinding/ signage for additional parking areas.

¢ Add bicycle storage facilities/ additional bike racks.

e Mark additional loading zones.

e Remove mid-block crosswalk on Finnegan Way, just north of Mil
Avenue, to improve safety for pedestrians and increase parking.

Stage 1: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy, or six months following significant development as defined above.

Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking options.

Enforce time-limited parking.

Explore ways to encourage public use of privately held parking garages (e.g., garages
under condos and apartment buildings.

Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, those over 22 feet long or trailers, to ease traffic
flow and discourage use of public parking for commercial vehicle storage.

Stage 2: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.

Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking options.

Implement paid on-street parking (e.g., LUKES metering stations).

Provide transit passes for employees by businesses.

Define parking using low-cost street improvements such as striping and signage.

Stage 3: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.

Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking options.

Charge higher prices for more convenient parking spaces and include shorter payment
periods, also known as "right-sized pricing."

Add pedestrian amenities through street improvements.
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Stage 4: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development.

» Define parking through full street improvements including curbs, gutters, sidewalks, etc.

Zone 3: Includes Port of Bellingham properties and areas west of Padden Creek

Stage 0: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above:

e Educate employees and business owners regarding alternatives to driving and parking
options.

e Add wayfinding/signage for additional parking areas.

e Add bicycle storage facilities/additional bike racks.

Stage 1: Strategies for implementation when the average
utilization rate reaches a maximum of 85% occupancy, or six
months following significant development as defined above.

¢ Education continues for employees and business owners
regarding alternatives to driving and parking options.

¢ Enforce time-limited parking.

¢ Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, those over 22 feet
long or trailers, to ease traffic flow and discourage use of
public parking for commercial vehicle storage.

Stage 2: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.

e Education continues for employees and business owners regarding alternatives to
driving and parking options.

¢ Implement paid on-street parking (e.g., LUKES metering stations).

e Charge higher prices for more convenient parking spaces and include shorter payment
periods, also known as "right-sized pricing."

e Businesses provide transit passes for employees.

e Define parking using low-cost street improvements such as striping and signage.

Stage 3: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.

e Add pedestrian amenities through street improvements.

Stage 4: Strategies for implementation when the average utilization rate reaches a maximum of
85% occupancy or six months following significant development as defined above.
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e Define parking through full street improvements including curbs, gutters, sidewalks, etc.

Because Zone 4 is primarily residential, the goal is to

preserve the character of the neighborhood and discourage "The goal is to have a healthy

commercial parking in these neighborhoods. vibrant neighborhood." - ’
. . . Jim Bjerke, Task Force

Stage 0: Strategies for implementation to preserve the member

character of the neighborhood and discourage commercial
parking in the neighborhoods.

¢ |Install directional signage at residential boundary to indicate residential area. Direct
drivers to parking areas in Zones 1, 2, and 3. No commercial parking allowed.

Stage 1: Strategies for implementation to preserve the character of the neighborhood and
discourage commercial parking in the neighborhoods.

¢ Educate employees and business owners regarding alternatives to driving and parking.
e Limit on-street parking of large vehicles, those over 22 feet long or trailers, to ease
traffic flow and discourage use of public parking for commercial vehicle storage.

Stage 2: Strategies for implementation to preserve the character of the neighborhood and
discourage commercial parking in the neighborhoods.

¢ Create roundabouts or other traffic calming measures to reinforce the change to
residential and slow traffic, primarily on 4" and 6™ streets.

Stage 3: Strategies for implementation to preserve the character of the neighborhood and
discourage commercial parking in the neighborhoods

e Limit use of on-street parking to area residents and their guests.
e Prohibit employee parking in neighborhoods.
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Chapter 6: Additional Parking Supply

Potential Areas for Additional Public Bicycle Racks

The Plan requires specific bicycle parking for all new development and all significant
redevelopment. Although the Fairhaven area has an overcapacity of bicycle racks, the racks are
not always located close to popular destinations. Just like motorists, bicyclists want to park
close to their destination for reasons of convenience and security. The Central Core commercial
area, Zone 1, could benefit from additional bicycle parking, mostly using Inverted "U" or "A"
racks which support two bicycles each and are relatively inexpensive to purchase and install.

New bicycle racks should be located along a main building-approach line and clearly visible
from the approach. New rack installations should be as close as, or closer than, the nearest
vehicle parking space and should be clearly visible from the entrance they serve. These
recommendations are consistent with the Bicycle Parking Guidelines of the Association of
Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (www.apbp.org) and the City Bicycle Master Plan.

The map and table below, Figure 6 and Table 1, highlight the areas where additional bicycle
parking should be installed. In addition to new parking areas, the covered bicycle parking near
Tony's Coffee House on the northeast corner of 11th Street and Harris Avenue should be
refurbished. This may be a good location for a higher-capacity hanging rack to maximize the
bicycle parking capacity of this busy corner and minimize the impact to pedestrian traffic flow.

Fairhaven Parking Management Zones
Additional Bicycle Parking
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Recommended Locations for New Bike Racks

1 | Near the corner of 10th Street and Mill Avenue where the Interurban Trail enters
Fairhaven. This location would be ideal for a medium-capacity covered bicycle rack.

2 | The east side of 11th Street between Knox Avenue and Mill Avenue.
Space for up to 5 inverted “U” or “A” racks to discourage parking bicycles against railings
and trees near Avenue Bread and Purple Smile.

3 | The west side of 10th Street between Mill Avenue and Harris Avenue.
Space for up to 3 inverted “U” or “A” racks to discourage parking bicycles against railings
and trees between Fairhaven Village Inn and Archer Ale House.

4 | The south end of the Village Green, east of the stage.
A medium-capacity bicycle rack to replace parking lost when the southwest corner of the
block was redeveloped.

$ | The southwest corner of 11th Street and Mill Avenue.
Two additional inverted “U” or “A” racks directly in front of Village Books.

6 | The southeast corner of 11th Street and Mill Avenue.
Space for up to 4 inverted “U” or “A” racks.

7 | The east side of 11th Street between Harris Avenue and McKenzie Avenue.
Space for up to 5 inverted “U” or “A” racks.

8 | The south side of Harris Avenue between 11th Street and 12th Street.
Space for up to 5 inverted “U” or “A” racks.

9 | The west side of 12th Street between Harris Avenue and McKenzie Avenue.
Space for up to 4 inverted “U” or “A” racks.

Table 1

Options for Additional Vehicle Parking

Long-term future demand based on City Land Use Code standard requirements suggests 2,300

to 2,800 total spaces will be needed at Fairhaven's full development. Fewer spaces would be
required under Fairhaven's 2012 zoning requirements. In January, 2014, City staff counted
approximately 985 on-street public parking spaces.

Parking Garage

In 2011, the City commissioned a feasibility study to

construct a parking garage in the Fairhaven area. "Whatever decision is made, it needs
The study examined the property currently to be paid for.” - David Starr, Task
developed on the northwest corner of Mill Avenue Force member

and 10™ Street. The study concluded that the
property was too small to be of value for the

construction of a parking garage and recommended
looking at other properties for further consideration.

The study indicated that a reasonable planning level construction cost range for a rectangular,
300 stall parking structure in 2011 dollars would be $8.0 million. Projecting forward to 2015
using a 3.5% inflation factor and adding 35% for programming cost, the total project would cost
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at least $12.8 million after the property is purchased. Property in this area is currently about

$2.5 million per acre. Literature on parking garages typically lists the range of cost-per-stall for

parking structures between $30,000 and $80,000 depending on a number of factors affecting

construction and land acquisition costs. Because very little undeveloped land is available within
the Fairhaven core area, it is unlikely that any single parcel will be sufficiently large enough to
provide space for a stand-alone, parking garage. A collection of adjacent properties would be

necessary.

Surface Parking Lots

Creating additional parking supply with
surface parking lots may be an option to
consider. Most of the properties large
enough to provide a surface parking lot are
several blocks from the Central Core, Zone
1. Purchasing a vacant area on the
periphery may be a good option.

Additional parking supply is currently
available at the Port of Bellingham surface
parking lot located at Harris Avenue and 4"
Street. About 45 unreserved spaces are
available for a nominal hourly charge.

The Port has also indicated that a small,

From a July 2014 survey of employee
parking, conducted by the Old Fairhaven
Association:
e 26% park in the pit.
e 17% park on the street within 1 -2
blocks of their business.
e 13% park on McKenzie Ave between
9th & 12%.
e 12% park in parking owned by
employer.
8 % park in other off-street parking.
7 % park in the Sycamore Parking
(behind WECU at 13th & Harris).
e 8% don't drive a car to Fairhaven.
e 9% listed Other.

0.24 acre tract could be leased and
used to create additional off-street
parking. The fair market lease would
be about $1,200 per month with the
tenant responsible for all
improvements as well as regular
maintenance. A 0.24 acre parcel
would potentially accommodate 26 to
30 parking spaces. For planning level
purposes, development of the parcel
for parking would cost between
$5,000 and $10,000 per space or
$150,000 to $300,000. Stormwater
treatment would be a significant cost

E;-

BCT & Fairhaven Station Parking
400 Harris Avenue

factor in the development.

Figure 7
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Chapter 7: Funding Options

Paid On-Street Parking

Parking comes with a price. Motorists pay for parking either directly through metered parking or
indirectly through increased rents, taxes, wages, congestion or higher consumer prices.
Charging consumers directly for parking reduces demand, increases turnover, and increases
use of alternative transportation modes reducing traffic congestion.® Charging higher prices for
on-street parking can incentivize off-street parking area owners to view off-street parking areas
as a possible source of new revenue while increasing use of space. Directly charging the full
cost of providing parking has been shown to reduce parking demand 10 to 30 percent when
compared to free parking. 1°

Metered on-street parking in downtown Bellingham generates revenue. Revenue from paid on-
street parking has been used to pay for the parking garage, off-street surface lots, enforcement,
improvements, cleaning and beautification, and support for downtown events.

Barriers to implementing paid on-street parking include fear of losing customers and tenants, a
perceived inability of businesses to compete with other areas that do not directly charge for
parking and user frustration related to inconvenience and type of payment methods. These
barriers can be overcome by:

¢ Using net revenues to support trip reduction by providing transit passes at reduced or no
cost to employees.

e Using parking payment revenues to fund pedestrian and street improvements, lighting,
business association support, special events, visitor center, and wayfinding signs.

¢ Providing information to customers on parking availability and options.

¢ Using convenient payment methods such as pay-by phone, debit/credit cards, pre-paid
passes (pre-paid passes could be purchased by businesses and provided to customers
at no charge).

e Using electronic pay stations rather than individual space meters to reduce sidewalk and
visual impacts.

e Using progressive pricing structures with higher pricing in high-demand areas and lower
pricing in low-demand areas.

e Charging at peak demand periods but not charging at off-peak periods.

o Allow for short-term parking at no charge.

e Removing time limits but charging increasing amounts based on duration of stay.

The success of these types of pricing strategies is reflected in the revenue generated in
downtown meters. Revenues from fixed-time, coin-fed parking meters in downtown Bellingham

9 Shoup Donald. The High Cost of Free Parking, American Planning Association Planner Press, 2011
10 Litman, Todd. Parking Management Best Practices, American Planning Association Planner Press,
2006
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have been stagnant while revenues from variable time, multi-payment option electronic pay
stations have seen steady growth.

Paid parking is identified as a near-future management strategy for the Fairhaven Area. When
implemented, paid on-street parking could provide a steady and reliable source of funding to
provide support for Fairhaven. Paid on-street parking has been shown to be an effective means
of managing existing parking supply and a revenue producing activity. As has been done in
downtown Bellingham, paid on-street parking revenues could be used to support pedestrian
improvements, acquisition, construction and maintenance of off-street parking, support for the
business association, beautification, litter control, lighting and events.

Introduction of paid parking would be the first significant investment required in the parking
management plan and would occur in Stage 2 in Zone 1. A rough estimate of revenue potential,
operating costs, and initial capital expenses for a pay station system indicates a need for
approximately $500,000 in capital and an annual operating cost of $300,000. Revenues would
likely exceed operating costs but not pay back the capital cost quickly. Based on characteristics
similar to downtown Bellingham, implementation of paid parking would require support from the
City in the early years, with the long term revenue being able to provide a self-sustaining and
positive financial model.

Prior to implementing paid on-street parking as outlined in the management strategies, a
thoughtful and careful outreach program for business and property owners is essential. As part
of this process, a detailed business plan and analysis of the costs and pricing structure should
be established.

City of Bellingham

The City of Bellingham has a number of potential funding resources that can be applied to the
development, improvement and operation of citywide parking. While a description of municipal
finance rules and theory is beyond the scope of this report, it is appropriate to describe how
General Fund revenues such as sales taxes, property taxes and violations/fines, are
apportioned to various activities based on priorities established by the City Council. Enterprise
fund revenues, such as water or sewer utility bills, are restricted for use on their activity.

