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Appendix 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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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the Fairhaven Study is to evaluate the potential of 
the area taking into consideration new developments since the adoption of 
the Comprehensive City Plan in 1966, and to recommend proposed improvements 
in land use and circulation. This study is the first phase of a comprehensive 
study of the area to be carried out under the general direction of the City 
Office of Planning & Development . It was financed by the City of Bellingham, 
the Port of Bellingham, the Fairhaven Association, and property owners in 
the Fairhaven Area. 

The study area includes an area (of approximately 290 acres) bounded by 
Bellingham Bay on the west, Bennett Street on the north, Fourteenth Street 
on the east, and a line approximately 300 feet south of Cowgill Avenue on 
the south. 

Several recent developments of major significance have affected the study 
area: the construction of the city sewage treatment plant, the construction 
of Valley Parkway, the renovation of a ni.nber of the older and largely 
unoccupied buildings in the business district, and the change in direction 
of Port activities with the advent of containerized cargo . 

The location of the city sewage treatment plant in the Fairhaven Area was 
a major development because of the size of the site (approximately 28 acres) 
and because of its location near the water. 

Valley Parkway connecting the north-south freeway (Interstate 5) with 
Chuckanut Drive, the scenic drive to the .south, now provides an arterial 
route east from the Fairhaven Area. Ther~ is no extension at present beyond 
Twelfth Street. Harris Avenue presently carries truck traffic to the Port 
and to Uniflite. 



Arterial traffic from the south on Chuckanut Drive moves up Twelfth Street, 
through the present business district to State Street to the north and on 
into downtown Bellingham. 

The business district contains a number of old buildings dating back to the 
turn of the century, reminders of a once thriving fishing, lumbering, and 
coal mining comnunity. The history of Fairhaven is a fascinating tale of 
pioneers such as "Dirty Dan" Harris who lived through the gold rush and the 
colorful logging era . The old Fairhaven Hotel (now demolished) was considered 
one of the f i nest in the West and a n1.J11ber of the buildings now standing were 
built in anticipation of the railroad coming to Bellingham. However, the 
railroad came to Seattle and the decline of Fairhaven began. Only recently 
has the area begun to redevelop. The owners of several of the older buildings 
have begun renovation for commercial use, and a n1J11ber of interesting small 
shops have been started. 

The Port of Bellingham has a well developed facility at the North Terminal 
near the center of the city. However, the existing cranes are becoming 
outmoded due to changing cargo operations, the navigation channel requires 
periodic dredging, and truck access through the city remains difficult. 
These and other factors have caused the Port to consider possible transfer 
of Port shi pping operations to the South Tenninal where facilities could be 
developed to handle future cargo. The South Tenninal has deep water and a 
protected location with access by rail and truck . 

Due to the high cost of docking ships and to the great expense and large area 
required to develop a containerized cargo facility, those facilities are now 
found concentrated in major ports such as Seattle and Vancouver. The potential 
for the South Tenninal area for containerized cargo is limited, however the 
Port maintains that a limited type of operation may be feasible and their 
policy to date is to allow for such a possibility. 
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The Port carries on a salmon warehousing and labeling operation at the present 
South Tenninal site which depends upon barge, rail, and truck shipment. The 
largest salmon cannery in the world at one time occupied this site. Several 
small boat building and repair firms are in the area adjacent to the Port 
property. 

Uniflite Corporation occupies a site along the waterfront and appears to be a 
growing and stable industry related to its waterfront location. Several small 
industries occupy waterfront locations along Tenth Street from Douglas to 
Bennett, however none of these are waterfront oriented. 

Public facilities in the area include a branch library, fire station, Fairhaven 
Middle School, and the city sewage treatment plant which is now under construction. 

The general area has experienced a decline in population over the past ten 
years of approximately five per cent and a fairly high percentage of the 
land is undeveloped. The residential area consists of older houses, but 
these are generally well maintained. There are excellent views of the water 
from the houses on the hill from Eleventh to Fourteenth Streets . Several 
apartment buildings have been built along Eleventh Street, but in gene~al 
the area has remained relatively static . The high-rise apartment building 
for senior citizens was a major develoJXllent. 

All of these factors have a bearing on the develoJXllent of the area . The 
purpose of the study is to evaluate these influences and recommend land 
uses and circulation patterns which will satisfy the goals of the co1T1T1unity 
and the City of Bellingham. 
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COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

A number of conmunity meetings were held to obtain comments and suggestions 
from interested citizens. An attempt was made to fonnulate conmunity objectives 
and to discover outside influences on the canmunity. 

Citizens believed that a variety of uses could be tolerated within the area but 
were generally opposed to the Heavy Industry designation of the existing Zoning 
Ordinance. 

A majority were sympathetic to the idea of renovating the older buildings in 
character with the historical period, however some were skeptical of the impact 
of too heavy a concentration of canmercial activity. Most were in favor of 
creating an arterial route around the business district in order to allow easier 
access by pedestrians. 

Retaining the natural character of the Padden Creek streamway and the perimeter 
area around the Sewage Treatment Plant were considered to be important goals. 

The develo~ent of a commercial recreational area between Harris Avenue and 
the creek and between 6th Avenue and 10th Street was generally accepted as 
desirable, at least preferable to an industrial use. 

Development of the Port area was a rather controversial subject and complicated 
by the unknown factors in the future of Port activities. Some public access 
to the waterfront was felt to be needed and the develo~ent of a small boat 
haven seemed to be generally regarded as desirable. 

There was some apprehension concerning the development of a large port area 
and its impact on the surrounding area, however, the need for jobs and an 
economic base was felt to be an important consideration. 

Providing greater density housing through medillll density apartments adjacent 
to the business center was thought to be desirable. 
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Reduction of the impact of truck traffic was felt to be important and it was 
hoped that truck traffic could be eliminated from the north-south arterial 
to the Bellingham center. Residents along the Valley Parkway were apprehensive 
about the possibility of strip commercial. development along the Parkway. 

It might be a fair statement in sunmation that citizens in the area would 
prefer to see the area develop slowly and orderly in keeping with the scale 
of the conmunity, and that development of conmercial and port activity at 
too large a scale is undesirable. 

A number of citizens from outside the study area were concerned, however, 
the general opinions were similar to those who lived within the area as 
expressed above . 

These suggestions of the citizens were seriously considered and other suggestions 
and ideas were contributed . A number of traffic and land use studies were made 
and reviewed at citizen meetings, with the City Planning Department, and 
the Engineering Department. Final reconmendations are presented at the 
conclusion of this report. 
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OBJECTIVES 

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

A. Encourage orderly growth of residential, comnercial, light industrial, 
and recreational uses with due regard for: 

1. Height and bulk of new development to positively contribute to 
the visual form and appearance of the area. 

2. The natural attributes of the area so as to exploit view potentials 
and reflect local climatic conditions. 

3. Historical significance of the area to preserve the underlying 
character of the business district. 

4. Noise and visual pollution. Provide screening to separate uses. 

5. Water and air pollution and drainage. 

B. Discourage heavy manufacturing in the area. 

C. Encourage preservation of the natural environment, open spaces, native 
trees and shrubs, and wildlife. Encourage preservation of the Padden 
Creek streamway as a natural area. Encourage the develorxnent of the 
perimeter areas of the Sewage Treatment Plant site as a natural area. 

D. Provide for development of cargo port activities compatible with the 
surrounding area and the waterfront. 
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SOCIAL-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

A. Provi de opportunities for reasonable economic gain and efficient use 
of the land. 

B. Encourage new devel opments to al l ow various ki nds of activities to be 
carried on with mi nimum interference and to provide for convenient 
interaction between mutually dependent or compatible uses . 

C. Insure that new development is in the most appropriate location in terms 
of land use and accessibility and that it is consistent with land use 
capabi lities of existing or proposed public improvements . 

0. Encourage public access to the waterfront with facilities to permit 
viewing of harbor areas, waterfront restaurants, and similar facilities 
which do not interfere with port operations or endanger health and 
safety . 
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CIRCULATION SYSTEMS 

A. Provide for efficient movement of goods and people into, out of, and 
through the area. 

B. Reduce conflicts between pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic. 

C. Discourage unnecessary vehicular through traffic in the area and 
encourage the confining of necessary through traffic to proposed arterials. 

O. Improve existing public transportation. 

E. Encourage new developments which will enhance the appearance of circu­
lation elements and related facilities. 

F. Encourage provision of convenient off-street parking to reduce congestion. 
Encourage landscaping of parking areas. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

A. Adopt the Proposed Land Use Plan of the Fairhaven Area and incorporate 
into the Comprehensive City Plan . Change the existing zoning to the 
new classifications. Provide two new special districts; one to encom­
pass the Comnercial Recreation District and the other to encompass the 
Neighborhood Business District. These Districts would allow planned 
development within the District compatible with the intended use of the 
area but subject to review by a Citizen's Advisory Panel made up of 
Citizens in the area and the City Planning Comnission. Guidelines for 
the Districts should include provision that all new development or · 
redevelopment: 

1. Confonn to the appropriate general objectives for the area. 
(See preceding section.) 

2. Provide all new utilities underground and provide easements 
for existing underground utilities. 

3. Provide adequate off-street parking; generally in conformance 
with the Zoning Code for the specific uses intended. Multiple 
use of parking areas could be allowed subject to review. 

4. Preserve the underlying character of the business district; 
new structures should relate to the existing structures through 
the use of similar scale materials, thematic character, etc. and 
be compatible with the prevailing scale of the existing structures. 

5. Exploit view potentials without unduly obstructing the views of 
others. · 

6. Encourage new pedestrian oriented uses and act ivities at the 
street level of al l major developments . 
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7. Provide signs along pedestrian oriented streets that are consistent 
with the activities housed and of a pedestrian scale. 

B. Encourage parklike development of the Padden Creek streamway and a green­
belt extension toward the west to Marine Park as shown on the Proposed 
Land Use Plan as a pleasant parkway for pedestrians and bicycles . The 
bicycle trail could connect to the proposed Chuckanut Trail system to 
the south along the abandoned inter-urban right-of-way. 

C. Consider the provision of citizen gardens either adjacent to the Padden 
streamway or near the Sewage Treatment Plant through joint effort of 
local citizens, Park Department, and the Public Works Department. 

D. Encourage the development of the pond and perimeter area of the Sewage 
Treatment Plant site as a natural park with pedestrian paths and view­
points. An environmental education center or marine muselJTI m1ght be 
appropriate in this area. Public parking and benches on the bluff 
overlooking the water at Fourth Street could be provided. 

E. Consider the development of the street end at Taylor Avenue as a pedestrian 
and public viewpoint with a small neighborhood park adjacent. 

F. Encourage the use of landscape screening between different use areas. 

G. Discourage the blocking of views in the medium density use area near 
Finnegan Way by limiting the height of buildings to 20' . 
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H. Encourage the development along the waterfront in such a way as to define 
the edge and improve the appearance. Filling the man-made estuary to 
allow expansion for Uniflite Corp. might be done, provided Padden Creek 
streamway was properly acconmodated and adequate flow potential maintained. 

I. Consider secondary and tertiary treatment of sewage to provide pollution­
free water in Bellingham Bay. 

J. Encourage renovation of the branch library to remain in keeping with the 
historical character of the area. 

K. Consider the establishment of a tourist ferry boat dock and facility for 
sight seeing of the Bay and the Islands. 
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SOCIAL-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

A. Provide for the planned unit development of the residential areas to exploit 
the use of perimeter circulation of vehicles and use of open space between 
dwelling units for pedestrian use. 

B. Encourage development of residential uses near or above commercial uses to 
minimize transportation, increase safety, reduce vandalism, and provide 
for more use of the area by people both day and night. 

C. Consider the development of the port property for use of both cargo port 
facilities, public areas for viewing the water and harbor activities, and 
a small boat haven and marina for pleasure and fishing boats. A floating 
breakwater would minimize the ecological effects of the freshwater creek 
and the saltwater interface. 
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CIRCULATION SYSTEMS 

A. Adopt the Proposed Arterial Plan and incorporate into the C001prehensive City 
Plan. Place the arterials on the Public Works priority schedule for funding. 

B. Encourage the planned develo~ent of blocks of land to reduce internal 
vehicul ar circulation in the various use areas and to reduce the number of 
connections with the arterial s. 

C. Encourage the pedestrian use of the streets in the conmercial area and the 
routing of vehicular traffic around the area. Al low use of the streets 
for service and emergency vehicles. 

D. Consider deve loping Mil l Avenue as a secondary arteria l from Harris Ave . 
to 30th Street in lieu of Harris Ave. 

E. Encourage the redesign of the intersection at Cowgill and Twelfth to 
eliminate the 5 corner intersection. 

F. Encourage the provision of a bicycle lane adjacent to the proposed Tenth St. 
bypass route and adjacent to State St. to the downtown area. 

G. Consider the installation of a cable car on Harris Avenue to carry 
passengers from the Business Area to the waterfront. 
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APPENDIX 

The following ecological studies were carried out in conjunction with 
The Fairhaven Study by Mr . Roger Stenbak, Mr. David Bradshaw and 
Mr. Steve Harvey, students at Huxley College, Western Washington State 
College. 

WATER SYSTEMS 

There are two major components to the water systems within the Fairhaven 
study area: the freshwater and the saltwater. The land related freshwater 
system has as its focal point Padden Creek. with Bellingham Bay and its 
complex nature as the saltwater component. The small brackish water estuary 
between Uniflite and the port area acts as an interface between these two 
systems. 

Freshwater: 

The study area lies at the seaward end of the Happy Valley drainage basin, 
through which Padden Creek passes on its way from Lake Padden. The outflow 
from the lake picks up enough surface drainage below the lake to maintain 
an approximate mean annual flow of 15 cfs. The three mile run between 
the lake and the bay has in the past been nearly free from obstructions 
and channelization, a natural amenity to the valley residents. 
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Within the study area itself , the creekway has not undergone appreciabl e 
change in the last 25 - 30 years, thereby making it a place of possible use 
in developing an open space system . Though the stream quality has been some­
what l essened by developments outside of the study area, residents stil l 
uti l ize i t for some l eisure-time acti vities. 

The combinati on of generall y sl ow int ernal drai nage of the soi ls in Fai rhaven 
and lack of stonn sewers wi ll be a major factor in planni ng as increasing 
urbani zati on t akes place. 

Sal twater system: 

The sal twater system, Bel l i ngham Bay, i s hi ghly compl ex, with cha nges i n 
i t s physica l or biologi ca l structure not easily di scernible . The Fa i rhaven 
study area l i es on the eastern shore of this estuari ne system approximately 
five mi l es from the major fres hwater inflow of the Nooksack River . The 
estuar i ne condi tions (mixed fresh and salt water s) make for a highl y produc­
tive eco- system in tenns of total biomass, wi th offshore areas from Fairhaven 
provi di ng habi tat for diverse f lora l and faunal communi t i es . 

The value of this system is just now becoming understood in terms of both 
land and water uses. The backshore , foreshore and offshore areas are inte­
grally related in such ways that changes in any one may have far- reaching 
effects on the others. Research is presently being conducted by numerous 
groups to more accurately detennine these inter- relationships. 
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The basic research regarding physical oceanographic characteristics of the 
bay was done by the University of Washington in 1963 and may be found in 
"An Oceanographic Survey of the Bellingham-Samish Bay System. " The tides 
in the Bellingham-Samish Bay system are of the mixed type, nominally with two 
unequal highs and two unequal lows per tidal day. The current pattern within 
the bay follows a clockwise motion with seawater flowing in from Rosario 
Straits, moving up the east side of Lunmi Peninsula, mixing with freshwater 
from the Nooksack River and then passing south by Post Point and returning 
to the open sea . Other physical characteristics of the system such as 
salinity, temperature, oxygen and density cycles and distribution may be 
noted in the above mentioned report. 

At the present time a raw sewage outfall from the City of Bellingham 
contaminates the waters off of Post Point and Marine Park . The bay is 
here unfit for swimming and similar activities, though the animal life in 
the area thrives as a result of the increased nutrient load . With the 
completion of the Post Point sewage treatment plant, and a deepwater 
diffusion outfall the area again will be usable for leisure-time, water­
oriented activities. 

Water quality characteristics for Bellingham Bay outside of the inner 
harbor area, as given by the Department of Ecology in 1971, were described 
as overall class B; temperature and pH were the two attributes of satisfactory 
status, while total coliform, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and toxic materials 
were rated unsatisfactory . 
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TOPOGRAPHY 

The Fairhaven study area lies at the seaward side of a valley (Happy Valley) 
that is between Sehome Hill on the north and Chuckanut Mountain on the south. 
The pattern of landforms represented are such that the area is almost bowl-
1 ike in appearance, with increasing elevations on both the north and south 
side of the study area, sloping to the center (in the vicinity of Padden Creek) 
and toward the bay to the west. The highest elevation within the study area 
is approximately 200 feet, along Fourteenth Street between Douglas and 
Bennett Avenues . 

The slope analysis provided in the accompanying map shows the area in gradations 
of slope: 0 - 8%, 8 - 15%, 15 - 25%, and greater than 25%; the majority of 
the land lies within the 0 - 8% range . The critical areas of steep slope that 
would potentially limit development are at Post Point (the wooded portions 
overlooking the bay), the land adjacent to Padden Creek to approximately 
Ninth and McKenzie and along the waterfront north of Uniflite and above the 
railroad tracks. Of these, the banks of Padden Creek seem most fragile and 
susceptible to encroachment by manmade structures . The removal of ground 
cover in these areas of steep slope would open them to either severe erosion 
potential or possible slump/slide action . 

The almost rural nature of the landscape to the east of the Fairhaven area, 
in the area of Happy Valley, provides magnificent opportunities for open 
vistas and a revealing viewshed, extending beyond Lake Padden to hills above 
Lake Samish. 

A further feature of the topography is the activity-orientation and movement 
patterns. Generally the residential activities take place on the hillsides 
overlooking the more active zones of commercial and industrial development 
on the land of lesser gradient. 
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SOILS 

Ck Cathcart loam, rolling: Parent material : sandstone; Dominant slope: 6 - 15%; 
Internal drainage: moderate; Shear strength: high; Shrink/swell potential: 
low; Bearing capacity: high, bedrock . 

Ld Labounty silt loam, undulating: Parent material: tight clay till; Dominant 
slope: 3 - 6%; Internal drainage: slow; Shear Strength: low; Shrink/ 
swell potential: high; Bearing capacity: moderate - low. 

Wb Whatcom silt loam, hilly: Parent material : tight clay till; Dominant 
slope: 15 - 30%; Internal drainage: slow; Shear strength: very low; 
Shrink/swell potential: high; Bearing capacity: moderate - low. 

Mb McKenna silty clay l oam : Parent material : tight cl ay t i ll; Domi nant slope: 
1 - 4%; Internal drainage: slow; Shear strength: very low; Shrink/swell 
potential: high; Bearing capacity: very low. 

Ma Marmade: Within the Fairhaven study area large areas of fill occur, partic­
ularly near the waterfront and port areas. The quality of these soils 
are highly variable depending on the length of time they have been allowed 
to settle, the past and current uses and the material underlying the fill 
areas. The bearing capacity is generally low and requires substantial 
capital outlay where large structures are concerned. 
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Mc Mukilteo peat: Parent material: sedge accumulation; Internal drainage: 
Md very slow; Shear strength: very low; Bearing capacity: very low. 

Ce Cagel silt loam, undulating: Parent material: gravel manteled tight clay 
ti 1; Dominant slope: 3 - 6%; Internal drainage: moderately slow; Shear 
strength: high; Shrink/swell potential: low; Bearing capacity: high. 

So Sgualicum and Alderwood silt loams: Parent material: Sandy clay till; 
Sp Dominant slope: 10 - 30%; Internal drainage: moderate; Shear strength: 
Ss nx:>derate; Shrink/swell potential: moderate; Bearing capacity: moderate 
St to low. 

* Infonnation from Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters Study, State of Washington, 
Appendix XIV, Watershed Management. 
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WILDLIFE (BIRDS) 

R - Resident, present all year 
S - Surrmer, spring, and fall 
W - Winter, spring, and fall 
M - Migratory 

WATER BIRDS Seasonal 
Occurrence 

Common Loon (Gavia inmer) W 
Arctic Loon (Gavia arctica) W 
Red-necked Grebe (Podiceps grisegena) W 
Horned Grebe (Podiceps auritus) W 
Eared Grebe (Podiceps caspicus) W 
Western Grebe (AecMiophorus occidentalis) W 
Double-crested Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus) R 
Pelagic Cormorant (Phalacrocorax pelagicus) R 
Mallard (Anas platrhynchos) R 
Pintail (Anas acuta) W 
Greater Scaup (Aythya marila) W 
Lesser Scaup (Aythya affinis) W 
Common Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) W 
Barrow's Goldeneye (Bucephala islandica) W 
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola) W 
White-winged Scoter (Melanitta deglandi) W 
Surf Seater (Melanitta perspicillata) W 
Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) W 
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LAND BIRDS 

Rock Dove (Columbia livia) 
Common Nighthawk (Chordei les minor) 
Rufous Hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus) 
Belted Ki ngfisher (Megaceryle alcyon) 
Red-shafted Flicker (Colaptes cafer) 
Red-breasted Sapsucker {Sphyrdpicus varius) 
Hairy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos villosus) 
Downy Woodpecker (Dendrocopos pubescens) 
Violet-green Swallow (Tachycineta thalassina) 
Tree Swallow (Iridoprocne bicolor) 
Barn Swallow (Hi rundo rustica) 
Cliff Swal l ow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonata) 
Common Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) 
Northwestern Crow (Corvus caurinus) 
Black-capped Chickadee (Parus atricapillus) 
Chestnut- backed Chickadd (Parus rufescens) 
Common Bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus) 
Winter Wren (Trog lodytes troglodytes) 
Robin (Turdus migratorius) 
Varied Thrush (Ixoreus naevius) 
Cedar Waxwing (Bombycil lacedrorum) 
Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) 
House Sparrow (Passer domesticus) 
Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus) 
Brewer's Blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus) 
Brown-headed Cowhird (Molothrus ater) 
House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus) 
American Goldfinch (Spinus tristis) 
Rufous-sided Towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus) 
Oregon Junco (Junco oreganus) 
White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia lewcophrys) 
Golden-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla) 
Fox Sparrow (Passerella iliaca) 
Song Sparrow {Melospiza melodia) 
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SHORE BIRDS 

Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) 
Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus) 
Sanderling (Crocethia alba) 
Least Sandpiper (Erolia minutilla) 
Glaucus-winged Gull (Larus glaucescens) 
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) 
California Gull (Larus californicus) 
Bonaparte's Gull (Larus philadelphia) 
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OEt()GRAPHY 

Existing residential units within The Fairhaven Study area: 

262 single family houses 
46 apartments (not including the senior citizen highrise) 

Assume: 3 persons per single family house 
2.5 persons per apartment unit 

Then: 262 x 3 = 785 persons 
4i··x 2. 5 = 115 

900 persons in study area not including senior citizens building. 

Land area within study area: 280 acres total 
80 acres residential use 

200 acres other uses 

Existing density: 900 - 80 = 11.25 persons per acre 

Projected land use would replace 80 single family houses (240 persons) 
with apartment density at 10 units per acre (25 persons per acre) 

Apartment use area = 21 .3 acres. 
Density = 25 persons per acre 
Population = 21.3 x 25 = 532 persons 

Increase in population due to proposed apartment land use: 
532 - 240 = 292 

Density resulting from proposed increases: 
1192 - 80 = 15 persons per acre 
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I. INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

Fairhaven is a district uncommon in its distinctiveness. In order to 
identify and conserve its best assets, preserve its hi story and 
character, and guide its change and orderly development, the people of 
t he Fai rhaven District saw a need for the creation of a unified concept 
and plan. 

The Fairhaven 1990 Task Force, under the auspices of the 01 d Fairhaven 
Association, was organi zed to direct this effort with the central aim of 
including as many voices and opinions as possible in the planning 
process. As the Task Force gathered ideas and preferences, 
recommendations were developed and discussed in the Task Force's Phase I 
Report, dated February 8, 1984. 

Subsequently, Phase II was undertaken. Its main thrust was to help 
coordinate pub 1 i c, community, and private efforts into a strong 
community-supported pl an. Information, documents, pl ans, and data were 
gathered, and surveys were initiated. Many public multi-sector meetings 
were held where ideas and proposals were discussed and evaluated. 

As a result of a full year ' s efforts, we have presented here an outline 
of specific recommendations to enhance, preserve, and develop in a 
manner cons i stent with people ' s desires the economic and historical 
strength and vitality of the Fairhaven area. 

We wished to create a unified, cohesive working document that business 
peopl e, residents, l andowners, community organizations, city staff, and 
our local governing bodi es could use as a base from which to work. Of 
primary importance was t he creation of specific goals and objectives 
and, where possible, the priori tization of projects for completion, 
along with the development of a section that lists resources, funds, and 
information that peopl e can use to bring these goals to reality. 

To this end we have dedicated endless hours of volunteer work, in 
conjunction with City staff time, Community Development Bl ock Grant 
funds, Environmental Intern Program funds, etc. 

Thanks must be expressed to many sectors of this community for all the 
faith, trust, and honest open-mindedness and goodwill for creating this 
unusual and individual unity of purpose. 
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II. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Fairhaven today, and the sense of pl ace that surrounds its core, is a 
direct result of a variety of factors and influences. Some li ke 
harbors, hillsides , and climate, predate the arrival of Europeans. 
Others, 1 i ke streets and property ownership, have determined patterns 
since settlement began. 

Today, change and development in Fairhaven are influenced by economic 
vagaries and by publ i c guidance in the fonn of land use and pennitting 
control s. 

Thi s section, Analysis of Existing Conditions, presents a thorough 
review of the many factors and influences important to the Fairhaven 
1990 Task Force's planning effort. 

Such a review and analysis is essential before planning assumptions and 
objectives can be articulated and before specific recommendations for 
action and capital improvements can be made. 

A. BACKGROUND 
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1. Hi story of the Area to the Present 

Fairhaven has the distinctive look of age and history . No 
where in Whatcom County is there such an extensive collection 
of major buildings that harken back to events of the l ast 
century. 

Fairhaven is better understood by reviewing the course of 
events and important changes that span two centuries. The 
following chronol ogy and outline presents some of the keys 
that help explain the history of Fairhaven. 

Post-Glacial - Coast Indians knew the area as 
Ages 11 Seeseeleechum11 (Place Where Something 

Good is Always Found.) 

1792 - Captain George Vancouver's expedition 
explored and named Bellingham Bay. 

1852 - Bellingham Bay first settl ed by Europeans. 

1858 - During the Fraser River Gold Rush, some 
10,000 miners awaited passage to the 
Fraser River from Bel lingham Bay, but the 
temporary settlement, down to the lumber, 
left with the prospectors. 
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1871 - The first plat on South Bell ingham Bay was 
filed, from today's Dougl as Avenue to t he 
Boul evard. 

1883 - Dani el "Dirty Dan" Harris filed the 
Fairhaven Plat and built his hotel and 
wharf. 

1888 - Nel son Bennett, mil li onaire from 
trans-Cascadian railroad building, arrives 
and buys Fairhaven townsite. 

1889 - Amended Pl at of Fairhaven filed and 1 and 

1889-1891 

1890 

1892 

pri ces soar . 

Fairhaven boomed in anticipation of t he 
coming of a second northern 
transcontinental rail road to Fairhaven and 
the joining of the Ca nadian Pacific 
Rai l road terminus in Vancouver and the 
Northern Pacific Rail road terminus in 
Seattle with the new terminus in Fairhaven. 

- Fairhaven was incorporated on May 6th. 

- The boom was over because, by thi s 
it had become cl ear that a rai 1 
across the Cascades to Fairhaven 
never be bui 1 t. 

time, 
route 
would 

Fairhaven had been vastl y overbuilt on speculation. About 180 
buildings were erected, but many of these were quickly and 
poorly constructed. Many were never fully used and were l eft 
empty soon after. 

The Waldron Building at 12th and McKenzie, for exampl e, was 
buil t of cull bricks that had been used as ship ball ast and 
was never compl eted or occupied above the second f l oor. 

The Fairhaven Hotel, though well-built, was for sale almost 
from the time of its construction in 1890. 

1892-93 

1898 

- The international financial coll apse, bank 
panic, and depression affected all the 
towns on Bellingham Bay dramatically. 

- Things picked up with the siting of fish 
canneries and lumber mi 11 s on Harris Bay, 
Fairhaven's waterfront . 
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These two industries, lumber and especially fishing, kept 
t hings going for Fairhaven. The largest shake mill and the 
largest cannery in the world were both located in Fairhaven. 
Sixty-five percent of all workers in the city were empl oyed in 
south Bellingham. 

1903 - Fairhaven and Whatcom merge to fonn 
Be 11 i ngham. On the Southside, there were 
t hree canneries, a cannery equipment 
fabricator, Reid Boiler Works to supply 
steam boilers, a tin-plating factory 
produci ng cans, and a shipyard building 
scows. 

The purchase of t he canneries by Pacific American Fisheries 
and PAF's expansion to Al aska kept things going. Now the 
shi pyard built larger ships to carry equipment to Alaska and 
canned salmon on the return trip. 

1920 - The shipyard closed down, but the 
canne ries continued with an occasional bad 
year ( '20 , '21 , '30, '32.) Fairhaven 
continued to lose business to the center 
of commerce, downtown Bellingham. It was 
simpl y a case of Fairhaven's topographic 
isolation and downtown's better access for 
county-wide markets. 

One by one, buildings l eft empty and deteriorating were torn 
down. Apartment houses stood empty . A few neighborhood 
stores survived along with the taverns, usually four taverns 
or so in operati on. 

1941-45 - The shipyards were revived to build wooden 
minesweepers , tugs, and a few v1ooden 
f reig hters. But things slowed down again 
after t he war. 

PAF was purchased by United Pacific, who sold off the Alaskan 
PAF plants one by one and finall y sold the Fairhaven Plant in 
1956 to the Port of Bellingham. 

Late '40's - Fairhaven now served as a neighborhood 
c omme re i a 1 center wi th few city-wi de 
service businesses. Over the years, t he 
growth of residential neighborhoods had 
strengthened the groceries and other 
neighborhood businesses. Edgemoor started 
filling in in the l ate 40's. Happy Valley 
has never really filled in. A sewer trunk 
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1960' s 

to the south end of the University made 
the construction of apartment buildings 
south of the campus possibl e. 

- Apartments and condomi nums along the 
Soul evard, north of Fairhaven, began to 
appear. 

1970' s - These trends in residential development 
continue slowly to the present and will 

1980' s 

add to the support of neighborhood 
business services. Businesses which 
require a wider market area to survive 
have faced much less certain futures. The 
attempts of Ken Imus to refurbish 
bui l dings and create a regional retail 
center of commerce failed for a number of 
reasons. Building rehabilitation costs 
led to fairly high l ease rates, the 
attempts coincided with the first gas 
shortage of 1 73- 1 74, and the high volume 
of shopper traffic required to support 
specialty, gift, and second floor shops 
never materialized. 

- The present familiar condition of the 
Fairhaven area derives from the cumulative 
effect of these and many more events and 
influences. 

The area's character and charm have survived, along with the 
hopes held by many that the partially vacant buildings can be 
renovated and filled and that the exquisite natural setting 
Fairhaven enjoys can host a vital economic community. It was 
these hopes that led to the d~velopment of the Fairhaven 1990 
Task Force and this report. 

2. Review of Prior Plans and Policies 

a. The Bellingham Plan (the comprehensive land use plan) 

(1) Goals and Policies 

This document, Goals and Policies, provides a 
general framework for the land use plan by 
establ ishing City goals and policies "to guide 
proposals for development and the exercise of 
governmental discretion required to approve such 
proposals •• • 11 (Ordinance 8868, August 1980). 
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The document is divided into sections (Urban Plan, 
Housing, Land Use, Open Space, Circulation, Public 
Faciliti es and Utilitias,) and many of the goals and 
policies have a bearing on proposals for Fairhaven. 
Those most directly applicable range from the very 
broad (Goal: Retain historic and cultural 
landmarks) to the fairly specific (Policy: Street 
lighting ..• should reflect the design theme of the 
neighborhood .) 

Rather than li st the dozens of goals and po 1 i ci es 
with a bearing on Fairhaven development, a number of 
those most pertinent for Fairhaven 1990 are 
presented here, and Goals and Policies is suggested 
as an important reference. 

Excerpts from t he Goa~s and Policies document: 

Goal: Insure a perpetual, interconnected, 
citywide system of publicly-owned or 
protected open space. ( p. 21) 

Goal: Improve recreational access to the 
shore 1 i ne. ( !J. 21 ) 

Goal: Provide a safe, pleasant and direct 
network of pedestrian circulation 
throughout the City. (p . 22) 

Policy: Bikeways should be installed consistent 
with the Bicycle Facilities Planning 
document. (p. 6) 

Goal: Capitalize on the commercial and public 
access potential of the waterfront 
area. ( p. 7) 

Recorrmen-
dat ion: Physical and visual links between 

existing parks and other public open 
spaces should be developed utilizing 
drainage courses, creeks, ravines, 
shorelines, etc. ( p. 25) 

Policy: New arterial corridors should follow 
topographic or 1 and use patterns which 
minimize disruptive impacts on 
residential neighborhoods. ( p. 31) 
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(2) Fai rhaven Neighborhood Plan 

Each neighborhood plan applies in geographically 
specific detail the Goals and Policies of the 
Bellingham Pl an. After a series of neighborhood 
ireetings, the Fairhaven Neighborhood Plan was 
adopted in 1980 (Ordinance 8868) and implemented in 
1982 with the passage of the Land Use Ordinance. 

The neighborhood i s d1v1ded into 13 sub-areas, each 
discussed briefly, and then guidelines for pennitted 
uses are outl ined. These di scussi ans and guidelines 
are of particul ar interest and therefore the 
Fairhaven Neighborhood Plan i s an important 
reference. 

Highl ighted in the Fairhaven Neighborhood 
number of recommended actions, several of 
been implemented. Among those 
impl ementation are: 

Pl an are a 
which have 

awaiting 

- improvement of the Padden Creek and Larrabee 
Avenue right-of-way as a buffer between 
residential and commercial/industrial uses. 

- i1nprovement of pedestrian corridors to create a 
network wi th 11 01 d Fairhaven 11 as the hub, 
specifically 10th Street from Harris Street to 
Boulevard Park, along Padden Creek and the 
Larrabee Street right-of-way, along Harris Street 
bel ow 10th, and other sidewalk sections. 

- public access to saltwater beaches is to be 
preserved, improved, and where possible expanded. 

- management of Padden Creek to enhance fisheries 
producti on. 

- routing of South Tenninal truck traffic on Donovan 
to 10th to Harris. 

- implementation of a local parking authority to 
provi de the parking required to accompany 
devel opment in the hi storic core. 

- development of a phased traffic rerouting, parking 
and pedestrian enhancement plan for "Old 
Fairhaven". 
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Especially noteworthy is the recommendation that 
construction in the neighborhood and historic 
co1T1Tiercial areas be sympathetic and compatible in 
scale, color, materials, and proportion to existing 
histori c buildings. However, there is no mechanism 
in pl ace to assure the com~atibil ity of the design 
character of new building ex er1ors. 

(3) South Hill Neighborhood Plan 

Several sub-areas of the South Hill neighborhood 
fall within the Fairhaven 1990 study area. The 
South Hill Neighborhood Pl an is also an important 
reference document. 

Basically, the area west of 10th to the shoreline is 
recommended for waterfront-related development: for 
parks or public use north of Bennett, for 
recreati ona 1 commercial development south of Bennett 
until meeting the industrial uses at the Port of 
Bellingham's Uniflite leasehold. 

The area east of l 0th is designated for 
unit residential development with 
consideration for view protection and the 
areas adjacent to the south. 

multiple 
speci al 

historic 

Among the recommended actions for the South Hil 1 
Neighborhood is one with a bearing on the Fairhaven 
District: improvement of the pedestrian and bicycle 
access route al ong 10th Street from Fairhaven to 
Boulevard Park. 

(4) Open Space Pl an (Technical Appendix 5) 

' The Open Space Pl an is based on the premise that 
growth and development are inevitable, but that 
preserving and providing open space is very 
important to the beauty and livability of a city. 

The goal of the Bellingham Open Space Plan is 11 to 
insure a perpetual, inter-connected, city-wide 
system of publ 1cly owned or protected open space." 

The Open Space Plan is a thorough document and 
includes a repeat of goals , policies , findings, and 
recommendations from the Goals and Policies 
document, an inventory of publicly owned open space, 
a review of recreational demand , an outline of 
procurement options, and discussion of 14 categories 
of open space with maps identifying potential sites. 
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Other opportunities may appear that are not 
identified in this 1980 document, and the Open Space 
Plan encourages consideration of t hese opportunities 
whenever they ar i se. 

Sites identifi ed (see Figure 2) that fall within the 
Fairhaven 1990 planning area fol l ow. The page 
numbers refer to the Open Space Plan pages. 

Buffer: 
Along Padden Creek and Larrabee Street between 
the residential area and industrial /commerci al 
area to its north . ( p. 40) 

View Points: 
South Hil 1 street ends Undeveloped 
rights-of- way offeri ng panorami c views should be 
developed as viewpoints. (p. 47 ) 

Trail Corridors: 
Tenth Street Trail should be developed on 
the 10th Street r i ght-of-way to prov i de a direct 
link between Boul evard Park and t he Fairhaven 
Historic District and Fairhaven Park. (p. 52) 

Saltwater Access: 
Boulevard Park The 1978 Boulevard Park 
Master Pl an (Phase I I and I I I) should be 
reviewed, updated as required, and implemented. 
Ac qui si ti on of 1 and between t he south boundary 
of the park, 10th Street, Taylor Street, and the 
railroad i s reconmended. (p. 56) 

Taylor Street Bridge and Pi er City should 
encourage and cooperate with private interests 
toward the renovation of the pier as a 
recreational/commercial f aci lity. (p. 56) 

Padden Creek/South Tenninal Boat Launch The 
boat launch function shoul d be reta ined, but the 
facility improved to provide a more pleasant 
environment , improved parking, and possible 
limited day moorage, generall y as reconvnended in 
the Coastal Zone Management Study . (p. 56). 

Marine Park The extension of the park north 
along the western edge of South Tenni nal should 
be investigated and pursued. (p. 56). 

Sewage Treatment Pl ant Ti da l 
Pedestrian access to and aro und 
should be improved for limi ted 
use. (p. 56) 

Lagoon 
the 1 agoon 

rec reat i ona 1 
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Fresh Water Access: 
Padden Creek - Public access is to be 
established wherever possible from Lake 
Padden to Bellingham Bay. (p . 60) 

Fairhaven Rose Garden Renovation of 
the Rose Garden should include opening 
up some portion of the northern edge to 
provide visual and possibly physical 
access to the Creek. ( p. 60) 

Pedestrian Routes: 
Fairhaven Neighborhood Streets 
Harris, Donovan, Cowgill, 4th, 8th, 
12th, and 14th Streets should be 
improved to encourage pedestrian 
circulation. (p. 80) 

South Hi 11 Nei~hborhood - Pedestrian 
improvements s oul d be made to routes 
leading to the Fairhaven Business area 
and Boulevard Park. ( p. 81) 

Bicycle Ways: 
South Bay Bike Link Include link 
a 1 ong l 0th Street from Bayview Avenue 
to Mi 11 to Donovan then down to the 
Padden Creek trail to Fairhaven Park. 
( p. 87) 

b. Bellingham Shoreline Management Master Program 

The City .of Bellingham Shoreline Mana~ement Master 
Program establishes guidelines and permitting procedures 
for development within 200 feet of shorelines and 
associated wetlands. 

Shoreline designation categories are defined and assigned 
to Bellingham's shorelines and "use activity regulations" 
are listed for 21 catagories of land use. 

In the Fairhaven 1990 study area, three shoreline 
environment designations are assigned. Pl ease refer to 
Figure 3 for locations of shoreline class ifications. 

In the Master Program, each designation category is 
defined, its purpose and intent outlined, regulations are 
listed, and conditional uses are identifi ed. 

- Urban I designations allow intense shoreline 
development. The permitting process assures 
consideration for shoreline enhancement, aesthetic 
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attributes, public access, set-back requirements, 
and environmental concerns. 

- Urban II designations reserve shoreline areas for 
1 ntense water-surface dependent uses or for a 
substantial number of the general public to enjoy 
the shore 1 i ne . 

- Conservancy I 1 designations reserve areas which 
offer "unique opportunity for the citizens of 
Bellingham to enjoy physical access to the 
shorelines and water. " No f il 1 or permanent 
structures are allowed within 100 feet of the 
ordinary high water mark or within 50 feet if it 
enhances the public's physical access. 

c. Coastal Zone Management Plan 

This June 1977 study by Kramer, Chin & Mayo for the City 
of Bellingham presents a comprehensive analysis of 
environmental and urban planning considerations for 
Bellingham's near-shore areas. The purpose was to refine 
and enhance the City's Shoreline Master Program with the 
objectives of providing for increased and improved public 
access to the waterfront and for the expansion needs of 
water- related industry . 

Suitable sites for public access and industrial uses were 
located, analyzed, and recomnended. The use of fil l was 
considered where it would not cause signifi cant adverse 
environmental impacts and would produce significant 
benefits for public access and orderly industrial growth. 

The CZM study Section 12 contains a concise review of 
land-use recommendations, rationale, concerns, and 
proposed regulations. 

Specific options and recorrmendati ons for land use on the 
City's waterfront were 01.Jtlined. For the Fairhaven 1990 
study area, the CZM Study recomnends: 

- an industrial emphasis for the Port of Bellingham's 
South Terminal Property, consi stent with the Port's 
projections and plans for t he site. An alternative 
emphasis on commercial/recreational and industrial 
mixed uses was considered appropriate but of 
uncertain economic feasibility. 
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- South of the Port industrial 
recommended from Marine Park 
margin of the tidal lagoon to a 
area on the lagoon' s south end. 

uses , a trail was 
along the eastern 

passive recreational 

- The Padden Creek mudflats north of Harris, it i s 
suggested, should be enhanced and could be partially 
filled for either industrial or recreational uses. 
In either case, a public access right-of-way along 
the creek to the bay with a viewpoint and the 
existing boat launch i s recommended. 

- The area north of Uniflite, both on-shore and on the 
Taylor Street Pier, is recommended for 
co1T111e rci al /recreational and recreation al development 
with ti es to the Fairhaven District vi a 10th Street 
and to Boulevard Park either on-shore or along the 
refurbished railroad pier. 

d. Zervas Fairhaven Study 

The 1973 Fairhaven Stud~, produced by James Zervas for 
the City of Belling am Office of Planning and 
Development, covered a study area roughly equivalent to 
the Fairhaven 1990 study area. 

The study reviewed existi ng conditions, involved local 
citizen participation, outlined objectives, and 
reco11111ended land use designations and circulation 
improvements . 

The Fairhaven Stud~ was adopted by Ordinance 8251 as an 
amendment to the 1ti7 Bellingham Comprehensive Plan. Its 
official status was repealed when the Fairhaven 
Neighborhood Plan was adopted. 

As a mechanism to assure that outlined planning 
objectives guided development, the pl an recommended that 
a special district be established to pro vi de for review 
of development by a Citizen ' s Advisory Panel made up of 
citizens from the area and from the City Planning 
Co11111ission. Though such a mechanism was developed by 
City staff and recommended by the City Planning 
Co1T111ission, the advisory panel and spec ial district were 
never established. 

A companion study, the Fairhaven Business District Stud~, 
was also produced in 1973. Major changes in t e 
c i rcul ati on system were proposed so that a six square 
block pedestrian mall area could be created. Parking 
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needs based on ex;sting and projected development were 
tabulated, and locations for on-grade parking facilities 
were proposed. 

e. Fairhaven: Program for the Implementation of the 
Comprehensive Plan 

When the 1973 Fairhaven Study was incorporated in the 
Comprehensive Plan, City of Bellingham Planning staff 
drafted an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance which 
defined the purpose, membership, and procedures for 
establishing Design Review Districts. Guidelines for a 
Fairhaven Design Review District were also outlined. 

The design criteria were very general, nonrestrictive, 
and simply cal 1 ed for 11 sensitive, careful design. 11 

The design review committee of five members would have 
reviewed all development proposals within a district' s 
boundaries and would have issued permits for improvements 
to proceed. 

While the creation of Design Review Districts was 
supported by the Planning Corrrnission, the proposal failed 
to gain the support of the City Council . 

f. Capital Improvement Program 

The City of Bellingham Captital Improvement Program (CIP) 
is revised and prioritized eac h yea r by the City 
Council . The 6-year CIP li sts major projects, estimated 
costs, funding sources, year sc hedul ed, relative 
priority, project description, and planning 
considerations. 

The CIP is re,viewed and revised by City Council each 
year, and additions, deletions, and changes in priorities 
can be expected. The City Counci 1 Ca pi ta 1 Improvements 
Committee is currently preparing the 1985 CIP. 

City capital projects within or effecting the Fairhaven 
1990 study area are excerpted here from the 1984 CIP: 

Fairhaven Truck Route 
cost estimate $320,000, funding source unidentifieds 
scheduled 1 86- 1 88. 



Fairhaven Sewer Se~aration 
cost esti1nate $ 00, 000, funding source unidentified, 
unscheduled. 

Fairhaven Drainage Imgrovements 
cost estimate $8 ,000, funding source Conmunity 
Development Block Grant, scheduled 1 84, 
(reconstruction of 6th St. storm drain and other 
critical improvements identified by the Public Works 
Department.) 

Miscellaneous Park Improvements 
funded and scheduled for 184, (includes Fairhaven 
Park Improvements) 

Recreational Trails 
cost estimate $100,000, funding Revenue Sharing and 
unidentified, scheduled 185. 

HappY Valley/Fairhaven Open Space 
cost $71,000, fundin~ Conmunity Development Block 
Grant, scheduled 1 83- 84, (includes a trai l along 
Padden Creek in Fairhaven) 

Fairhaven Library Renovation 
funded and scheduled for 1 84, (inc 1 udes meeting 
rooms, gallery space, and large public assembly room.) 

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA 
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l. Study Area Boundaries 

The Fairhaven 1990 Task Force has focused its attention on the 
area of South Bellingham that centers on the Fairhaven 
Historic District and sweeps down to Bellingham Bay. 

The study area is bounded on the west by the Bay and on land 
by the following streets: Bennett from the shoreline to 10th, 
10th to Douglas, Douglas to Finnegan Way, Finnegan Way to the 
Columbia Street right of way, Columbia to 13th, 13th to Padden 
Creek, then directly west along Cowgil l and the Fairhaven 
Neighborhood's southern boundary. 

See Figure 1 for a map of the planning area that shows these 
boundaries along with other existing boundaries in t he 
vicinity. 

As in any sensitive planning effort, care has been taken to 
examine study area issues and problems in context . Therefore, 
neighboring uses and patterns that extend beyond study area 
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boundari es have been considered throughout the course of thi s 
project. 

2. Topography/Environmental Features/Mic roclimate 

Fairhaven's topography and environmental features help expl ain 
its early settlement and devel opment as a center of corrrnerce 
on Bellingham Bay. Fi gure 2 wi th its elevation contours shows 
the character of the l andscape that influenced human 
settl ement patterns. 

The strongest defining features of the area are fairly 
sheltered deep water and a long shoreline adjacent t o gently 
sl oping l and nearly surrounded by steeper hill s. Thi s wide 
expanse of near-shore bui ldabl e l and is t he site of one of the 
earl iest Bellingham Bay plats, the 1883 Fairhaven Plat of 
Dani el "Dirty Dan" Harris. 

The dominant distinguishing environmental features of the area 
are the physical nearness of Bellingham Bay and the expansive 
views of t he water and horizon. From points throughout 
Fairhaven, the Bay and landforms beyond provide dramatic 
vistas. 

The shoreline li es cl ose by the historic/commercial core of 
Fai rhaven, passing within l /4 mile of the hub at 11th and 
Harri s Street s. However, thi s nearness i s often forgotten 
because of the lack of physical connection between t he water 
and the conmercial core. 

The original shoreline, indicated by the dotted line, has been 
changed over the years in response to devel opment pressure, 
creating a wider, level area adjacent to deep water. 

Padden Creek fonns another important environmental feature for 
the study area . The creek flows through a ravine from 
Fairhaven Park to the Bay and fonns an established open space 
recreational corridor and a park-1 ike buffer between 
comnercial /industrial and residental land uses. The original 
estuary of the creek has been substantially altered by fi lling 
and railroad and street construction. 

Mi crocl imate for Fairhaven differs sli ghtly because of 
topography from the mil d weather enjoyed by the Whatcom County 
area. Prevailing southerly winds are deflected by t he 
Chuckanut Mountains south of Fai rhaven and the occasional 
winter "northeasters" that roar across the county are 
defl ected from Fairhaven by Sehome Hill. 



Near-shore waters in Harris Bay are protected from prevailing 
and stonn southerly and southwest erly winds by the northwest 
shoulder of land at South Tenninal. Westerly and northly 
storm winds have too 1 itt l e fetch to generate high waves, 
although a major sto rm in 1957 did destroy a Fairhaven marina. 

3. Circulation 
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The Fairhaven 1990 planning area circulation system must 
s imultaneously serve a variety of needs and purposes. These 
include pedestrians, bi cycli sts, res idents ' vehicles, vehicles 
passing t hrough, vehicles going to and from t he South 
Terminal , and vehi cl es destined for the commerc i al area. 

With the central goal of providi ng a safe and effi cient 
circulation network, t he City of Bellingham monitors and 
maintains the system and pl ans for improvements when they are 
needed. 

Thi s section bri efly describes t he existi ng conditions in the 
planning area under t he general headi ng s of Vehicular 
Circulation Patterns, Pedestrians, Bicyclists, Public 
Transportation , and Accidents. 

a. Vehi cular Circulation Patterns 

Traffic in and around the planning area moves in 
established, predic tabl e patterns. Ideally, a network of 
roadways matche s t he needs of an area and helps direct 
different kinds of t raff i c to t he street best suited to 
carry it. 

The City designates streets for different functions , and 
de sign and pl anning decisions follow from this 
designation. Streets classified as "primary" and 
"secondary" arteri a 1 s are intended to pro vi de principal 
access into and out of an area and to carry high traffic 
volumes, 10,000 vehicles per day (VPD) or more. Valley 
Parkway from Interstate 5 and t he 12th Street-Finnegan 
Way-11th Street co r ridor are designated primary arterials 
and Harri s Street west of 12th i s c lassified as a 
secondary arteri al. Harris Street east of 12th i s 
c lassifi ed as a "coll ector arterial" a street intended to 
carry resident ial , commercial , or industrial traffic to 
primary or secondary arterials and des igned to carry 
1 ,500 to 5,000 VPD. 

All other streets in the planning area are c l assified as 
"local streets", intended to carry only residential 
traffi c to arterials . 
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The following Fig ure 4a shows the offic i al City of 
Bel lingham roadway classifications. 

b. Pedestri ans 

Pedestrian circulation depends on two interconnected 
networks to provide safe, convenient and pleasant 
walkways: (1) sidewalks and paths along City streets and 
(2) walkways throughout the City's open space system. 

Most of the streets in the planning area do not have 
sidewalks. Bell i n,ham Pl an calls for t he provision of 
sidewalks along al arterial s and with t he construction 
of major pa rking l ots and with commerc i al, industrial, 
and mul t ipl e res i dential development. The Ci ty cont inues 
to repair and construct sidewalks and pedestri an ways 
throughout t he City wi th an emphasis on areas with 
greater pedestrian use. The Figure 4b shows those street 
segments for which s idewalks are absent. 

The City ' s open space network i s to become, over time, "a 
perpetual, interconnected citywide system of publi cly 
owned or protected open space". {Bellingham Plan Goals & 
Pol i cies, p. 21}. Several major 1 inks pass close to the 
hub of 11 0ld Fairhaven" and provide pleasant, quiet paths 
for pedestrians: (1} the Padden Creek-side trail from 
Fairhaven Park to McKenzie Avenue and 8th Street, (2) t he 
proposed extension from the Padden Creek trai 1 along the 
Larrabee right-of-way from Mil l to Douglas Avenues then 
along 10th to Bennett and the south end of Boulevard 
Park, (3 ) the Larrabee buffer trail from 8th west across 
the sewage treatment plant property to Marine Park. 

The publ ic opinion survey conducted as part of this 
project confirms that the availability of pl easant 
walking places i s highly valued. 

c. Bicyclists 

Cyclists in general share the paved roadway surfaces with 
other vehicles. No designated off-street bi keways now 
exist wi th t he planning area, but long-range City pl ans 
call for the development of bike trails within the open 
space network to serve both rec reat i ona 1 and co1T111uter 
bicyclists. 

Providing for the safe shared use of roadways by 
bicyclists and motor vehicles re qui res special 
consideration and attention to detail during roadway 
desi gn. 
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d. Public Transportation 

The Whatcom Transportation Authority offers an economic 
and dependable means of transportation throughout 
Bellingham. The Fairhaven planning area is served by 
three main bus routes. 

Entering the study area from the north are two routes: 
routes number one and number two. Bus number one (South 
State/Victor-Meri di an) travels south on 11th Avenue to 
Mill and then continues south on 12th to Donovan. The 
number one then 1 eaves the study area heading east on 
Donovan but returns heading west on Harris. At 12th, it 
turns north and continues to South State destined for 
downtown. The transit system is currently providing 
service hourly between 9:10 and 2:10, but a change to 
half-hourly service all day is anticipated for 
September l, 1984. 

Bus number two (Alabama Hill/Garden Street) approaches 
the study area from the north heading south on 14th to 
Knox, and then east to 16th. From 16th it then travels 
north to Garden Street. Hourly service between 9:10 and 
2:10 is expected to return to a twice hourly schedule 
this fall. 

Bus number five (Lake Padden/Mall /WWU} enters the study 
area from the southeast on Valley Parkway, heads north on 
12th and then east on Mill and Harris to the Bellingham 
Mall. This 50 minute route passes through the area once 
each hour. 

The WWU Shuttle does not enter the study area, but does 
provide service just outside the area at 21st and Harris 
and also at 24th and Knox. 

There are no other anticipated changes at this time. 

e. Ace i dents 

Accardi ng to t he Be 11 i ngham Police Dept. there were a 
total of twenty accidents reported within the study area 
during 1983. Of t hese twenty, eleven resulted in no 
injury, eight involved minor injuries, and one accident 
was disabling. 

Forty-five percent of all the accidents occured within 
three blocks of each other, along 12th Avenue between 
McKenzie and Mill Streets. 
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Those accidents that involved t wo or more automobiles 
were responsible for the one disabling and three of the 
minor injuri es. 

Two of the acc idents involved bicyc l es and vehicles, both 
of which caused minor i njuries . The accidents occured at 
12th and Mill and 14th and Mi ll . 

There was one accident that involved a vehicle and a 
motorcycle, whi ch resulted in minor injuries. 

There were no accidents that invol ved vehicles and 
pedestrians. 

One accident involved a train. The train/automobile 
accident resulted in no i njuries. 

f. Rai 1 roads 

Burlington Northern provides railway service to 
Bell ingham, Seattl e, Vancouver, British Columbia , and the 
surrounding areas. Having a large ci ty at each end of a 
rail way 1 ink i s a key factor in that 1 ink's 1 ong-tenn 
survival . 

On an average, 300 to 400 cars pass through Bel 1 i ngham 
each day, of \~hi ch only 30-40 originate here. The major 
local freight contributors are Georgia Pacific, Columbia 
Cement, Intalco, Arco, and the local lumber industry. 
Though only a small percentage of t he cargo originates in 
Bellingham, the rail system continues to provide 
dependable service to local industries. 

Burlington Northern no 1 onger pro vi des a package deli very 
service. They do, however, provide small local train 
shipments, stopping in New Westminster, Ferndale, and 
Mt. Vernon. 

In 1981 , Amtrak discontinued its passenger service 
between Seattl e and Vancouver, B.C., principal ly because 
of high costs and a decline in passenger use. The 
passenger line was a sceni c route a 1 ong the water and 
stopped in Vancouver, New Westminster, Blaine, 
Bellingham, Mt. Vernon, Everett, Edmonds and Seattle. 

4. Open Space/Recreation 

Bellingham, l ike communities of all sizes, has officially 
recognized t he need for open space. The Bellingham Plan Goal s 
and Policies document clearly emphasizes the high priority 
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Bellingham places on pl anning for and providing open space and 
recreational opportunities. 

The Fairhaven 1990 planning area includes a wealth of open 
space and a network of recreational opportunities. Only part 
of this network enjoys permanent dedication to thi s use 
through public ownership or control. Much of the currently 
vacant land remains in private ownershi p, and its use can 
change at any time. This fact illustrates how essential it i s 
to establi sh ample open space patterns early before 
opportunities are l ost. 

Pl ease refer to Figure 2 whi ch identifies the major el ements 
of t he pennanent open space system. For the Fairhaven 1990 
planning area these include: 

- Fairhaven Park - a major multi-purpose City park of 16 
acres several blocks southeast of the comm~rcial core. 

- Padden Creek Ravine - l eading towards the Bay from 
Fairhaven Park, this deep ravine includes a trai l on the 
old Fairhaven and Southern Railroad grade. 

- Larrabee Buffer - from about 9th and Larrabee, City-owned 
1 ots and rights-of-way fonn a buffer between residential 
and other uses and are to be developed in 1984 to extend 
the Padden Creek trail to 4th and the City sewage 
treatment pl ant l and. 

Sewage Treatment Pl ant - city-owned land surrounding the 
waste water treatment pl ant is used for field sports and 
access to the Bay. 

Saltwater Lagoon on the west edge of t he sewage 
treat ment pl ant acreage, improved accessibility and 
passi ve recreation have been recommended several times 
for this tidal marsh and lagoon area. 

- Marine Park - th i s Port of Bellingham park wi th parking 
and restroom facilities provides access to water, 
wonderful views, picnicking areas, and a starti ng point 
for walks to Post Point along the water and, in the 
future, to the Saltwater Lagoon and the Larrabee 
Buffer/Padden Creek Trail. 

Padden Creek Estuary - from the Bay to about 8th and 
McKenzie where the Padden Creek trai l begins, Padden 
Creek has been reco!11llended for enhancement in several 
studies to improve public access and enhance biological 
vitality. 
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- Boat Launch - a Port of Bel 1 i ngham boat launch at 6th 
Street enj oys fairl y heavy use. 

- l 0th Street Right-of-Way - the city 1 s right-of-way from 
Mi 11 to Dougl as Streets is to be imp roved to provide a 
link from Fairhaven to Boulevard Park for pedestrians and 
possibl e bicycli sts.The route enjoys spectacular water 
views, connects Old Fairhaven with potential co11111ercial 
development on the water north of Douglas, and offers a 
quiet scenic walking route fairly free of automobi l es. 

- Sand/Sandstone Beach - al ong the shore from the Unifl ite 
area to the Adams Street right of way, a sand and 
sandstone outcrop beach is exposed at l ow tide. 

- City Rights-of-Way - pennanently under public sector 
control, rights-of-way comprise a network for circulation 
of vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. As streets are 
upgraded to full City standards, improvements for 
pedestrians and cyclists are included. 

- Privately-Owned Land vacant 1 and throughout the 
pl anning area adds to the sense of openness, but is 
likely to be developed eventually. 

s. Land Use/Zoning 

"To protect and promote the heal th, safety, and general 
welfare of the public," local governments have long been 
authorized to set standards and guidelines for the use of land. 

All land within the City falls under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Bel lingham Land Use Ordinance 9024, as amended, 
adopted in April, 1982 to implement the Bellin1ham Plan. The 
Bellingham Plan, discussed above in Section I.A.2, is the 
City's comprehensive plan and was developed after hundreds of 
hours of neighborhood meetings, public hearings, and Council 
work sessions. 

Basically, the land use/zoning system requires that the use of 
privately- or publicly-owned land conform to standards and 
development guidelines set by the Land Use Ordinance. The 
ordinance also establishes the procedures and process by which 
the City reviews and permits proposals for land use and 
development and by which the City can amend the ordinance to 
reflect changing conditions and new considerations. 

The key documents in the Bellingham Plan are the Neighborhood 
Plans. Each neighborhood in the City is divided into 
subareas, and each subarea i s given a 1 and use designation 
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keyed to a long li st of permitted uses and conditional uses . 
These use designations, such as residential, industrial, or 
cormnercial, are tied to a development handbook , the set of 
guidelines that apply to that l and use. 

The land use cl assi fi ca ti on syst em al so sets maximum allowabl e 
densities, "spec i al conditions" important in permit review, 
and "prerequi site considerati ons," t hings that must happen 
before development can proceed. The Fairhaven Neighborhood 
Pl an and the South Hi 11 Neighborhood Pl an a re key references 
~the Fairhaven 1990 planning area. 

Within the Fairhaven 1990 planning area, present land use and 
long-term planned use differ in some subareas. Please refer 
to the following Figures 5a and Sb for present land uses and 
official land use des ignations. 

Over the course of time these differences may disappear; for 
example, land now vaca nt in subarea 4 might be developed as 
light industri al, or residential land in subareas 2A and 8 
mi~ht become more commercial as i s projected in the Fairhaven 
Neighborhood Plan. 