A Parking Fund has been established to account for parking activities. All parking related
revenues, fees, fines, leases, rents, etc. are deposited in the Parking Fund (Fund No. 465). The
Parking Fund has been tracked as an enterprise fund because of language in the documents
creating a general obligation bond used for the 1992 expansion of the Parkade parking garage
downtown. The language specifies that parking related revenues, as a type of general revenue,
would be used for repayment of the bond. As a general obligation bond, the bond had the full
backing of the City's General Fund revenues. Additionally, BMC 11.33.230 states, "All other
revenues received from parking related activities shall be paid to the finance director and
credited to the parking fund. Any expenditures from the Parking Fund shall be made in
accordance with the budget adopted by the City Council.”
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The five-year history of the Parking Fund, Figure 6 below, shows actual revenues declining.
Revenues and expenditures decline consistently and evenly with slowly increasing reserves.
The large spikes in revenue and expenditures in 2013 and 2014 are related to the transfer of
assets from the Public Development Authority to the City of Bellingham and accounted as
revenue in the Parking Fund. The increase in expenditures is budgeted for planned
improvements to the City-owned Parkade parking garage.

Parking Budget History

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget

835
$3.0
$2.5
$2.0
51.5
$1.0
$0.5
$0.0

Millions

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Years

M Subtotal of Revenues B Subtotal of Expenditures ® Ending Reserves

Figure 8

Revenue sources from parking activities include:

¢ On-street meter fees.

e Off-street permit and hourly parking.

¢ Rents, leases and concessions.

e Fines and infractions.

On-street metered parking in the downtown area is the

"People prefer paid and largest source of parking revenue. The cost of
available parking, rather than enforcement is intended to be revenue neutral, meaning
free and unavailable.” - Phyllis that the cost is equal to the revenue generated. An
McKee, Task Force member increase in the cost of parking fines was adopted in the

fall of 2014 to maintain this neutrality.

The operations and maintenance of off-street parking at the Parkade parking garage and
permitted surface lots have been supported using revenues from on-street metered parking.
Historically, the annual operating expenses of off-street parking and leased spaces has been
paid for with off-street revenues. However, the capital cost of acquiring off-street parking
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property, making physical improvements and rehabilitation has been paid for by on-street
metered parking revenues. In addition any shortfall between the cost of enforcement and the
resulting revenue has also been subsidized by on-street metered parking revenues. Revenues
from metered parking provide sufficient funds to cover the costs of operating the current parking
system and provide some reinvestment into the greater downtown area.

Fairhaven and the downtown area have very

"Would the Eakhaven commerclal core similar levels of parking demand. It is likely that
be able to support parking costs?" - revenues from a paid parking system in Fairhaven
Barbara Zielstra, Task Force member would cover the cost of operations, similar to the

current downtown system. The initial capital
investment would need to come from the City. As
currently written, and certainly not without controversy, the Bellingham Municipal code does
allow for City parking revenues to help pay for this type of expense. The other source of City
funds is the General Fund. With the implementation of paid parking in Fairhaven, debt issued by
the City and secured by the Parking Fund and General Fund is a reasonable option to fund the
installation of revenue generating parking infrastructure. Without paid parking in Fairhaven it is
unlikely that City parking or General Fund revenues would be available for creating or managing

parking supply.

Fee-in-lieu Development Parking Requirements

The City could consider establishment of a program allowing developers to pay a fee in
exchange for whole or part of site-specific parking requirements. These types of programs are
typically used when an agency determines that the need for a single, commonly-used facility is
of greater value than individual facilities associated with each development.

A fee-in-lieu program should cover 100% of the associated costs. For parking garages, the cost
of construction per space ranges between $40,000 and $60,000.

Development Fees

The City could consider establishing a development fee or impact fee as a source of funding to
pay for expansion of the parking supply. The Municipal Research and Services Center (MRSC)
website states:

"Impact fees are charges assessed by local governments against new development
projects that attempt to recover the cost incurred by government in providing the public
facilities required to serve the new development. Impact fees are only used to fund
facilities, such as roads, schools, and parks, that are directly associated with the new
development. They may be used to pay the proportionate share of the cost of public
facilities that benefit the new development; however, impact fees cannot be used to
correct existing deficiencies in public facilities. In Washington, impact fees are
authorized for those jurisdictions planning under the Growth Management Act (RCW
82.02.050 - .110), as part of “voluntary agreements” under RCW 82.02.020, and as
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mitigation for impacts under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA - Ch. 43.21C
RCW). GMA impact fees are only authorized for: public streets and roads; publicly
owned parks, open space, and recreation facilities; school facilities; and fire protection
facilities in jurisdictions that are not part of a fire district. Setting fee schedules for impact
fees is a complex process typically involving rate studies; generally, impact fees do not
recover the full cost of a new facility since these fees must be directly and
proportionately related to impacts associated with new development.” !

Development or impact fees typically involve a great deal of controversy.

Development Agreements

In 1994, the City and a group of private property owners entered into a contract called the
"Fairhaven Parking District." In this context, the term "district" refers to the contracted property
owners within a specific geographic area. The City removed on-site parking requirements from
specific properties under development in exchange for the property owners developing on-street
parking. Agreements for developing similar parking districts provide future opportunities as
development occurs.

Grants

Public grants for parking-related improvements are most likely to come from economic
development funding sources. The Washington State Department of Commerce has a number
of programs to support economic development-related activities. The programs are largely
dependent on legislative action at both the state and federal level. It is highly unlikely that any
single grant source would be sufficient to fund large-scale parking improvements.

When applying for grants for transportation projects, the City considers the list of projects in the
six-year Transportation Improvement Plan, Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan,
the Bicycle Master Plan and the Pedestrian Master Plan.

Parking and Business Improvement Areas

A Parking and Business Improvement Area (PBIA) is designed to aid general economic
development and to facilitate merchant and business cooperation. Assessments levied against
properties and businesses provide the revenue to support activities of the PBIA. Funds raised
can be used to provide management, services, facilities, and programs to the improvement
area. Cities are authorized under RCW 35.87 A to create a PBIA to aid general economic
development and neighborhood revitalization, and to facilitate the cooperation of merchants,
businesses, and residential property owners which assists trade, economic viability, and
livability.

1 http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/planning/impactpg.aspx, 10-21-2014
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Formation of a PBIA requires a statutory process following the

"A Parking and Business basic steps listed below:

Improvement area (PBIA) 1. Initiate by owner's petition or Council action.

is an option for business 2. Adopt by Council resolution of intent to create a PBIA.
owners to pay for parking 3. Hold public hearing.

and improvements to the 4. Adopt an ordinance creating PBIA by Council.
neighborhood.”

Jim Bjerke,

Owners can stop the formation process if owners who would
pay the majority of the assessment protest. The majority is
determined by the value of the assessment and not the
number of voters. Assessments can be levied against
businesses, multi-family residential or mixed-use projects within the defined area. The
ordinance forming a PBIA must specify specific uses for the revenue such as administrative and
operating costs, financing costs, construction, landscaping, etc. The City Council has sole
discretion in the use of PBIA assessment revenue but can appoint or assign advisory boards or
commissions. The City can contract with a Chamber of Commerce or similar business
association for operating services. City and State purchasing and bidding requirements apply to
PBIA projects, including insurance, bonding and prevailing wage obligations.

Task Force member

The City established a PBIA in the downtown area in 1989. Between 1989 and 1992, the PBIA,
while not without controversy, was able to provide "two fashion shows, three Christmas events,
two sidewalk sales, alley busters, art festival of lights march, cooperative advertising, tourism
brochure, gift certificate program, newsletter, hanging basket program, and finally, daily street
maintenance 5-days per week.""?

In 1992, the City considered establishing a new PBIA in the downtown area. After significant
community input and testimony at public hearings, the City chose to stop the formation process.
The City contracted with the Chamber of Commerce instead. In 2011, the City again explored
the formation of a new PBIA in downtown Bellingham but without success.

Today, the City contracts with the Downtown Bellingham Partnership for services related to
landscaping and beautification in the downtown area. Funding for these activities comes from
parking meter revenues.

Development Agreements and the Port of Bellingham

The Port of Bellingham would not likely contribute directly to funding parking management or
supply. The Port has expressed a willingness to work with potential developers in providing
parking solutions on Port-owned property. Potential development of Port property adjacent to
the Fairhaven Commercial core could include parking that is open and available to the public.
Key to the success of a private venture providing public parking is the implementation of paid
on-street parking in Fairhaven.

12Bellingham City Council meeting minutes, July 6, 1992
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Public/Private Partnerships

A partnership between private property owners and the City for development of additional public
parking supply may be a viable short-term option. In effect, the agreement referred to as the
Fairhaven Parking District functioned as a public-private partnership. The City would consider
supporting initiatives from private property owners, both as individuals and groups, to provide
parking infrastructure. Options for consideration might include both on-street and off-street
improvements, shared-use parking agreements, and a parking garage. Similar to the previous
parking district agreement, the City could consider flexibility in development requirements if a
greater benefit and more efficient use of parking supply can be shown.

Page | 42



Chapter 8: Conclusions and Recommendations

As a group, the FPTF concluded that overall, current supply meets current demand while
recognizing that some locations have a higher demand for on-street parking than others. The
FPTF agreed that the previous efforts to provide additional on-street parking supply met the
need over the last 20 years but that additional measures will be needed in the future to
accommodate the growing and vibrant urban center. A combination of effective management
strategies (including paid parking), cooperative agreements between private property owners
and consideration for long-term development of on- and off-street parking as outlined in the
phased management, will be important to address parking concerns. In particular, the FPTF
recognized the potential impacts of development of properties currently used as off-street
parking. To address these concerns the FPTF sought to find an adaptive and sustainable
management strategy to meet the needs of business, residents and property owners.

Key outcomes from the work of the FPTF include:

1. Early action now on management tools.
Establishing a parking performance standard based on use or development of specific
properties.

3. Progressive management strategies and tools, including paid parking, will be
implemented to maintain performance based on the established performance standard.

4. Recognition of the Importance of early planning for long-term development of off-street
or structured parking including financing tools that will require paid parking and
assessments on business and properties.

5. Recognition of the benefits of cooperative agreements between property owners and the
City in providing parking supply.

It is recommended that the City Council review this document and authorize staff to implement
the outlined strategies.
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énpendix A: Reference Documents

The Task Force used a variety of documents and references to develop this report:

City of Bellingham documents:

2012 Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village Plan (Plan), City of Bellingham
Planning Department

2011 Parking Plan, Fairhaven Neighborhood and Urban Village,(Study) Transpo Group
2011 Fairhaven Parking Study Proposed Parking Garage Feasibility Study, KPFF
2006 City of Bellingham Comprehensive Plan

Transportation Commission Resolution No. 2012-02
2013 Paid Parking - Equipment and Staffing Costs (page 45)

Additional publications:

Litman, Todd. Parking Management Best Practices, American Planning Association
Planner Press, 2006. Print

Shoup, Donald. The High Cost of Free Parking, American Planning Association Planner
Press, 2011. Print

From Minimum to Maximum: Impact of the London Parking Reform on Residential
Parking Supply from 2004 to 2010 Guo and Ren; Urban Studies, 50 (6), p.