However , the potential will always exist for conflict between 
the comnunity's opinion of the most appropriate land use, as 
reflected in the land use designati on, and a particul ar 
property owner's preferences for other uses. The Land Use 
Ordinance provides for the reconsideration of designations and 
other guidelines, recogni zing that any former decision must be 
able to withstand a thorough review. 

6. Economic Profi 1 e 

The Fairhaven 1990 pl anning area includes t hree di stinct 
subareas of economi c activi ty. 

The South Terminal, at the end of Harris Ave . , provides 
industrial and commercial possibilities for its shorefront 
property on Harri s Bay . The Port of Bellingham owns most of 
the waterfront property in t he pl an ning area. Other large 
parcels of land in the water front, industrial subarea are held 
by individual private l andowners and companies. Current 
tenants include one fish processing plant, a sh ipyard, a metal 
fabricator , and Murray Chri s Craft Cru i sers West, Inc. 
(formerly Uni fl i te). The Port commissi on has approved a 
six-month feasibility study of the South Terminal as a site 
for a resort or mixed use complex. The six-month study should 
be completed sometime between July and September of 1984. 
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The Fairhaven Hi storic District uphill from the waterfront 
industrial area i s the site of an early settlement in Puget 
Sound. The buildings that remain from that era house a 
variety of small businesses. Further renovation of existing 
bui 1 dings could provide space for many more shops, offices, 
and residences. With the federal investment tax credits and 
other incentives for rehabilitating historic buildings, the 
Fairhaven area has potential to attract investors for 
redevelopment. 

The non-historic commerc i al area surrounding the historic core 
includes a wide variety of businesses and services that serve 
both the Neighborhood and a reg ional market area. Listed 
below by category are the exi sting businesses. 

a. Commercial: 

- General Merchandise and Specialty Stores 
(1) Hayden's Thriftway 
( 2) Yorky ' s 
(3) Fullbelly Deli 
(4) Washington State Liquor Store 
(5) Fairhaven Phannacy 
(6) Fairhaven Bicycle 
(7) Good Earth Pottery 
(8) Tony's Coffee and Tea Shop 
(9) The Vil l age Yarn Place 
(10) Something Old Antiques 
(11) Gallery West 
(12) The Wicker Basket 
(13) Fabrikations 
(14) Village Books 
(15) Early Baking Company 
(16) The Chimney Sweep (wood stoves) 
(17) The Beginning (pottery) 
(18) The Corner House (British woolen goods) 
(19) Paperback Place 
(20) Paper Dreams 
( 21 ) Pet Pourri 
(22) The Athletes Foot 
(23) Harris Street Music 
(24) Bear's Auto Parts 

- Service Stations 
(1) Bobs Southside Service 
(2) Yorky's (self- serve) 
(3) Fullbelly Deli (self- serve) 
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- Personal Servi ces 
(1) Shear Des ign 
(2) Rockurz Hair Design 
(3) Les Moodies Aair Design 
(4) Gerri ts, Inc. 
(5) Ha's Hair Designer 
(6) Annie's of Fairhaven 
(7) Fairhaven Depot 
(8) Fairhaven Laundry 
(9) Bellingham National Bank 

- Professional Services 
(1) Dr. Dennis A. Gale, DDS 
(2) Dr. Yillaim Servais, DDS 
(3) Dr. Norman Krebil l , DDS 
(4) Dr. Patrick Aarstol, OD (optometry) 
(5) Rod MacKenzie (pastoral counselor) 
(6) Psychiatric Offices 
(7) Architects Northwest 
(8) Fairhaven Realty 
(9) Vreeman Upholstery 
(10) South Bay Photo 
(11) Fairhaven Communications (printer/publisher) 
(12) Fairhaven Magazine 
(13) Northwest Capital Conservers (financial 

advisors) 
(14) Lorentzen and Associates (financial advisors) 
(15) Fairhaven Massage and Therapy Center 
(16) Krumsiek Engineering (electrical) 
(17) Sitting Pretty (home care for chi ldren/elderly.) 
(18) Interiors Plus (interior design) 

b. Restaurants/Taverns 

(1) Fairhaven Restaurant 
(2) Dirty Dan's 
(3) Spats Restaurant 
(4) Dos Padres 
(5) A La Carte (catering and gourmet carry-out) 
(6) Bullie's Restaurant 
(7) Venus Pizza 
(8) Win's Drive in 
(9) Tony's Coffee & Tea Shop 
(10) Cal's Tavern 

c. Entertainment/Recreation 
(1) The Picture Show 
(2) Fairhaven Cinema 
(3) The Tennis Club 
(4) North Cascades Alpine (guide services) 
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d. Public Faci li ties 
(l) Fairhaven Library 
( 2) Chuckanut Square (Bellingham Housing Authority 

senior highrise) 

e. Industrial Facilities 
(l} Arrowac Fisheries 
(2) Murray Chris Craft Cruisers West, Inc. 
(3) Reid Boiler Works, Inc. 
( 4) Mc Evoy Oil Company 
(5} Keith Oi l Company 
(6) Marine Services 
(7) Fairhaven Industries 
(8) Gl acier Distributing Company 

7. Population Characteristics 

The Fairhaven 1990 planning area falls within neighborhoods 
whose population characteri sties have been compiled and 
reviewed by the City of Bellingham. It has been detennined 
that the Happy Valley/Fairhaven neighborhoods are eligible as 
low to moderate imcome neighborhoods for the Co11T11uni ty 
Development Block Grant (CDBG} program through 1987. The CDBG 
boundaries coincide with the City of Bellingham's Neighborhood 
Pl an boundaries. (See Figure l for Neighborhood boundaries.} 

Neighborhoods qualify for CDBG if more than 51% of all 
families in an area are of low or moderate income. Low to 
moderate income is defined as less than 80% of the median 
income of families in Whatcom County. 

According to the 1980 Census of Population and Housing, 448 
persons lived in the Fairhaven neighborhood census area on 
April 1, 1980. (Refer to Figure l, for neighborhood census 
area boundaries.} This comprised 1.0 percent of the City 
population. Among the 448 persons in the Fairhaven 
neighborhood, thirty percent were 65 years and over. In the 
study of the overall City of Bellingham, thirteen percent were 
65 years and over. This shows a significantly high percentage 
of retirement age persons living in the Fairhaven 
neighborhood, largely due to the Chuckanut Square high-rise 
located on 12th Street. The high-ri se offers 101 units to low 
income senior citizens over the age of 62. 

School enrollment f ram the Fairhaven neighborhood area 
included 100 persons. Thirty-six of these persons were 
enrolled in col leges, 48 in kindergarten through eighth grade, 
and 16 in high school. Of this total population 25 years old 
and over, 77 percent were high school graduates and 54 percent 
had completed one or more years of college. About 31 percent 
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of the population 25 years and over had completed 4 years or 
more of col l ege. 

The labor force (those actively seeking work) in the Fairhaven 
neighborhood consisted of 53 percent of all working-age 
persons (16 years old and above). Fifty-seven percent of this 
1 abor force was fema 1 e, of which 92 percent were employed. 
The overall unemployment rate for the Fairhaven neighborhood 
in 1979 was 4.3 percent, at which time the unemployment rate 
for Whatcom County was averaging 9.1 percent. Recent 
stati sties show that the unemployment rate for Whatcom County 
in January of 1984 was 13.8 percent. This rate will decline 
due to the seasonal work in the area, reaching its cyclic 
annual low sometime between July and October. 

Those persons who were employed were grouped into occupational 
classifications. The three largest cl assi fi cations included 
40 persons in professional spec ialty occupations, another 31 
persons were in executive, administrative, and management 
positions, and 30 persons in administrative support 
occupations, including clerical positions. Seventy-eight 
percent of those employed worked for wages or salary for a 
private company, business, or individual. Twelve point five 
percent held local, state, or Federal Government jobs. The 
remaining 9.5 percent represented the self-employed. 

The median income in 1979 for the households in the Fairhaven 
neighborhood area was $7,625. Households with incomes less 
than $7,500 were 49.6 percent of all households in the 
neighborhood, while households with incomes of $25,000 or more 
constituted 9.9 percent of the households. The poverty 
threshold for a four-person family was $7,412 in 1979. There 
was a total of 106 persons below this level in 1979. Children 
under 18 years represented 8. 5 percent of that popul ation. 
There were 57 persons 65 years and over be 1 ow the poverty 
level in 1979, or 47 percent of all elderly persons in the 
Fairhaven neighborhood area. 

Although there was a s ignificantly high percentage of low 
income households within the neighborhood area, the average 
income in 1979 for families was $16,250 . This statistic 
indicates a small number of households with extremely high 
incomes. 

According to the neighborhood census report, there were 268 
housing units in the Fairhaven neighborhood area, of which 255 
were occupied year-round, and 64 percent of these were 
occupied by renters. There were 13 vacant units, all of which 
were rental homes. 
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Financial data for the Fairhaven neighborhood shows that the 
median val ue for specified owner-occupied houses (one-family 
houses on 1 ess than l 0 acres without a conmerci al 
establishment or medical office on the property) was $43,800. 
The median contract rent paid for rental housing was $94 per 
month . Thi rty-nine percent of the specified owner-occupied 
housing uni ts were mortgaged, with a median monthly housing 
cost of $329. The monthly housing costs are t he sum of 
mortgage payments, rea 1-estate taxes, property insurance, and 
uti 1 i ti es. 

8. Admi nistrative Jurisdictions/Neighborhood Associations 

There are a number of organizations and agencies that have 
various l evels of authority and influence over change in the 
Fairhaven 1990 planning area. These include: 

Administrative: 

City of Bellingham - The City maintains direct control over 
all City street rights of way and other publicly owned 
1 and. Through the permitting process, the City can al so 
influence the development of privately held l and, but beyond 
designating permitted uses and establ i shing development 
guidelines such as set-backs and parking requirements, the 
City has 1 ittl e control over the design or character of 
proposed development. Planned commerc ial, industrial, or 
residential land use plan designations are an exception in 
that the City ' s Technical Review Committee checks for 
compliance with additional guidelines such as landscaping 
and si gn requirements. 

The City checks development proposal s for compliance with 
the Bellingham Plan Land Use Ordinance and Development 
Handbooks, subcontracts building permit review to the Bureau 
of Buildings and Code, issues shorel i ne substantial 
development permits , and assures compliance with the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) . 

Port of Bellingham POB has direct control over a 
substantial land mass on the waterfront. POB must comply 
with City and other jurisdictional requirements. 

Washi ngton Departments of Game and Fisheries - WOOG and WOOF 
issue hydralic permits for any construction or alteration 
within eligible waterways. Padden Creek exceeds the minimum 
flow volume threshold and is therefore eligible. 

Washington Department of Ecolog{. - WDOE reviews shorel ine 
permits, must approve all shore ine conditional use permits 
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and variances, and i ssues all waste water permits · under the 
National Pol l utant Discharge El imination System (NPDES). 

Northwest Air Pollution Authority NWAPA monitors 
compl i ance wi th the Clean Air Act and issues annual 
pollution control permi ts. 

U.S. A~ Corps of Engineers - The Corps issues pennits for 
any woror construction below the ordinary high water line 
in tidelands (such as the Padden Creek estuary) and pennits 
for any landfilling in designated wetlands. 

Neighborhood: 

01 d Fairhaven Association OFA, a 1 ocal non-profit 
association of area merchants, residents, property owners, 
and interested citizens, sponsors and organi zes a variety of 
activities to enhance and promote the Fairhaven area. OFA 
sponsors this Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Project. 

Fairhaven residents Sroup - The 1 ower Fairhaven residential 
area (south of Carra ee to include Cowgill and West of 12th 
to 4th Street) is home to a loosely organized but interested 
and active group of citizens. These residents are 
watchfully aware of potential changes in the area and 
actively partic i pate in the local politi cal process. 

Fairhaven Garden Club - This 1 ocal chapter of t he Garden 
Clubs of America sponsors beautification projects in the 
Fairhaven area. 

Southside Recyclin% - As a member of Bellingham Conmunity 
Recycling, Southsi e Recycling provides monthly collection 
of recycl ables and provides infonnation and assistance in 
waste reduction. 

Other: 

Other public serv i ce groups, while not specific to the 
Fairhaven 1990 pl anning area, have sponsored projects and 
activities in the Fa i rhaven vicinity. These include t he 
the Chuckanut Jaycees, the Boy Scouts, DARE, etc. A list of 
public service organizations and contacts appears in the 
Appendix of this report. 

9. Visual Fann and Character 

The Fairhaven planning area 1 s visual fonn and image are not 
cl early defined or delineated and are, for the most part, 
articulated by physical features and the historic core. 
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There are three visual elements conmon throughout the pl anning 
area which tend to tie it together: 

- the un i formity of the road system which, except for 
unimproved streets, is visually undifferentiated by scale; 

- the backdrop of Bell ingham Bay and the green horizon line 
beyond; 

- a genera 1 ly low qua 1 i ty of maintenance, as characterized 
by vacant lots used for industrial and general storage, 
by overgrown vegetation (alders, brambles, weeds) 
reclai ming much of the area, and by negl ected buildings. 

Whil e not clearly delineated at present, five major areas or 
entities can be visually differentiated within the pl anning 
area. Each of these areas serves different funct i ons, and 
these functions are proj ected visually. The visual qual ity 
and appeal of each could be improved by many mi nor and a few 
major changes. These five major areas are: 

- The historic core, with its "period style" and dominant 
red clay brick is set apart. It is unique in Bellingham 
and projects a very strong public image. 

- The non-histori c commercial areas scattered north and 
south of the hi storic core (Fairhaven Real Estate, 
Fairhaven Bicyc l e, Hayden's Thriftway, gas stations, etc.) 

- The transitional residential/commercial area north of 
Donovan Street and west of 13th. This area is sti ll 
somewhat tied to the residential neighborhood southwest 
of 10th Street, but i s zoned for and c hanging to 
co11111erc i al uses. 

- The socially coherent neighborhood south and west of 
Padden Creek, the l ower Fairhaven neighborhood. 

- The industrial sector, currentl y disorganized visually, 
with many different col ors, scales , textures. 

Several visual anomalies within the planning area inc lude: 

- the Marketpl ace (the historic Mason Block) at 12th and 
Harri s, wh i ch stands as the dominant single structure. 
It represents a strong focal point/landmark that can be 
seen from all of the Southside. 

the presence 
consistent in 

of several major histori c 
architectural character and 

buildings 
visually 
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dominating 
boundaries. 

the area within 
(See Figure 1.) 

the Historic District 

- the new psychiatric clini c south of McKenzie between 11th 
and 10th Streets. Its placement on site, architectural 
style, and exterior materi al s are not in character with 
t he rest of the area, setting it apart. 

10. Hi s toric Sites /Landmark s/Designat ion/Funding 

The National Register of Historic Places was fanned in 1966 by 
an Act of Congress. Its purpose is to offic i all y l ist the 
properties within the United States worthy of preservation due 
to t heir histori c value. 

This serves as a vehicle to encourage the recogni tion, 
preservation and rehabi litation of our national heritage. The 
Register i s made up of districts, s i tes, buildings, 
arc heol ogi cal and culturally si gnifi cant sites, and other 
objects of importance in American History. 

Among the benefits of being l isted on the Register are Federal 
and St ate matching grants-in-aid when available, some 
protection from demol ition if a fede rally-funded proj ect i s 
involved, rehabilitation investment tax incentives, and 
recognition as an historic landmark which gives a special 
identity to an hi storic place. 

The Register does not force an owner to maintain his/her 
property, preserve t he property from 1 ocal - or state-funded 
projects, or block federal projects when the destructi on of a 
site is wanted by a property owner or is shown to be in the 
best interests of the public. 

One incentive for the protection of registered si tes is t hat 
the cost of demol i t i on cannot be included in the costs of 
construction for tax purposes. 

a. Nomination Process 

A l ocal group and/or State Historic Preservation Office 
conducts a detailed inventory in order to substanti ate 
t he significance of the area or site. When compl eted, 
the nomination form i s sent to t he State Advisory Council 
who dec ides to l ist i t on the State Historic Regi ster 
and/or pass it on to the National Register for 
consideration. If a site qual ifies at the Federal level, 
it automatically is listed on the State Register. 
Federal approval is made through the Department of 
Interior National Park Service. 
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The criteria for selection include: the age of the 
bui 1 ding, whether the site was as soc i ated with events 
t hat have made a significant contribution to broad 
patterns of history or is associated with the l ives of 
persons si gni fi cant to our past, whether the bui 1 ding is 
a distinctive illustration of the building-style of a 
period, a method of construction, or the work of a 
master, or whether the site will yield or likely will 
yield infonnation important to prehistory or history. 

Not usually included are cemeteries, birthplaces, graves, 
properties owned by religious organizations and used for 
religious purposes, moved structures, reconstructed 
buildings, commemorative properties, and buildings l ess 
than 50 yrs o 1 d, though there a re exceptions to these 
rules. 

b. Fairhaven Historic Di strict 

An inventory of Fairhaven, compiled in 1972-1977, is 
incomplete and not completely accurate at present, but 
was adequate for nomination purposes at that time, as far 
as building history is concerned. 

The District is classified as a public, commercial, and 
private-residential district with public and private 
ownership, currently occupied, with unrestricted 
accessibil i ty. 

The Di stri ct boundary, as shown on Figure 6, consists of 
one main parcel with two satellite parcels to the north 
and south. This Boundary may be inadequate, and a 
boundary study and reworking of the District is needed to 
discuss t he possibility of including Pacific American 
Fisheries structures, archeological sites, and historical 
residences. 

Primary Buildings 

- Mason Bl ock (the Marketplace Building) 
- Waldron Building, NW corner of 12th and McKenzie 
- Nelson Block, SE corner of 11th and Harris 
- Tenninal Buildi ng, NE corner of 11th and Harris 
- Monahan Building, 1209 11th Street 
- Dirty Dan's Restaurant Building, 1211 11th Street 
- Knights of Pythias Building, 1204-1210 11th Street 
- Morgan Block, SE corner of 10th and Harris 
- Jenkins-Boys Building, 913-915 Harris Street 
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- Bellingham Bay Hotel, NW corner of 10th and Harris 
- 1410 11 th Street building 
- Fairhaven Public Library, 1105 11th Street 

Kulshan Club (Kulshan Apartments), 1121 11th Street 

Secondary Buildings 

- the Fairhaven Pharmacy 
- Fi nnegan s Alley 
- 1304-1306 11th Street 

Intrusive Structures 

- various banking/shopping buildings 
- service stations/apartments 
- the newly erected clinic, SW corner of 11th and 

McKenzie 

Landscape Remnants of Note 

- street car roadway on Harris Street 
- brick pavement exposed in some gutter areas 
- scenic view of Puget Sound 
- historic advertising signs on exterior walls 

c. Historic District Control s Available 

A number of mechanisms are used throughout the country to 
protect the character of historic districts. 

- Easement programs enable a tax-exempt charitabl e 
organization, a corporation, or public agency to 
protect buildings, land, or scenic areas against 
potential adverse development or change. 

The easement grants partial ownershi p interest in a 
property without the burdens of ful 1 ownershi p 
responsibilities. Easements can benefit a land or 
building owner by protecting his property after its 
sale or transfer, and the dona ti on of an easement 
may qualify t he donor for tax savings. Easements on 
undeveloped properties can reduce pressure to 
develop them, and developed properties can be 
protected from inappropriate alteration. 
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Overlay zoning or special district designations 
create a publicly administered mechanism with a set 
of guide 1 i nes so that changes to pub 1 i c surf aces of 
existi ng structures and designs for new construction 
are compatibl e with an overall thematically­
consi stent design for t he district. 

- Landmarks ordinances establish a process for the 
l ocal designation of hi storic l andmarks. Once a 
structure is recognized as a valuable local asset, 
changes to any public surface of the structure 
require a Certificate of Approval from the board or 
agency administering t he ordinance. 

The City of Be 11 i ngham is in the process of 
developing a landmark ordinance. As written, the 
property owner must agree to the designation and 
inclusion on the local landmarks list. 

d. Monetary/Funding Sources 

- Rehabilitation investment tax credits a re available 
for qualified rehabilitation projects. Quali fied 
rehabilitation is defined as substantial renovation 
of a building, retaining 75% of existing exterior 
walls, adhering to the Secretary of the Interior 
rehabil itati on standards, and passing the 
certification process admi ni stered by the National 
Park Service. 

The central criteri a of this NPS certifi cation 
process is the consistency of renovation with the 
historical character of building or district and t he 
adherence to the Secretary of the Interior Standards 
for Rehabilitation. 

Renovation of certified historic structures 
qualifies for a 25% federal income tax credit, 
renovation of any 40 year old or ol der building 
qualifies for a 20% tax credi t, and work on a 30 
year old or older building qualifies for a 15% 
credit. 

- Matchin~ Federal and State grants-in-aid are 
avail ab e when these programs receive funding. 
Competition for these programs is stiff. 

- Co111T1uni ty Deve 1 opment Block Grants, administered by 
the City of Bellingham, can be used for historic 
preservation projects. 
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- The Main Street Program is organized by t he National 
Trust for Historic Preservation. In Washington 
State this program is under the di rection of t he 
Washington Trust for Historic Preservation and the 
Washington State Downtown Assoc i ation. Its purpose 
and goals are to combine historic preservation with 
development to rekindle economic vitality in 
downtown areas of smaller communities. Five 
co11111unities in Washington state are to be chosen by 
this summer. 

- Washington Commissi on for Humanities dispurses three 
types of grants: for speakers and publi c 
presentations, for planning, and matching grants for 
major projects. 

Industry/Business may be willing to participate in 
local development projects. 

- Fund-raising by the Old Fairhaven Association to 
generate the cap i tal for local historic renovation 
and improvement projects. 

11. Facilities and Emergency Services 

Water Facilities: 

The water distribution system for the Fairhaven study area 
is adequate to serve both present needs and probable future 
development needs. The installation in 1983 of a 16 inch 
diameter main along Mill Street from 16th to 10th, south to 
Harris Street on 10th, and west on Harris to 4th now 
provides adequate fire flow to the Fairhaven Business 
District and the Port of Bellingham property. 

Sewer and Stonn Drainage Facilities: 

The Fairhaven Business District and surrounding area is 
served by a combined sanitary/stonn sewer system. The large 
diameter of existing lines provide adequate flow and 
back-ups are very infrequent, but the inclusion of storm 
runoff in the sanitary sewer system contributes to 
occasional Post Point Treatment Pl ant excess fl ow problems 
during major rainstorms. The installation of a separate 
stonn drainage system for the area is recommended in the 
Bellingham Plan (Fairhaven Plan, p. 3) but has not been 
listed in the 1984 5-year Capital Improvement Program, 
reflecting its relatively low priority . 
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The recent street improvements east of 14th Street along 
Mill, Harris, McKenzie, and Larrabee included an encl osed 
stonn water system. Inlets with floatables separation and 
silt sumps capture and transfer runoff to Padden Creek via a 
collector trunk along 14th. 

Emergency Servi ces: 

The City of Bellingham provides police, fire, and medical 
emergency services to the Fairhaven study area. Response 
times and levels of service are considered adequate to serve 
current needs. However, the average response t ime for 
back-up uni ts is slightly longer for the Southside than for 
other parts of the City. 

Review of the adequacy of existing emergency services may be 
required if major development occurs in the study area, 
depending on the nature of such development. 

Public Schools: 

The public school s serving the Fairhaven planning area 
consist of three elementary schools (Happy Valley, Lowell, 
and Larrabee), Fairhaven Middle School, and Sehome High 
School. These public schools are currently meeting the 
needs of those residents in the area, and no significant 
problems are anticipated in the near future by the School 
District office. 

Public library: 

The Fairhaven Public library serves as a branch of the 
Bellingham Public library system. Renovation of this 1907 
Carnegie Library currentl y underway is schedul ed for 
compl etion in late 1984. A large assembly room and two 
meeting rooms will then be available for community use. 

12 . Land Ownership Patterns 

Detailed information on real estate ownership in the planning 
area was gathered in the County Assessor's office as part of 
Phase Two background research. The volume of information, its 
changabili ty, and its accessibility in the County Courthouse 
argue against listing it here. The Assessor's office will 
continue to be the most current source of ownership and land 
value data. 

General patterns did emerge from the data. The City of 
Bellingham owns a number of scattered lots, the public 
library, the sewage treatment plant site, Fairhaven Park, and 



when the wi de street rights of way, all ey r i ghts of way and 
easements are included, the Ci ty control s a large fraction of 
t he Fai rhaven pl anning area. The Port of Belli ngham holds 
titl e to nearly the entire waterfront from Dougl as Avenue 
south to and incl uding Marine Park. 

The fol l owing private owners hold l arge parcels of corrmerci al 
and industrial l and: Jacaranda Land Company (Ken Imus, 
principal); V. K. and B. P. Davis; Pac Six, Inc. (Reid Boiler 
Works); Haggen 's , Inc.; and F. Muljat. 

Most residential land peripheral to t he commercial areas is 
held by individual property owners, typically in small 
parcel s. The ownershi p pattern is markedly different from the 
co11111ercial/industrial area pattern of large parcels in singl e 
ownership. 

C. NEW INFORMATION ABOUT THE PLANNING AREA 
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1. Fairhaven Publi c Opi ni on Survey Analysis 

The following section , "Public Preferences for the Future of 
Fai rhaven 11

, was prepared by a team from the Department of 
Sociology at Western Washi ngton University . Al ong wi th the 
Executive Sumnary presented here, the research group prepared 
a detailed descriptive report and a second section (Selected 
Further Analysis). These and a copy of the tel ephone survey 
scri pt are included in Appendi x A of t his report . 

Robert Jones, Maureen Hovland, Professor Carl Simpson, and 
others at the Department of Sociology devoted, as a public 
service, a tremendous amount of time and effort to the 
production of thi s opinion survey and analytic report. 

Please refer to Appendix A for the complete report. 



PUBLIC PREFERENCES FOR THE FUTURE Of FAIRHAVEN 

EXECUTIVE SUt91ARY 

Robert Jones Maureen Hovland Carl Simpson 

As a service to the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force, we conducted telephone 
surveys of 340 households in Be 11 ingham, Whatcom and Skagit counties. 
Residents were asked to indicate the qualities they prefer in multi-use 
areas they vis"it often or visit for extended periods. Also, those who were 
familidr with the Fairhaven District were asked how desirable they felt a 
series of possible future changes to be. 

The directions for Fafrhaveri preferred by the public are clear cut. 
** A moderate level of development is preferred, including some new 

construction consistent with present buildings but including no large 
sea le development. 

** Changes to enhance the outdoor environment and to emphasize 
hi storical qualities are favored markedly over others. The type of 
construction most often favored involves enhancing aesthetics by 
connecting the business d·istrict to the waterfront. 

** Public construction, increased public events, and increased parking 
all receive relatively strong support. 

** Increased availability of shopping receives relatively little 
support. 

** By far the least favored changes are those involving large scale 
construction in the private sector. 

General Preferences For Areas to Visit Often are very s i mi 1 ar to 
preferences for Fairhaven's growth. 

** For three-fourths of those we interviewed, shopping is less 
irtt>ortant than non-shopping activities. 

** Outdoor environment is most important, followed by eating facili­
t ies and specinl public events, with shopping and overnight relatively 
less important. 

All these findings are renarkably consistent. 
** The same pattern of preferences emerges for individuals of 

different genders, ages , incorre levels. and family sizes. 
** These patterr.s of preference for aesthetics, waterfront, and 

history hold for residents of Bellingham's Southside and hold even more 
strongly for those living farther from Fairhaven. 

** These patterns hold for those with moderate knowledge of Fairhaven 
and hold even more strongly for those with 1TUch knowledge. 

In general, members of the publi c recommend a focus on enhancing 
Fairhaven's current strengths and on enhancing the public environment. 



2. Fairhaven Business District Parking Study 
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The Fairhaven 1990 Task Force identified parking as one of the 
most important problems fac ing the Fairhaven 1990 planning 
area . There is the definite impression that parking demand 
exceeds supply during peak use periods (evenings, weekends, 
and mid-day on weekdays.) 

However, the parking supply in the area had never been 
systematically surveyed. This parl<i ng study was developed to 
inventory existing supply, to detennine parking needs based on 
current land uses and Land Use Ordinance requirements, and to 
detennine if and where a supply deficiency exists. 

The parking study focused on t he Fairhaven co1T111erci al 
district. Boundaries were set to include all commercial uses 
in the historic and neighborhood comnercial areas and those 
adjacent blocks and streets upon which people park. 

The study area was divided into sectors roughly equal to one 
square block so that field checking, notes and comments, and 
compil ing of data would be thorough and organized. 

First, parking spaces in the area were counted and notes were 
made. Field checking of each sector included noting the 
number of on- and off-street parking spaces available, whether 
these were fully improved (curbs, lighting, sidewalks) or 
unimproved (gravel; no curbs, 1 ighting or sidewalks), whether 
these were angled, paral l el, or head-in parking spaces, 
whether time restrictions limit parking, and whether 
off-street parking was for general use or was restricted to 
particular business establishments or residents. This 
information is presented in Figure 7. 

Second, parking demand was estimated based on the businesses 
and land uses that currently are in place, not counting any 
potential renovation or new construction. 

Parking requirements for the area were determined by referring 
to the Land Use Ordinance, Chapter 20.34.050, with its list of 
commercial land use categories and the number of parking 
spaces required for each. 

These average requirements are similar to parking ratios 
required in other municipalities. The requirements are 
somewhat fl exi bl e, based on the particular circumstances of 
location and land use. There is some argument as to their 
adequacy or excessiveness, and each case must be reviewed 
i ndi vi dually. 



01300 ( 53) 

For the Fairhaven commercial areas, the following categories 
were rel evant: 

General business and 
personal services 
establishments 

Offices 

Eating and drinking 
establishments 

Doctor and dentist 
offices 

Theaters 

Service stations 

1 space for every 
250 square feet 

open to the public 

1 space for every 
350 square feet of 

gross floor area 

1 space for every 
75 square feet 

open to the publi c 

5 spaces for every 
1000 square feet of 

gross floor area 

1 space for each 4 seats 

5 spaces 

Third, using the list of businesses compiled for the Economic 
Profile section of this report and using actual square footage 
(or other relevant unit of measure) for each business, the 
total number of parking units required for each sector was 
estimated. 

The chart on the following page and Figure 13 present this 
data with totals for each sector. 

This inventory of parking needs and supply c l early shows the 
shortage of parking in the Fairhaven commercial district. 
Even when on-street parking spaces are included in the supply 
total, a shortage exi sts in the area with highest demand 
(Sectors 9, 5, 6, 7). 

Looking at area-wide to ta 1 s, the demand of 786 spaces (based 
on exi sting land uses) is met only i f we include all on- and 
off-street, i mp roved and unimproved spaces. However, 
unimproved spaces, because they 1 ack 1 evel paving, s idewalks, 
and espec1a11y lighting, are of little value after dark, a 
period of highest demand. 

Therefore, the total area demand exceeds on- and off-street 
improved supply by al most 200 spaces. This observed shortage 
is linked to the condi tion of many commercial area streets. 
Improving these to full City standards would help all eviate 
the area parking shortage. A number of 1 ocati ons have been 



prioritized for attention in the Recommendations section of 
this report under Parking. Improving to a wider street in the 
80 feet wide right of way could provide ad di ti onal badly 
needed parking in the commerci al district. 

PARKING DEMAND PARKING SUPPLY 

BASED ON PRESENT ON-STREET OFF-STREET 
SECTOR # LAND USE IMPROVED UNIMPROVED IMPROVED UNIMPROVED 

1 7 9 27 15 0 

2 31 33 11 29 0 

3 17 8 21 17 0 

4 33 27 0 75 0 

5 88 28 0 12 16 

6 36 19 11 0 4 

7 29 6 16 0 0 

8 8 28 22 12 34 

9 216 22 16 0 28 

10 37 13 9 23 0 

11 145 11 17 99 0 

12 87 15 11 54 0 

13 16 0 8 11 0 

14 23 5 6 11 0 

15 13 6 0 17 0 

TOTALS 786 230 175 369 92 
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III. THE FAIRHAVEN 1990 PLAN 

A. PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

Assumptions establish a basis for goal and objective 
identification, development of design concepts, and selection of 
recommendations. They are based on socio-economic realities, 
previous plans and policies, and existing physical patterns. Some 
may seem more favorable than others, depending on one's perspective . 
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1. Assumptions for Physical Layout and Development 

- Land now vacant will be more fully developed in the future. 

- Establishing land use patterns and infrastructure should 
precede full development. 

- More parking is needed within the planning area. 

- A pedestrian orientation enhances the vitality of a 
commercial area. 

- Old Fairhaven should serve as the hub of a network of paths 
and walking places. 

- Twelth Street will continue to serve as the main north-south 
arterial. 

- Improved vehicular and pedestrian access to the waterfront 
is essential, whether waterfront development is industrial 
or tourist/co!llTiercial. 

- Any major waterfront development will affect the future 
development in Fairhaven. 

- Port of Bellingham and other property owners hold 
opportunities to control and guide development. 

- Major development on the waterfront is assumed, though its 
nature is not assumed. 

- Major through-traffic will be generated by the waterfront 
and 1ts future development. 

- Fast-paced vehicular through-traffic should be diverted from 
the historic core, especially from the 11th and Harris 
Street intersection. 



2. Social/Cultural/Economic Assumptions 

- Fairhaven has potential to operate as a strong, viable 
economic unit in Bellingham. 

- Fairhaven attracts and accorrmodates recreational and 
cultural activity. 

The waterfront is a valuable asset and could draw visitors 
to Fairhaven. 

There is value in protecting and preserving the histori cal 
aspects of Fairhaven. 

- The histori cal character is a valuable marketing tool. 

- Economic vitality and visitor traffic in Fairhaven are 
interdependent. 

B. ANALYSIS OF PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
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Fairhaven is a unique area and enjoys a number of special 
advantages and features. Fairhaven faces in 1984 a variety of 
problems and opportunities. This section presents the current 
conditions and circumstances in which planning occurs and 
recommendations are made. 

l . Building Codes and Regulation 

a. Problems 

- Many structures in the Fairhaven Historic Di strict are 
nearly 100 years old. Their age, their structural 
design, and years of neglect combine to make renovation 
economically difficult or impossible if modern building 
codes must be followed. 

- The brick historic buildings were built long before 
modern structural engineering and earthquake 
requirements were developed. Upgrading existing 
structures to meet these codes i s expensive and can 
render a renovation project infeasibl e . 

- Buildings l eft vacant and neglected are unsafe, public 
nuisances, targets for vandalism and arson, and 
eyesores that detract from the District. 

- Renovation to full modern code requirements , being more 
expensive , 1 eads to higher 1 ease rates for potential 
tenants. 
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b. Opportunities 

- Relief from code requirements (building, electrical , 
pl umbi ng, fire, handicapped access, zoning) for 
qualifying renovation projects would allow buildings 
now vacant to be brought back into use. 

Large empty buildings in the Fairhaven Historic 
Di strict, if renovated to allow occupancy, can provide 
room for retail, office, and even residential uses. 

- The Bureau of Building and Codes Administration allows 
some fl exi bi l i ty in meeti ng code requirements for 
historicall y designated buildings and structures. 
Building permits can be authorized by the building 
official provided (1) the building has been designated 
by official action as having historical or 
architectural significance, (2) any unsafe conditions 
as described in the code are corrected, and ( 3) the 
restored bui 1 ding or structure \'Ii 11 be no more 
hazardous based on life safety, fire safety, and 
sanitation than the existing building. (See Uni fonn 
Building Code, page 25 - 26.) 

2. Circulation 

a. Probl ems 

- Traffic that passes through the Fairhaven Historic 
District to reach other destinations tends to travel at 
hi gher speeds and creates conflicts with traffic 
stopping in the Fairhaven area and with the pedestrian 
pace that is more appropriate. 

- The important intersection at 11th and Harris deserves 
special attention because of the many functions it 
serves. Currently, no special treatment highlights its 
importance, nothing gives a feeling of arri val , it ' s 
scaled for vehicles, not for pedestrians, and nothing 
slows the traffic that tends to accelerate downhill. 

- Directional infonnation is lacking for unfamiliar 
visitors looking for the Fairhaven Historic District or 
far park i ng . 

- Donovan Avenue traffic west of 12th Street tends to 
drive the uninterrupted stretch at too high a speed. 
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- The Chuckanut Drive- 12th-Hawthorn-Cowgill-Parkridge 
intersection is a busy, wide intersection. If 
Baysi de/Edgemoor traffic is diverted from Donovan, it 
will add to the need for improvements at this corner. 

- All ci rcul ati on to the shorel ine must work around the 
existing Burlington Northern railroad l ine. 

- Current pedestrian volumes at several points {crossing 
streets with arterial traffic) deserve special 
treatment for t he sake of safety. 

- The 12th Street bridge across Padden Creek could use 
improved l ane markings to assure room for cycli sts. 

Pedestrian ways and sidewalks are missing in many 
places throughout the area. 

b. Opportunities 

- The intersection of 11th & Harris Streets can and does 
serve as the hub and heart of the Fairhaven Distri ct 
and is vitar-to Fairhaven's character. Special 
treatment of the intersection coul d give visitors t he 
feeling of arrival, make it more pleasant and safe as a 
pedestrian scal e corner, not interfere with the 
circulation of vehicles, slow 11th Street traffi c to 
make 11th more of a parking, pedestrian, non-through 
kind of street. 

- The construction of a new access arterial to the South 
Tenninal can carry trucks, industrial traffic, and 
through-traffic whose destination is t he waterfront, 
not the commercial area. Careful roadway design and 
s i gn placement can highlight t he new entry into the 
Historic District from t he west as the Extension 
approaches Harri s Street. Removing some of the 
through-traffic from the historic core wi 11 all ow the 
change to a more pedestrian scal e there. 

- An al ternative al i gnment shifted northeast away from 
the creek offers a number of advantages, including: 
greater protection of the lower Fairhaven residential 
neighborhood, restoration of the creek 
ravine/recreational corridor, and permanent impact on 
future circulati on and land use patterns. 

- Special treatment can accentuate the sense of arrival 
of several major entryways into the Fairhaven Historic 
District. The principal entries where an entrance 
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transition is appropriate are: the north side of the 
12th Street bridge across Padden Creek, the end of 
Val l ey Parkway at 12th, 11th Street coming south off 
Finnegan Way, Harris Street approaching 13th from the 
east and 10th from the west, and when the new 
waterfront access arterial is bu i 1 t, on l 0th 
approaching Harris. 

- McKenzie Avenue is very l ightly used between 12t h and 
10th. It could provide many parking spaces on the 
right-of-way and always rel ate well to 12th Street and 
the proposed Valley Parkway Extension. 

- The underdeveloped rights-of-way on Mi 11 from 11th to 
l 0th and on l 0th from Mi 11 to Harris provide 
opportunities to handle more traffic and provide many 
parki ng spaces. This could take some of the 
through-traffic off 11th between Mill & Harris, adding 
to an enhanced pedestrian scale on that important block. 

3. Parking 

a . Problems 

- A shortage of parking spaces exists during peak use 
hours (weekends, evenings, weekday lunchtime) in the 
Fairhaven Historic District. Curb side spaces on 
rights-of-way near most destinations are in high demand 
and over-utilized. 

- The current Land Use Ordinance requi res off-street 
parking with new construction, renovation, and for new 
or expanding businesses. These requirements are 
difficult to meet on small commerc ial lots. For 
example, a 50 by l 00 foot lot cannot accommodate both 
parking and a building. Improving another lot to full 
standards for paving and landscaping stands as an 
expensive burden for new businesses . 

- Increasing business activity and hosting special events 
are difficult when parking is already a problem. 
Further development of vacant and industrial property 
will create additional needs. 

- Signs directing visitors to parking areas are not 
posted and parking locations are not identified. 
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- Industrial facilities in the area create parking needs 
that when not met on the industrial sites spill over 
onto street rights-of-way and circulation areas. 

- Overflow parking needs during occasional special events 
and festivals require temporary provision of parking. 

b. Opportuni t ies 

- The Fairhaven commerci al area functions as a small 
central business district (CBD) and solutions 
appropriate for CBO's fit Fairhaven. Cooperative 
development of increased parking capacity by property 
owners and the public sector would add to the economic 
vitality and ease of use of the area. 

- The locati on of major parking areas adjacent to t he 
corrmerc i al core but not in its centers and easi ly 
accessible from the main roads leading into the 
Fai rhaven area would help establish and separate 
vehicle and pedestrian circulation patterns. 

- There is currently vacant, public- and privately-owned 
land in appropriate sites which coul d be used for 
increased parking. 

- Port of Be 11 i ngham owns vacant 1 ands that might be 
available for overfl ow parking during events. 

- Off-street parking can be devel oped through a number of 
methods: 

(1) The Ol d Fairhaven Association, a local devel opment 
corporation, or other group can secure a long-term 
l ease of property or can purchase property and 
develop i t for parking. 

(2) A profit-seeking corporation can develop parking 
facilities for which users pay to park, or 
businesses lease space, or the OFA, an LDC, or 
merchants group leases space. 

(3) The City can purchase land and develop parking 
with public money or develop parking with a l ocal 
assessment to recoup costs . 



4. Waterfront Uses and Access 

a. Problems 

- The future of the waterfront in the p 1 anni ng area is 
not known. Several scenarios are possible: 
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(1) continuation of the present (industrial uses, 
vacant land, and some recreational uses) 

(2) change from the present (more industrial uses and 
deep-draft ocean shipping; and/or 
tourist/resort/recreational/non-industrial uses; 
and/or mix of resort and industrial uses) 

Events over the next year or two wi 11 he 1 p detenni ne 
which uses from among these options will be 
accorrmodated on the waterfront of the planning area. 

- The shoreline closest to the hub of the Fairhaven 
conmercial district has limited circulation connections. 

- Marine Park at t he western point of land is about 
one-half mile from 11th and Harris, and the busy Harris 
Street connection between the two fails to provide for 
pedestrian use. 

- At present the waterfront has limited opportunities for 
public use or enjoyment. Industrial uses dominate the 
shoreline. 

- The rai 1 road line that passes 
special design problems for 
hazards if pedestrian use 
encouraged. 

through the area creates 
all uses and potential 
of the shoreline is 

- Shoreline Master Program regulations for parking and 
setbacks create design problems for development on the 
waterfront. 

b. Opportunities 

- The Bellingham Bay shoreline represents one of the 
Fairhaven planning area's most valuable assets, with 
the potential for some mix of industrial, conmercial, 
and f ub l i c uses. The waterfront now hosts i ndustri a 1 
and imited recreational activity, but its potential is 
not fully developed. 
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With sensitive planning, it can acconvnodate more 
intensive mixed use, including recreational, 
tourist/commercial, and industrial uses in close 
proximity. 

Harris Bay is unique in Bellingham Bay: there is deep 
water close to shore without dredging, the water is 
calm because it' s sheltered from prevailing winds, and 
it's two miles closer to the mouth of Bellingham Bay 
than Squalicam Harbor. 

- Boat moorage improvements could provide a base for 
comnercial transportation and charter boat services. 

Once boat moorage facilities are in place, the 
opportunity to visit Fairhaven by boat can be promoted 
throughout the Puget Sound's vast boating community . 

- Increased use of the waterfront can lead to the 
increased use of the Old Fairhaven District's 
cormtercial areas, the creation of jobs, and increased 
tax revenues for local governments. 

- The waterfront is largely owned by the Port of 
Bellingham, a public sector governmental unit whose 
charge is the encouragement of economic activity. 
Control by the POB over change and development assures 
an opportunity for coordinating needs and uses. 

- Few people realize that a natural sand/sandstone beach 
accessible at low tide exists along the waterfront from 
about Douglas Street north to Adams Street. 

- The 1 and adj a cent to the waterfront from Bennett to 
Douglas Streets, zoned Commercial/Waterfront/ 
Recreational and privately owned, can host a variety of 
conmercial uses and form an extension of the Fairhaven 
conmercial area. Some direct connections to the 
existing activity centers at Harris Street are 
important. 

- Development of visual public access can allow many 
people to enjoy the waterfront without actual physical 
contact with the beach or water. 
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c. Pros and Cons for Existing and Possible Waterfront Access 
Sites (Fig. 9) 

*Marine Park (Site 1) 

Pros 
-=-!Xcellent viewpoint 
- End of future trail from 

Fairhaven Park 
- Owned by Port of Bellingham 
- Beginning of trail to Post 

Point 
- Easy access for cars, 

bicycles, and pedestrians 
- Boat l anding for visi ting 

boats is a tremendous asset 
for Fairhaven businesses 

Cons 
~ve action high 
- Less desirable as a boat launch 

or landing 
- One-half mile from Fairhaven 

Historic District 

* 6th Street Boat Launch/Landing (Site 2) 

Pros 
::-t'Xcellent viewpoint 
- Provides all 4 kinds of access 
- Sheltered from stonn wave 

action 
- Currently the only dock avail­

able for small boats to come 
ashore in Fairhaven 

- Boat landing for visiting 
boats is a tremendous asset 
for Fairhaven businesses 

- End of a trail along Padden 
Creek from Fairhaven Park 

Cons 
-=-rncreased POB land use 

may displace boat and trailer 
parking area 

- New Squalicum Harbor will 
provide boat launch and trailer 
parking area 
Potential conflicts with large 
boats may develop if industrial 
uses increase 
Railroad crosses close to shore 

* Unused Pier near Uniflite (Site 3) 

Pros 
::-COuld serve as dinghy dock 

for visiting boats 
- A path to Fairhaven 

col11llercial areas along 
10th Street is only about 
4 blocks long 

- Uniflite is willing to 
cooperate with site planning 

- Boat landing for visiting 
boats is a tremendous asset 
for Fairhaven businesses 

Cons 
-=--Pier needs improvements to 

serve as a dinghY dock 
- Moorage buoys off-shore are not 

in place 
- Railroad passes close to shore 
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* Taylor Street Pier (Site 4) 

Pros 
-=-!Xisting privately-owned dock 

could be improved to provide 
dinghy dock for visiting 
boats, charter boat moorage, 
other uses, and possible 
cormiercial uses 

- Excellent viewpoint 
- Future path from Boulevard 

Park to Fairhaven along 10th 
passes right by the pier 

- Pier crosses above the 
railroad line 

- Boat landing for visiting boats 
i s a tremendous asset for 
Fairhaven businesses 

Cons 
-=-l<e"novation of the pier 

necessary before expanding its 
uses 

- Pier currently closed to public 
use 

- Connection to t he south end of 
Boulevard Park from 10th not 
yet developed 

* Bennett-Adams Street Shoreline (Site 5) 

Pros 
::-'F'airly sheltered from wave 

action 
- Good spot for small boat 

landing and hand-launched 
boats (kayaks, canoes, 
sculls, etc.) 

- Old road leads down from 10th 
- Land is publicly owned 
- A natural sand/sandstone 

beach is exposed at low tides 
t here 

* Taylor Street Overlook (Site 6) 

Pros 
-:--street right-of-way publicly 

owned 
- Excellent overlook and 

viewpoint 
- Future Boulevard Park­

Fairhaven pedestrian-way 
on 10th passes 

- Eventual development of 
adjacent land likely to be 
complementary commercial uses 

Cons 
"=tra"ilroad passes close to shore 
- Connection to south end of 

Boulevard Park not yet 
developed 

- View obscured by old railroad 
trestle pi lings 

Cons 
- All ows visual, but not physical 

closeness to the water 
- Connection to Boulevard Park 

not yet developed 
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* Douglas Street Overlook (Site 7) 

Pros 
=-tXcell ent overlook and 

viewpoint 
- Boulevard Park-Fairhaven 

pedestrian way on 10th passes 
right by the site 

- To be devel oped by the Port 
of Dellingham before Gambier 
Street vacation will be final 

5. Spec ial Events Staging Area 

a. Problems 

Cons 
-=-lITlows visual, but not physical 

cl oseness to the water 

- There is no permanent facility for the staging of 
special events or outdoor festival s in Fairhaven. 

- Though there are open spaces (vacant lots) throughout 
the histori c core now used during events, all are 
privately-owned and might be developed in the future. 

b. Opportunities 

- A permanent staging area would allow the Old Fairhaven 
Association, Whatcom County organizations, as well as 
others to easi ly host events and fest ivals . 

- Thi s same facility coul d serve other functions for the 
co11111unity year-round. 

- A small open space at the hub of the Historic Di strict 
could function as a "village green" for residents and 
visitors and as the hub of a network of pleasant 
pedestrian pathways. 

- Public events introduce new people to the Fairhaven 
Di strict and help to create the foot traffic necessary 
for economic growth. 

6. Visual Character 

a. Problems 

- The impact of building color, proportion, placement, 
materials, etc., have an impact that extends far beyond 
property boundaries. 
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No mechanism is in place to assure that new 
construction on the vacant lots throughout the Historic 
District or in adjacent areas will be compatibl e with 
t he existing bui ldings. 

- Features that can visually unify an area are 
underdeveloped. These include enhanced entryway 
treatment, a change in the street scale to a more 
pedestrian orientation, a col or palette conman 
throughout the area, etc. 

b. Opportunities 

- Fairhaven's setting , on a hillside with the backdrop of 
Bel 1 i ngham Bay and the green horizon beyond, can remain 
one of the area's greatest visual assets i f care is 
taken to protect important view corridors through 
careful si te planning. 

- The uniqueness of the historic core is reflected 
visually in its architectural style, by the red clay 
brick color, old lampposts, and a few other histori c 
remnants. 

These can form the basis of a unifi ed visual character 
for at l east the Historic District and also for 
adjacent areas if development reflects a compatibl e 
styl e. 

7. Beautification 

a. Problems 

- The general impression of neglected maintenance, 
abandonment, and blight pervades the planning area and 
is characterized by vacant 1 ots used for both general 
and industrial storage and by overgrown vegetation 
which has reclaimed much of t he district. 

- Empty buildings with neglected facades and missing 
windows project an image of blight and abandonment. 

- Open common areas can suffer more mistreatment and 
deterioration when a neglected appearance inspires no 
care or consideration from the public. 
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b. Opportuni ties 

- Many ideas and opportunities to make Fairhaven more 
beautiful arise all the time. They usually wait for a 
key person to press them into reality. 

- The planting strips along sidewalks and in parking 
areas and the many vacant lots could be full of 
blo.oming flowers, perennials, and shrubs. Existing 
vegetation could be pruned to appear visually as 
landscaping. Use of vacant lots for plantings would 
not prevent the l and from l ater being developed. 

8. Open Space and Recreational Network 

a. Problems 

- Several key improvements are needed in the network of 
off-street pedestrian ways. 

- Sidewalks are missing along many City streets in the 
Fairhaven 1990 pl anning area. 

b. Opportunities 

- The parks that surround the Fairhaven area and the 
trail s that pass through Fairhaven con necti ng t hem are 
features that attract visitors to the area. 

- The Fairhaven Historic District can function as the hub 
of a network of pl easant on- and off-street pedestrian 
pathways . 

- The combination of the Historic District, shopping 
areas, and the nearby parks and walking places together 
fonn an attractive, marketable combination. 

9. Unifi ed Promo ti on 

a. Problems 

- The need for merchants to advertise, the costs of that 
promotion, and the many opt1ons that compete for 
limited advertising budgets combine to vex today's 
businessperson . 

- The relative small size of Fairhaven's businesses 
limits the scope of promotion that is affordable for a 
single merchant. 



b. Opportuniti es 

- The distinctiveness of the Fairhaven shopping di stri ct 
and the physical proximi ty of so many shops suggest 
t hat i t may be efficient to coordinate and combine 
promotional efforts. 

- Each merchant might reach more peopl e more effectively 
for l ess cost. 

- Merchant promotions might be coordinated with special 
events to create greater i nterest, more effective 
advertising with more widespread resul ts. 

C. RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTIONS BY CATEGORY 
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1. Building Codes and Reg ulat i ons 

A subcorrmittee of the standing committee referred to in 
Section III.D Recommendation for Impl ementi ng Boey will be 
formed to address Building Code and regul ation issues 
(plumbing, electrical, engineering, fire, handicapped access, 
zoning, etc.) and to work with the City toward resolution of 
these i ssues. 

2. Circulation 

(a) The Valley Parkway Extension (also referred to as the 
"proposed truck route") should be developed to carry 
t hrough-traffic destined for the waterfront. The curving 
alternative ' ali gnment shifted away from the creek i s 
preferred. 

Special attenti on to 
historic/commerc ial 
Fai rhaven Historic 
important. 

how this new arterial relates to the 
area and si gns to identify the 
Di strict and parking areas are 

(b) Street improvements t hat give special treatment of 
important intersections can add to the sense of pl ace, 
mark points of entry, highl ight important corners, 
re-orient them to a more pedestrian scal e, and not 
interfere with arterial traffic circulation: 
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Scenario l 
(Without the development of 

the Val l ey Parkway Extension) 

- The following corners should be i mproved: 
• on 11th at Harris, particul arly spec i al treatment 
. on 11 th at Mckenzi e and at Mill 

on Harris at 11th, 10th, and 13th 
• on 12th at Mill and McKenzie 

- Improve t he 10th Street right-of-way from Mi 11 to 
Douglas for pedestrians and bicycli sts. 

- Signs to direct traffic are essenti al . (See Si gn 
Location List foll owing page.) A unifonn sign 
system (lettering, col or, logo , etc. ) shoul d be 
developed and adhered to. (See Vi sual Character 
section for desi gn recomnendations.) 

- Improve the Chuckanut-1 2th-Cowgil l -Hawthorn 
intersection for pedestrian/ cycl i st safety and to 
make it a more preferred exit from Bayside/Edgemoor. 

- Mark pedestrian crosswal ks on arterials for safety 
wi th paint, pavement material changes, signs on 
vehicl e approaches, etc. 

- Add l ane channelization on Padden Creek bridge for 
cyclist safety. 

Scenario 2 
(With the development of 

the Valley Parkway Extension) 

- In addition to the above recommendations under 
Scenario 1, the following corners should be improved: 

t hose corners listed above, plus 
on Harris at 12th 

• on 12th at Harris, plus 
. an even greater pedestrian orientation to 

improvements. 
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(c) Recorrmended Sign Locations 

- "Fairhaven Historic Di strict" Di rec ti onal Signs 

On Valley Parkway at 12th for westbound Valley 
Parkway traffic 
on 12th at Val 1 ey Parkway for Chuckanut Ori ve 
traffic 

. on Finnegan Way before 11th for sout hbound traffic 

- "Fairhaven Historic Distric" Entrywa,y Signs 
(Fairhaven Historic District l ogo): 

on Harri s at 13th, west-bound 
on Harris at 9th, east-bound 

• on 11th before Mil l , south-bound 
on 12th at McKenzie, north-bound 

"Parking" directional signs directing traffic to 
parking areas 

off south-bound 12th to the 13th and Harri s 
parking area 
off north-bound 12th to the 13th & Harris parki ng 
area 
to wherever new parking facilities are developed 

- "Publi c Parking" si gns with Fairhaven logo at the 
entrance to off-street lots 

3. Parking 

(a) 

(b) 

( c) 

Sigki and other devices to di rect incomi ng traffic to 
pa ng areas are essential (see preceding page for Sign 
Locations) . A uni form si gn system (lettering, color , 
logo , etc,) shou ld be adhered to. (See Visual Character 
section for design recorrmendati ons.) 

Maintain the policy t hat employees of businesses in the 
corrmerci al district be encouraged to use peripheral 
parking. 

Increased parking capaci ty can be developed by improving 
one or more of the following sub-standard city rights of 
way to provide lighting, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, 
and angled parking. 

The Task Force would find acceptable parking improvements 
at less than full street standards to provide parking at 
a lower cost. 
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Priorities for improvements: 

(l) Mill between 10th & 11th 

(2) McKenzie between 11 t h and 12th 

(3) 10th between Harris & Mill 

(4) 11th north of Mill 

(5) Mill between 11th & 13 

(6) 11th between McKenzie and Larrabee 

( 7) McKenzie between 10th & 12th, using the 100 foot 
right of way and adjacent private property 

(8) 10th between Harris and McKenzie until the new 
arterial is built 

(d) Parking i s a general problem around Fairhaven and 
waterfront sites. We encourage a review of city pol icy 
rel ating to credits and standards of parking requirements 
and use of pub 1 i c rights of way for parking 
requirements. Parking requirements seem to be inhibiting 
factors in the commercial development of the vicinity. 

4. Waterfront Uses and Access 

Mixed use and the sensitive integration of industrial 
facilities, tourist/commercial uses, and public access to the 
waterfront i s encouraged wherever possible. 

(a) Boulevard Park should be extended south as planned to 
complete the promenade from the Park onto 10th Street and 
on onto Fairhaven. The route offers panoramic views of 
the Bay and horizon. 

( b) Footpaths between waterfront pl aces and commercial areas 
should be established and improved. 

( c) Boat moo rage in Harris Bay could be imp roved to attract 
visiting boaters. S1mple, low-cost, low-maintenance 
improvements might include mooring buoys, a dinghy dock 
to come ashore, and a foot path to Old Fairhaven. 

Such a facility would have to be compatible with other 
land and water uses surrounding Harris Bay at South 
Terminal. Onshore land requirements for such a facility 
would be minimal. 
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(d) If more land is needed at South Terminal, the Padden 
Creek 1 agoon between Harris Street and the rai l road can 
be filled and enhanced, as recommended in the Coastal 
Zone Management Study, 1977 (see excerpts in Appendix), 
to allow for industrial or waterfront commercial uses and 
a healthy stream channel and a linear park to complete 
the trail along the Creek from Fairhaven Park to the Bay. 

(e) Actively support and explore the possibility of 
establi shi ng water transportation serv i ces. 

(f) Parking is a general problem around waterfront sites. We 
encourage a review of city poli cy relating to credits and 
standards of parking requirements and the use of public 
rights of way for parking. Parking requirements seem to 
be an inhibiting factor in commercial development of the 
vicinity. 

( g) Analyze the pros and cons of the possible waterfront 
access sites presented earlier in this report (page 48), 
pri oritize for viability, and work to implement as 
appropriate. 

5. Events Staging Area 

(a) To serve as a focal point and staging area for events in 
the Fairhaven area, the Task Force recorrmends the 
acquisition of open space, a min imum of one-half square 
block, ideally within one and one-half blocks of the 11th 
and Harris corner and adjacent to parking lots. 

(b) Additional features to be constructed as follows in this 
order: 

platform stage with storage underneath 
public restrooms 
covered stage area 

6. Visual Character 

(a) Prepare a "Fairhaven Patterns Book" to s how the suggested 
and r ecommended visual el ements that contribute to 
historic thematic consistency: architectural features, 
col ors, landscape plants, litter · barrels, etc. Included 
will be illustrations of storefronts, lights, benches, 
windows, awnings, etc., that are exampl es of the "period" 
character desired for the Historic Di strict and 
surrounding areas, along with examples of alterations and 
new constructi on that are out of character or 
imcompatibl e. 
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(b) Establ ish a design review service for anyone considering 
doing work in the area. This shall be an infonna l 
feedback and suggestion process. 

(c) Street li ghting throughout the planning area, especially 
in t he Histori c District should be replica historic lamps 
simi l ar to those now in use. 

(d ) Encourage the saving of the remaining trolley tracks and 
cement paving, if feasible. 

(e) Encourage cooperation with the City to develop signage in 
keeping with the historic character of the district. 

7. Beautification Plan 

The foll owing actions wi 11 help change the overall impression 
of the Fairhaven area from neglect to increasing care and 
beauty. When effecting private property, the work will be 
coordinated with the owners 

(a) General suggestions: 

- Litter clean-up and clearing campaign. 
• Regularly scheduled, twice a year. 

Rally of volunteers • 
. Trucking help donated. 

- Upgrading existing vegetation. 
Regul ar pruning schedule . 

• Organized "Fairhaven Landscape Brigade". 
Coordinated with Garden Clubs and others. 
Priority to areas adjacent to pedestrian ways. 

- Enhancing the Landscape . 
• Planting projects, scheduled to the seasons • 
• Adoption of a Fairhaven Landscape chart. 
• Chart shows: 

- Examples of suggested plant choices 
- Examples of planting arrangements. 
- Background map of the area 
- Chart is sold to recover costs. 
Suggested plant choices might include: 
- Quick-growing European white oak 
- Nootka rose, heather, azaleas, lilac, and 

specimen plants. 
- Preference for low-maintenance, suitabl e mature 

size, bloom and color schedule, etc. 
- Focus on pedestrian-ways and highly visible areas. 
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(b) Some Itemized Suggestions 

- Plant "Scarlett Runner" bean on the barbed wire fences 
at 11 th and Harris. 

- Set-up display of architectural antiques in the vacant 
lots and storefronts. 

- Add gravel, sawdust, or brick pavers to unpaved 
walkways. 

- Add plywood murals to window openings. (Run a contest 
to sol icit mural ideas.) 

- Add outdoor seating but designs must appear 19th 
Century. 

- Restore some of the painted advertising signs on the 
brick buildings. 

- Create a paid job for someone to improve and maintain 
the Fairhaven Landscape and to coordinate volunteers. 
Work with merchants to combine efforts. 