1183 http://usj.sagepub.com/cgi/content/full/50/6/1183

Additional articles included as (PDF) files

Dey, Soumya. " ‘Asset Lite' Payment Options and Occupancy Detection for Metered
Curbside Parking" ITE Journal June 2014. P. 32-37. Institute of Transportation
Engineers

Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT). Annual Report. SDOT Annual Paid
Parking Occupancy Report 2014, August 2014

Turoff, Steffen and Krasnow, Carolyn "Hey, Buddy, What Will You Pay For This Parking
Spot?" Planning May/June 2013. American Planning Association
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Paid Parking - Equipment & Staffing Costs 2013

Lukes Debit/Credit Card Coin Operated
CAPITAL ACQUISTION AND INSTALLATION Number unit cost extension number unit cost extension number unit cost extension
Pay station purchase 21§ 13,835 $ 290,535 339 $ 5000 $ 1,695,000 339 § 3,000 $ 1,017,000
Recommend 2 add units for 1100 11th 2 S 13,835 $ 27,670 0
Pay station spare parts 18 3,500 $ 3,500 0
Enforcement vehicle 18 32,000 $ 32,000 16 32,000 $ 32,000 1$ 32000 $ 32,000
Collection cart 18 3,200 $ 3,200 115 3,200 $ 3,200 158 3,200 $ 3,200
Power $ -
Signage $ -
Numbering $ -
Network communications 1 $ 100000 S 100,000 18 100,000 $ 100,000 0 $ -
Purchasing 1S 9,390 $ 9,390 13 9,390 $ 9,390 0 $ b
Warehouse 18 12,619 $ 12,619 18 12,619 $ 12,619 0 $ -
Traffic staff/signage/numbering 1$ 157,732 $ 157,732 1$ 157,732 §$ 157,732 0 $ 2
Implementation Costs $ 636,646 $ 2,009,941 $ 1,052,200
STAFFING
Enforcement officer 18 62,568 $ 62,568 15 62,568 $ 62,568 18 62568 $ 62,568
Meter maintenance and collection technician 18 52,300 $ 52,300 18 52,300 $ 52,300 1$ 52300 $ 52,300
Administration s 19,528 $ 19,528 $ 19,528
Annual Staffing $ 114,868 S 114,868 S 114,868
OPTIONAL
Pay station shelters 211 % 4,000 $ 84,000 0SS 4,000 $ - 0$ 4,000 $ -
ANNUAL O&M
Enforcement officer 18 62,568 $ 62,568 1% 62,568 $ 62,568 1% 62568 $ 62,568
Meter Tech 1'$ 52,300 $ 52,300 158 52,300 $ 52,300 1$ 52300 $ 52,300
Pay station warranty 23| 5 1,100 $ 25,300 0Ss 1,100 $ - 0s 1,100 $ -
Pay station operation 23 § 1,800 $ 41,400 0s 1,800 $ - 0$ 1,800 $ -
CC processing fees 18 2,500 $ 2,500 1 2,500 $ 2,500 0S$ 2500 $ z
Computer ticketing a1 s 3500 $ 3,500 158 3,500 $ 3,500 0SS 3,500 $ -
Software licensing 158 1,200 $ 1,200 11 $ 1,200 $ 1,200 0l s 1,200 S -
Phones for field staff 11§ 1,320 $ 1,320 s 1,320 $ 1,320 18 1320 $ 1,320
B & O Taxes 18 200 $ 200 18 200 $ 200 18 200 $ 200
Damage repair, vandalism 15 550 $ 550 158 550 $ 550 18 550 $ 550
Fleet replacement costs 18 5000 $ 5,000 1|8 5000 $ 5,000 18 5,000 $ 5,000
Ticket stock 18 900 $ 900 18 900 $ 900 6 900 $ 900
Office operating supplies 18 1,250 $ 1,250 1 1,250 $ 1,250 18 1,250 $ 1,250
Fuel 1S 1,800 $ 1,800 1S 1,800 $ 1,800 18 1800 $ 1,800
Uniforms 155 2,500 $ 2,500 1 2,500 $ 2,500 18 2500 $ 2,500
Forms 18 350 $ 350 18 350 $ 350 18 350 $ 350
Minor meter equipment 18 4,500 $ 4,500 18 4500 $ 4,500 18 4500 $ 4,500
Books, publications, professional lic 1 325 $ 325 18 325 $ 325 1S 325 | § 325
Indirect cost allocation 14 S 8,500 $ 8,500 18 8,500 $ 8,500 18 8,500 $ 8,500
Municipal Court 1i$ 90,371 $ 90,371 1596 90,371 $ 90,371 1$ 90371 $ 90,371
Purchosing services 18 2,059 $ 2,059 18 2,059 $ 2,059 18 2,059 $ 2,059
PW Administration 18 9,823 $ 9,823 13 9823 $ 9,823 18 9,823 $ 9,823
Police Administration 15 10,637 S 10,637 15 10,637 $ 10,637 1% 10637 $ 10,637
Electrical & Communications 155 8,750 $ 8,750 18 8,750 $ 8,750 0$ 8,750 $ -
IT Support 158 3,800 $ 3,800 18 3800 $ 3,800 0s$ 3800 $ -
Telephone 18 955 $ 955 LS 955 $ 955 15 955 $ 955
Custodiol & maintenance 1 23474 S 23,474 18 23,474 S 23,474 18 23474 § 23474
Annual O&M subtotal $ 365832 $ 299,132 $ 279,382
*italics above are calculated on a relative
percentage of current operating costs.
Revenue (week day enforcement) 85% 60% 85% 60% 85% 60%
Parking revenue by occupancy average $ 399376 $ 281912 $ 187942|$ 399,376 $ 281912 § 187,942 | $ 399,376 $ 281912 §$ 187,942
Citations $ 111,846 $ 111,846 $ 111,846|S 111,846 $ 111,846 S 111,846 | $ 111,846 $ 111,846 S 111,846
Subtotal Gross Revenue] $ 511,222 '$ 393,758 $ 299,788 |$ 511,222 $ 393,758 $ 299,788 | $ 511,222 '$ 393,758 $ 299,788
Net Annual Revenue] $ 145390 $ 27,926 $ (66,044)| $ 212,090 $ 94,626 $ 656 | S 231,840 $ 114376 $ 20,406
Years to recoup investment 44 22.8 NULL 9.5 2132 3062 4.5 9.2 52|
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éBRendix B: Historic Context Documents

Fairhaven Study, James E. Zervas, Architect Planner 1973: Bellingham, WA (36 pages)
Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: Report, July 1984: Bellingham, WA (134 pages)

Armistead Fairhaven Parking and Zoning Report February 1994: Bellingham, WA (140 pages)
Fairhaven Parking District Agreement 1994 (6 pages)

1998 Fairhaven Parking Study, November 1998: Bellingham, WA (19 pages)
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ép_pendix C: Public Input Process

May 2013 - December 2014: FPTF meetings open to the public

January 6, 2015: Draft Report released

January 21, 2015: Presentation to Mayor's Neighborhood Advisory Commission (MNAC)
January 28, 2015: Presentation to the South Neighborhood Association

January 31, 2015: Last day of Public Comments to FPTF will be received via
fairhavenparking@cob.org

February 4, 2015: Presentation to the Fairhaven Neighborhood Association

February 17, 2015: FPTF meeting; majority of FPTF members approve to move the plan
forward to the Transportation Commission for consideration

Proposed schedule:
March 10, 2015: First Transportation Commission review

April 14, 2015: Second Transportation Commission review; will vote whether or not to move
forward to City Council

May - City Council presentation and next steps
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éBpendix D: Public Comment Received

Fairhaven Parking Task Force Public Comment

Date | Name Comments Response

Rod Dean The quick answer to Fairhaven's shopping popularity as Opinion noted
opposed to downtown is FREE parking.

Mary Having just read the article in The Bellingham Herald, | had | Opinion noted
Windell an immediate response. No parking fees or meters. | come
to Fairhaven not Bellingham because | can park for free and
do local walking to shops | like and use. It takes me about
30 minutes to drive to the area. | have done this for 9
years. A free public garage would probably help the area. |
refer you to University Village in Seattle where the public
continues to come and parking is difficult due to high
capacity usage. It is nice to know there is a garage there
now to help with parking. It has made a difference this
year. Please consider no parking meters for Fairhaven as
the main option, and look at the community supporting a
parking garage. | would consider a purchased sticker or
pass | could use to park in Fairhaven.

1/6/15

Dorothy Parking is always hard to find in Fairhaven. No matter what | Opinion noted
Goldsmith | time or day. There is also a problem with people who work
in Fairhaven taking up prime parking spots. Not all, but
some. When | was attending weekly counseling sessions in
Fairhaven, | would have to leave work a half hour earlier,
because | knew I'd be driving in circles for at least 10-15
minutes trying to find parking. | think meters would help
to eliminate this problem, unless the city wants to build a
parking garage. | seldom shop in Fairhaven now because |
know parking will be such a hassle.

1/7/15

Margarette | Think long term. Build a garage big enough to close off the | Opinion noted.
Grant main shopping area to car parking and make it a walking, Garage is
biking area with no cars. Route all traffic to the ferry included
terminal, Marine Park, etc the way the buses go--Larabee, | as possible long
10th, Harris. That would be sweet! Might even be some term solution in
grant money available to help pay. stage 4

1/7/15
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1/7/15

Rick

I would avoid Fairhaven if parking fees are instituted, just
as | avoid downtown Bellingham. Parking isn't any easier
when you are charged for it - the fee just adds another
layer to the aggravation.

Opinion noted

1/7/15

Andrew
Pellar

The report indicates parking is adequate in

Fairhaven. There is no need for a 300 space garage. If
parking becomes a problem, let the merchants buy land for
additional parking when it becomes a problem for the
merchants. After all, if the merchants didn't exist no
people would come. As for meters, the city will find that
expenses exceed income if they pay people $ 62,000 to
write tickets and $ 52,000 to attend to

meters. Furthermore if recent history is any indication,
these costs will rise faster than revenue. Additionally the
meters are ugly and detract from the area's intrinsic
appeal. The report's starting point is based around the idea
"how much money will people pay for parking" and then
discusses various schemes to charge people for parking and
finally concludes that parking needs to be

“managed". If Fairhaven remains a desirable location

that people want to visit and parking is a problem for
them, the visitors have several options for managing
parking. Visitors can alter the time of their visit. Visitors can
park further away and walk further. Alternatively, visitors
can leave the car at home and walk, bike, or take the

bus. This least cost option lets individuals decide for
themselves how much they are willing to pay for parking.

Opinion noted,
Management
stages 1 through
4 address both
Self management
and active
management.

1/7/15

V. "Sandy"
Gilliard

NO! Parking meters hurt downtown businesses. Keep
downtown friendly and parking meter free.

Opinion noted

1/7/15

Patricia
Hawley

Parking meters will just drive shoppers to the mall, or
people will park at Haggen hurting that business. | avoid
downtown because of paid parking, but then many of the
downtown businesses have moved or closed. Was that the
result of parking meters? Think about it.

Opinion noted
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B.

| am adamantly opposed to installing parking meters in

Opinion noted

Pendelton | Fairhaven. Additionally | would like to see the metered
parking removed from downtown. | do not believe | am
alone in my avoidance of downtown merchants due to
parking meters, and | would extend that avoidance to
Fairhaven in the event of metered parking. Walking to or
n the use of public transit is not an option for me to reach
E either of these areas. While | realize there are many
- unique businesses located downtown, as well as in
Fairhaven, there are equaling interesting, affordable and
easily accessible enterprises offering free, often off street,
parking in a myriad of locations around the city. It is not
unrealistic to assume both current and future business
owners will take customer and employee parking (free
versus paid) into their business plans.
Michael How about building more parking? There are many wasted | Development of
n Waite spaces in Fairhaven. If you charge you are just going to piss | additional
E off people like me who will stop coming. But since when parking is
-~ has reason ever worked with this bass awkward so city? addressed in
stages3and 4
Melinda Come on give us a break! Not only do property owners on | Opinion noted
" Cooper the Southside have the 'extra’ property tax levied on them
= since some people thought this would be a good idea for us
S to help the City of Bellingham repay the monies they
borrowed! Now you want to implement parking
meters! No way | say!
Kari As an employee of a small business in Fairhaven | am very Plan reflects
Chambers | much against the installation of parking meters. Fairhaven | commenters
is known to be a quaint town steeped in history. | have observation that
never had an issue trying to find a spot to park during the there is adequate
day and certainly don’t mind walking a block or two. If parking today and
forced to pay for parking residents will utilize whatever that parking
) unpaid spots are available forcing us to walk long distances | meters or other
E or pay for parking meaning feeding a meter. People are on | management
— limited incomes as it is and having to add yet another strategies are not
expense is a hardship. Like the age old saying goes, “If it needed until
ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” The installation of parking meters | exceeding the
in downtown Bellingham did not gain the desired income, performance
in fact it states the meters don’t even pay for themselves. | | metric.

would hate to see businesses in Fairhaven suffer as
downtown has by people avoiding the area.
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1/7/15

Bonnie
Giles

Has anyone considered the 2 large grass lots by the tennis
courts? Is there a way to lease them, gravel them and ask
shop owners to request employees to park there? Perhaps
this could be an excellent interim solution. | personally
would not like to see Fairhaven have time limits nor
meters. It may take one shopper an hour to get around
Fairhaven, or it may take another shopper several hours to
get around. |, for one can’t walk quickly, so if | am limited in
my time, then { won’t go to Fairhaven. The hills are hard on
a lot of people, and I think that fact gets forgotten. There
are many people, who have mobility limitations and | don’t
think that gets considered. | guess it will come down to
who Fairhaven chooses to cater to.

Creation of off
street parking is
identified as a
long term, stage
4 solution.
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1/7/15

Charles
and
Patricia
Alexander

The quickest way to ruin the appeal and charm of
Fairhaven would be to institute fees for parking. A much
better suggestion for managing the high demand for
parking in the core Fairhaven business district is two-hour
parking limits, coupled with prohibition of employee
parking in the core district. A recent article in the
Bellingham Herald demonstrated that the cost of collecting
parking fees was higher than the revenue gained from
these fees. We should not forget what happened when the
Bellingham Mall first opened. Arguably, the greatest
appeal of the new mall was that it offered what downtown
Bellingham did not offer: free parking. Even the City of
Bellingham realizes the benefit of free parking to
businesses in the downtown sector; otherwise, why would
free parking be offered during the Christmas season? We
do not need to build an expensive parking garage that ends
up being just another way to have to pay for parking. All
that is needed at this time is to force more rotation for the
available street parking, and to require Fairhaven business
district employees to park outside the core business
district. The high occupancy of parking spaces in the core
Fairhaven business district, as cited in the January 7, 2015,
article in the Bellingham Herald, is a demonstration that
the partnership of free parking, Fairhaven charm, and the
current offering of local businesses, is working. We suspect
there are many people, such as ourselves, who would
drastically reduce visits to Fairhaven if paid parking is
instituted. The only way paid parking "solves" parking
availability problems is by driving some of the customers
away. Public transportation is an admirable goal, but it
should be primarily promoted for the employees who work
in Fairhaven businesses, rather than tourists and shoppers
who occasionally visit. We should not destroy one of the
principle draws of historic Fairhaven by implementing any
form of parking fees.