8. Open Space 

(a) Establish a downtown Fairhaven open space to serve as a 
public square and events staging area. (Note discussion 
under Events Stagi ng Area.) 

( b) Improve the Harris Street right-of-way west of 10th to 
Marine Park for pedestrians as well as vehicles. 

(c) Improve the 10th Street right-of-way from Mill to Douglas 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. (Note discussion under 
Ci rcul ati on.) 

(d) Ext end t he Padden Creek trail-Larrabee Street buffer past 
4th to Marine Park. 

(e} Develop a viewpoint west of 10th on the Douglas Avenue 
right-of-way. (Note discussion under Waterfront Access.} 

(f) Compl ete the pedestrian connection from the south end of 
Boulevard Park up to the 10th Street right-of-way. (Note 
discussion under Waterfront Access.) 

(g} Extend the Padden Creek trail from 8th and McKenzie along 
the creek. 



(h) Encourage t he use of current and modified l egislation for 
tax relief for privately-owned histori c buildings, common 
areas, parking areas, and 1 andscaped areas to facilitate 
and implement the private improvement of such properti es 
for public benefit. 

( i) Encourage the Ci ty to provide incentives for 
privately-developed open space by establ i shing a system 
of bonuses, such as increased density, reduced parking 
standards, decreased setbacks, etc. 

9. Unified Promotion 

(a) Unified promotion of the area to two distinct popul ations 
should be encouraged: 
- potential consumers/users of the area 
- potential new businesses/commercial devel opment 

(b) The cofllllercial committee of the Old Fairhaven Associati on 
should be maintained and should be charged with the 
accumulat ion of marketing infonnation and the development 
of a unified campaign to t hese popul ations. 

(c) Based on i nformation gathered by the Fairhaven 1990 Task 
Force and marketing data gathered by the co~rcial 
comni ttee, a unified theme should be devel oped for the 
area. Thi s theme may incl ude, but not be limited to: a 
logo, a slogan, theme music, etc. Professional 
consultation in the devel opment of this theme is 
advised. The use of this theme by indiv idual businesses, 
as well as by a col l ective group, should be encouraged. 

(d) The pooling of advertising dollars for unified promotion 
by busi nesses in t he area should be carefully explored. 

(e) A report of information perti nent to the establishment of 
conmercial development in the area (traffic counts, store 
transaction counts, and other demographic data) shoul d 
be compil ed and made avai l able to those examining the 
area for potential business sites. 

D. RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPLEMENTING BODY 
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A number of ways to implement the recomnendations of the Task Force 
were identified, including seeking a major private sector investor, 
creating a 11 voice 11 to work with the City to secure support for 
Fairhaven and to pursue funding such as CDBG, UDAG, CERB, IRB, 
etc., fanning a non-profit local development corporation (LDC), 
organizing a local improvement district (LID), organizing a 
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11 busi ness improvement area" (BIA), or developing a profit-making 
venture to generate revenue. 

Since the Old Fairhaven Association is a non-profit corporation, no 
new organization is needed initially. At a later date, if 
necessary, a local development corporation or for-profit subsidiary 
can be formed . 

RECOMMENDATION: That the Old Fairhaven Association 
create a standing committee to implement the 
recomnendations of this Task Force, and to prioritize and 
work on other related i terns assigned to it by the 01 d 
Fairhaven Association. This comni ttee shal 1 be called 
the Fairhaven Development Committee. 

Time is of the essense in the formation of this committee 
si nee certain recommendations require funding for which 
Fairhaven may have to compete and which may only be 
available for a limited period of time. 
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PUBLIC PREFERENCES FOR THE FUTURE OF FAIRHAVEN 

EXECUTIVE Slll4ARY 

Robert Jones Maureen Hovland Carl Simpson 

As a service to the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force, we conducted telephone 
surveys of 340 households in Bellingham, Whatcom and Skagit counties. 
Residents were asked to indicate the qualities they prefer in multi-use 
areas they visit often or visit for extended periods. Also, those who were 
familiar with the Fairhaven District were asked how desirable they felt a 
series of possible future changes to be. 

The directions for Fairhaven prefen'ed by the public are clear cut. 
** A moderate level of development is preferred, including some new 

construction consistent with present buildings but including no large 
seal e development. 

** Changes to enhance the outdoor environment and to emphasize 
historical qualities are favored markedly over others. The type of 
construction most often favored involves enhancing aesthetics by 
connecting the business district to the waterfront. 

** Public construction, increased public events, and increased parking 
all receive relatively strong support. 

** Increased availability of shopping receives relatively little 
support. 

** By far the least favored changes are those involving large scale 
construction in the private sector. 

General Preferences For Areas to Visit Often are very similar to 
preferences for Fairhaven's growth. 

** For three-fourths of those we interviewed, shopping is less 
ilJl>ortant than non-shopping activities. 

** Outdoor environment is most important, followed by eating facili­
ties and special public events, with shopping and overnight relatively 
less important. 

All these findings are ranarkably consistent. 
** The same pattern of preferences emerges for individuals of 

different genders, ages , income levels, and family sizes. 
** These patterns of preference for aesthetics, waterfront, and 

hi story hold for residents of Be 11 i ngham's Southside and ho 1 d even more 
strongly for those living farther from Fairhaven. 

** These patterns hold for those with moderate knowledge of Fairhaven 
and hold even more strongly for those with 111.1ch knowledge. 

In general, members of the public recommend a focus on enhancing 
Fairhaven's current strengths and on enhancing the public environment. 



INTRODUCTION 

The following report is based upon a February, 1984 public op1n1on survey 
conducted in response to the request of the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force. The 
task force sought public input regarding types of changes or stability in the 
Fairhaven District most desired by residents of Be 11 i ngham, Whatcom County, 
and Skagit County. A Sociology research methods class taught by Dr. Carl 
Simpson composed a questionnaire and conducted telephone interviews with 340 
households in Whatcom and Skagit counties. (See Appendix A for a more 
technical description of the survey method and Appendix B for a copy of the 
survey.) The authors of this report later analyzed the survey and wrote the 
report with the hope that the information will assist the task force in 
developing its long range planning recommendations. 

THE ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT 

We report the results of our survey in two separate sections. The first 
summarizes responses to each question having to do with preferred types of 
facilities or development. Information is presented grap hi cally and 
summarized verbally. The second section reports our analysis of several more 
analytic questions. For each issue, the question is defined, our results are 
summarized , and implications are indicated. Following these two results 
sections, we briefly summarize the overall implications of our findings. This 
report is brief and non-technical. Fuller results have been suppli ed to the 
task force, and we are willing to answer further questions if we are able. 

RESULTS SECTION ONE: GENERAL DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS 

The survey began by asking how often individuals visit each of fi ve areas in 
or near Washington State, characterized by historical thematic consistency. 
This was done primarily to let the individuals we interviewed know we would be 
asking about small town multi-activity areas, rather than shopping malls or 
the like. (Thus, our findings would not apply to very different settings , such 
as malls.) In addition, we learned t hat Whatcom/Skagit residents visit these 
other areas infrequently and have no consensual preference among them. 

GENERAL PREFERENCES REGARDING AREAS TO VISIT 

We asked respondents to rate the importance they pl ace on several qua 1 it ies 
when choosing ~ place to spend several hours or to visit often. At this point 
in the survey, Fairhaven has not been mentioned in any context. However, we 
have directed attention to areas somewhat similar in character. 

Figure 1, on the next page, shows the percent of all those we interviewed who 
indicated that each element was important to them (that i s, who answered 11411 

or 11 511 on a scale where l =not at all important and 5=extremely important.) 
Items are shown in order from most to least preferred. They are also labeled 
using the original numbering system from the survey {Appendix B, question 3.) 
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Findings: Areas with outdoor facilities and high quality restaurants are most 
favored. 

All items we asked about were considered important by at least one-third of 
those we interviewed. Outdoor recreation or fa mily areas , and pedestrian 
malls are rated as highly important by two-thirds, with hi gh quality 
restaurants rated third. The number and variety of stores, and availability 
of overnight accommodations are least important. 

Interpretation: The two items rated most important have in commmon a t heme of 
outdoor environmental appreciation . The second two involve dining, wi th 
shopping facilities rated least important. This pattern suggests that when 
choosing an area to visit often, people think first of aesthetics, recreation, 
and dining enjoyment and secondarily of shopping. Even frequency of publi c 
events rates above shopping in importance. This interpretation is supported 
by fndings from another question. We asked whether, overall, it was more 
important "to have lots of shopping available" or "to have lots of other 
activities available." Only 23% chose shopping. 

This does not necessarily mean t hat the individuals we interviewed do little 
shopping. Shopping facilities are at least somewhat important to nearly all . 
Rather, shoppi ng is secondary. Shopping will occur, but where it will occur 
is determined by aesthetic and recreational concerns (aside from explicit 
shopping trips to malls, etc., which we did not ask about.) 

We also note the value of bal ance, a proper mix, among different elements of 
an area. While environment is most important, all qualities we asked about 
are somewhat important. 

FAMILIARITY WITH THE FAIRHAVEN DISTRICT 

Before asking for opinions as to most preferable futures for the Fairhaven 
District, we asked how familiar each respondent was with Fairhaven. Thirty­
six percent reported high familiarity; another 36% were 11a little or somewhat" 
familiar. However, 26% were unfamiliar with Fairhaven. This last group of 
individuals were not asked any questions concerning Fairhaven. These 
questions were asked only of those 256 individuals wi th enough knowledge to 
answer meaningfully. 

DESIRABILITY OF POSSIBLE FUTURE CHANGES IN THE FAIRHAVEN DISTRICT 

We asked i ndividuals with knowledge of the Fairhaven area to rate 11 
... how 

desirable you think each" of a series of 15 changes in Fairhaven would be. 
This question was prefaced with an ind i cation that a task force had been 
establised to make recommendations for the future of the Fairhaven historical 
district. Figure 2, on page 4, shows the percent who see each type of change 
as desirable (who rate each 11 411 or 11 511 on a 1-5 scale) . They are also labeled 
using the original numbering system from the survey (Appendix B, question 6.) 
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A second look at these same findings is provided by Figure 3,below, where 
items are grouped into 5 11 scales", each indicating a particular type or 
direction of change for the area. Each of these scales includes items which 
have similar meaning and which also tend to be preferred or preferred by the 
same individuals. 
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FIGURE 3 
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See page 4 for identifi cation of each item shown in Figure 3. 
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Fi ndings: Most desired changes involve beautification, preservation, and 
connection with parks and waterfront. Least desired changes involve major 
construction in the private sector. 

More than three-fourths rate outdoor aesthetic development, including a 
beautification program, connecti ng the business district to nearby parks, and 
connecting it to the waterfront, as highly desirable changes. 

Historical preservation is the most popular single item,* with historical 
thematic consistency and constructing a museum also favored by more than hal f 
of respondents. 

A number of other options also receive clear support from a majority of those 
we interviewed: increasing public events and building a staging area for them, 
removing buildings which cannot be restored, and increasing parking close to 
businesses. 

Increasing available shopping and eating facilities receive moderate support, 
while "major developments," including overnight facilities, major industry, 
and a convention center, are seen as desirable by only one-fifth of those we 
interviewed. 

Interpretat ion : To a marked degree, the most desired changes involve 
aesthetics of the outdoor environment in and around the business district. 
This includes beautification, connection to water and parks, and historical 
preservation. At the opposite extreme is major development of indoor 
facilities. All five items favored by fewer than half of respondents involve 
construction of indoor facilities. The only types of construction favored by 
more than half of respondents, an historical/maritime museum and a public 
events staging area, are in the public sector and part of the public 
environment. 

This overal 1 tendency in preference by the two-county residents is 
exceptionally clear cut. It also follows the pattern of residents• general 
preferences for areas to visit often (see Figure 1), except that the pattern 
is more marked in the Fairhaven case. Emphasis on outdoor aesthetics is even 
greater, and interest in shoping, eating, and sleeping facilities is even 
smaller. This reinforces the wisdom of developing the most obvious strengths 
Fairhaven now has. The ability to interrconnect the historical theme, access 
to the waterfront, walking paths, and an aesthetically pleasing business area 
would seem to be a balanced design, accentuating Fairhaven's historical image. 
In short, development in the direction of an "aesthetically pleasing 
hi storical tourist area" receives considerable support from thi s survey. 

* The item "restoring and preserving Fairhaven 1s historical buildi ngs" is no 
doubt somewhat inflated by our mention that Fairhaven is an historical district. 
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fhi s int1 ~ rpre tdtion is cons i s l1•11t w1t11 Lhe ~.upport fo r lncred s iny Fair-haven' s 
already considerable emphas i s on special publ 'iC event s , includiny will ingness 
to see additional facilitie s liuilt for t hat purpose . It is also consistent 
with the support for i ncr edsed µMk ing and for removing build ings which cannot 
be restored. All the chi\nge ~; t'l!1.e1v ing yreatest support involve improvi ng on 
current strengths in hi stori c i1 1 and outdoor enviro nm e nt rather than 
supp lementing weaknesses i n are a ~ such as variety of shopping opportun i ties. 

HOW MUCH CHAIGE IS PREFERRED FOR FAIRHAVEN? 

Respondent s wer e given four· .i lt1!rn a tive degre1~ s of change for Fairhaven: 
maintain as is, change only by updating exi sting buldings , develop moderately, 
constructing some new building~ consi st"nt with current one s, or develop major 
new facilitie s. 

findings: The majority favor moderate development. including some construction 
consistent w1th exist1ng buildings. 

We find t hat the se indivit.lu<l h lidv e in mind es pecially development s whi ch 
would enhance the beduly of Liie area and woulu i nvolve connec tion of the 
busine s s district with the waterfront. Fewer than 7% favor either the no 
change or the major development option~ . 
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PREFERRED DEVELOPMENT OF THE WATERFRONT 

Access to the waterfront was rated as a desirable change. We also asked what 
types of development would be most preferable if. t he waterfront were to be 
developed. 

findings: Outdoor and multiple small scale development are preferred. 

As figure 5 shows, a park or walking paths are seen as desirable by nearly all 
those we sp oke with. Two thirds also see "waterside shops, restaurants. or 
entertainment" as desirable. However, few favor overnight faci 1 ities or a 
yacht club. 
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Interpretation: As with previous findings, this set of questions again 
reflects the public's priority on the outdoor experience. The waterfront 
involves outdoor recreation and beauty, and therefore represents 
diversification of the Fairhaven environment consistent with the strengths 
otherwise associated with Fairhaven. In tegrating the business district to 
waterside outdoor facilities is therefore extremely popular, and the further 
integration of modest, diversified construction at the waterside is favored by 
many. 

SUftttARY TO DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS 

The individuals we interviewed provided a remarkably consistent picture of 
their preferences. Whether asked about general preferences, desirable changes 
for all of Fairhaven, or desirable changes for the Fairhaven waterfront, the 
asnwers provide the same general picture: The public prefers that which is 
public, outdoors, beautiful, historical if available, integrated, diverse, and 
of modest scale. 

In the case of Fairhaven, it appears this means accentuating the current 
strong points, historical and diverse natural beauty, rather than attempting 
first to remedy the gaps, such as in diversity of retail stores. No doubt 
visitors will shop during visits. However, shopping appears clearly secondary 
to non-shopping activities when the choice of where to visit often is made. 

One implication of the picture our interviews paint is that successful 
development of Fairhaven may require considerable cooperation between public 
and private sectors, and perhaps considerable public sector funding. The 
great majority of those we interviewed are saying "the best things in life are 
free. 11 The outdoors, historical beauty, clean and beautiful surroundings -­
these are public qualities, free to be viewed and enjoyed once in place. 
However, that freedom stands intermediate to two financial exchanges. The 
first involves the cost of making that public beauty available. The second 
involves consumer money 1 ikely to be spent as a byproduct of time spent in 
freely enjoyable surroundings. 

9 



FINDINGS SECTION TWO: SELECTED FURTHER ANALYSES 

DIMENSIONS UNDERLYING RESPONDENTS' PREFERENCES 

In an effort to provide further interpretation of major themes underlying 
both general preferences and changes desired within Fairhaven, we grouped 
several issues into logical combinations or indexes. (See Appendix A for 
compo si tion of these indexes .) The groupings are basically extensions of 
those presented in Figure 3. Each indicates a particular orientation. Several 
analyses below draw on these indexes. Here, we briefly summarize the intent 
of each index and what we find to be the relationships among the different 
orientations represented by each index.* 

The AE STHETIC S index reflects an interest in enhancing the natural 
environment, e.g. nature walks or waterfront parks. It is the most popular 
orientation for changes in Fairhaven and for choosing areas to visit often or 
for prolonged periods. In the case of Fairhaven, the AESTHETICS dimension is 
closely associated with historical preservation and very closely associated 
with increased access with the water (though not with extensive development of 
the waterfront.) That is, these orientations complement each other and tend 
to be emphasized or de-emphasized by the same individuals. 

The index which involves emphasis on the HI STORICAL setting within Fairhaven 
is also associated with the idea of aethstics. For example, a museum and an 
integrated historical theme are desirable, but more importantly, respondents 
are interested in restoring and preserving historical buildings which make the 
area asethetically pleasing. 

WATER ACCESS is a popular dimension which contains two components. First is 
access and natural development of the area. This option is extremely popular, 
is nearly synomymous with the aesthetics index, and is also favored by those 
emphasizing the historical theme for Fairhaven. The second component involves 
the development of waterfront facilities beyond parks and the like. While 
less popular, this option receives considerable support, in particular, by 
those desiring moderate change including some construction. 

MAJOR DEVELOPMENT within Fairhaven in terms of industry and tourist 
attractions (convention center) is seldom rated as desirable. Furthermore, it 
tends to be antithetical to the changes rated as very desirable. That is, the 
few who prefer to see major development there place less emphasis on outdoor 
beauty, historical restoration, or water access. 

* Based on correlational analysis of respondents• relative score on each 
index. 
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OVERNIGHT FACILITIES also tend to be rated as an undesirable change within 
t he Fairhaven District and as of little importance wh en choosing areas to 
visit often or for extended stays. Preferred development within the Fairhaven 
District tends to be closely associated with the waterfront area and to be 
1 imited to parks, shops, restaurants or entertainment. Preference for 
OVERNIGHT FACILITIES runs modestly cou nter to all other orientations except 
major development . 

SHOPPING OR DINING facilities* either within Fairhaven or when chosing an area 
to vi sit frequently are given only modest emphasis. Furthermore, this 
emphasis runs cou nter to each other orientation except major development, 
pub 1 i c events, and parking. 

One option for Fairhaven involves increasing PUBLIC EVENTS. This dimension is 
interesting in that it is neither associated with nor antithetical to other 
dimensions. That is, except for being supported slightly less often by those 
emphasizing major development or increased parking, public events are 
emphasized to an equal (moderate) degree by those with both high and low 
emphasis on each other dimension we have introduced. 

The final issue raised here is PARKING. Parking is similar to the public 
events index. It is slightly antithet ical to nearly all other dimensions , but 
with the emphasis on "slightly." It is likely that the word "parking" conjurs 
quite different images in different individuals' minds, and that support for 
increasing parking depends on themes of aesthetics and historical integration. 

OVERALL PREFERENCE FOR SHOPPING OR NON-SHOPPING ACTIVITIES 

As noted earlier, only one-fourth of our sample say they emphasise shoppi ng 
over non-shopping activities when choosing an area to visit often or for an 
extended period. We now ask whether these individuals favor a different 
future for Fairhaven than the three-fourths who emphasize non-shopping 
activites, and if so, how the two groups differ. 

Findings: Those who generally emphasize shopping more often prefer growth of 
shopping or industry in Fairhaven. Those who emphasize non-shopping 
activities most often prefer outdoor recreation and aesthetics, and increased 
public events. 

In this case we do identify a trade off between the desires of differnt 
segments of Fairhaven•s potential market, although the relati onships on which 
we base this finding are not strong. Those most emphasizing shopping more 

* We exc 1 ude from this index the deve 1 opment of shops or restaurants at the 
waterfront, since we asked only how desirable they would be given that the 
waterfront were definitely being developed. 
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often prefer the types of changes ot hers want least to occu r . Both groups 
agree t hat the best degree of chan ge for Fairhaven i s moderate development. 
However, the nature of the development differs and differs in somewhat 
mutually i ncompatible ways , at least in the subjective views of these t wo 
groups. 

WHAT TYPES OF CHANGE ARE DESIRED BY THOSE WHO FAVOR NEW CONSTRUCTION? 

Nearly all those we interviewed preferred either slight or moderate change. 
Those who prefer less change center their attention on beautifying and 
updating or restoring current buil di ngs. Si xty percent of our sampl e favored 
moderate change, including some new construction consistent current buildings. 
What types of construction are these individuals thinking about? 

Findings : Those favoring moderate development are especial ly interested in 
developing access to the waterfront. 

To a modest extent, those favoring moderate development are more open to all 
types of growth except major industrial expansion. However, the one type of 
development which stand s out from t he rest i s waterfront development. It is 
for this reason that we find an emphasis on moderate development (as opposed 
to updating only) positively associated with preference for increasing the 
beauty of the Fairhaven env i ronment. The major type of development these 
individuals have in mind would be aesthetically pleasing in itself and would 
integrate t he beauty of the waterfront with t he current historical areas of 
Fairhaven. 

This finding provides an important interpretation to our finding reported in 
Figure 4. By far the most popular option for degree of change is moderate 
development. However, the nature of the deve 1 opment intended is consistent 
wit h the major theme also supported by those preferring only historical 
restoration: to gain a more pleasing overall environment. 

ARE FINDINGS AFFECTED BY INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THOSE INTERVIEWED? 

The findings we describe in Section I of this report show quite strong 
patterns. We assume, however, that the task force would like to know whether 
different sectors of the available public market express differe nt 
preferences. We therefore recalculated all the results reported thus far, in 
order to compare the following groups : men and women, individuals of all 
ages, households havi ng four different income levels. and households with and 
without children. 

Finding: Individual and household characteristics we measured have remarkably 
li ttle impact in any of the findings we have reported. 

We did find that younger respondents tended to rate recreational facilities or 
family areas as more important for an area than shopping, while older 
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respondents gave shopping relatively more emphasis. Also , household s with 
children prefer growth in public events somewhat more than others, while those 
without chil dre n emphasize aest hetics to a greater degree. However, these 
differences are small and in the great majority of comparisons we find no 
difference at all . 

These findin~s are convenient for the task force. One need not entertain 
trade offs between one portion of the market and other portions (e.g ., young 
poor families and well to do families without children .) Wi th very small 
except i ons, the same types of preferred changes are expressed by al l the 
demographic segments of the sample which we measured. 

ARE FINDINGS AFFECTED BY LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT FAIRHAVEN? 

It is possible that those who know Fairhaven very well might express different 
preferences for its future than those who are more removed. This possibility 
is worth exploring both because t hose more knowledgeable may have more useful 
ideas on the topic and because they are more likely to become political l y 
involved in debates in response to the task force's recommendations. 

We separated individual s who reported knowing Fairhaven "quite" or 11very11 well 
from those who knew "a l ittle11 or 11 some 11 about the area. We then compared the 
answers these t wo groups gave to all questions concerning Fairhaven's future. 
The result is almost perfectly consistent for all questions. 

Results: Those who know Fairhaven we ll displ ay the same pattern of 
preferences as others, with somewhat greater certainty. 

For some questions, no difference at all emerges between the groups. For 
others, a slight difference emerges: whatever is the most popular option is 
even mor e popul ar among those who know Fairhaven wel 1. For example, 
connection to parks is even more preferred and overnight facilities are even 
more opposed by t hose who know Fairhaven well. These differences are small. 

This is another convenient finding for the task force. To the extent that 
task force recommendations reflect public preferences, they will satisfy both 
those who know Fairhaven best and also those who are currently less involved 
with the area but might become part of an expanded future market of patrons. 

ARE FINDINGS AFFECTED BY WHERE RESPONDENTS LIVE? 

Aside from knowledge of Fairhaven, it is possible that individuals living in 
different degrees of proximity to Fairhaven may express different preferences 
for its fu t ure than those who are more removed. This possibi 1 ity is again 
worth exploring both because those who live in the immediate area may be more 
knowledgeable and because t hey are more likely to become politically involved 
in debating the task force's recommendations. 

13 



We separated individuals in two different ways for thi s comparison. First, we 
formed three groups, residents of: Bellingham, the remaining areas in Whatcom 
County, and Skagit County. Second, we grouped residents of the Southside of 
Bellingham versus all others.* We then compared the answers t hese groups gave 
to all questions concerning Fairhaven's future. 

Results : Residents of Bellingham, Whatcom County and Skagit County answer in 
nearly identical ways. Southside residents answer very similarly to others 
except that they slightly more often prefer diversified moderate development, 
and slightly more often prefer removal of buildings which cannot be restored. 

On the backdrop of overwhelming similarity among the preferences of those 
1 iving in different areas, we note those differences we find to be 
statistically reliable. All differences are very small, except for the 
observation that many fewer Skagit residents than others had enough knowledge 
about Fairhaven to answer the questions. 

Differences among Bellingham, Whatcom, and Skagit residents: 1) Be 11 ingham 
residents emphasize multipurpose stores less than residents of either county 
when chasing areas to visit often. 2) Bellingham residents place greatest 
emphasis on outdoor family facilities. 3) Bellingham residents express 
greatest and Skagit residents least preference on increased shopping in 
Fairhaven. 4) Overnight facilities are least often favored by Skagit 
residents and most often by Bellingham residents. 

Differences between Southside residents and all others: 1) Southside 
residents give greater emphasis to small specialty shops and inexpensive 
restaurants, and less emphasis to multipurpose stores when choosing areas to 
visit often. 2) Southside residents slightly more often than others desire a 
variety of developments in Fairhaven. These include: increased availability of 
shopping, increased public events, construction of overnight facilities, 
eating facilities, convention center, a marina/yacht club, and waterfront 
shops. 3) Southside residents also favor slightly more often several changes 
associated with outdoor aesthetics. These include: removal of buildings which 
cannot be re stored, a beautification program, access to waterfront, nature 
walks connecting the business area to parks, and a waterside park or paths. 

It must be emphasized that all these differences are small, and the small 
number of Southside residents interviewed make them somewhat unreliable. We 
report them primarily because taken together, they form coherent patterns 
useful to identify. In particular, the Southside of Bellingham has a 
reputation for resisting development. This leads one to ask whether future 
uses which might be planned for the Fairhaven District might pit the nearby 
community against others who visit periodically. Our findings suggest not. 

* For thi s comparison, we draw on our Southside oversample. (See Appendix A.) 
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Neither Southside residents nor residents of any other area favor large scale 
development. All favor moderate and aesthetically pleasing development which 
emphas izes the outdoor environment and the historical heritage of the area. 
Indeed, those living outside the immediate area express even greater support 
for environment and opposition to development than Southside residents. We 
assume this represents the greater mixture of interests in the Southside, 
where many residents shop in the Fairhaven area and some own property there. 

HOW SATISFIED ARE RESPONDENTS WITH FAIRHAVEN CURRENTLY? 

We asked those familiar with Fairhaven how satisfied they currently are with 
Fairhaven in two regards, as a place to shop and as a place to visit for 
reasons other than shopping. 

Finding: Sat isfaction is moderately low with shopping, and moderately high 
with non-shopping. 

Ratings were made using 5 point scales, where 11 1" signified "poor" and 11 511 

signified "excellent." Results are presented below. 

Rating For ShOQQing For Non-ShOQQing 
Excellent (5) 8. 2% 18.7% 

(4) 10.2% 30.9% 
(3) 42.5% 31.6% 
(2) 26. 7% 18.9% 

Poor (1) 12 .4% 2.1% 

Discussion. Although the largest portion of the people (43%) evaluated 
shopping in the middle category (3) the next largest portion (27%) rated it 
only one point above "poor." This finding is of course not surprising; a 
task force was constituted in part to address this problem. On the other 
hand, over 81% evaluate the current Fairhaven at or above the middle of the 
scale {3-5) as "a place to visit for reasons other than shopping." 

Clearly, evaluations of the current strengths of Fairhaven correspond closely 
with pref erred areas of future development or enhancement. Indeed, despite 
its current problems, Fairhaven has the advantage that its strengths lie in 
the very areas most often named as important when chaos i ng an area to visit 
often or for prolonged periods. 

IS DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH FAIRHAVEN ASSOCIATED WITH PREFERRED FUTURES? 

Folowing up on the apparent theme of developing strengths rather than filling 
in the weak areas, we can ask what preferences are expressed by those who 
evaluate Fairhaven most and least positively in shopping and other areas. 

Findings: satisfaction with shoppping is unrelated to type of change preferred 
for Fairhaven or to factors influencing choice of areas to visit frequently. 
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No relationships were found between satfaction with shopping and indexes 
indicating emphasis on aesthetics, historical, shopping, water, parking, or 
major development factors. A slight association is found concerning public 
events: those most satisfied with shopping in Fairhaven more often desire 
increase in public events. However, the great majority evaluate Fairhaven's 
shopping without regard to any of these factors. Even the index regarding 
emphasis on shopping does not offer any explanation as to why people rate 
Fairhaven's shopping high or low. 

One implication of this analys is is that the individuals we interviewed were 
probably not often thinking of Fairhaven in terms of a place to shop. Their 
preference for future changes refer almost entire ly to non-shopping aspects of 
the area and are unrelated to their evaluation of shopping. It may be that 
improving both the environment and the shopp ing facilities in Fairhaven would 
produce more shopping there. However, it appears that for Fairhaven to become 
an active shopping area would require both an improvement of facilities and a 
change in the public definition of the essential nature and potential of the 
area. 

Findings: satisfaction with factors other than shopping is associated with 
preference to emphasize non-shopping qualities in Fairhaven's future 

The result of our analysis of satisfaction with non-shopping aspects of 
Fairhaven closely follow the general observation that the public supports 
strengthening areas of current strength. Specifically, those who evaluate 
Fairhaven highly for non-shopping quality more often recommend emphas is on 
historical qualities, and on aesthetic qualities, including a waterfront park. 
These same individuals express less desire for increased shopping or parking 
in Fairhaven. 

SU"4ARY TO SECTION TWO, FURTHER ANALYSES 

Most further analyses we conducted confirmed and strengthened the descriptive 
findings reported in Section I. Regardless of personal characteristics, area 
of residence, degree of knowledge about Fairhaven, or evaluat ion of Fairhaven 
currently, the same pattern of preferences emerges. The minority who place 
most emphasis on shopping do report divergent preferences, but only to a 
modest degree. 

In addition, we came to see more c l early the pivotal role of access to 
the waterfront. This is the type of new construction most often referred to 
by the majority who want moderate development, and it is development which 
represents both growth and commitment to environmental aesthetics. 

Finally, residents surrou nding the Fairhaven area express very similar 
preferences to those living farther away. The only small differences noted 
indicate slightly more Southside residents willing to entertain diverse types 
of moderate development. 
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APPENDIX A. SAMPLING PROCEDURES ANO SURVEY METHODS 

This project combined course experience for students learning survey methods 
with a pub l ic service project by the Department of Sociology. The project 
was directed by the course instructor, Carl Simpson, who has extensive 
professional experience in the survey research field. Although the project 
was vo 1 unteered, qua 1 i ty standards were maintained; the methods were 
equivalent to those of any high quality paid professional survey. 

Interviews were conducted during evenings and afternoons in the first week of 
March, 1984. Students conducted the inter.views after training in class. 
Households were selected for interview from telephone directories (released in 
1983) through a systematic random sampling technique, with exclusion of 
businesses. Interviewers were instructed to balance interviews with male and 
female adult heads of househo lds. A total of 340 interviews were completed, 
146 with males, 194 with females. Ages of respondents ranged from 17 to 86, 
with mean of 39.5. 

The survey sample was stratified to include some individuals from Skagit 
County but to retain greatest accuracy of estimates within Whatcom County and 
Bellingham. We conducted 144 interviews drawn systematically from the 
Bellingham te lephone directory, 124 from the Whatcom County directory, and 49 
from the Skagit County directory. Thus, we selected Skagit names at only 30% 
the rate at which we selected Bellingham and Whatcom names. 

Where appropriate, analysis is based on a mathematically corected sample. All 
results in Section One: Descriptive Findings, are calculated from a 
mathematically reweighted data file in which the number interviewed from each 
of these three areas was expanded or reduced to represent accurate re 1 at i ve 
population leve l s drawn from the 1980 census. Results in Section Two : Selected 
Further Analyses, work with the unweighted sample. Upon inspection, we found 
so little difference by area that it was preferable to perform the analysis in 
this fashion, thereby improving reliability of estimates. 

In addition, we included a smal 1 "oversamp le" from the Southside of 
Bellingham. These were extra names not part of the overall representative 
sample. They are therefore excluded from all analysis except that which 
compares preferences of Southside res idents to those of others. We took this 
step to insure that views of residents in the immediate area, those most 
affected by any change, would be reported. 

The reliability (relative accuracy) of our estimates depends on the size of 
the sample employed for any particular analysis. The following four general 
rules may guide the reader concerned with this issue: 

** Where the entire sample is involved, as in Figure 1, the 95% 
confidence interval around percentage estimates will vary from 4.5% to 5.5%. 
That is, if we conducted the survey 100 times with this same size sample, 
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then in 95 of those surveys, any particular estimate would fall within about 
5% either way from the estimate we report here. 

** Where our calculations are based on only those familiar with 
Fairhaven, as in Figures 2 through 5, the 95% confidence interval expands to 
between 5.0 and 6.3 for nearly all measures. 

**For analyses of the small Southside sample only, the 95% confidence 
interval is large: 10-15%. Even so, estimates from that subgroup are useful. 
We can be 60% confident that true scores 1 i e within 5-7%, and our analysis 
shows such consistency of pattern that we have much more confidence in t he 
relative pattern of preferences we report than in any single estimate. 

** For all analyses in section two of the report, we state that variables 
are associated or groups differ only when tests are statistically reliable at 
the 95% level of confidence. 

All our analysis was performed using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSSx, release 2). The data set, saved as an SPSSx system f i le, is 
available to any in the community planning process who require further 
information. 

VARIABLES INCLUDED IN INDEXES, WITH MEAN RESPONSES 

On pages 10-11 we report on a set of indexes indicating various orientations 
characterizing respondents ' preferences. The following list indicates the 
measures which compose each index. All indexes are strictly additive. 

Number and letter combinations refer to the questionnaire sequence. See 
Appendix B for wording. 

Mean values are expressed in terms of the original scales, where l=lowest and 
5=highest preference or importance. 

AESTHETICS : 6J, 6K, 6L, 11A; MEAN: 4.2 
HISTORICAL: 6A, 60, 61; MEAN: 3.9 
WATER DEVELOPMENT: 6K, 11A; MEAN: 4.3 
MAJOR DEVELOPMENT : 6H, 60, 118, 110; MEAN: 2.4 
OVERNIGHT FACILITIES: 6F; MEAN : 2.4 
SHOPPING/DINING: 3A, 38, 68, 6G; MEAN: 3.0 
PUBLIC EVENTS: 3H, 6C, 6N; MEAN: 3.5 
PARKING: 6M; MEAN: 3.6 
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APPENDIX B. THE SURVEY 

1. First, I'd 1 ike to ask you approximately how often you vi sited each of the 
following places during the last~· 

a. Leavenworth Tit-ES CODING: 98 = 98 ffi twmE; 
99 = OON IT KOOW THE AREA 

b. Gastown, Vancouver TIMES 

c. Friday Harbour Tlr-ES 

d. Winthrop TIMES 

e. Port T~nsend Tlr-t:S 

2. If one of these were moved closer so you could visit more often, which one 
would 1QlJ. choose? 

(READ THE LIST AGAIN IF YOU NEED TO. ) 

A • 1 B • 2 c • 3 D • 4 E • 5 OON 1T KOOW • 8 

3. We'd like to know what ingredients are important to you when you choose an 
area to spend several hours or to visit often. Would you please indicate the 
importance of each thing I wi l '1 read by rating it w1 th a number between 1 and 
5 where 1 means it is not ~ all important to you and 5 means it extremely 
inportant to you. 

a. First . • The variety of small, 
specialty shops . in the area. 

b. The number of multipurpose stores, 
such as department stores 

c. The availability of overnight accanodations 

d. The availability of high quality restaurants 

e. The availability of inexpensive places to eat 

f. The availability of outdoor recreation 
or f<VTiily areas 

g. Having pedestrian areas free fran traffic 

h. Having frequent special public events to attend 

4. Overall , is it f?K)re important to you 

1 2 3 4 5 

OON'T 
IOOW 

8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

to have lots of shopping available ••. • .•• 1 

or to have lots of other activities available • • 2 DK • 8 

S' .. J. 
_, - t 

1 - IO 

,, - 11.. 

11- •'I 

IJ,. 

'1 
'~ 

'f 



5. HON familiar are you with the Fairhaven District of Bellingh~n? 

OOT AT ALL l~ SKIP TO LAST P&. f -. . . . . 
J. ~ 

~A LITTLE/Sel'E • • • • 2 

~ITE/VERY FAMILIAR . 3 

OK. As you may know, then, Fairhaven has been officia·11y designated as 
an hi stori ca 1 area. A task force has been set up to make recommendations for 
the future of the Fairhaven District. 

6. I am going to 1 ist some possible ways in which Fairhaven could change. We 
would like you to indicate how desirable you think each of these would be, by 
rating each with a number from 1 to 5, where 1 means it is' not at all 
desirable and 5 means it is extremely desirable. ----

DK 
~ '-a. Constructing an historical/ maritime muselJll 1 2 3 4 5 8 

b. Increasing the amount of shopping available 1 2 3 4 5 8 "> 7 
c. Constructing a public events staging area with 

~' public restrooms 1 2 3 4 5 8 

d. Restoring and pres er vi ng Fairhaven• s 
historical buildings 1 2 3 4 5 8 ~r 

e. Removing buildings if they cannot be restored 1 2 3 4 5 8 So 
f. developing overnight facilities in Fairhaven 1 2 3 4 5 8 

,, 
g. Increasing the nllltler of eating places 1 2 3 4 5 8 J l.. 

h. Developing a convention center, with 
a major hotel and group facilities 1 2 3 4 5 8 J) 

i . having the businesses in the area reflect a 
COl11TK>n theme of Fairhaven•s History 1 2 3 4 5 8 1 'f 

j. establishing a beautification program 1 2 3 4 5 8 ~ s-
k. Establishing public access to the water-

front close to the business district 1 2 3 4 5 8 ~~ 

1. ad9ing nature walks connecting the business 

'7 area to nearby parks 1 2 3 4 5 8 

m. Increasing the arTllunt of parking close to 
1 i' businesses 1 2 3 4 5 8 

n. Increasing the nllllber of public events and 
-s 1 activities 1 2 3 4 5 8 

o. increasing the arTllunt of major industry in the area 1 2 3 4 5 8 4.f O 



7. In general, how would you rate Fairhaven at present, as a place to shop, if 
5 is excellent and 1 is poor? 

l 2 3 4 5 OON'T KOOW • 8 

8. How would you rate Fairhaven as a place to visit for reasons other than 
shoppi ng, using the SCITle 1 to 5 rating? 

1 2 3 4 5 OON'T KNOW • 8 

9. Please indi cate how much change you think would be best for Fairhaven. by 
choosi ng one of t he following alternatives. 

A. Maintaining it j ust the way i t is • • . • • • • . 1 

B. Changing it only by updating existing buildings • 2 

C. Developing it moderately, constructing sane nei1 
buildings consistent with current ones • • • • • 3 

or D. Developing major new facilities • • • • • • • • • 4 

10. Building codes oriented to new buildings make renovation v~ry expensive. 
Do you think building codes shoUi<f be tailored to make it easier to restore 
historical bui ldi ngs? 

t() • 1 YES • 2 UNDECIDED • 3 

11. If Fairhaven were able to arrange publi c access to t he nearby waterfront 
area, what do you think would be the most desirable uses of the waterfront. 
Please use the 1-5 rating again, where 1 means not at all desirable and 5 
means extremely desirable. 

a waterside park or walking paths 1 2 
OK 

3 4 5 8 

a marina or yacht cl ub 1 2 3 4 5 8 

waterside restaurants, shops, or entertairment 1 2 3 4 5 8 

waterfront overnight accomodations 1 2 3 4 5 8 

12. If you were to recommend one new type of retail store that you think 
Fairhaven needs, what \'tQuld thatlie? 

13. Is there any one thing aside from retail stores which you think Fairhaven 
needs to add? -

'f I 

"< J 

" "" 
"'7 

" ( 



OK. I'd like to ask a couple questions about~ if you don't mind. It 
helps us get some idea of the people we interviewecr.--

17. What is your age? (IF HESITANT, PROBE: Rounded off to the nearest 5 
years is fine). 

YEARS 

19. Do you have any children living at hCJ11e? 

NO • 1 YES • 2 

20. wou 1 d you p 1 ease indicate whether your househo 1 d's annua 1 income is • • • 

less than $15,000 . 1 

between 15 and $25,CX)() • • ••• 2 

between 25 and $35,000 • • • •• 3 

or over $35,CX)() •••••••••• 4 IX)N'T KNOW • 8 REFUSED • 9 
• 

IF THEY WERE NOT FAMILIAR WITH FAIRHAVEN: 

Thanks very much. I have only one final question: Do you have any 
suggestions for what types of facilities, shopping or otherwise, you would 
like to see developed in the Whatcom (Whatcom/Skagit) county area? 

IF THEY DID KMlW FAIRHAVEN: 

Thanks very much. The last question I have is whether you want to add 
anything about what you think would be best for Fairhaven in the future. 

Thanks very much for taking thi s time to talk with us. 

CODE DIRECTLY: 

GENDEH MA.1..E • 1 FEMAJ..E • 2 

LOCATION: FAIRHAVEN OVERSJIJ.1PLE • 1 SOUTHSIDE • 2 OTHER BELLINGHAM • 3 

w-iATC0'-1, BELLINGHAf1 ADOOESS . 4 OTHER w-iATC0'-1 • 5 SKAGIT • 6 



June 28 , 1984 

Dear Joy, 

Obviously a tremendous amount of work went into preparing 

the 1990 Task Force Reoort, this is a give. Unfortunately it 

seems to be little more than a listing of ideas which have been 

discussed and rediscussed for sometime. 

Had more people been involved who had a strong backP,round in 

Fairhaven the essence of this paper could have been completed in 

a matter of weeks and the ftmds expended where they are actually 

needed - on developin~ an economic "sales package" of Fairhaven. 

Now, assuming the Fairhaven Economic and Historic Develoµnent 

Committee does begin to address the real economic problems of 

Fairhaven, the work will apparently have to be done by volunteers -

an overwhel1lli ng task for any unpaid group. 

The r eport itself seems to dwell on the "easy" stuff (signs, 

trails, cyclists, parking, litter, beautification) and ignores 

in lar~e oart the really tough problems of economic development 

and revitalization. Very little is said about attractinP, private 

enterprise to Fairhaven, there seeming to be a mentality dominatin~ 



the report which looks in the direction of Federal Grants instead 

of actual and real economic development in the community. 

Finally, though the stated purpose of the report is limited 

and thus manages to avoid addressing the real question of how 

to implement its own recommendations, its very blandness gives 

me little to object to during the final vote. 

Sincerely, 

l 



DR. W I LLIAM J. SERVAIS 

, ' . 1 " - . I .. . '.1. .. .., • ·-• l 0 : .. _ • - . u... . (; :.J. : " c . ' .•. <.UH c. I . .I.. 0 J ec I, • ( .n.. G eJ . 

. Jc;· : _1 .. · , 

r:.:. v:i..:1 ,,s .~e; .J th~ 199-; ·.~ .,, 1•'01. CO c1ocwnent , tb1~ folloHing 
hr.. 'uec.Jn:: r ..... :· :i·c.nt to :ll'"! , 

1. , .. lnt 01· 0; .Lfort c•.nd time h.'.'. gone into t he 

• 1 ·1:.: • ..:'1.'ir... Y t-!. _. ·11 , J.,,:.~·.,: , o uE:n :;}2.C(: need:: , 
'.le~ t c:i: ':' e;c;r_, ,::. ; rnl vi ·,ua.l irnpr·,: ts bi.we b E:cn 
t l10r'1u/)1ly ; .c<11·e ":-·e<I . 

~; '1he e:cono1nic.- ::>l' the r.:.>:·ea r.nd it ' r; f uture 
h;:.ve uo t b een 1001<Pd ;:. t , i. e . the::-e i r· not 
~.- o 111uch :'.2 <'.n invento::=y oi' _,.1x:«ce e.vP.ilD.ble 
.:or nc .1 tu~" .Ln -::··.: o:i.· any a. Gte1110 t. to identify 
.:ez·vice 1100d • o:i.: the a:-:-e~ .• 

~ C'-.11 n~t , .cccpt thi 
1.·:·c· e;1t fnr111 . 

. n t-cono1t1ic docw11e::nt in i t ' 

l could L CCl'~_>t thi~ docur.wnt if t h e ti tlc 1:e:re chc.nf;ed to 
c~olete :: uy 1·0:!.'e:-ence to ccononic; ~ or to indic<.i.te t l1'1.t the 
econouic Ludy ··.::..c_- not cont: .ined thc;:ocin but t.oulci be forth­
cominh in · l'utu::·e · tudy. 

dv..nk-you l'o:·· 1~iving 1r1e the 0 J1' •0:r-tu11i ty to .1:e:vicu c.ncl conunent 
on thi. ;.i: -. i..Lm·. 

JinccTc.ly , 

/,?'~ yz ~--.e---C: 

1118 F INN EGAN WAY • BELLI NGHAM, WASH INGTON 98225 
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I Mr. John Hauter 

President Old Fairhaven Association 
Thru! Joy Schroeder 

Topic: Task Force 1990 Recommendations 

Dear John and Joy~ 

6/20/84 

In reference to the 1990 report I should like to express 
my respect for a commendable effort on the part of those who con·· 
t;-ibuted to its completion. Even so I find its focus problematic 
in terms of economic development. 

The enhancement of the physical elements of the district, 
l andscaping, trails , bicycle lanes, pedestrian paths while useful, 
and desirable do not clothe,feed and house entire communities. Our 
community is suffering from unemployment, underemployment, and the 
physical deterioration of its historic core. 

It is m, contention that if large development in the form 
of tourist, commercial, and/or overnight accommedations, and manufac­
turing are in any way discouraged that Fairhaven will continue to be 
known as its own worse enemy. One certain way to allow the fine old 
buildings of Fairhaven to reach a point of irrepairable decay is to 
convey to those who would invest in the area that we don't want"large" 
and we don't want "modern. Li 

" Our failure to thrive is directly tied to our failure to deal 
with economic realities. Archetectual snobbery, fear of "size" and the .. .. 
real world do not mix. If Fairhavendecides to remain seperate and quaint 1 . 

it will lose that which it wants to save, its physical integrity and 
historic atmosphere. 

Specific Reccomendations: 

1) Apply f or. block grant funds to vacate Mckenzie between 
12th and 11th and construct an area parking l<M:. 

2) Apply for fisheries enhancement f unds for P~en Creek. 
3) Support and e ncourage major land holders in thier efforts 

to develope and market their properties. 
4) Have commitee meet on a regular basis with city and port 

authorities to assist their development efforts. 
S) Provide major investment groups with information about 

Fair.havens many virtues, and potentials for investment . 
6). Have COtmllitee work as an adjunct to Chamber of Commerce, 

in providing investment informatio 

" . ~~ :,. ·' . 
~.~.1 .1 •' 
I ~ /" • 

~ ;~~. 



WHATCOM 
CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE 
& INDUSTRY 

)lithad .J. Br1•nnan. 
Em. \"ice President 

BUSINESS 
INFORMATION 

CENTER 
Jerry Bums. 

Diredor 

(206) 734-1330 
P.O. Box 958 

Bellingham, WA 98227 

Mr. Paul Schissler, Planner/ Project Manager 
Fairhaven 1990 Task Force 

Subject: Phase Two Report, Draft 

Dear Paul, 

First, I would like to commend you and the Task Force participants for the 
obvious labor and energy expended in compiling this document. I'm sure 
the effort will meet with suitable appreciation. 

I am responding from a critical and, hopefully, constructive viewpoint. I guess 
my exception to the Phase Two Report is identified on the title page, to wit, 
" ... is an on-going community-based economic development and planning 
effort .. . ".After studying this paper, it is my firm opinion that it has little, if 
anything, to do with economic development. 

And, to preclude bandying about an abstract and often misused term, I am 
using "economic development" as an effort which creates new job opportunities 
and new dollars in the economy that would otherwise not exist. Typically, that 
effort would be a combined effort of both public and private sectors. That is, 
public expenditure would leverage or inspire private sector investment toward 
the desired ends. 

The development effort must be measured in terms of economic growth. Use of 
public funds only, or with the public sector as lead agency in an endeavor that 
is not legally defined as public sector responsibility, inevitably results in increased 
bureaucracies, private gain without public purpose or, at the very least, business 
su bsidies with little real economic growth. 

If the Fairhaven Area is to prosper, there will be more healthy small businesses. 
Too, those businesses may be expected to establish and operate within the 
environmental and historical frameworks outlined in this report. But there must 
be a net increase in number of jobs, income, and provision of goods and services. 

The role of the public sector is both that of a catalyst and a partner to the private 
sector - which, finally, develops the viable financial opportunities. 

Therefore, since this report serves only to reflect a survey of a public interest in 
possible future use as primarily a recreational area, and a delineation of City of 
Bellingham areas of legal responsibilities, and is not a proposal to develop the 
economy of the a rea, I recommend the following: 

1) that the report title page and all subsequent references therein be 
amended to delete "economic development effort" or any reference 
to priorities defined as such, 

2) that the effort t o analyze and understand the uniqueness of the 



Fairhaven area be continued to the end that a rationale and a strategy for 
economic development be devised, 

3) that a moratorium be placed on those activities proposed herein which require 
expenditure of public funds that might more appropriately leverage private 
investment. This is not to preclude public fund expenditure per se, but only in 
those instances where private benefit exceeds public purpose. 

4) that this letter and all other such responses be appended to the Draft Report as 
part of the final presentation. 

Sincerely, 

%!~~ /{Vhft~ 
erry B ns, Director 

Busine s Information Center 

7 /5/84 
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Fairhaven Task Force 1990 Compendium 

A. Methods and Programs for Financing Job Creation and 
Economic Development. 

B. Directory of Individuals, Groups, Non-profit Organizations, Private 
Businesses, Local Industries, and Local, State, Regional and 
National Agencies Involved in Economic Development. 

Prefatory Note: The focus in this compendium is on the means available for a 
traditional (macro?) economic development program for Fairhaven. It may be that for 
immediate and tangible economic impact on the district, the Old Fairhaven 
Association should concentrate on a more unified and dynamic marketing and 
promotional approach that would consider anything from a square dancing festival to 
flea markets to using the Market Place for professional and historical association 
meetings (e.g . the 1989 Centennial Commission) . 

Introduction to Methods and Programs for Financing Job Creation and Economic 
Development. 

Economic development funding assistance opportunities depend on such factors 
as the purpose of the financing program, the type of applicant, the 
credit-worthiness of applicant, amount sought, eligible activities and uses, 
potential jobs creation, quality of proposal to funding agency, TIMING, availabl e 
funds, local and state competition for funds, location of applicant, local 
government cooperat ion and advocacy to state and federal levels, and the advocacy by 
the business and the Old Fairhaven Association or its preservation and development 
committee to all agencies involved . 

To consider what funding assistance may be available it is necessary to 
identify the potential applicant(s) and have a fairly clear vision of what the 
applicant want s to accomplish . Because most economic development assistance programs 
are designed to create jobs in large numbers, most commercial/retail enterprises do 
not fit their qualifying criteria. Although not likely, it is possible that any one 
of the programs could be used in the Fairhaven District . Many would have to be 
applied for by the City or the Port to be access ible to private business or industry 
wishing to locate in Fairhaven . The range of programs avail able will depend on the 
scope of development planned as well as the other factors mentioned above. 

Possible scenarios for development of Fairhaven: 

1. Individual property owners seeking assistance on their own . 
2. Group or organizational activity seeking minor improvements 

to exist i ng situation . 
3. Major improvements to existing situation sought by group or 

organizational activity • 
4. Full development of ''Historic Fairhaven". 
5. Full devel opment of an expanded commercial and historic 

Fairhaven. 
6. Development of "Greater Fairhaven" from historic district 

to the water. 

Each scenario provides a different range of financing opportunities and 
requirements to realize those opportunities. In many programs the participation of a 
local government unit is central and required. Seeking cooperation from local 
government officials is necessary for most of the other programs. 



Even where potential applicants are sure they meet the eligibility requirements , 
assistance in processing applications, meeting deadlines and assuring an effective 
propos~l is needed. The expertise, coopeFation and assertiveness of local 
governmental officials and staff are often the critical factors determining the 
succes·s of a private business that needs outside assistance to get started, expand, 
or even hold its own. 

These programs must be viewed as a competitive situation where multiple 
applicants are seeking limited funds. It is possible that activities of major 
developers outside of the Fairhaven area, such as the Trillium Corporation, may 
limit successful applications to many of these programs by businesses or developers 
in Fairhaven. There is only so much money available in any one funding period and 
the State has incentives to spread the benefits of these programs around the rest of 
the state from one funding period to the next. 

Because of this situation it is imperative that Fairhaven interests be 
currently informed about assistance available, funding processes (especially 
deadlines and lead-times) and individuals who are centers of influence in these 
processes; organized to act effectively; and, willing to put forth the time and 
effort necessary to effectively represent Fairhaven in the political and 
administrative processes associated with funding assistance. City government will be 
the focal point for most of this effort. However, for a few programs state level 
lobbying (both legislative and administrative) is essential. 

It may be that the element most critical to the success of Fairhaven 
interests in seeking outside financing assistance is the one yet to be developed 
between the Old Fairhaven Association and the Fourth Corner Development Corporation. 
The FCDC has the potential for a tremendous impact on the economy of Whatcom County. 
It already has the attention of state agencies and expressions of intended 
cooperation from the agencies' leadership. Both the City and County governments are 
represented in the membership of the FCDC. The degree of enthusiasm and cooperation 
between governmental units and private business interests is unusual and very 
encouraging. 

The FCDC is in the process of hiring a high-powered executive director to 
attract new and assist expanding businesses. It intends an aggressive and effective 
marketing campaign with special emphasis on Canadial businesses. This group could be 
viewed as a threat but should be sought as a potentially strong ally for Fairhaven 
interests. Effective liason to this organization needs to be established . Such a 
liason will enhance Fairhaven's opportunities to participate in both state and 
federal programs and increase chances for cooperation with city agencies for any 
efforts to increase business in Fairhaven. 

General Information Sources: 

For general information regarding small business start-ups or expansions or 
specific information regarding the SBA the following two individuals and their 
respective organizations are available and willing to help : 

Mr. Jerry Burns 
Director, Business Information Center 
Whatcom Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
1111 Cornwall Avenue 
Bellingham., Wa. 98225 
Telephone: (206) 734-1330 

Mr. Max King, 
Director, Small Business Development Center 
College of Business and Economics 
Western Washington University 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 
Telephone (206) 676-3899 



State Level 

The State of Washington's efforts supporting economic development have 
recently increased. However, in addition to the increase in effort there is 
considerable reorganization going on in areas providing support services to 
community/economic development projects. This may cause some confusion as to who is 
the appropriate contact for a specific program. The best general contact point for 
state assistance is the Department of Community Development at (206) 753-2200 or 
753-4900. 

An example of the types of things being done by the State is The Community 
Development Finance Program. This Program was begun in 1983 oy the State to help 
business and industry secure long-term expansion loans . This Program focuses on 
business expansion through community development activities by combining private 
financial resources with Federal and State lending assistance, and local leadership. 
When used in conjunction with State and Federal loans, these activities can leverage 
maximum private financing . Eligible applicants are local governments in need of 
community development assistance, any successful business that wants to expand and 
is in need of long-term capital, and wholesale companies. 

Depending on the circumstances and the characteristics of the business, uses 
of loan programs may include real estate acquisition, new construction, renovation, 
major leasehold improvements, machinery, equipment and working capital. Start-up 
businesses may qualify for the governement financing but require a larger down 
payment by the business . 

Financing tools for the Community Development Finance Program: 

UDAG (Urban Development Action Grant) Businesses and developers in 
eligible cities can receive a second-mortgage loan for financing up to 
28% of their fixed assets. Job creation is required with a job/loan 
ratio of one job for every $6-8,000 in 3-5 years. Bellingham is 
eligible . Rehabilitation projects for older (e .g . historic) buildings 
are prime candidates. 

CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) State administered Federal 
grants are available to local governments for economic development 
activities, including public works projects, facility improvements, and 
loans to businesses. These activities must benefit low and mo~erate 
income people. The Fairhaven District qualifies for participation and 
individuals, businesses or District representatives must interact with 
the City regarding potential uses of these funds in Fairhaven. 

CERB (Community Economic Revitalization Board) Municipalities can 
receive state loans for pubic improvements (e .g . water, sewer, access 
roads and site development) needed to attract businesses or stimulate 
expansion. Job creation is required. Timing of applications critical 
factor with this program. 

IRB (Industrial Revenue Bonds) These tax-exempt bonds are sold to 
provide below-market-rate financing to businesses for the acquisition, 
construction enlargement or improvement of industrial development 
facilities . The bonds are issued by public corporations specifically 
created for that purpose by local governments. The tax-exempt status 
provides incentive so the bond buyer will accept a lower rate of 
interest on the bonds . 



Examples of projects assisted: 

1. $715,000 development project to build a l odge/resort in Goldendale. 

UDAG -
SBA 7 (a) 
Owner equi t y 

$146,000 
450,000 
118 ,500 

2. A shut-down Anacortes p l ywood mil l was recently purchased by a 
worker cooperative t hrough cr eative local/private and government 
financing for a tot a l of $2,400 , 000 . 

CDBG-
City­
Ol ympic Bank 
Owner equit y 

$300 , 000 
500 , 000 

1 , 000,000 
600,000 

( creat ive use of JTPA program) 

3. $1 ,600,000 loan package to a Yelm manufacturer to double plant, 
consoldate operations and add 35 new employees . 

UDAG 
SBA 503 
Bank loan 

$350,000 
500,000 
775 , 000 



Methods and Programs for Financing Job Creation and Economic Development that may be 
relevant to existing Fairhaven businesses or to a business or industry contemplating 
location in the g~eater Fairhaven area (down to and including Port of Bellingham 
property at the water): 

1. Small Business Administration 7(a) loan guarantees: 

2 . Small Businees Administration 503 subordinated loans: 

3. Community Development Block Grant loans and projects: 

4 . Urban Development Action Grants (UDAG) subordinated loans: 

5. Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) wage subsidies, tax credits and 
employee recruitment and training: 

6. Community Economic Revitalization Board loans to local government units: 

7. Local Development Matching Fund Program ($35,000 apparently earmarked for 
use by the Fourth Corner Development Corporation): 

8. State Economic Development "Set-Aside" Program (new and being organized): 

9. Main Street Program (new and being organized): 

10. Washington Centennial Commission (seeking funds from legislature for 
economic development/tourism projects related to the 1989 State 
Centennial) : 

11 . Rehabilitation Investment Tax Credit (Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981) 
for qualifying older (30 yrs., 40 yrs . or certified historic) structures: 

12. Local Improvement District: 

13. Developer Local Improvement District: 

14. Real Estate Excise Tax designation for use for impact of growth: 

15. Industrial Revenue Bonds (!RB) tax exempt bonds issued by public 
corporation: 

16. Economic Development Administration (EDA) loan guarantees: 

17. Venture Capital: 

18 . Foreign Trade Zone: 



Summaries of each of the financing assistance or incentive programs: 

(1. and 2 . ) Small Business Administration (SBA) Business Loan Programs 

The SBA assists the nation's small businesses through a number of programs 
and efforts. SBA helps new or growing businesses meet their financial needs, 
counsels small firms with problems, offers special assistance to minority, 
women-owned and veteran- owned businesses, helps small businesses secure government 
contracts, and acts as a special advocate for small businesses with other federa l 
agencies, with states and within the private sector . 

SBA offers two basic types of business loans : 

A. Loans made by private lenders, usually banks, and guaranteed 
by SBA. SBA ''bank guaranteed loans" are tied to funds 
appropriated by Congress. The amount of loans which SBA can 
guarantee is much larger than funds apporopriated for direct 
loans. Thus, the majority of SBA loans is of the guaranteed 
type. 

By law, SBA can guarantee a portion of a loan made by a bank 
or other private lender, however, SBA's guaranty cannot 
exceed $500,000. 

B. Loans made directly by the Agency. Monies for "direct" loans 
also come from Congress and typically require a year's 
processing to get if an applicant is both eligible and 
otherwise qualifies. 

The loan guarantee program of A above is more relevant for Fairhaven with the two 
most applicable type A programs being: 

SBA 7 (a) This loan provides up to a 90% guarantee of a bank loan 
for a maximum of $500,000 to be used for working capital, fixed asset 
acquisition or leasehold improvements . Eligible applicants are small 
business owner/users only, with net worth less than $6 million and 
profits after taxes less than $2 million for the past two years . The 
loan can be a companion to an SBA 503 up to a combined maximum of 
$500,000. This loan is normally used for weaker credit projects and 
involves a lot of paperwork. Terms of the loan are up to 25 years for 
rea l estate, up to 7 years for working capital and up to 10 years for 
machinery and equipment. The loan rate is prime plus 2.75%, fixed or 
variable. Developers, not being eligible, should direct potential 
tenants to program. 