Time limited
parking is
included as an
early stage
management
parking. Opinion
on paid parking is
noted.

Free parking
during the
holiday season is
done when
requested by the
downtown
merchants. Note
that opinions on
free holiday
parking in
downtown are
split. Data
collected and
anecdotal
information
suggest that the
free parking
resultsin little to
no parking being
available during
"free" parking
which is not a
benefit to
business.
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1/7/15

LS

I'm writing to oppose the pay-parking proposal in
Fairhaven, as do many other Bellingham residents I've
talked to. One thing we all agree on is that we'd likely
spend much less time in Fairhaven, which would be a
shame since it's currently one of the most accessible and
enjoyable parts of town. It's not just the cost of parking
itself, but the chance of getting a ticket- anyone who shops
downtown (or has since stopped) knows that all it takes is
five minutes too long in a store or restaurant, and suddenly
you have a $40 parking ticket. It's just not worth it. Since
many of Fairhaven's businesses depend on people
wandering and browsing, this could be a serious
impediment to many of them, especially the smaller and
newer ones. Please reconsider charging for parking and
leave the nicest part of town free for all of us.

Opinion noted,
paid parking is
included as stage
2

1/7/15

George
Sperline

Every new Condo built in the Fairhaven district should have
2 designated parking spots for each unit in a parking
garage. The idea that a person or family who is able to
afford a condo in such a high cost area would have only
one automobile is patently absurd. Again, poor planning,
poor thinking, and the mistaken impression that people are
suddenly going to rely on bicycles and public transportation
as primary choices to get around. Pie in the sky, idealistic
planning is fine for visions of the future, but the reality is
that the car is still here and preferred. The "Pit" at 11th and
Mill will one day become a building, and parking will be
impossible, whether you have meters or not. The only
positive is that new visitors to the area become very
familiar with all the district has to offer, because they have
to drive over all of it to find a place to park.

Opinion noted.
Requirements for
minimum parking
levels are part of
the zoning code
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Mark

If any action is taken to control parking in Fairhaven it

Time limits are

McHarg should be limited to different time limits in different areas | part of stage 0
for parking, not meters. It seems like that would work well | and stage 1
downtown as well. With the malls having free parking and | Mall parking is
essentially no time limits, paid parking with time limits "paid" for by the
seems crazy for Bellingham businesses. merchant
- tenants. The
S possibility of
= creating a PBIA to
have merchants
and property
owners pay for
parking and other
improvements is
discussed in the
plan
Lia Prela | was saddened when | read the January 7th front page Opinion noted.
headline article titled, “Paid parking suggested for Additional supply
Fairhaven”. Because Bellingham does enforce paid parking | is addressed by
I do not shop there. | shop in Fairhaven because of the the plan in stages
convenient and free parking. | hope that paid parking is 3 and 4 of zones
nixed. | agree with the task force, that time limit shouldbe | 1,2 &3
diligently enforced. Perhaps employees could be
encouraged to not park in the core areas by being given
assigned spaces in a separate parking lot. Assigned spaces
would guaranteed they have a spot when they come to
work. Adding more bicycle racks or storage assumes this a
viable option for all. | know people who, like me, are not
Fp]
) able to take advantage of bicycling because of leg, back or
E balance medical issues; and some people simply do not

own bicycles. It seems to me that there has been an
increase in the number of people that frequent
Fairhaven. Perhaps it is because of the conveniences
(parking) Fairhaven offers. Perhaps it is because vacant
business units are being occupied; or perhaps because
more commercial space/buildings are being added to the
commercial core. Asthe commercial area grows, more
parking space is needed to accommodate the increase in
customers the new businesses draw as well as more space
for additional staff/employees. Thus I urge that adding
more parking spaces to accommodate growth be the
primary focus for the parking task force.
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1/7/15

Christine
Gibbs

I am strongly against turning the free parking in Fairhaven
into paid parking. Frankly, that is one of the reasons that |
enjoy going to Fairhaven to shop. To me, it is a welcoming
gesture and conveys a friendly intention. | always find
parking, even if it might take a couple minutes to land a
space. | also do not think it is a wise idea to spend millions
on a parking garage. | do think it makes sense to install
more bike racks and to have employees of businesses park
away from the central area.

Opinion noted
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1/7/15

Geoffrey
Brown

This message is in response to the article published today
in the Bellingham Herald regarding your consideration of
pay parking and other such actions for Fairhaven. While is
obvious that parking in Fairhaven is in relatively short
supply, this situation should be viewed as a result of the
success of Fairhaven as a thriving business and residential
district. In my frequent trips to Fairhaven, however, | have
never had to park more than 1 block away from my
destination, a minor inconvenience. If pay parking is
instituted in Fairhaven, it will be another example of bad
planning that results in high costs to both the City and the
area businesses and residents. As you should be very
aware, the highly restrictive implementation of parking
"regulation" in downtown Bellingham has proved to be one
of the primary causes of the gutting of

downtown. Numerous businesses have moved out of
downtown, or have failed and gone out of business, in
large part because of parking problems created by the
City. As was described in a fairly recent Herald article, the
combination of high costs of enforcement by the vicious
vulture-like enforcers coupled with the excessive cost of
problematic and dysfunctional pay machines has resulted
in a program that loses money. The fees and penalties fall
short of the costs, yet the City continues to insist that this
failed program continue, despite the fact that the City is
always crying about needing more money. Is Bellingham
trying to totally destroy the downtown? Does the City
want only junk businesses that move in for a few months
and then fail or leave? To the point at

hand. Implementation of such destructive actions in
Fairhaven would have similar results to the destruction of
downtown. Patrons would shop elsewhere, where they
could park without high costs and vicious

enforcement. The small businesses, which are the heart of
Fairhaven, would either leave along with their customers,
or they would fail. The numerous small storefronts would
either be vacant or occupied by transient businesses, much
like Bellingham downtown is now. Yet another successful
district would be gutted. Why do this? What sort of false
statistics and bad ideas are being fostered on your Task
Force by City staff? When was the last time you took
inventory of the vacant spaces downtown? Have you
noticed the open drug dealing on the street corners, even
opposite the police department? Why do you want to

Opinion noted
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destroy Fairhaven as well? City planning and public works
staff have repeatedly proved their limitations (read
"incompetence") when it comes to traffic control. They
have proved that their only idea is obstructionism, not
ways to improve conditions. When is the last time you
tried to proceed through the gauntlets of mis-timed lights
in the "Sunset mess" or the strip of Lakeway from Holly St.
past Fred Meyer, or Bakerview Rd from I-5 past Fred
Meyer? (Imagine how much fun it will be spend an entire
afternoon gridlocked in traffic on Bakerview when/if
Costco actually relocates there and a few more mis-timed
lights are installed?) As patrons of numerous businesses in
Fairhaven, my wife and | plead with you to not destroy one
of the gems of Bellingham, perhaps the last gem in a city
that is systematically strangling itself by poor policies and
worse planning. If destructive parking restrictions are
introduced in Fairhaven, we and many of our friends will
simply stop going there -- there are other options,
especially when the businesses are forced to relocate. If
the pattern evident in downtown is repeated, Fairhaven
may well die.

" Roger I am in favor of parking meters in Fairhaven. Opinion noted
o Lamb
N~
N
Ll
Kathe Vago | As someone who shops frequently in Fairhaven, charging Opinion noted
for parking is not a good idea. First of all, | rarely have a
problem finding a parking spot at any time of the day. It
may not be directly in front of the store/salon where I'm
going, but driving around for 2 or 3 minutes to find a
\n space won't discourage shoppers. However, parking
Q fees might discourage spur of the moment shoppers who
i

want to swing by, for example, to run in and pick up a
book. Or visitors who want to stop for lunch and then do
some shopping. And more importantly, the inconvenience
of parking stations may turn off a lot of people. A parking
garage makes more sense but ONLY if it conforms to the
architecture in Fairhaven and does NOT block views.
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1/9/15

Jayma
Nichol

Paid parking coming to Fairhaven? What a shame. | have
enjoyed shopping and dining in Fairhaven for many years. |
have observed Fairhaven merchants come together to
present a unique shopping experience for residents and
visitors, a remarkable change from the struggling remnants
of shabby shopping district of thirty years ago. | do not
think these greedy fingers reaching out to steal a share of
their successful efforts should be rewarded by
implementing the measures listed in the report. Is it really
necessary to change the character of Fairhaven to the level
of Bellingham's fading commercial district? Bellingham
certainly does have paid parking, parking meters, parking
garage, and public and private parking lots. Have the
parking amenities and bike lanes actually encouraged
shoppers to visit Bellingham's retail stores? What
Bellingham could use is more shoppers and a more
welcoming reception to those shoppers. | purposely drive
twenty miles from my home in order to shop, eat and
enjoy the commercial district of Fairhaven. Either | am
extremely patient or very lucky, but I do find a place to
park, usually the first time | drive through or at most the
second. Perhaps | am easily satisfied and don't mind a
small walk. | would be less likely to visit Village Books,
Gallery West, The Black Cat, A Lot Of Flowers and the other
fine small businesses if these changes occur. | am sure | am
not alone with this response to these ill thought out
measures.

Opinion noted
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1/10/15

Kirk Gulden

One of the charms and appeals of the already charming
and appealing Fairhaven is free parking. The 94-97%
parking space occupancy found in the 2011 study quoted in
The Bellingham Herald is surely not much greater than in
the downtown metered parking during daytime

hours. And the city apparently loses money with its
current downtown metered parking

program. Recommendations: 1. Urge Fairhaven businesses
within the 9th St to 13th St and Larrabee Ave to Mill St core
to voluntarily require their able-bodied employees to park
on Harris below 9th St or Harris above 13th St. 2. If not
already too late, require the building planned

for construction at the site of the former Fairhaven Hotel
on Harris and 12th to build a 2-3 story underground free
parking garage much as we have at the Bellwether. 3.
Consider construction of a 3-4 story below and above
ground free parking garage on the vacant lot at Mill St and
the South Bay Trail, subsidized over an extended period of
time by a modest yearly fee levied on Fairhaven core
businesses (who should benefit from increased parking),
supplemented by other sources of funding from the city. If
more of the parking garage is underground, the top of the
garage can be made into an urban garden/park with views
of Fairhaven, the Village Green and Bellingham

Bay. Having a rooftop garden/park would also catch
rainwater instead of having it run off into the bay,
somewhat like the roof of the Whatcom Museum's
Lightcatcher Building.

Plan addresses 1)
employee
parking, 2)
additional
parking supply,
financing options
for off street
parking by
merchants/
property owners.

Downtown
metered parking
operations are
revenue positive.
Downtown
offstreet parking
facilities and
enforcement are
revenue negative
and subsidized
with metered
parking revenues.
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1/11/15

Marsha
Robey

I have lived on the South Side of Bellingham for over 20
years. | work in the Lettered Streets near downtown
Bellingham. | am strongly against installing pay stations in
the Fairhaven area. “Charging a fee for the “convenience”
of having parking available helps manage parking
demand.” What? Yes... paid two hour parking DOES deter
parking near a commercial district. So much so, that |
rarely stop in Downtown Bellingham during my day or on
the way home to shop because of the PAID

PARKING!! Shopping Downtown is not pleasant due to the
restriction placed by parking meters ... and the inevitable
chance of receiving a parking ticket. Therefore, most of my
money is spent in Fairhaven. We all know when we drive to
Fairhaven —to spend our money — that we may have to
park a fair bit away from our destination. Or — we might be
just lucky enough to find a space right where we’d like

it. Regardless, we always find a place to park our

car. Then, we proceed to shop. We might shop for twenty
minutes — or we might be in Fairhaven — spending money --
for three hours. When | meet friends or business
associates for lunch —it’s never Downtown

Bellingham. We always look to Fairhaven or another
restaurant that has no paid parking. “Shop locally” is the
mantra we hear. But when the mall provides free,
expansive parking and both Fairhaven AND Downtown
Bellingham have meters .... what will people choose? And
again — there is always that threat of a parking ticket (hey —
and no longer $3.00). The statement from the so-called
report detailing “fear of losing customers and tenants, a
perceived inability of business to compete ... and user
frustration related to inconvenience and type of payment
methods” is real. There is such a thing as “user
frustration.” My recommendations: Prohibit employees
and shop owners from parking near the core Fairhaven
District by providing guidelines where to park; provide
more bike parking; utilize private parking garages for the
public (if feasible and agreeable by owners). Residents do
not want a visitor center.... we want a friendly, welcoming
Historic District. And we DO NOT want paid parking
resulting in parking tickets for residents and visitors

alike. However, | might support a rather unique vision of
easy pay fee (swipe with debit/credit card) — one fee for 10
minutes or 5 hours ~ no limit. If you don’t pay; nothing
happens. If you do pay; nothing happens. Call it the Nice

Opinion noted.
The plan clearly
identifies that
paid parking be
implemented
with flexible
payment options
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City Parking System. Or, you folks could design a parking
system as onerous as WWU has put in place! Welcome to
Fairhaven!

1/11/15

Brien

After reading and considering the Fairhaven Parking
Report, | respectfully submit my opinion that instituting
paid parking in Fairhaven is an unwise solution. The
reasons for my opinion are twofold: Paid parking does not
cover the cost of infrastructure and enforcement. It
certainly does not generate revenues to develop
alternative parking. Parking is bad for business as long as
there are other business districts with free parking. If | did
not work downtown, | would not shop downtown during
the day when paid parking is required. If paid parking is not
bad for business, then why does the City waive paid
parking in the afternoon during the year-end holidays? |
also submit that Fairhaven is a more thriving business
district, and has attracted far more growth and
development than downtown. Everyone | speak with
connects this with, at least in part, paid parking downtown
and the absence of such in Fairhaven.

Opinion noted

Page | 61




1/14/15

Marcia
Corey

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the task
force recommendations for parking in Fairhaven.lam a
Fairhaven resident and have often commented on the
increasingly difficult parking options for visitors. We are
building more stores and restaurants yet parking spaces do
not increase concurrently. 1 am not a fan of metered
parking. | see how we avoid metered parking in downtown
Bellingham and resent its presence. We go anywhere to
avoid the hassle. | would not like to see this happen to
Fairhaven. It is too cute to ruin with parking meters and
our businesses cannot flourish if we avoid the area because
of parking meters. | have often said that a parking garage
should be our next option. But | think about the parking
garage monstrosity in downtown Bellingham and worry
that an eyesore like that would ruin the charm of
Fairhaven. That is, unless we were to come up with a cute,
smart option to make it work. Two ideas come to mind:
The first option is simple and to the point: build a parking
garage down by the ferry terminal and offer a cute little
free shuttle up to the Village Green. My bolder and wiser
recommendation is to think big, to build a structure that
would attract attention and truly put Bellingham on the
map. Build a modern, state of the art multi-purpose
building for community use with parking that serves both
purposes. One idea that comes to mind is to build a new
education and recreational center for people over 50 to
replace our old and tired, yet useful and necessary, Senior
Activity Center. | envision totally modern architecture that
is a statement for a hip, attractive, forward-thinking
community that people want to come to, that provides
parking for the businesses in Fairhaven, and that offers
something else valuable to the community as well. Part of
the reason people go to Sydney, Australia, is to see the
opera house. We here in Bellingham can do something that
draws a crowd. A box-style parking garage certainly isn’t it.
A modern structure that includes parking can be an
attraction, not an eyesore. We certainly have enough
wealthy corporations in the Northwest who might want
their name attached to something wonderful. | encourage
you to think outside the box. Parking meters or a plain
parking structure are not the answer. They ruin the pretty
little village feel and will discourage visits to our
businesses. 2-hour parking restrictions will help but do not

Opinion noted.
Stage 4 includes
options for
offstreet
structured
parking with a
location to be
identified in early
stages. The
taskforce
recognized that
paid parking is a
necessary step
prior to creation
of addition off
street/structured
parking
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solve the larger issue. Let’s seek out a solution that is bold,
innovative, and fun.

1/15/15

Laya
Shriaberg

| have recently opened up a massage therapy office on
11th in Fairhaven. Parking is not a problem! It never takes
me longer than a few minutes to find parking. As a resident
of Fairhaven or Happy Valley in the last 11 years, Fairhaven
is so "user friendly" because it does not have parking
meters. Being an historic area, and having a historic feel,
greatly adds to the charm and dynamic living history of our
shopping district. Certainly there are properties where
adequate parking can occur if need be, like to the east and
west of the WECU building. Free parking: Yes! Please
preserve the timelessness of everyone's visit to the
Fairhaven shopping district, whether it be locals or tourists.

Opinion noted
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1/21/15

Andrew
Pellar

The commission was formed to recommend
implementation of parking systems. However the report
concludes parking is adequate. Despite this, the City wants
to get involved anyway. If parking is such a problem,
people will weigh their alternatives which include: (1)
waiting for a space to open (2) Parking further away and
walk a bit farther (3) visit at another time when it is less
crowded (4) leave the car at home and walk to bike. (5) not
visit. This is working. If paid parking is implemented, the
city will add to the opportunity cost of visiting Fairhaven.
And burden the citizens with the unsustainable parking
system. | read recently how the city voted to increase
parking tickets because they lost money on writing

tickets. If the city continues to grant 7% pay increases
annually to the meter maids, soon they will be underwater
once again. The current system is democratic. What is
fairer than first come, first served. The democratic

system will be supplanted incrementally with timed
parking and progress to metered parking. And parking will
not be any easier just more expensive both for citizens and
the City. Also keep in mind that many of the busiest times
in Fairhaven occur when paid metering isn't enforced -
evenings and weekends. So paid parking won't really help.
This is a bad idea and is not being driven by the patrons of
Fairhaven. If you really think something needs to be done,
build at parking lot using the transportation district

funds. The tax was sold to citizens on the basis that Sunday
bus service was made unaffordable due to lower tax
revenue caused by the recession. The recession is over and
tax revenue collects have exceeded prerecession

amounts. It is time for the WTA to once again fund service.
Put it on the ballot and let the people decide.

Opinion noted.
Note that paid
parking as part of
stage 2 would not
necessarily be
limited to the
same hours or
times as currently
used in
Downtown.

1/24/15

Marine
Robey

Please do not install parking meters in Fairhaven. | avoid
downtown because of the parking meters. Installing them
in Fairhaven will take away from it's old world charm as
well as drive away all of the locals. My opinion again is: NO
PARKING METERS IN FAIRHAVEN.

Opinion noted

1/25/15

Andrew
Pellar

Why?

Opinion noted
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Andrew

You have to be kidding. If the City enough money to waste

Opinion noted

developed, we’ll have a crisis. Parking meters will not solve
the problem and forcing people to take the bus or ride
bikes is not going to work either. These “solutions” will
simply cause people to go to shop on the Guide Meridian
where parking is free and ample. That being said, | don’t
complain about paying to park downtown. The only hassle
is having to worry about having coins for the meters. I've
often run into a local business to ask for change. If you
must install meters, please spring for the ones that take
credit cards so that merchants won'’t be harassed by
people needing change. Thanks for taking the time to read
my comments.

[¥a]
S Pellar on this, they should pay off 100 Acre instead of letting a
S few pay for something that benefits everybody.
Ellen Hello- Thank you for taking this issue on. I'm a business Opinion noted.
Portman owner in Fairhaven (psychologist), and I've been there for | The plan
seven years. In my first location, on 11th Street, we identifies triggers
experienced growing issues with our patients being unable | to manage
to find space to park over time. Then | moved up to 13th parking demand
Street and this problem went away, thanks to a large in response to
empty lot next to our building. That lot, however, may development
become a building in the future. It is almost filled to pressure. The
capacity most days, likely by folks working in Fairhaven, taskforce clearly
and if the parking commission makes the proposed identified that
changes, even more Fairhaven employees will park there. If | paid parking
the city were to purchase this lot, or perhaps the large pit meters would use
3 on 11th street, these properties could easily be striped to muitiple payment
n hold many, many cars now, and would then be available options including
- for a parking structure in the future. If they go, and are credit cards and

pay by phone.
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1/26/15

Amy Van
Pelt

One of the pleasures of shopping and working in Fairhaven
is the ability to park for free. And parking is always
available - 1 have never left for lack of a parking

space. True, i rarely park in front of the store or restaurant
that may be my prime destination, but then again, | usually
visit more than one establishment. And | never mind
parking a short block or two away. It’s not as if we have
long blocks! One reason | rarely shop in downtown
Bellingham is because of the annoyance of having to pay to
park. Numerous examples exist around this country of
thriving commercial districts that thrive (at least in part)
because the parking is free. Please don’t turn Fairhaven
into another example of how to destroy a thriving
commercial district by charging shoppers and clients to
park. Businesses should bear part of the cost of providing
parking for customers and employees. While a parking
structure would be very expensive, there are vacant lots
available that could be utilized for owner and employee
parking at a reasonable cost if the businesses decided to
work cooperatively to arrange such a thing. | support the
enforcement of 2 hour parking. | oppose paid parking. |
support angled parking on 112th St between McKenzie and
Larrabee, and on Larrabee between 10th and 12th St. |
support designated employee (and owner!) parking with
identification of these vehicles required. Thank you for
your attention to these concerns.

Opinion noted.
The plan does
describe options
for businesses to
help finance the
cost of providing
on and off street
parking and
managing
employee parking

1/29/15

Gary
Southstone

The only logical solution, in my opinion, is to build a
parking garage. Downtown also needs to consider adding
another.

A parking garage
is considered as a
stage 4 option
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1/30/15

Elaine
Woods

Paid parking in Fairhaven is a TERRIBLE IDEA. | live in
Chuckanut square, where our parking lot is almost always
too full for residents. We have to use street parking.
Making some places paid parking with have a huge SPILL
OVER EFFECT. People will be parking now in residential
neighborhoods bordering Fairhaven Center. Neighbors will
be complaining. You will have to put up signage on all the
neighborhood streets the same way you do for Sehome
hill. All the employees of the businesses will take the
street parking now available for residents who cannot find
room in their parking lots. If you are trying to protect the
residential neighborhoods by doing this, it will have the
complete opposite effect. People will need passes to park
in front of residential homes bordering the neighborhood,
and those of us who live here will be impacted. If you think
this is a revenue enhancing idea, please factor in: <signage
costs for the nearby residential areas that a pass is needed
to park on the streets; < enforcement costs; < handling
complaints from neighborhood residents who now find
they cannot park on the streets due to spillover from
avoidance of formerly free parking spots nearer in who
now park slightly further out. PAID PARKING IS A TERRIBLE
IDEA.

The plan includes
management
strategies to limit
neighborhood
spill over parking.
Paid parking is
intended to
manage demand
not to produce
revenue. Any
revenue in excess
of capital and
operational
expenses would
be used for
improvements in
the area as is
done in the
currently done in
Downtown
Bellingham.
Parking meter
revenues in
Downton are
used to support
landscaping,
events, the
business
association and
beautification
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1/30/15

Steve
Nelson

A. Emphasize the immediate action items actually being
implemented—especially marking and enforcing timed
parking spaces and identifying location for a future parking
facility. B. Explore options with the Port for a parking
facility and include merchants and property owners in the
economics—they are the persons most likely to benefit by
having a place for employees to park which frees up spots
near the businesses for customers to park. C. Recommend
the termination of the Fairhaven Parking District—all
properties should participate in improving the current
parking situation as well as share costs of the future.

D. Recommend that the property owners and merchants
provide the baskets and flags needed to have an effective
crossing flag system at the informal crossing of Harris
between 10th and 11th Streets; COB to cooperate in
allowing this to occur. Though not a parking item per se it
is sorely needed from a safety perspective. E. If the
Fairhaven Parking District has any funds, apply to
implement immediate action items. F. In the very near
term institute paid parking and limited time parking zones,
with enforcement.

Opinion noted.
The Fairhaven
Parking district is
addressed in the
plan. Pedestrian
safety needs are
addressed by the
Bellingham
Pedestrian
Master Plan.
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1/30/15

Vince
Biciunas

The Fairhaven Park Task Force (FPTF) deserves praise for
completing this report describing current conditions in
Fairhaven and suggesting future parking management
scenarios. Thanks to everyone who attended monthly
meetings for two years and more, and spent many extra
hours studying the various issues. | agree that early
planning for long-term development is an important aspect
of our neighborhood and urban village planning. Here are
some of my observations and questions brought up by the
details in this draft report: —The FPTF Draft Report
includes the most comprehensive written description on
the origins and functions of the two existing Parking
Districts, formed in 1994 and 2003. | did not see discussion
in your report of their future utility or alternatively,
planned expirations. How can these parking districts
contribute more to parking solutions for the future? —The
suggestions to encourage employers and employees of
village businesses to use public transportation and
alternatives to vehicles is good, and should be acted upon,
but very difficult to enforce. Not everyone is able to ride
bicycles to work, no matter the amenities, so WTA use
should have a high priority. —Satellite Parking: people
who live more than a mile or two distant will often need to
drive. Why not seriously explore all-day parking options on
nearby Port of Bellingham property? Why not explore
leasing all-day parking on nearby privately owned vacant
land on Harris and Sixth? Why not encourage all-day
parking at the large park-n-ride lot on Lincoln Street,
establishing a convenient shuttle service straight to
Fairhaven? —In the short term, encouraging and maybe
subsidizing WTA ridership and bicycling are good first
steps. For the near future, providing for all-day parking on
nearby vacant properties seems preferable to metered or
other paid parking in the Fairhaven core. Thanks again to
everyone on the Fairhaven Parking Task Force for
completing this next phase of planning for Fairhaven.