SBA 503 Business owner/users meeting the s ize criteria for a SBA 
7 (a) can receive a second-mortgage for up to 40% of the project cost 
or a maximum of $500,000 for financing of fixed assets only. Job 
creation is required with a job/cost ratio of one job to be created 
over two years for every $15,000 of loan . The t erm of t he loan is tied 
to the life of the assets. The rate is t he Treasury Bond rate plus 
0.75% which is fixed upon closing. The loan is for take-out financing 
only . Interim construct~on financing is from conventional lenders. 
Developers should direct potential tenants to the program. 



3. Community Development Block Grant Program: 

The City of Bellingham expects to receive approximately $738,000 in CDBG 
funds during each of the next three years (1985, '86 and '87). All projects must 
either principally benefit low and moderate income persons, or eliminate slums or 
blight, or eliminate an immediate threat to health or safety. 

Previously funded projects include: 

1. An on-going housing rehabilitation loan program, 
2. Street, sidewalk and drainage improvements, 
3. Development of community facilities, neighborhood parks 

and pedestrian trails, 
4. Street beautification, 
5. Public service activities, and 
6. An economic development loan program. 

Of particular interest to Fairhaven are eligible rehabilitation and 
preservation activities such as financing the rehabilitation of: 

1. privately owned buildings and improvements, 
2. low income public housing and other publicly owned 

residential buildings and improvements, and 
3. publicly owned nonresidential buildings and improvements 

(not for the general conduct of Government). 
4. Historic preservation is specifically identified as an 

eligible area for financing assistance. 

Additional possible activities of significance for Fairhaven are: 

1. Code enforcement (special historic district code?) 
2. Renovation of a closed school building for use as an 

eligible facility. 
3. Special economic development activities: 

a. acquisition, construction, reconstruction or 
installation of commercial or industrial buildings, 
structures, and other real property equipment and 
improvements, and 

b. provision of assistance to private businesses, 
including but not limited to grants, loans, loan 
guarantees, interest supplements, technical 
assistance and other forms of support. 

4. Special activities by subrecipients. The recipient may 
grant funds to sub-recipients to carry out neighborhood 
revitalization, community development, or energy 
conservation projects. Eligible subrecipients include 

a. neighborhood based non-profit organizations, 
b. sec. 301 (d) Small Business Investment Companies, 
c. Local Development Corporations. 



4. Urban Development Action Grants 

The UDAG Program of the U.S. Dept. of Rousing and Urban Development is 
designed to encourage private development projects within or near elig~ble cit i es 
only (Bellinghm is eligible) . Funds may be used for fixed asset financing in a wide 
variety of commercial, industrial and mixed use projects. Projects are usually large 
($300,000 and up~. 

Eligible applicants are for-profit, non-profit, public or private entities 
that are owner/users or developers. The subordinated loans have a flexible term up 
to 30 years. The rate is typically near the long term Treasury Bond rate . There is a 
jobs/loan ratio of one job to be created over two years for every $8,000 of loan. 
The loan amount typically represents 15-25% of the project and a loan amount of less 
than $100,000 is unusual. There is incentive to use UDAG with tax-exempt revenue 
bonds. 

UDAG loans have effectively been used in rehabilitation projects. 

5. Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). 

JTPA (Job Training Partnership Act) went into effect on October 1, 1983. 
This Federal legislation provides funds for job training and for creating employment 
opportunities for low-income adults and youth, and for displaced workers. 

The incentives for use of the JTPA are specialized recruitment, specialized 
training, wage subsidies and significant tax credits. This program was effectively 
packaged with existing loan programs to successfully reopen the Anacortes Plywood 
company as a workers' cooperat i ve. 

A Private Industry Council consisting of 26 private and public sector 
executives was appoint ed by local government officials to set policy, plan and 
direct the programs in Whatcom, Skagit, Island and San Juan counties 

The PIC selected as its administrative entity, the Northwest Services 
Council, to implement its policies and carry on its day-to-day business of managing 
the programs and federa l monies coming into the area. 

6. Community Economic Revitalization Board loans to local governments. 

CERB makes loans to political sub-divisions of the state to assist in 
financing construction of public facilities. Eligible projects include, but are not 
limited to: sewer, water, access roads, site development, and bridges 
when such projects will improve the opportunities for successful maintenance, 
establishment or expansion of industrial and commercial plants, or will otherwise 
assist in the creation or retention of long-term employment opportunities. 

Eligible costs include the acquisition and development of land and 
improvements for public facilities, as well as acquisition, construction, 
rehabilitation, alteration, expansion or improvement of such facilities. 
Interest rate is up to 10% by statute and usually 70% of Treasury Bill rate. 
The term is 20 years. 

There must be convincing evidence that private development is imminent and 
will only come to pass with CERB assistance •• Preference is first given to 
industrial development such as manufacturing and processing, then to commercial or 
service enterprises. The application process requires close attention to CERB 
meeting dates and lead times but they will assist in the application process. 



7. Local Development Matching Fund Program 

The purpose of this program is to facilitate comprehensive, strategic and 
coordinated economic development efforts at the local and regional levels by 
providing state matching funds to non-prof it development entities and local 
governments. The Old Fairhaven Association appears to qualify as a "non-profit local 
development entity" under the draft guidelines, assuming 501 (c)(3) status is 
forthcoming. 

Eligible activities include: 

a. Formulating local economic development strategies, 
particularly those which foster new developments and 
expansions resulting in the trading of goods and services 
beyond the state's borders. 

b. Performing the technical analyses necessary to designate 
and implement economic development strategies, including 
developing and disseminating data on: local markets, 
demographics, comparative business costs, site 
availability, labor force characteristics and local 
incentives. 

c. Assisting local businesses in utilizing state/federal 
programs in exporting, training and financing. 

d. Providing technical assistance to businesses in land use, 
transportation, site location, and/or manpower training. 

Note: Local resources must match program funds on a dollar-for-dollar 
basis. Local resources means cash or in-kind services, materials or supplies with a 
determinable dollar value provided by the local matching entity. The limit for each 
application is $50,000. The Fourth Corner Development Corporation appears to have 

-been designated to receive $35,000 under this program . This may make separate 
funding for Fairhaven difficult or impossible. However, Fairhaven would have a 
reasonable claim on the services of the FCDC for providing information and 
assistance under the terms of thi s matching program. 

8. State Economic Development "Set-Aside Program (new and being organized): 

State sources indicate there may be $1-3 million available in early 1985 in 
this new program characterized as . a state "mini-UDAG" without several of the 
limitations on appropriate uses found in the regular UDAG program. Possibilities in 
this regard include a revolving loan program and some training programs. The new 
manager for this program is expected to be named in July. Guidelines for this 
program will probably be available in the fall. 

9. Main Street Program (new and being organized): 

Although the guidelines for this program have not been drafted, it appears 
the program will involve 5 sites being chosen with funding being available up to 
$50,000 for each to develop projects involving marketing or aesthetics. Because of 
the role of the Washington Trust for Historical Preservation in the organization of 
this program, an historical orientation is expected. Fairhaven representatives 
should monitor this program's organization to be prepared early and well to take 
advantage of the opportunities it presents. 



10. Washington Centennial Commission (seeking funds from the legislature for 
economic development/tourism projects relating to the 1989 State Centennial): 

Because of the stage of these plans, efforts by Fairhaven representatives 
should be directed toward state legislators . Because of the contested elections this 
fall, opportunities for getting support for this program will be available if a 
clear and defensible position is developed and effectively presented to the 
candidates . 

11. Rehabilitation Investment Tax Credit (Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981) 
for qualifying older (30 yrs., 40 yrs. or certified historic) buildings: 

Under the Economic Recovery Act of 1981, tax incentives for rehabilitating 
older buildings have been simplified and substantially improved, especially in the 
case of certified historic buildings. 

Investment Tax Credits for Qualif ied Rehabilitation. The ITC for "qualified 
rehabilitation" effective January 1, 1982, is as follows: 15 % for structures at 
least 30 years old, 20 % for structures at least 40 years old, and 25 % for 
certified historic structures. A qualified rehabilitation means any building which 
has been substantially rehabilitated , which was in use prior to beginning the 
rehabilitation and which retains at least 75 % of the existing external walls. 

An ITC is a dollar-for-dollar tax savings because it is deducted from the 
amount of taxes owed in contrast to a deduction, which merely reduces a taxpayer's 
income subject to taxation. 

Eligible Categories of Rehabilitation. The 25 % credit for certified 
historic rehabilitation is available to both depreciable nonresidential and 
residential buildings. However, the 15 and 20 % credits are limited to 
non-residential industrial and commercial buildings used for income producing 
purposes . Thus, there is a significant incentive for the creation of rental housing 
in historic buildings. 

A certified historic building owned and occupied in part by the taxpayer may 
allow the taxpayer to take the credit, on a pro-rata basis, for that portion of the 
building that is income producing. Additional complexities as well as incentives 
such as the adjustment to basis rule require tax competence for full understanding. 

Which Buildings Qualify as Historic? A building may be certified by the 
Secretary of Interior as historic if (1) it is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places, or (2) it is located in a Registered Historic District and the 
Secretary certifies tht the building is of historic significance to the district. 

To qualify for the 25 % ITC and to assure consistent standards of quality of 
rehabilitation of certified historic structures, the rehabilitation must be 
certified by the Secretary as being consistent with the historic character of the 
building or the district within which the building is located. Certification is a 
cooperative process conducted by the Dept. of the Interior and the Washington State 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 

Parties interested in the process are advised to get the assistance of a 
team consisting of at least an historic preservation consultant and a tax specialist 
(attorney or CPA). 



12. Local Improvement District (LID) 

An LID i s formed for the purpose of financing all or a part of the costs of 
public improvements (including parking) by the levying of special assessments within 
the span of special benefits conferred on the property by those improvements. In 
other words, property owners are expected to pay for the public improvements because 
their respective properties are increased by the value of the improvements. 

The financing of the district is by an assessment backed bond with the first 
source of payment of the LID debt the obligation of the City to collect and the 
obligation of the property owners to pay the special assessments levied against 
their properties. 

The marketability of such a bond depends on: 

1. The "willingness and ability to pay" of the property owners 
in the LID (as indicated by past record of payment of 
general and special taxes) • 

2. The value of the land should there be a foreclosure 
(investors look for a post development value of 4 times the 
bond amount to guaranty the bonds) . 

3. The adequacy of the City's local improvement district 
guaranty fund (a ~wo year cushion for the worst case 
foreclosure scenario will keep the interest rate down).* 

The attractiveness of the LID is a 20-22 year payout with interest rates 
moderated by the quality of the three marketability factors. 

*With a limited exception, the City's general fund, under current law, cannot be 
made obligated to pay local improvement district obligations. Thus, the adequacy of 
the City's guarantee fund becomes a critical factor for bonds to be marketed at 
satisfactory interest rates. 

13. Developer Local Improvement District (DLID) 

A DLID is similar to an LID with only one property owner, the developer, and 
the accompanying different implications for the marketability of the bond. The 
Trillium Corporation and its Cordata Project on the Wilder Farm Land (which is 
almost wholly in the County) may be seeking assistance from the City under this as 
well as other programs. 

Should a project the size of Cordata be approved it is likely to use up all 
the guaranty fund capabliity of the City and, therefore, preclude or severely limit 
use of this mechanism by any other interested property owners. 



14. Real Estate Excise Tax percentage for use for municipal capital 
improvements 

RCW 82.46 . 010 provides for an excise tax on the sale of real property. RCW 
82.46.030 (2) provides that the remaining proceeds, after cost of collection for 
this tax is deducted, be available for municipal capital improvement s f unds and that 
such use not be considered a limit on the use of special assesmentsas well. Specific 
capital improvement projects would require the cooperation and approval of the City. 

15. Industrial Revenue Bonds 

IRB's are tax-exempt bonds issued by a public corporation at no obligation 
to the creating district. Eligible applicants are public corporations created by 
cities, counties or ports. Eligible activities are fixed asset acquisition, 
construction, or improvements for manufacturing, processing, assembly, warehousing, 
transportation, and facilities. The advantage of IRB's is in their tax-exempt 
status; interest paid to bondbuyer is not subject to federal income tax, so buyer 
will accept a lower rate of interest. Washington State law limits the type of 
activities for which IRB's may be issued . Presently, the mini.mum issue which is 
feasible is approximately $1,000,000. The use of IRB's is unlikely unless a large 
enough project with these kinds of needs were to become interested in locating in 
Fairhaven. The Port of Bellingham's south terminal is a likely focus for this level 
of activity. 

16. Economic Development Administration 

Only large businesses that are fairly labor intensive are eligible because 
of the size of minimum loan guarantee of $550,000, representing 75% of total loan, 
and a jobs/loan ratio of one job for every $7,500 of loan guarantees (i.e. 73+ 
eDiployees). Attractive terms are available if eligibility requirements can be met. 

17. Venture Capital 

Venture capital may be available for investment in Fairhaven but it is 
likely to require the full organization of a project including development of a 
complete formal business plan with clear pro forma and cash-out information as well 
as investment tax credit details and rehabilitation problems and prospects should an 
historic building be involved. It does not appear likely that venture capitalists 
will be wandering into Fairhaven on their own under present economic and financ ial 
conditions. Thorough project organization and marketing efforts will be necessary. 

18. Foreign Trade Zone (Fairhaven sub-zone) 

A foreign trade zone is a dutyand quota-free holding area in a port of 
entry. These zones are areas within the U.S., but considered outside the Customs 
territory of the United States . Benefits available to FTZ users include receiving 
and storing goods indefinitely without payment of duty or bond, the ability to 
discard damaged or substandard goods and thereby save on customs duty, shipping 
unassembled goods into the zone for assembly there, thus saving on ocean freight 
charges and avoiding the inverted U.S. tariff system on components vs. completed 
units of production. 

The Port of Bellingham is undertaking a study of the possible establishment 
of a foreign trade zone and its implications, including the designation and location 
of sub-zones. Foreign trade zones are becoming popular rapidly although there are 
mixed reviews on the benefits any particular types of FTZ's have for a community's 
economic development. 
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I. Fairhaven Taskforce 1990 Members: 

Chairperson: Phyllis "Joy" Schroeder 

Members: 

Beauty Consultant , Mary Kay Cosmetics 

Jim Brown 
GTM Corporat i on (Dirty Dan Barris's) 

Gerri Dale 
Manager , Fairhaven Branch, Bellingham National Bank 

Dr. Vincent Davis 
Business and Property Owner 

Joel Dougl as 
Barbor Lands Company 

Darryl Freudenberg 
Business Manager, Glacier Distributing 

F. M. "Red" Haskell 
Haskell Corporation 

Gary Imus 
Property Owner 

Brad Imus 
Property Owner 

Jeff Kaspar 
Assistant General Manager, Port of Bellingham 

Joanne MacKay 
Owner, Tony's Coffee and Tea Shop 

Theo Mittet 
Theo Mittet, Associates 

Chuck Robinson 
Owner, Village Books and Paper Dreams 

Roger Sahlin 
President, Bellingham Stevedoring 

David Waschke 
Operations Director , Fairhaven Industries 

Jack Wetherby 
TV Facts (1983 Old Fairhaven Association President) 

Larry Wilman 
Shoreline Group and Consultant, Mount Baker Bank 



II. Old Fairhaven Association Officers 

President -

Vice-President -

Treasurer -

Secretary -

John Hauter 
733-4433 

Penny Guenther 
671-7573 

Ty Tillson 
671-7573 

Don Jordan 
733-1251 



III . Fourth Corner Development Corporation 

President 

Vice-President 

Secretary/ 
Treasurer 

**** 
Ex-Officio: 

Hal Arnason, Jr . 
Arnason Real Estate Inc. 

T.B. Asmundson, Commissioner 

Carl Nielson, Manager 
General Welding Supply 

Don Hansey, Councilman 

F. M. "Red" Haskell, Pres. 

Jeff Kaspar, Deputy Dir. 

R.W. "Bob" Muenscher, Cbmn. 

Anne Rose, President 

Dr . G. Robert Ross, Pres. 

Roger Sahlin, President 

David Syre, President 

Dennis Braddock 

Michael Brennan 

Tim Douglas 

Pat Fiske 

Don Fleming 

Barney Goltz 

Patrick McMullen 

Lowell Peterson 

Elaine Ramel 

Roger Van Dyken 

Shirley Van Zanten 

At-large Representative, 
Whatcom Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry 

Port of Bellingham 

Industrial Div . Chmn., Whatcom 
Chamber of Commerce & Industry 

Whatcom County Council 

Haskell Corporation 

Port of Bellingham 

Council of Governments of 
Whatcom County 

Bellingham City Council 

Western Washington University 

Bellingham Stevedoring 

Trillium Corporation 

Representative, 42nd District 

Executive Vice-President 
Whatcom Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry 

Mayor, City of Bellingham 

Representative, 40th District 

Executive Director, Port of 
Bellingham 

Senator, 42nd District 

Representative, 40th District 

Senator, 40th District 

Executive Director, Council of 
Governments of Whatcom County 

Representative, 42nd District 

Executive, Whatcom County 



IV. Local Officials 

City: 

City Staff: 

County Staff : 

Whatcom County Council 
of Governments : 

Port of Bellingham: 

Tim Douglas, Mayor (676-6797) 

Anne Rose, Council, Ward 5 (676-6970) 

James Caldwell, Council, Ward 6 

Don Gischer, Council, Ward 1 

Dorothy Culjat, Council, Ward 2 

Arne Ranna, Council, Ward 3 

Dave Wolf, Council, Ward 4 

J acqui MacConnell, Council, 
At-large Representative 

Bobbi Hinde, Director 

II II 

II II 

" II 

II II 

II II 

II II 

Dept. of Planning and Counnunity Development 
(676-6982) 

Steve Price 
Dept . of Planning and Counnunity Development 
(676-6880) 

Judith Brown, Block Grant Adminis trator 
Dept . of Couununity Development 
(676-6880) 

Bill Hager 
Department of Planning 
(676-6982) 

Donald K. Hoffman, Finance Director 
(676-6900) 

Paul Rushing 
Building and Codes Administration 
(676-6907) 

Elaine Ramel, Executive Director 
(676-6974) 

Don Fleming, Manager 
(676-2500) 

Jeff Kaspar; Ass't. General Manager 
"(676-2500) 



V. Contact Persons for Funding Assistance Information: 

SBA Jerry Burns 
Director, Business Information Center 
Whatcom Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
1111 Cornwall Avenue 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 
(206) 734-1330 

Max King 
Director, Small Business Development Center 
College of Business and Economics 
Western Washington University 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 

UDAG Bobbi Rinde 
Director, Dept. of Planning and Community Development 
City of Bellingham 
210 Lottie St. 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 
(206) 676-6880 

Roberta Goodnow 
Community Development Finance Program 
Washington Dept. Community Development 
9th and Columbia Building, MS: GR-51 
Olympia, Wa. 98504 
(206) 753-4900 

John Finke 
National Development Council 
818 Smith Tower 
506 Second Ave. 
Seattle, Wa. 98104 
(206) 382-9595 

CDBG Judith Brown 
Block Grant Administrator 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Bellingham 
210 Lottie St. 
Bellingbm, Wa. 98225 
(206) 676-6880 

Sue Van Meter 
Program Administrator 
Community Development Finance Program 
9th and Columbia Building, MS: GH-51 
Olympia, Wa. 98504 
(206) 753-2200 

CERB Beth Davis 
Administrator, Community Economic Revitalization Board 
Industrial Development Division 
General Administration Building, AX-13 
Olympia, Wa. 98504 
(206) 753-3065 



Local Development Matching Fund Program 

Meg Bloch 
Community Development Specialist 
Dept. of Counnunity Development 
9th and Columbia Building MS:GH-51 
Olympia , Wa. 98504 
(2061 753-0295 ~ 

State Economic "Set-Aside" Program (New- being developed) 

Greg Dohrn 
Manager for Community Programs 
Dept. of Counnunity Development 
9th and Columbia, MS :GH-51 
Olympia, Wa. 98504 
(206) 754-1238 

Main St. Program (New- being developed) 

Greg Dohrn (see "Set-Aside" Program just above) 

JTPA Job Training Partnership Act 

Gary Dubigk, Administrator 
Northwest Services Council 
P.O. Box 2009 (115 W. Magnolia) 
Bellingham, Wa . 98227 
(206) 671-1660; County: 398-1828 
Toll Free: 1- 800-PIC-JTPA 

Washington Centennial Commission 

Alice Kling 
Executive Director 
Washington Centennial Commission 
108 General Administration Building 
Olympia, Wa. 98504 

Rehabilitation Investment Tax Credit: Economic Recovery Act of 1981 

Dennis Williams 
Attorney 
Brett, Brinn, Daugert, Erickson and Williams 
306 N. Commercial 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 
(206) 733-0212 

Miche l Sean Sullivan 
Historic Preservation Consultant 
Chronicles and Design 
1313 North Shore Drive 
Bellingham, Wa . 98226 
(206) 671-3525 , 733-6897 



LID/ 
DLID Bobbi Rinde 

Director, Planning and Community Development 
City of Bellingham 
(206) 676-6880 

Jacqui Macconnell 
Chairperson, Planning and Community Development Committee 
City Council 
City of Bellingham 
210 Lottie St. 
Bellingham, Wa. 982255 
(206) 676-6970 

Real Estate Excise Tax designation for impact of growth 

Tim Douglas 
Mayor 
City of Bellingham 
210 Lottie St. 
Bellingham, Wa. 98225 
(206) 676-6979 

IRB Beth Davis (See CERB above) 

Don Fleming 
Director, Port of Bellingham 
P.O. Box 1736 
Bellingham, Wa. 98227 
(206) 676-2500 

Venture Capital 

Scott Wallace 
President 
Old National Bank 
Ferndale, Wa. 98248 
(206) 384-1161 

Foreign Trade Zone 

Don Fleming 
Manager 
Port of Bellingham 
P.O. Box 1736 
Bellingham, Wa. 98227 
(206) 676-2500 
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- Should code requirements be eliminated or simply made more 
flexible, especially in the interim period before a district is 
legally formed? 

- Should the City participate in funding improvements in 
Fairhaven , beyond allowing public right-of-way to be used to meet 
parking requirements? 

- How are existing code-mandated parking lots to be treated 
(those tied to previous building permits?) 

- What is the impact to full use of historic buildings if new 
inf ill buildings do not have to provide parking? 

What is the most feasible legal entity or approach to forming 
a district and paying for improvements? How will improvements be 
phased? Who will take on the task of forming the legal entity, 
assuring accurate cost estimates to calculate assessments, etc. 

What are the long-term impacts on the district? (This is a 
first come, first served approach, based on ability of the on­
street supply to meet demand over time. ) What are the potential 
impacts on surrounding areas? Who benefits and who pays? 
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FAIRHAVEN 
Zoning & Parking 

Issues I Discussion I Solutions 

ATTACHMENT 11C11 

"The Goal of Historic-District Zoning Should be to Provide 
lvfaximum Flexibility within some Framework of Minimum 
Standards ... 

It lvfust be Recognized that Inconsistencies are the Essence of 
that Environment; Swprise is a Major Ingredient. Imagination, 
no Matter How rVild it Seems, Should at least get a Fair 
Hearing. .. 

FAIRHAVEN lvfust have its Zoning Changed to be Anything but 
a 1'vfediocre Experience, and to encourage the invesrment of 
money and energy." 

John Armitstcad. AJA 
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BACKGR01IND 

Existing Zoning: The existing zoning for Fairhaven within the "Historic" area and the 
fiinge corrunercial areas is Corrunercial with a Neighborhood Mixed-Use qualifier. That 
designation is generally intended for strip mall local shopping and business developments. 
The zoning does not in any way recognise historic areas although it is to be used in 
conjunction with the Neighborhood Plan modifiers, which do. 

Existing Zoning's Intent: The Neighborhood Plan, based on a 1973 study attempts to 
lay down come stylistic requirements but does not in any way change 'strip mall' zoning. 
In the 1973 study, some recorrunendations, such as closing streets to make pedestrian 
malls, have, thankfully, not been acted upon. 

Prior to the 1973 study, a number of towns and cities in North America tried to create 
pedestrian rrialls this way and had succeeded only in killing off all the businesses on the 
street and creating dead zones. This situation has been heavily reinforced since that time. 
Pedestrian Malls do not succeed. The Fairhaven zoning seems to be targeted toward 
helping create merely a shopping community and not a robust Historic District. 

At that time it was understandable. Fairhaven did not have many historic buildings and 
most were derelict. The present dedication to preserving the old hadn't really started. 
Communities need focus and shopping is one of its major elements. Strip malls were our 
culture's way of providing it. 

Zoning Parking Requirements. One of the most disastrous consequences of the zoning 
imposed upon the area is the parking philosophy and requirements which are part of it: 
Basically, for each type of use, a parking space must be provided for every "x" square 
feet. The number of square feet varies with the use. 

It has long been recognised, however, that a Parking District plan is a more logical way to 
look at a corrununity's requirements. Yet, twenty years have passed and no parking 
district exists; strip mall parking requirements still prevail and are rigidly enforced. 

The 1973 and 1984 Studies: There have been r~vo reports which influenced Fairhaven's 
growth or lack of it and were summarized by a city report: 'Fairhaven Parlcing Study'. The 
1973 study made a number of recommendations which would have benefited 
FAIR.HA VEN and some which, from today's perspective, would not. Few were acted 
upon. The 1984 report built on the 1973 one. Neither report, . ho\vever, addressed the 
suitability on strip mall zoning for an Historic District. Surely that must be the key issue 
for [responsible future] development. 
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REASONS FDR THJS DOCIIMEJ\"'T 

Present Stalemate - Infill Buildings: There is a holdup in the provision of smaller infill 
buildings in Fa.ir~aven because of (1) the need to buy land to satisfy parking requirements 
(which, on small lots, cannot be accommodated on site) and (2) unnecessary delays. As 
cases in point, two buildings are presently stalled in the building department awaiting 
resolution of parking. In adrution to these, several more could be designed and built 
irrunediatety after the overall parking requirements are corrected. 

These small buildings will add enormously to the character and viability of Fairhaven; 
each of them, incidentally, will have upper levels for business or living to diversify and 
enrich the area (presently, all have good tenants waiting for the space). 

Full Use of Existing Buildings: Existing buildings can have upper levels finished 
when the parking does not dominate decisions. Present requirements vary the number of 
parking spaces associated with the use. The use in historic buildings, however, can 
change frequently; adding or subtracting parking just does not make sense and destroys 
the ability to build without a loss financially. 

Examination of Present Frustrations: The Fairhaven Parking Policy, again quoting 
the two previous studies, says "that both studies identified inadequa:te parking as a 
potential constraint to business growth in Fairhaven". From the vantage point of 1993 it is 
possible to state categorically that it is this projection and its subsequent negative effect 
that have caused the major constraint to business. 

All of these reports project a parking shortage based on strip zoning code requirements, in 
which mandated parking levels related to each type of use in each building are added 
together to produce a supposeq total parking shortfall. 

In dealing with the Fairhaven's eight block CBD-type of area it concluded that, upon 
build out, the required number of parking spaces would have to be 1, 500. It was thus 
implied that between 3,000 and 6,000 people would visit Fairhaven and go separately to 
each business. Further, they would arrive by car only and either Stay the entire founeen 
hour day or would be replaced at intervals throughout the day, the latter of which would 
bring the count to many times that number. 

The business people in Fairhaven would be delighted if the above conclusions were the 
reality. The former study does not include residents, people who walk in or cycle or use 
public transport. In addition to the magnitude of required new parking spaces the 
requirement is for parking also to be within 500 feet of the particular building providing it. 
This is nonsense as people expect to walk in Fairhaven as in all other Historic Districts and 
when there is more to see and discover, those distances are arbitrary. 

4 



However, building parking lots within the core area should be avoided. They cause 
interruption of the experience by an element which destroys the ambiance. Courts or open 
areas, on the other hand, do not interrupt, they enhance. 

In point of fact, to those who own property. run businesses or use the Fairhaven area for 
dining and entertainment on a regular basis. there is no shortage of parking. 

The process required to build or renovate in Fairhaven is bureaucratic in the extreme. 
Even putting in signs or canopies can take a minimum of seven to nine months for 
approvals. The worst interpretations for the developer are the ones enforced, and it is as if 
the policy is to discourage building. 

Cost of Developing in Historic Districts: Fairhaven is unusual in one way compared to 
most historic areas. A small group of people own the land and buildings. This should 
enable more comprehensive d~velopment plans to be implemented. It is very expensive to 
rehab old buildings and it costs more ~o build in historic styles (if well done) than to build 
in more contemporary styles. Few people develop in historic areas if maximum profit is 
their chief criteria. 

There is a need for encouragement and enthusiasm from local government toward people 
willing to invest time and money to enhance Fairhaven.. At the very least, local 
government can just avoid discouraging those who wish to make Fairhaven a better 
experience. 

Fairhaven is part of the city of Bellingham and improvements there are good for the ciry as 
a whole. They do not detract from the CBD as seems to be the pre'v'ai..ling philosophy 
among local government people. 

5 



HISTO.RlC DISTRICTS. .. AND "£LACES 

Interest in Historic Preservation Worldwide: Interest in the preservation of existing 
historic buildings and areas is becoming a worldwide phenomenon .. We have destroyed a 
very large proportion of the inventory of old buildings in the development frenzy that has 
hit area after area since the end of the second world war. Unfortunately, buildings are still 
falling to the wrecker's ball in Europe and North America; they are often just too 
expensive to preserve as business ventures. 

People everywhere still head for places that have old world charm on travels and 
vacations, [but] rarely to the product of the last fifty years-worth of planning. 

WhnJ /'rfalus these Areas Desirable: The charm of these older places was analyzed 
brilliantly by Gordon Cullen in a a book entitled Townscape. It higNights the visual and 
emotional impact of small places, villages, towns, cities and open spaces. None of these 
could be built today with the current zoning and building laws. Originally instituted for 
pu~lic safety, current codes are now so restrictive and maniacally paternal that they have a 
whole disparate life of their own and are generally applied with heavy-handed 
officiousness. 

This is bad enough in general buildjng but it is the worst barrier to enthusiasm for historic 
restoration and enhancement. Codes must be goal-oriented. The !ZOal is not to enforce 
the code, but to create something of value. If the code detracts from the qualitv of the 
project it is obviously wrong. 

Old places were seldom planned; they happened rather than were controlled; they are full 
of random creative individual efforts; their character and nuance cannot be legislated; they 
are not "by the book". 