Opinion noted.
Parking is
currently
available with bus
service from the
Lincoln street
park and ride and
the Port of
Bellingham
properties.
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1/30/15

David
Carlsen

“City officials, developers, lenders, leasing agents, and
tenants all assume that planners know how much parking
each land use needs.” (Donald Shoup, In Lieu of Required
Parking)

Transportation Commissioner,

Some communities are proud of their enterprise incubation
efforts, the Fairhaven Parking Task Force (FPTF) Draft
parking plan removes any doubt that some Bellingham
property owners and city officials are striving to achieve
the converse, an enterprise extinction area, now existing in
the Fairhaven commercial core and apparently intended to
endure forever without change or improvement. The town
council decided in 2012 to let parking problems fester in
Fairhaven for a couple more years so that an intentionally
biased task force could contrive this parking plan charade.
Since then, numerous Fairhaven businesses have closed:
Jelita Arts, Purple Smile Wines, Trek Video, Archive Music,
Big Fat Fish Restaurant, Extremes Sports Bar, Fairhaven Pub
& Martini Bar, Mrs. Hudson’s Yarns and Teas, Bead Bazaar,
Katie’s Cupcakes, Pacific Chef, a dispensary, an optician,
and likely more. There is no reason to exclude parking
supply scarcity as contributing to these enterprise
extinctions. The FPTF Draft seems to exploit the discovery
that people take parking for granted, thinking it part of the
landscape, assuming that there is a ledger somewhere with
a calculation suggesting what parking supply could be
constructive. Parking supply data for the Fairhaven core,
coincidentally the area within the Parking District
boundary, has not been separately tabulated or studied as
part of this planning exercise. Parking District supply
remains oblique despite area-wide parking studies that
have been conducted. Parking studies have assumed the
requirement for commercial parking supply has been
consistently applied throughout Fairhaven. The FPTF Draft
fails to recognize that, since 1994, the Fairhaven core,
where parking is scarcest, has developed to an unknown,
unquantified, secret parking requirement standard. The
Draft needs a complete overhaul. Quit now, before more
public resources are wasted. Of course nobody wants an
ocean of unused parking in Fairhaven, and there is no
threat that will occur. This plan, as drafted, benefits only
one special business group - the handful of commercial
landlords and prospective mixed-use developers that wish
to be cleared to continue a pro-gram of unbridled

Opinion noted.
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development on parking lots existent in the parking district
core. The plan does nothing genuine to relieve the
oversaturated parking condition prevailing in the core. The
meager supply of core parking has for years constrained
ordinary commercial activity within dozens of small,
independent local enterprises and severely inhibits access
to the area by the public. The combination of proposals in
the FPTF Draft will only worsen the situation. The reason
this plan only benefits property interests is because city
staff and department executives refuse to address,
establish and impose a parking supply standard for the
useless Fairhaven Parking District. The total catalogue of
Fairhaven Parking District history and accomplishment
informing the FPTF Draft can be found in the April 15, 2014
meeting minutes: “Paul discussed the parking district, and
its history. Brad and Phyllis noted that the district met its
obligations. Jackie also spoke to the Parking District
history, and said the job of the task force is to move
forward." Where parking District history appears in the
Draft, it is wrong or misrepresented. “The District paid for
the construction of approximately 100 off-site parking
spaces (Draft, p.9) could not be more misleading - the
parking District paid for the striping of 100 spaces on-
street. The Draft implies the Parking District entity will be
abandoned. The result this dissolution will have on the
zoning privileges granted Parking District properties should
be addressed in the Draft, yet is excluded (will new
developments continue to enjoy waiver from parking
requirements and a height allowance from 35’ to 54”7).
This plan deliberately exploits the spectacular neglect of
parking standards that has existed for 20 years in
Fairhaven’s commercial core Parking District. The fix, for
now, could be a simple lab experiment: 1) postpone the
Fairhaven Neighborhood Urban Village Plan (FNUVP)
Parking Plan approval a couple more years; 2) immediately
impose two-hour time limits uniformly on all on-street
parking inside the large Parking District boundary that also
comprises the Fairhaven commercial core, 3) compile and
assess results, formulating recommendations two years
hence. This experiment would permit observing the effect
of exporting “load” parking from the core (Zonel) into
adjacent zones, concurrent with observing ‘market’ effects
for property uses in the area. Parking reform scholarship
pioneered by Donald Shoup is shamelessly exaggerated
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throughout the FPTF Draft, plainly deployed just for
greenwashing and pettifoggery. The draft pursues ardently
the most extreme version of parking extermination,
although such measures realistically are intended for
consideration in genuinely dense population centers like
Tokyo or Mexico City. The limited supplemental readings
that accompany the draft are similarly inappropriate for
Fair-haven, being selected to reinforce the “demand-
managed,” no-parking model preferred by Draft authors.
Not to suggest that the Bellingham transit system and
Fairhaven parking technology are not indeed quite
cosmopolitan, but they are comparatively elementary. The
Shoup ethic to enlighten transportation choices and reduce
the “auto subsidy” granted by excessive parking
requirements is unflinchingly transformed in the FPTF
Draft. An extravagant subsidy for development is the
result. All commercial parking requirements in the core
Parking District become eliminated, by stealth, and all of
the land and money thus saved is channelled directly into
the pockets of property owners. The FPTF contemplates
the parking amenity being stripped away from the
neighborhood, replaced by nothing except new buildings
that generate even more demand for parking. Inside the
largest Fairhaven ‘parking district’ the FPTF anticipates a
parking supply reduced to the impermanent 400 or so
spaces existing on-street. This would be much less than the
existing supply that causes the present parking crisis.
Approving this plan would be tantamount to condoning a
swindle to steal land and money and encouraging
profitable new private development on the backs of
uninformed merchant tenants that have no reason not to
conclude they have located in an area featuring the same
commercial parking supply standard as is typically found
elsewhere in Bellingham. The light recently beamed on
residential tenant protection in Bellingham should also be
directed toward commercial tenancy and prevailing
standards (including parking) for business premises. “To
ensure economic viability of businesses within Fairhaven
there needs to be a balance in parking supply.” (Transpo
Study p.9
http://www.cob.org/documents/planning/neighborhoods/
2010-docket-materials/fairhaven-
np/Final_Fairhaven_Parking_Plan10122011_ReportOnly.pd
f) The private appropriation of the parking amenity is
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diametrically opposite the outcome generally championed
by Shoup, who favors a rational parking supply with a
market/cost component to promote full-spectrum
transportation choices. Shoup scholarship is turned on it’s
head and then twisted throughout the FPTF Plan. Shoup
quite consistently differentiates among residential, office
and retail uses and the corresponding parking reductions
that could idealize land use. The greatest reductions are
always for special residential applications (proximity to
transit, for example), and the smaller reductions for special
commercial applications (shared cost and utilization among
developer investors, for example). The FPTF Plan reverses
the Shoup model, featuring high parking requirements for
residential units in the Fairhaven core while altogether
eliminating parking requirements for commercial space.
Commercial parking, incidentally, has two components:
float, which accommodates visitors and patrons, and load,
necessary for tenants and staff connected to the aggregate
area. The FPTF membership includes representatives from
the Transportation Commission and features six
community members intended to represent three
Fairhaven groups having divergent and possibly conflicting
interests. The groups supposedly represented are property
owners, business owners, and neighbors, two from each
group. Three of the representatives own rental properties
in the vast Parking District, another owns commercial
property nearby in Fairhaven and is the spouse of an
attorney who has represented Parking District interests.
This constitution creates bias, not representation. The FPTF
membership includes representatives from the
Transportation Commission and features six community
members intended to represent three Fairhaven groups
having divergent and possibly conflicting interests. The
groups supposedly represented are property owners,
business owners, and neighbors, two from each group.
Three of the representatives own rental properties in the
vast Parking District, another owns commercial property
nearby in Fairhaven and is the spouse of an attorney who
has represented Parking District interests. This
constitution creates bias, not representation. This is not to
say that many of the actions recommended in the draft
should not be advanced. Most of the parking restriction
suggested for the Parking District (Zone 1) should already
have been completed at least five years ago. All on-street
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parking inside the Fairhaven Parking District should already
be time limited for a two hour maximum. If any spaces are
metered inside the Parking District, then all should be
metered. Inside the Parking District total parking
saturation is consistent throughout the Parking District
boundary (Technical Appendix, Figure C.2 & C.6 On Street
Peak Hour Parking Utilization, Weekdays & Weekends
http://www.cob.org/documents/planning/neighborhoods/
2010-docket-materials/fairhaven-
np/Final_Fairhaven_Parking_Plan10122011_Technical_App
endix.pdf). It is telling that a benchmark long passed in the
Parking District, one open parking space per block-face, is
cited in the Draft as a future signal that more demand-
management will need to be applied. The problem for
Fairhaven today is 20 years of supply mismanagement, not
failure to apply demand-management today. The
documentation underlying the plan shows that one open
space per block-face has not existed in the Parking District
since at least 2011 (Technical Appendix C.2 and C.6). The
only reason the daily peak hour (really several hours much
of the year) is not also the saturation level all day is
because thousands of former regular patrons and visitors
already have been deterred from visiting Fairhaven. This is
because of the chronic, unresolved parking hassle regularly
encountered by visitors. This is not just harmful to
business. Not only is Bellingham harmed by reduced
economic vitality, but also the public is harmed by impeded
access and possibly is forced to increase auto use, driving
greater distances to places where appropriate parking is
available. | own residential and commercial property in
Fairhaven and have operated a business there for more
than 20 years. For the past several years patrons of my
business have re-ported that their visits to Fairhaven have
substantially dropped-off because parking is too
challenging. | often hear this a few times in a single day.
Another benchmark “trigger” to increase parking “demand-
management” (price) is a newly titled “Significant
Development” application. This is defined as a
development proposal on a site presently providing public
parking (one identified site, the large “parking lot” pit NW
of Mill and 11th, actually does not provide “public”
parking, it is posted for “authorized parking” only - yet it is
always quite full). The Draft fails to address the impact on
parking supply that will be introduced by these

Page | 74




“significant” developments. Parking District property
owners do not recognize any obligation to provide a single
parking space in the FPTF draft. They assert during task
force meetings that their obligations have been fulfilled. At
the same time they expect a disproportionate role in
planning and implementing on-street parking policies in
the area where parking demand for their own
developments has likely galloped far ahead of the required
parking supply (float and load) that they do not provide.
The “historic context” provided in the Armistead Plan
information folder, freshly sifted and presented with the
FPTF Draft, was not so available for public consumption
during the 2012 FNUVP planning process. The Armistead
Plan folder contains new information also validating
overhaul of the FPTF Draft and could possibly support a
recommendation to Council that the zoning approved in
2012 was misinformed by an exaggerated assumption of
parking supply. A criteria Bellingham imposes for Parking
District adoption is that the proposed Parking District must
achieve equivalence with the parking requirements tabled
in Bellingham Municipal Code 20.12.010 Parking: “The
director shall further have the authority to waive parking
requirements for subsections (A)(2)(a), (b) and (c) of this
section, when consistent with an area-wide parking plan
and/or district which has been instituted together with a
mechanism for providing required parking for the area or
district. These plans and/or districts must have been
approved by the city council after public hearings before
the planning commission and city council. This provision is
intended to allow on-street parking and off-site parking to
meet parking requirements in those areas.” This
requirement to provide standard parking supply for new
development in the largest Fairhaven parking district has
not been changed nor been consciously studied since the
FNUVP was adopted and the parking plan was peeled off
for more attention. Many jurisdictions would recognize
that land use zoning, if promulgated similarly to
Bellingham’s “parking district” legislation, would solidly
bind the resultant district to remain in compliance with the
zoning requirement and would infer an “anti-property
right” is created by agreement, assuring compliance.
Review of the Armistead Plan, the Transpo Study and all
sources of history for Fairhaven parking discloses that
much more public parking should be present in the core
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today. New development that will include more demand
on existing, oversaturated on-street parking should be
halted until the supply is brought up to a reasonable
standard. “Demand management” should be
contemplated after supply standards have been
established and implemented. The available on-street
parking in the Parking District core likely could not by itself
fulfill required parking capacity standards for the existing
build-out. The FPTF Draft expects that same small on-
street supply to additionally service all new buildings -
some constructed on lots presently used for parking. The
Armistead plan posits many sources of potential future off-
street parking, but the Parking District has failed to
implement any of them. There is no ‘parking lot west of
10th,” there is no ‘second deck of parking along McKenzie’
the Parking District has not provided any permanent off-
street parking at all despite zealously using the limited
District parking waiver to build numerous new buildings.
Perversely, these new buildings enjoy the privilege of
height increase to 54’ granted when the District was
enabled. These new buildings enjoying increased height
create impediments to full-spectrum transit options in the
core by placing diagonal parking in the narrow streets
(buses cannot traverse portions of Harris, bike lanes have
not been possible on portions of 12th). Transpo promotes a
much different parking plan than is proposed by the FPTF
Draft. They cite the parking plan for downtown Concord,
North Carolina as a possible plan for emulation in Fair-
haven (Transpo Study, p.22). The map for Concord parking
discloses a plan much closer to that envisioned by the
Armistead Plan: on-street and off-street parking combined
to supply enough parking to sustain the hospitality district
(http://www.concorddowntown.com/Parking/Parking.aspx
#.VMgbT8bFui4). The Armistead plan never required
eliminating the parking supply, it promoted shared parking
as an alternative to fulfill standard requirements, possibly
to slightly reduced requirement levels. The Armistead Plan
anticipated shared parking to waive parking requirements
so that small infill development (foot-print 2500 s.f.) could
be permitted. The waiver has since been applied to any
and all developments regardless of size. The failure to
comport with Shoup ethic is not the main problem with the
draft. The reason this draft needs complete overhaul is
that it omits and disregards any conscious, rational,
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comparative estimate of the legitimate public interest for
some numerical commercial parking supply requirement
applicable to the Parking District and Fairhaven core. This
exclusion of an appropriate, rational numerical parking
supply assessment is the trademark of the entire FNUVP
charade. The supply within the Parking District needs to be
separately studied to reveal the source of parking
inadequacy (ratio of commercial floor area per available
parking space is the standard formula for rationalizing
parking requirements virtually everywhere). If it is indeed
as represented in the FPTF plan draft that ‘the market’
should dictate parking sup-ply, why shouldn’t that effort
begin before a final Parking Plan is adopted by Bellingham
officials? The parking plan already is lagging behind the
zoning plan for the area by three years. What harm could
result from delaying final approval a couple more years so
that effects from experimental new parking strategies can
be observed? The FPTF draft authors apparently actually
dislike the free market concept for Fairhaven parking.
Treating all of the parking adjacent to district properties
equivalently, for example, is not part of the plan, though all
of the property is equally invested in the parking district.
District overlords, professing possession of no property
permanently reserved for parking and yet having much
commercial space for rent, want to decide where the 20
minute zones should be, where the metered zones should
be, where the two-hour zones should be, etc., on the
public streets. Why not begin two hour limited parking on
all on-street parking spaces in the Parking District, then
observe the effects of that utilization scheme for a couple
of years? Deterred visitors would then have a chance to
return and fill parking that is not already consumed by
employees, entrepreneurs, and office professionals.
Businesses promoting alternate modes of transit for their
staff would be rewarded with more parking for customers.
Property owners could earn new revenue charging their
tenants for long-term parking in a mud pit. Market
rationality would be unencumbered by our friendly
“invisible hand.” Businesses that choose to locate in
Fairhaven would see parking issues beginning to be ad-
dressed. If the goal is elimination of off-street parking,
banners could be installed promoting al-ternate transit and
declaring “Target: Parking Requirements Reduced 100%.”
The public could become educated about parking and
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some commuters might actually shift transportation modes
because their cars could not be parked in front of their
offices or stores all day. Unlike Shoup, who promotes
reduced parking supply requirements for commercial areas
with agreements for shared cost and utilization, the FPTF
plan instead seems to assume an eliminated parking supply
requirement for the large Parking District commercial area.
Not one jurisdiction studied by Shoup has eliminated the
parking requirement and Shoup warns against it (Shoup, in
Lieu of Required Parking). Apart from inducing fiscal
disaster, Shoup also has demonstrated that inadequate
parking supply requirements are earth killing, not earth
saving. It is possible that cars hunting for parking in the
parking starved, “demand-managed,” future Fairhaven
could cause nearly as much auto emission as the toxic
cloud that will be formed from the new gyre of traffic
extending from Canada to the new Bellingham Costco, if
built (Shoup, Cruising for Parking,
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/CruisingForParkingAccess.pdf).
The FPTF Draft does nothing to remove cars from the area,
just parking. Parking lots off-street could not be less
pedestrian friendly than cars hunting for parking. The
pedestrian experience in Fairhaven could be enhanced by
some parking facility, then the sidewalks might be filled
with actual people. The fuss over driveways is completely
off-target, why would driveways into residential complexes
be better for pedestrians than driveways into parking
facilities? If auto use is to be discouraged, it seems like the
requirement for residential parking should be the first
thing eliminated from the FPTF Draft. Nothing promotes
auto use more than having a car. If the city will not make
any effort to establish a standard for required commercial
parking in the commercial core, it could at least broadcast
the “demand management” imperative and increase public
awareness of very scarce parking resources. Property
managers presently represent Fairhaven commercial space
as having ‘plenty of parking.” Any parking ‘capacity’ that
may be presently interpreted as existing is solely the
product of deterred visits, not conscious auto disuse due to
scarce Fairhaven parking. Many people walk, bike and use
transit to visit Fairhaven. That is because they have made a
conscious personal decision to reduce auto use, not a
decision to avoid the parking hassle imposed by
substandard parking supply in the Fairhaven core. Why
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should the profit margin of a small pool of developers be
satiated and rewarded by the altruistic actions of the
public? Those who want to avoid the parking hassle of
Fairhaven simply choose to go elsewhere; where parking is
reasonable, and that likely happens hundreds of times each
day. “Parking requirements would do no harm, of course, if
they did not force developers to provide more parking than
they would supply voluntarily. But research has repeatedly
found that developers usually provide only the required
number of parking spaces, which strongly suggests that the
requirements drive the parking supply.” (Shoup, p.96,
journal article, High Cost of Minimum Parking
Requirements? Thanks for considering my comments,
David Carlsen Non COB Web Links:
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/InLieuOfRequiredParking.pdf;
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/CruisingForParkingAccess.pdf;
http://www.concorddowntown.com/Parking/Parking.aspx
#.VMgbT8bFui4; http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/HighCost.pdf
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1/30/15

Brooks
Anderson

You and your task force were handed a formidable job to
find solutions for parking in Fairhaven that the Fairhaven
Village Plan could not resolve. | appreciate all of the hours
and deliberations that the members of this task force have
spent. While | applaud the short term solutions and
encourage you to move forward with them now, | am
concerned that the larger issues remain, as they are viewed
through different lenses.

1. The FPTF spent a lot of hours reviewing and discussing
the relevancy of the Parking Districts. While there seem to
be agreement that the parking districts had served their
purpose (including Phyliss McGee who was one of the
founders) the discussion of how the parking districts might
be of use now, or contribute to future parking solutions, to
my knowledge, never happened. There were members of
the task force who said the parking districts were contracts
with the city that nothing could be done about changing
them. | question that conclusion if there is the political will
to address the parking districts. The parking districts create
and unfair parking playing field for development now and
in the future.

2. While the suggestion of metered parking has met with
great resistance, isn't it a solution to the currently
unenforceable employer and employee of village
businesses parking out of the core area? In the past ten
years | heard repeated unsuccessful educational efforts on
the part of employers to get employees to not park in the
core.

3. Instead of the long term solution of an expensive parking
garage, that no one wants to pay for, including developers,
the city, or the public, it seems better solutions would be
to partner with the Port on their near-by property for all
day parking...maybe metered parking there? A parking
garage seems so not historical Fairhaven.

4. The Fairhaven residential Neighborhood does not want
overflow parking. | believe it is less likely to be impacted
than the Happy Valley Neighborhood and the Southside
Neighborhood because of the ingenious solution of the
berm. No residential neighborhood should take on parking
for the profit of the commercial part of Fairhaven. The

Opinion noted.
The parking
District is
addressed in the
plan. All Day
parking is
available at
existing Port of
Bellingham
parking lots for a
nominal fee.
Management
strategies to deal
with
neighborhood
spillover parking
are found in the
Zone 4
descriptions
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benefits and the costs of parking for shopping in the
commercial district need to be met by the commercial part
of Fairhaven.

While | am president of Fairhaven Neighbors the above
comments are my personal thoughts and are not meant to
represent Fairhaven Neighbors.

Fleetwood, underwritten by money from out-of-state,
California private funding; | deem it prudent to put this
project on hold, to avoid the appearance, or reality, of
unknown underwriting, possible money laundering of
campaign slush funds.

Robert Although social change and adjustments can be slow, we Opinion noted.
Keller need to recognize that the private automobile has become | The taskforce
obsolete. That is more immediately evident in Seattle than | discussed the
Bellingham, but the constant congestion in King County will | idea of shuttles
eventually envelope Whatcom due to population or trolleys.
growth. Given this, we need to consider the example of Financing options
many German cities that have banned the private auto in are include in the
the center of towns. At the very least we need to strongly | plan. The plan
= support local reform programs such as Smart Trips. One identifies bus
§ beginning would be for Fairhaven businesses to give passes by
- employees free monthly bus passes. A creative and partial | employers as a
solution: turn some of the vacant land down Harris into stage 2 strategy
parking, then for non-walkers connect it to the business
district by frequent trolly or shuttle rides for a small fee. As
I wait for buses in the district or on State St. | often count
the number of autos with driver only. The result is 80-90%
of vehicles.
Kristi Lee I have read the proposal for parking in Fairhaven. Opinion noted.
As a business owner, and as an entrepreneur with a MBA, | | Construction
think that 2 hour limits to parking in the core of Fairhaven | bidding laws are
is the best solution. Paid parking can discourage open,
customers, and is a capital expense, a "one-time" competitive and
construction project that can be controversial. Who will get | rigorously
=i the bid for the construction? What are the political ties of | followed by the
ﬁ the contractor and their governing authorities? City of
- In light of the unpopular campaign run by Democrat Seth Bellingham.

Page | 81




2/2/15

Susan Kaun

As you are aware, parking has long been a chronic issue for
the Fairhaven Neighborhood, and the draft Report
forecasts it will become more acute as growth

continues. We are fortunate that a number of stakeholders
volunteered their time and energy to work on potential
solutions, and help prepare the Report. Hopefully, its
recommendations will result in a more viable future than
gridlock.

However, | am concerned that underlying the present
parking problem is the fact that around 2003-4, when the
residential and commercial Harris Square and McKenzie
Square projects were going through the City's planning
process, the City in my opinion was remiss in not requiring
adequate parking of two spaces per unit within the
buildings, as well as adequate parking spaces for the
businesses within the buildings. Further, it seems that if
residents are required to pay for their parking spaces, it
often determines whether or not they will use the space or
park outside the building. | believe the lack of thoughtful
planning by the City has contributed to the present 600+
space parking shortage.

Presently, a large number of these residents park along
both 9th Street and McKenzie Avenue, either

because there is no parking space within the buildings or
they have a choice to not pay for building parking. The
residential cars parked on the streets limit available spaces
for shoppers and tourists in the Fairhaven Village, and

can financially impact the businesses. One need only to
drive along these particular streets in the evening or on
weekend mornings to observe the impact of residential
parking from these two buildings.

Therefore, before the parking problem becomes

even worse, the City should either purchase a large plot of
land, like the open field at Harris and Ninth Street,

and construct a parking garage,

possibly located above street level shops and

businesses; and/or amend its development regulations to
require that all new structures provide sufficient, interior
parking spaces for the residents and businesses.

Opinion noted.
Construction of a
parking garage is
included as a
Stage 4
management
strategy.
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Otherwise, | worry that at a future point in time there will
be spillover into the adjacent residential areas, some

of which are already constricted with narrow streets and
no sidewalks. This will cause potential disruption of quiet
neighborhoods, traffic congestion, and potential collisions
between pedestrians and cars attempting to use the same
roadways.

| also wish to point out there is a Settlement Agreement,
which was signed in February 2006 between the City,
Fairhaven Neighbors, and Fairhaven Harbor, that closes 8th
Street, and removes the pavement for use as an

essential riparian area for the Padden Creek Estuary. One
of the earlier Task Force Maps | remember seeing indicated
there were a number of parking spaces along 8th Street,
between Harris Avenue and McKenzie Avenue. Sometime
in the future, 8th Street will not be available to cars, so
those spaces should not be counted for use.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the
Draft Fairhaven Parking Task Force Report.

2/10/15

Fairhaven
Merchants
- via Jody
Finnegan
and Robin
Robertson

If paid parking is implemented into Fairhaven, is there a Yes.

way that merchants can validate parking for customers -

such as an electronic swipe card or token?

Page 37: Correct. On

“Introduction of paid parking would be the first significant
investment required in the parking management plan and
would occur in Stage 2 in Zone 1. A rough estimate of
revenue potential, operating costs, and initial capital
expenses for a pay station system indicates a need for
approximately $500,000 in capital and an annual operating
cost of $300,000. Revenues would likely exceed operating
costs but not pay back the capital cost quickly. Based on
characteristics similar to downtown Bellingham,
implementation of paid parking would require support
from the City in the early years.”

| find this contradictory to the earlier statements that paid
parking would create funds for every wish list item
conceivable (paid on-street parking revenues could be used
to support pedestrian improvements, acquisition,
construction and maintenance of off-street parking,
support for the business association, beautification, litter

street metered
parking will likely
not generate
sufficient revenue
to build, operate
and maintain off-
street lots or
parking garages.
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control, lighting and events ) including a parking garage. If
a Parking garage costs $12M and paid parking isn’t able to
pay off the $500K startup costs in a reasonable time frame
it seems unlikely that it will generate funds for offstreet
parking.

If | read page 45 spreadsheet correctly it forecasts about
$100-200K annually in net revenue from paid parking. Or is
the forecast the third column which is about break

even. $200K would pay 4% bond interest on a $5M capital
project (parking garage or surface improvements). Not
sure how long the bonds could be issued for but if 50 years,
we would have something interesting. also, | would
assume in out years that paid parking expands beyond core
zone so more revenue. Bill Miller

Correct. Bonds
are typically
issued for a
period equal to or
less than the life
of the facility.
Bonds for the
downtown
parking garage
were issued in 20
year terms. A
parking garage
for this area was
estimated to cost
at least
$12.8million

Will there be enough time to see the impact of each stage
before moving onto the next stage. Don't want to jump to
the next stage too soon.

Opinion noted

Would like different time limits in different areas. 30 min
for some - load/unload zone, 2 hrs 3 hrs - based on use

Opinion noted

Use Mackenzie as an employee parking area. Provide
stickers for employees to park there. Don't allow 24 hr
parking on that area. Many of the tower residents parking
there all day & all night.

Opinion noted

No paid parking. It has killed downtown.

Opinion noted

Would like a parking structure See stage 4
Have businesses pay for the parking - validate for Would be an
customers option with

modern metering
and payment
technologies

sticker from the city - park for free if you have a business in
Fairhaven - only businesses

Opinion noted
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Need employee parking lots

Noted

Can we secure the Imus lot (the Pit) for parking? Can we
pay them for the use of the pit?

A funding
mechanism to
purchase or pay
for the property
would need to be
identified

Will there be weekend enforcement? Weekends are really
bad for parking, especially in the summer.

Time periods for
paid parking and
enforcement
were

Can the yellow zones in Fairhaven be shortened and
additional parking spaces added?

In most cases
yellow curbs are

marked to
provide for
visibility and
safety.
-Fully utilize street right of ways for on-street parking. On street
Some long range - some now. improvements
A. South side of Larrabee between Yorkys and 14th - putin | throughout zones
angle parking. (diagonals adds 15 spaces) 1,2&3are
B. East side of 13th between Larrabee and McKenzie. included with
(install storm drain at SE corner McKenzie & 13th.) Stage 3. Street
(diagonals adds 10 spaces) improvements
C. Both sides of Larrabee between 11th and 10th (adds 8 not provided by
spaces) developing
D.West side of 11th between Larrabee and McKenzie (adds | properties
5 spaces) require funding

E. North side of Larrabee between 11th and 12th. Some
street parking is now used by the public but needs gravel
and turterriers to be useful.

F. West side of 11th between Mill and the new buildings to
the north

G. East side of 11th between Avenue Bread and Finnegan
Way

H. North side of Mill between 12th and 13th.

from another
source. Funding
alternatives are
discussed in the
plan. There are
no planned street
improvements
anywhere in Zone
4

Allow use of vacant lots for parking without requiring
major improvements. These are temporary, each lasting
one to only a few years before development. The “pit"
parking area is a savior for our district. It

has been in use for several years now and has been

Properties
developed for
parking are
required to meet
established
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without problems. But it is a temporary lot and we all know
this. We need to put in a safety light - at our expense. And
signs indicating entrance. We have other vacant lots that
can be used until such time as the owners decide to build.
The old South Side Service station at 12th & Harris is one.
This is a common practice in the downtown area.
Currently, city hall does all it can to discourage parking in
vacant lots. This needs to change. Also, we need to be able
to improve the pit - dangerous steps and no lights for at
night. And put up signage. (this could add 50 to 100 spaces)

standards to
protect water
quality, safety
and address
neighborhood
concerns.

Reduce the amount of yellow curbing to only what code
requires. Some yellow painted curbing exceeds be several
feet the no parking near crosswalks and such over what
city codes specify. Downtown

doesn't have yellow stripes at many intersections. Why
not? Double standard? (this would add maybe 10 spaces)

Noted

Motorcycle parking. Utilize yellow parking areas at street
corners to add motorcycle parking spots. Some will take
only one, many will take two and some will take three or
more. We can add perhaps 20 to 30 motorcycle parking
spaces without taking away any car parking. ( adds
equivalent of almost same number of cars)

Noted

Require Bellingham Housing to have all their tenants park
in the designated parking lot. If insufficient spaces then
require BHA to build a second parking level - or expand the
current lot. Currently between

22 and 28 Chuckanut Manor tenant cars park on the
Fairhaven streets. BHA provides parking for only 21 cars
with a total of around 100 living units. This is left over from
over 40 years ago and needs to be updated. (this would
add approx 30 spaces)

Noted

Park & Ride use. Find a way to eliminate some streets -
McKenzie - from being used as park and ride lots. This is a
huge problem. (guess this adds 20 to 50 spaces)

Noted
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Place many more bike parking posts. Before we can expect
people to bike and not use their cars, we need to
accommodate bikes. More bike racks will aid parking
congestion. Also, Bike parking posts are installed

3 and 4 feet from curb. Dangerous. Downtown bike posts
are 2 feet from curb - and useful. Again, why different for
Fairhaven? This is a recurring problem.

Additional bike
parking and bike
racks are
identified as a
stage O strategy

We currently have 14 parking garages in Fairhaven with
between 400 and 500 spaces not being used ever. We need
city codes to be changed to do one or both of two things.

a. Allow building owners to lease out unused spaces to
Fairhaven business owners for use of employees.

b. Encourage residents to use the spaces built for them and
to not park on the streets.

City code does
allow for leasing
of unused spaces.
Leasing of
offstreet spaces is
economically
challenging when
on street parking
is free. Time
limited or paid
parking will
encourage
residents to park
off street.

Eventually operate a rubber tire trolley from cruise
terminal to 14th with parking in the lower area.

WTA currently
provides bus
service from this
area.

Change the angle parking to back-in/head-out parking. This
may be easier and safer than current practice and is
inexpensive. It is especially helpful on sloping streets.

The change to
back in parking
would require
either a
significant change
in curb and street
geometry or a
loss of parking

supply

Bring the transit buses into the core of the district. South
down 11th to Larrabee, west on Larrabee, north on 10th
and then finally west on Harris is a route that would better
serve the commercial district.

Noted
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There are now enclosed bicycle parking units made of
fiberglass and that are hinged. Portland uses these and
they totally protect a bike. A few could be installed on a

The City is looking
at a number of
possible options

test basis. for bicycle
parking as part of
the bicycle
master plan
Eliminate the need to push a button for the walk signal at Noted.

Harris and 12th. Most visitors do not know they need to
push this and many dangerous situations happen each
month. There is sufficient pedestrian traffic to warrant
timed walk signals for all light changes.

Some intersections need more adequate lighting. Here are
the two in most need of additional lighting. 12th and
McKenzie is in need of lighting to show pedestrians on the
crosswalks across 12th. At night the driver

of a south moving car has a difficult time seeing
pedestrians on these two crosswalks. The intersection of
12th and Larrabee needs a light. There is none. Currently,
Larrabee Ave between 11th and

12th is a dark hole.

Noted. Street
lighting is beyond
the scope of this
report

Crosswalk stripes are needed at the following intersections.

- Across Mill and also across 10th where they intersect.
- Across Harris on the east side of intersection with 9th
- Across Harris at west side intersection with 13th

- Across 13th at south side of intersection with Harris

Noted.
Pedestrian
improvements
are beyond the
scope of this

report
The asphalt strips down Harris Ave between 13th and 10th | Noted.
need to be replaced. The center strip of bricks are OK and Pavement

the concrete on the outer lanes are for the most part OK -
but the asphalt is badly damaged and tosses cars about.

conditions are
beyond the scope
of this report

Allow the Fairhaven business community to arrange the
use of vacant lots for additional off street parking. These
two measures will allow the Old Fairhaven

Association to positively motivate business owners and
their employees to park outside the commercial core,
leaving sufficient parking for customers to the shops and
restaurants.

There is no

prohibition on
these types of
arrangement.
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Negative impacts from the Housing Authority by not
providing sufficient parking in the past The Housing
Authority needs to take greater responsibility for their
tenants' cars. A suggested rule is that all parking by
tenants' cars must be on the Housing Authority parking lot.
Tenants who qualify for housing assistance are required to
list their assets and show their need. As part of this,
Housing knows which tenants have cars and should be
required to not have more tenant owned vehicles than
there are parking spaces onsite. This should be the basic
rule. They have 101 units in the Chuckanut Square which is
located right in the commercial district. Yet they provide
only 21 off street parking spaces. As a result, up to 30
tenant cars park on the streets of our commercial district
every day - day and night. This has a very serious negative
impact on commerce in the historic commercial core. The
Housing Authority should be able to provide this
commission with the number of cars registered at
Chuckanut - and you will be able to see that it far exceeds
the 21 spaces provided. The Housing Authority should be
required to insure that no tenant owned cars are parked on
the streets. Currently the Housing Authority gives parking
stickers for the cars of tenants - but routinely

gives out more stickers than there are parking spaces.
While this prevents others from parking in the Housing
Authority lot, it still allows tenant cars on the streets. One
solution for Fairhaven is to require a second deck of
parking to be built to accommodate at least 60 cars - still
far below the normal city requirements. That facility was
built in the late 1960s and was originally only for the
elderly - who had few cars. By converting to HUD tenants,
cars became a problem. This government owned facility
should be required to be a good neighbor and build
sufficient off street parking.
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2/25/15

Laurel
Vodopich

| am writing to comment and voice opposition to paid
parking in Fairhaven. My husband and I live in Edgemoor
and we are frequent visitors in Fairhaven. We go there for
a cup of coffee, to walk the trails, shop, listen to concerts
or other events on the Village Green. We meet friends,
have a donut, go to a coffee shop and enjoy the village,
sometimes multiple times a day for various reasons.

For example, yesterday morning | went to Village Books
and Paper Dreams looking for a gift for a friend. In the
afternoon | met a friend at the Village Green, walked to
Boulevard Park and back to Fairhaven and then went to
The Rustic for a cup of coffee and time to chat. | had
absolutely no difficulty finding parking during either

visit. In fact, around Village Books there were several open
parking spaces and in the afternoon, once again, had no
difficulty finding a place to park.

| agree that during peak shopping times, seasonal shopping
or huge events such as Ski to Sea, parking spaces are at a
premium. This is also true downtown, every Saturday for
the Farmer’s Market, where you have to pay for parking
and there are still not enough spaces so you have to park a
ways away and walk. It is also true at the Mall, especially
during Canadian holidays and during the Christmas
shopping season where you do not have to pay to park. In
Fairhaven, we have always been able to find a spot even
during Ski to Sea or Christmas or the Wednesday Farmer’s
Market though we might have to walk a block or two.

It looks as though the task force is addressing the need for
more bicycle parking racks and storage areas to encourage
people to bike to the Village. There are already many
walking trails and sidewalks to accommodate walkers. My
husband and | regularly avail ourselves of those options but
also drive and park in Fairhaven for a variety of

reasons. The weather may be inclement which means
these aging bones do not want to walk or bike; we may not
have the time to walk or bike; groceries and shopping
items may not fit or be appropriate for either activity. In
short, we walk, we bike, we drive and park. It seems to me
if the goal is to reduce parking needs in the Village by
encouraging walking and biking, then go ahead and put in
the additional biking racks but leave the rest alone and let

Opinion noted

Page | 90




us continue to park a little away from the Village when we
have to and walk!

Fairhaven is a unique, very special area. Like Barkley
Village (where parking is also free), it is a place where
people gather for multiple reasons to enjoy all that it has to
offer. Leave it alone—please—don’t make it hard for those
of us who live there or nearby to continue to enjoy it—
sometimes multiple times a day—for FREE.
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