Parking Parameters in Other A reas: Few, if any, historic districts had any 
provision for the automobile. In cities like London there were stables and carriage houses 
which in the 1920s and 193 Os became garages and in the 1960s were converted to the 
most desirable residences in the central area. Tne city constantly changed and renewed 
itself. Cars were an inconvenience and took a secondary place in planning. 

In the Pacific Northwest. stables were of minimal construction and have not survived. 
Our non-residential historic buildings, however, are of masonry, and many have lasted if 
maintained. 

Our answer to the automobile has been parlcing lots and parlcing structures. The 
exception to the dominance of cars in planning has been in historic districts where it is 
recognised as incompatible or incongruous. Yet, Our hjstoric district does not have a 
special historic zoning as all others do. To repeat: our parking problems are a direct 
expression of our inappropriate zoning, not the reality. 
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enclaves 
The encla,·e or interior open to the 
exterior ar:d having free and direc. 
access fror.: one to the other is see:l 
here as an accessible place or room 
out of the main directional stre:ir.:, 
an eddy in which footsteps echo an.:! 
the light is lessened in intensity. Se: 
apart from ~he hurly-burly of tra:f.c, 
it yet has t::e advantage of com­
manding fr.e scene from a position 
of safety a:-.i strength. 

enclosure 
Enclosure sums up the polarity cf 
legs and wi":eels. It is the basic u:"tit 
of the prec=_-:crual pattern; oucsice, 
the noise o..::d speed of impersonal 
communic:n.:on which comes and goes 
but is not of any place. Inside, the 
quietness ar:d human scale of the 
square, quad or courryard. This is 
the end product of traffic, this is the 
place to wJ--jc!1 traffic brings you. 
Without e::c!osure traffic becomes 
nonsense . 
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closed vista 
Probably the most banal of all the 
B~u." Ans gambits is the closed 
vista, which puts a building down and 
the:i im·ites you to step back and 
admire it. This is a somewhat in­
organic and purely architecrur:i.l 
attirude, bur the closed vist:i. is yet 
capable of infinfre adaptation. The 
particular instance here shows the 
author's sketch for the development 
of the precinct of Liverpool c:i.the­
draJ, in which the vist:i. is closed by 
the mass of the tower-but the scene 
is re:illy given life by the gre:it arch 
of t..'1e transept which is in black 
shade and swallows up the pedes­
triao's glance in mystery. 

de!lection 
A \·2riacion on the closed vista is 
def..e::tion, in which the obje::t build­
ing is deflected away from the right 
angle, thus arousing the expectation 
th2t :t is doing this to sorr:e purpose, 
i.e. L':at there is a place at the end of 
the s:reet as yet unseen ar.d of which 
this ~uilding forms a cohe~e::t pare. 
Ti-j; :s invariably not so, but de­
fle:::'.on arouses the thou~:: c. 
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projection and recession 
This street in Rye demonstrates the 
chann of projection and recession. 
Instead of the eye taking in the street 
in a single glance, as it would in a 
street with perfectly straight fa<;ades, 
it is caught up in the intricacv of the 
meander and the result is a re.oose or 
dwelling of the mind which is. wholl\' 
appropriate to the subject, wh.ich is ~ 
street of houses and not a fluid 
traffic route. 

incident 
The \'alue of incident in a street­
tower, belfry, silhouene feature, vivid 
colour and so on-is to entrap the 
eye so that it does not slide out into 
the beyond with resulting boredom. 
The s:<llful disposition of incide:u 
gives j:Oint to the basic shapes of the 
scree: or place; it is a nudge. The 
patte:-:1 is there but in the pre­
occupation of life our attention must 
be dr;;:sn to it. I think that it is 
throug:1 the lack of incident that so 
many :T!eticulously thought-out plans 
fail c0 come to life in three 
dime~;ions. 
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punctuation 

If the vista seems like a complete 
sentence containing subject and pre­
dicate, the use of the word punctua­
tion may clarify those demarcations 
o f the enclosed phrase which chi:; 
picture illustrates. In the continuing 
narrative of the street, function and 
pattern change from place to place; 
this should be acknowledged by 
some physic:il signal. The church, 
for instance, being a particular 
building, interrupts the alignment of 
the street and so closes one phras.: 
and conceals the next, so that a pause 
is created. 

narrows 
The crowd.!..."1g together of buildi!'lgs 
forms a pressure, an unavoidable 
nearness of det:iil, which is in ci:-::ct 
contrast to the wide piazza, sqi.:2:e or 
promenade, and by the use of such 
narrows it is possible co maintai ::-: 
enclosure w:•houc forbidding the 
passage of \·chicles and pedescria::-:s. 
In this way the articulation of d:e 
city into de:ir and well-defined i:-a:;s 
is m::ide rr:o:e possibk. In its own 
right narrow::ess has a definite e:=:ec' 
on the pe.:e;t:ian, inducing a se::-:se 
of un:iccu;: ::-~ed constriction a.-:.: 
pressure. 
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closure 
In enclosure the eye reacts to the 
fact of bdng completely surrounded. 
The reaction is static: once an en­
closure is entered, the scene remains 
the same as you walk across it and 
ouc of ic, where a new scene is sud­
denly re,·ealed. Closure, on che ocher 
hand, is the creation of a break in 
the street which, whilst containing che 
eye, does not block out the sense of 
progression beyond as in the example 
ac Buckingham. You'll probably get 
the hang of ic by studying the sicing 
of advertise:nents in the French 
village. 

. ; 

. ' I 
- ~ .... 1 . ...... 

47 



I • · 

mystery 
From the macccr-of-fact pavement of 
the busy world we glimpse the un­
known, the mystery of a city whc:re 
anyching could happen or exist, th<! 
noble: or thc: sordid, genius or lun:icy. 
This is noc Withenshawe. 
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pedestrian ways 
The pedestrian network links the 
town together in a viable pattern: it 
links place to place by steps, bridge 
and distinctive floor pattern, or by 
any means possible so long as con­
ti."'luity and access are maintained. 
The traffic routes sweep along im­
personally but the tenacious and 
light-hearted pedestrian necwork 
creates the human town. Sometimes 
b~ash and extrovert, it may syn­
c:Uonize with the great traffic routes 
or with shops and offices, at other 
ti.-nes it may be withdrawn and leafy; 
but it must be a connected who!~. 

continuity 

Tr.e example opposite, from Shcpton 
?-.ullet, shows in a ve:-y sim;.-le way 
l":.cw the open councry~i:ie a..•c the 
tcwn centre arc directly lin.-._ec to-
g e:her by a footpath. l• should cc 
read from left to right. 
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immediacy 
Preparation, sofecning up, railings, 'do 
be careful', and so on. Sometimes we 
gee sick of all these conventions which 
gee in between, which gee in che way, 
and we long for ehe direce coneace of 
immediacy, whether ie be che edge of 
waecr or the edge of heighe. This 
quality of immediacy is implicit in 
whae has been wricccn before, the 
conception of cacegories :ind their 
ju:<taposition co give drama and 
claricy to the landscape, a.nd it is also 
germane to what now follows, the 
consideration of thisness or 
uniqueness . 
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intricacy 
This quality is perhaps the le:ist 
understood (or the lease demon­
strated) in presenc day building, 
which seems to stop dead at the 
obvious, the slab block, the gridiron 
of curuin walling, the banality of 
pastel-shaded surfaces giggling down 
from the sky. But the quality of in­
tricacy absorbs the eye. It is an extra 
dime:1Sion obtained through the 
knowledge and experience of true 
professionalism as opposed to che 
crudities of the amateur. 

propriety 
Propr.e:y stems from the mutual 
respe::~ which a true sociery should 
maintai..."1 amongst its membe:s, \vhich 
is not quite the same thing as 
maru:e:s. Our example is a somewhat 
aston.is:-..:ng shop fascia with lettering 
which !:"'ight be thought out of place 
in a modest streec, buc since it is an 
example of the mecalworke:·s c:aft ic 
retains ;:he sense of propriety. Pro­
priery r.ever seeks co stifle, rather is it 
self-ex;;:ession wichin a ci,·it:zed 
framework. 
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Hmv FAIRHAVEN Fits the Image: In 1973 Fairhaven was not an historic district. It 
was a run down area, with a few derelict buildings and it looked it. Through the efforts of 
a few individuals the area is now called and recognised as an historic area. 

There is some opposition to building new buildings or building in historic styles and yet 
the core of Fairhaven in 1993 consists primarily of new or reconstructed buildings; this is 
Fa.irhaven's future if it is not to stagnate. 

This is one part of the city that has a strong growth demand and can support increased 
specialised retail outside of Bellis Fair and can create a viable hotel industry in the upper 
end of the spectrum. 

The expansion area of Fairhaven is strictly limited and its success must spill over into the 
CBD. It is not a threat but a catalyst to urban renewal for the whole city. The changes in 
Fairhaven to date have been by determined efforts of a few individuals in spite of . 
:frustrating difficulties, difficulties caused by negative attitudes directly attributable to rigid 
enforcement of a zoning policy that is the antithesis of what is required for the area to · 
reach its full potential. 

'J;Iow FAIRHAVEN Does Not Fit the Image: Fairhaven does not have enough 
buildings to create a workable shopping, dining, entertainment or genuine focal point for 
the surrounding. area. It is of minor interest to tourists, and businesses tend to be 
marginal. What gathering poirrts exist are by courtesy of a few owners. Opportunities to 
walk and browse are minimal and soon exhausted. 

Consequently, the entire area can be seen in minutes from a car, and that is the worst 
condemnation of a community. There are few elements of surprise, discovery, excitement 
or quiet places for resting and contemplation. These are what make an 'Historic 
Community' work. We must create it if we are sincere in wanting it. The opportunity 
exists here to do the whole thing without asking for government handouts or subsidies. 

A fair share of tax dollars created here should be available for some public improvements, 
but encouragement and flexibility are more imponant. The people here are quite prepared 
to build the corrununity out \vith the same care and corrunitrnent that brought it this far. 
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I I SOIJIDONS 

Factions - Who Wants What? There is a small element of opposition to further 
development in Fairhaven. Some people want the place to be as it was. They are not 
owners or business people who have time and money invested in the area. 

They either forget or didn't know what it was like twenty years ago. Those who are 
deeply committed here want Fairhaven to reach its full potential and since we have chosen 
for it to be historic, let's do it well. Let's make it lively and fun. Let's make it year-round 
for every-day use by the community and a destination for visitors. Let's help people earn a 
decent living here. 

Requirements to Make Fairhaven a Viable Place for Business & Leisure: To achieve 
these goals we need to have several things happen : 

A long range PARJGNG PLAN. 

A LOOSE PLANNING FRAMEWORK \\ithin which we can plan the 
larger schemes - infilJ and rehab, and still ensure [that] things like the 
cobble stones, a park, and outside gathering spaces can happen. [Further,] 
It should encourage a continuation of the trailways linking Fairhaven to 
parks and the downtown. 

To elaborate on this last point, We also need a means of transportation or a trolley 
connection along the waterfront and a boardwalk that blends with the trailways; 
combined, they will augment the links between Bellingham's downtown, Fairhaven and the 
water.front, and create new nodes of experienc.."'S at both ends and along the way. 

Rezoning to a specific HlSTORIC-DISTRlCT CODE. 

DL"11N1JTION OF THE DESIGN C01'iTROL BOARD's 
ROLE to that of advisory only. 

Examine TRAFFIC PLA.l~NG one last time for a solution wruch ''ill be 
implemented in a timely fashion. 
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Parking Proposal: It is proposed here that the parking requirement for all buildings, 
new or old, within the Fairhaven Historic District be dropped with the exception of 
projects large enough to sensibly provide parking on-site and for hotel and residential 
uses. As to living units over small infill buildings, some compromise must be reached 
because housing of this type diversifies the area and people mix. 

The parking provided generally for the area should be on-street. The Fairhaven street 
rights-of-way are 80' to 100' wide. 11th Street has angle parking for three blocks and it is 
the most popular parking. People ignore the parking lots and drive many times 'round the 
block until street parking is available. Sidewalks at intersections should be extended to 
enclose the parking both for safety and appearance. This can be done inexpensively by 
leaving existing curbs and pouring new ones beyond. The extra sidewalk should be brick­
paved or landscaped, and wheel chair cuts should be established everywhere. 

Street parking should extend downhill into the commercial/industrial areas and not uphill 
into residentially-zoned streets. Undeveloped streets west of 11th should be paved and 
striped with 90° parking until development occurs there, when probably angle parking 
would be more appropriate. 

Plans must be made for McKensie (and others as well) to be used exclusively for parking, 
even on two levels, as the 100' width and the slope do make this feasible and economical, 
if ever required. Parking must be provided when really needed, not when projected by 
wrreal methodology. 

A parking district established bv all owners and business people must be in place to ensure 
parking is provided at approoriate times. They are going to pay for it both directly and 
from their taxes. Once these principles are agreed to, the Parking District can be set up 
without delay. 

The benefits of the following proposed parking plan are numerous. Namely, the plan: 

Permits full use of existing buildings, -.;i.ithout requiring parking lots. 

Allows "core" commercial area properties to be developed with buildings, not 
parking lots. 

Allows a compact commercial core business district while maintaining the 
pedestrian-oriented historic "CBD" atmosphere of Fairhaven. 

Resolves a parking issue which is discouraging further development in Fairhaven. 

Provides approximately 542 on-street parking spaces convenient to the core 
commercial area. 
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Will beautify and improve the appearance of areas adjacent and peripheral to the 
core historic commercial area. 

The parking district must ·be approved by 60% ofland owners within the subject area. 
This proposal is sanctioned by_% of owners. Their signatures are reproduced in the 
Appendix. 

Each ownership represents a percentage of the total square footage of land within the 
area, and each owner will be charged on a square-foot basis. 

The above stipulation pertains regardless of the use to which the property is put. For 
example, an hotel or residential scheme must provide parking within the site but the 
property is still assessed for parking district purposes based on the number of square feet 
of land. 

The success of particular land improvements depends dµ-ectly on the success of the 
historic area as a whole in attracting people to it. The area will not succeed without a 
parking district because development and infill will, otherwise, essentially cease. 

Each property will be liened for a period of ten years until the debt is retired. Any land 
owner will have the option of paying cash at the beginning or anytime during the lien 
period. It is suggested that the city contribute 1/3rd of the improvement cost as a means 
of returning some tax money to the Fairhaven community. At the moment, almost all 
improvements and maintenance is done by the community. The city does little financially 
for Fair haven. 

Proposed parking district improvements will consist of curbs and sidewalks where 
required; wires shall be underground; more trees and additional lighting is scheduled. 
Further, some streets are proposed to be black."-topped and striped 

The fo llowing are the proposed phases of parking-district development program: 

1. Retain and expanded street parking in the central district, including 
90 c parking on streets that are presently not pave~· paving and 
striping as required. This is the proposed LJ.D. 

2. ftfcKensie between 12th & 11th, and 11th & 10th streets are to have 
four raws of angle parking, respectively. 

3. McKensie to have double-decked parking. This would be a last choice 
if more parking is required and cannot be expanded westward 

If 10th Street between Harris and Donavan becomes a truck route, the parking shown will 
change to parallel on 10th Street. Harris Avenue, no longer an arterial above 10th, will 
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have angle parking. The net result will be about the same number of spaces but, of 
course, Harris' street parking is better located and more desirable than 10th Street's. 

As part of the parking district implementation, streets such as 12th from Donavan to the 
library should be included in the tree-planting and lighting programs. The end result of a 
street parking program will also be street beautification. The two are compatible. 

Further, in order to provide logical cost figures for phase 1, it is assumed that Harris 
Avenue wiJI be angle parked. It would be pointless to extend the sidewalk corners for 
angle parking at all the streets which abut Harris, and then retain parallel parking on 
Hanis (and then have to rework them with.in a couple of years). 

The estimated cost of Phase 1 parking and beautification is as follows: 

Base Construction Cost 
Plus Truces 
Plus Contingency @ 15% 

$344,000 
27,000 
56 000 

Rounded Out to Include Soft Costs $450.000 

Funding Sources: 

Property Owners 
City's Contribution 

$300,000 
150.000 

$450.000 

A 15% contingency is included because, if the work is done over a long period, prices 
will rise and the economies of scale will be lost. It also safeguards against unknown 
conditions common in older areas. 

A fairly generous tree planting ( 112) and lighting ( 42) program may have to be reduced 
somewhat is the contingency is not adequate. The decisions would be made by the 
parking district management who, in turn, would be property owners paying for the work. 

When this parking district is approved, existin2 liens for parking \),ill be released, thus 
allowing all infill and scheduled building remodeling to resume. 
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Zoning: Zoning is a fact of modem life. While historic areas were developed 
without it, one would be naive to expect that set of circumstances \)fill ever happen again. 
Historic special district zonings have been put in place by many communities to achieve 
some balance between the generally-inflexible requirements of zoning and the anarchy of 
the personal 'whims' of the past. When you ex.amine historically the results of both 
systems, it's hard not to be nostalgic about the latter . 

The goals of historic-district zoning should be to provide maximum flexibility within some 
framework of minimum standards. It must be recognized that inconsistencies are the 
essence of that environment. Surprise is a major ingredient. Imagination, no matter how 
wild it seems, should at least get a fair hearing. 

Fairhaven must have the zoning changed for it to be anything but, merely, a mediocre 
expenence 

Design Control - Major; Minor: Design Control is a very contentious issue. The 
justification is that it prevents the worst from happening. Experience teaches that it 
invariably prevents the best, encourages safe mediocrity and does little about the worst. 

The City of Vancouver, B.C. and all the communities in the lower ma.inland have design 
panels and, since their inception, the overall standard of design has deteriorated beyond 
belief; one of the most beautiful settings ·on earth for a city, ruined finally by its buildings. 

In first-year architectural school in the 1940s and 1950s, in Design l 01, the favorite 
introductio!l was that a camel is a horse designed by committee. That's not taught 
anymore; there is seldom any other way today. 

It is difficult to say what the answer to design panels is. In Bellingham it has become ooe 
more layer of bureaucracy and a forum for people to air their own prejudices in design or 
style. Months of delay for approval of small things - signs, canopies, street furniture of 
any sort, confirm how out-of-hand the situation has become. If we are to continue \l•ith 
design panels the process must be speeded up and strict guidelines be given to the 
members as to what their authority and duties are. Further; the design panels should 

· include business property owners of Fairhaven. 

For the smaller things one person with some background in historical design should be 
able to answer in the same day whether the item is totally unacceptable or not. Variety 
must be encouraged, not banned. It is worth remembering that for many years Victorian 
architecture was so disliked that destroying it was encouraged. I t is not 'pure'. It is the 
most eclectic style in history, but now we have people attempting to lay down design rules 
for it. 

When the zoning ordinance is rewritten as an historic district ordinance, it will not be 
difficult to include wording to protect the principles of producing compatible buildings. in 
Fairhaven, there are so few people who actually own the properties that control is very 
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. . ~ easy because they are the ones who have cared about the quality of the area. At that time 
design panels should be abandoned. 

Traffic: Zoning changes will obviously take time. Parking changes, which will 
allow development in Fairhaven to proceed, can be made immediately. The proposal to 
park in the streets would benefit from the resolution of the traffic problems in Fairhaven. 
Proposals were made twenty years ago but basically nothing has changed. For full build­
out of the downtown of Fairhaven, heavy trucks and commuter traffic should be routed 
around it. Each year as development occurs it will be harder to find a comprehensive 
solution and any options will become more and more expensive. 

Expansion of the Port's activities and changes of use will alter traffic patterns. This will 
have a greater effect on Fairhaven than build-out of the eight block area. A number of 
scenarios and solutions must be developed in conjunction wjth the Port to ensure the 
impact is understood and ~olved before the next twenty years becomes history. 

To be able to build a community with the potential of Fairhaven is a v_ery exciting 
prospect. The expansion of its 'downtown' westwards adds new dimensions to 
possibilities. It requires flexibility, understanding and cooperation from city staff and 
elected officials and dedication from owners , the latter of which is clearly in evidence and 
a vital element of any long-term robust set of solutions. 
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JO Brad Imus 5.000 sq. It. 1.15%-- $3,440 $28.67 
12Braillard 18.000 sq. fl. 4:12')(;-.-- - -$T2-;37o f11i3.oa--

-18 Braillard :10:000 sq.-ft. 4:58%-- --$13,75() $114.58 
-jo8raun 2~500 sq.-ri. o.57%- - --$1,~ $14.33 

18 Chrlslie 5.500 sq:X 1.26%-- --$3)00- $31.50 
-j3-COfeman 2(600sci~it. 461%-- - -$T{430 $f20.i5--
-- 33--ciiri'ri1ii0ham siai~-- i 1:535 sq tC - . 2 G4% ----- ·- - $7))30- t68.6o--
- 3315ouglas(ifalns) 8~;fss_s_q~-fi. 1.94%-- - - - is:a20- $48.50 

31 Dr. Davis 20,000 sq. n. 4.58%- - --$T;f750- $114.58 
- 12 Fairhaven Realty 6,000'sq:·n. 1:37%-- --$4,Tio- $34.°3_3 __ 

17 Garrets 10,000 sq. ft. ~!:29%-- $6.870 $57.25 
32 Gordon Tweit 5.014 sq. n. 1.15%-- $3.4S0- $28.75 
18 Gray Realty 13,sOOsq~-n. 3~69% -- $9,280 $77.33 
12 Jacaranda 29,000 sq. IL 6.64% --$T9-;-930- $166.08 

-18 Jacaranda s~ooos-q-:-n-. ----·ns0.t- - - - $f.41fo- $-28.67--
- 19-Jacaraiida 20:0.10sci.'11. -·· ···· 4 S/)'l(, ····- ·--$-(j.150- $ff4~so-

·-20 Jacaranda ·1(000 sq: tC · ··· · · 1.03% - ·-·-- ·-·$s:soo - $45~83--

30 Jacaranda 1s~cxX:rs-q:·11-. ----3:44%-- - - f10,3-10- $85.92 
31 Jacaranda 15:000 s{i: ff 3:44%-- ·- - $·10:310 $85.92 

31 Jacaranda 20:000 sq: ft. 4.58%- - --$1:3;750 $114.5_8_ 
-38 Jacaranda 32,500 sq.-ft. 7:45%_ __ --$22,340 $186.17 

37 Jacaranda (Bk) 5,00o sq.'ft. f:15%-- $3,440- $
0

28.67 
36 Jacaranda (M.P.) 21.ooosq:·n. 4~8f~ - - $14,430- $120--:-2_5_ 

31 Jones____ 5)xxf5-q:·1c n s'ir-- ---$3!l4o- $2-o.s1-
- j2 -i<e.i!ianl< ____ -·----··12:00:16q. 11. 2.77% · ·-··· --$o;3io -· $6!i.25--
- ·32-RlayTdiason 2~soo·s-q : rc--·-- o.57%-- --$1:120- . $14.33--
3S-Lancrrrusl 1:soosq.' n. D2%-- --$5;1SO- $42.92 

12 Libby . s:ooo sq:'ii.---u5o,i·- - ---$3:44b- $"28.67--
18 Libby 1.soo sq~lt. d:34%-- $1,0~ '$8-:58 
32 Martinez 2:4ss5Q: it. (f.'56%-- - - $f;600- $14.08 
37 Phylis McKee 1S~O(Xisq.-it. 3.44°_lli__ --$T6;31() $85.92 
JS Puoet Power 11,0oo sq:·it. 2:52%- - --t1~560- $63.00 

-:io-'rask'or -i.5oo-s-q: n: --·-· · - o.s7·JC.-- - - Si ;-tio- $ill-3 -
-17-Trunkey (Southport) fo~600-sq:·;[---- ·-i:i9°l__ _ - - -se:o?o- $5i25--
-jS-wiiisTr'om (Wrn-sr· n:o0o &Ci. ri. ____ -· 2 .s2°~;-- ---$1:500- t63-:-oo--
1a-wiiiaeremere___ 15.750 sci. 11: ··· • ·- · :i 61% ·-··- - ·- - t10:02cf- $!l<i.'11--
-:i2-win<Jeremerc ·10:000 st1 11. · -- 2.2nix. - --- - - $6)110·- $sr'.25--

$217.68 
I $14.33 
I $3~-:Sq 

$120.25 
$66Jiir 
$48.50 ·----------

$114.58 
$34.33 
$57.25 
$28~75 
$77.33 

I $~!~~!_ ,, __________ _ 
$20.67 I I 

---$69.25-
$14.33- 1 I 

$42.92 

$37.25 
I $T4-:cl81-----------

$85.92-
$63.00·1----------

l---s-14-:-j:r 
ssns-1----------• 
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March 21, 1994 
PUBLIC HEARING($) 
JOINT CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING: 

AB11244 1. CONSIDERATION OF A PARKING PLAN AND/OR DISTRICT 
FOR FAIRHAVEN, AS PROPOSED BY PROPERTY OWNERS 

This public hearing was held jointly as the parking plan requires action by both 
the Planning Commission and City Council. The Planning Commission will 
provide a recommendation to City Counci l sometime after the hearing at which 
time City Council will provide the final decision action. Joann Smith, Planning 
Department, made the staff presentation. The parking plan is proposed by Mr. 
John Armitstead and is entitled the Armitstead Plan. This plan pertains to the 
Fairhaven neighborhood historic district and was proposed after noting that 
bui lding permits have been delayed due to lack of avai lable parking. The 
business owners felt these permit approval delays were stifling development in 
the Fairhaven area. The plan proposes establishing a parking district of property 
owners in partnership with the city to expand and improve the on-street supply of 
parking, enhancing the appearance of the district, and financing the district by 
assessing land owners on a square foot basis. 

There are currently about 350 on-street paved and unpaved parking spaces 
avai lable, 300 off-street spaces available (with 170 spaces code required, and 
approximately 130 scattered spaces throughout the area that are not code 
required). The 1987 Zervas Study indicated that close to 400,000 square feet 
could ultimately be developed in Fairhaven by building out on vacant lots and 
with existing buildings. Currently, there are approximately 180,000 square feet 
developed. The on-street supply of parking could be increased by 70 spaces to a 
total of over 400 spaces if McKenzie and Mill were improved. 

Staff reviewed approaches to making improvements with one option being a 
Business Improvement Area. Another option is using an L.I.D. with at least 60% 
of the property owners agreeing to the plan and the City administers the project. 
The Armitstead proposal suggests the City enter as a 1/3 partner. The total costs 
are estimated at $450,000. City fund sources which could be used are the General 
Fund, the City Street Fund, or Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
within the community development target area (from Han-is Avenue north). Staff 
recommends the City pay for a separate improvement to avoid making the entire 
proposal subject to public administrative and bidding requirements. Staff 
suggests improving Mill Street, using the CDBG funding, from 10th to 1 lth St. 
and around the comer at 10th. The cost of the Mill Street improvement is 
estimated at $160,000. 

In addition, the Armitstead plan stipulates that the code requirement for all 
buildings be eliminated, except for residential and hotels, so aU commercial 
buildings would be exempt from a parking requirement if the parking plan is 



implemented. Staff proposes working out a private funding agreement between 
the city and business owners, which would speed up the approval process for the 
current building permits awaiting approval and provide a Jong-term plan for 
dealing with parking in the Fairhaven D istrict. Building on code-required parking 
Jots should not be allowed until new on-street improvements on McKenzje are in 
place. 

Mr. John Armitstead, one of the principal designers of the Annitstead Plan, stated 
that he began this parking plan only in part because of the delays in building 
pennits for structures. The street improvements to Harris Ave. are preferred for 
the best value and that Mill Ave. requires too much improvement for the money 
and the small amount of cars that use that street. He has a reasonable amount of 
confidence in the $450,000 estimate fo r improvements. The business owners 
have indicated they can raise approximately $300,000, by fonning a private non­
profit association entity and obtaining bank financing. The.ir priorities are to 1) 
perform street improvements to McKenzie Ave, 2) provide curb bulbing at the 
intersections for safety, underground wires, and the other projects as outlined in 
the plan. The business owners are currentl y discussing a proposal of moving the 
truck route to 9th St. instead of 10th St. to free up more real estate for parking 
purposes. He states that it was his understanding that at some point in time, "all" 
commercial buildings would be exempt from parking requirements. All hotels 
and apartments should provide parkjng on-site, with an exception being 
apartments over small buildings, who should pay a stipend of $5,000 for each 
required parking space into the plan. 

The public hearing was opened. 

1. Jolene Johnson, a property owner on 13th St., asks which residents would 
be involved in paying the assessment and states that residential multi ­
family dwelling owners should be included in the exemption along with 
hotels and apartment owners. 

2. Tom Walstrom, 2804 Connelly, representing Win's Drive-In in Fairhaven 
is considering joining the parking plan and asks the implications if they 
decide not to financially participate in the private portion of the plan. 

3. Chuck Robinson, co-owner of Village Books and Paper Dreams in 
Fairhaven, asks for council suppott for the plan and to consider angle 
parking on Harris. He questions why the city would improve Mill Ave. 
when the staff states that no parkjng will be added? 

Joann Smith responded to the questions raised. She stated that the intent of the 
plan is to deal with the commercial core of the area and not to i.nclude the 
residential area. As far as Win's Drive-in, their current code requirement of 15 



spaces could be eliminated with implementation of the plan. The financial 
implications of not joining the plan are not established at this time. The question 
about angle parking on Harris Ave. is within the council jurisdiction to decide. 
Mill St. was selected because it falls within Community Development Block 
Grant funding boundaries and is in bad condition. If the truck route were moved 
to l 0th Street, there would have to be some property acquisition to make that 
happen. Tom Rosenberg stated that a request for grant funds was submitted to the 
Transportation Improvement Board for a truck route on l 0th Street, and included 
a pavement width of 32 feet, would not include any on-street parking, but would 
include 2 lanes of traffic, bike lanes, sidewalks, and landscaping. If the truck 
route were switched to 9th Street, the grant conditions may be affected and 
property negotiations would be involved. The grant decision is expected in 2-3 
months. 

The public hearing was closed. 

The Planning Commission Board Members wi 11 be discussing the issue further at 
their March 31, 1994 meeting and will provide City Council with their 
recommendations. 



CllY OF BELLINGHAM 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
MARCH 31, 1994 

Re: FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN/DISTRICT 
(PUBLIC HEARING MARCH 21) 

Overview 

S UMMARY 

L OCATION 

M AJOR ISSUES 

STAFF R ECOMMENDATION 

PLANNING C OMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

Applicant/Owner 
' 

John Armitstead, AIA 
1305 11th Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Proposal 

Conceptual approval of a new 
parking plan for the Fairhaven 
Commercial District. 

Fairhaven District (see attached 
map) 

Phasing of improvements, cost, 
City funding, parking 
demand/supply. 

Approval with revisions. 

Approval of a phased 
approached for eliminating code­
mandated parking. (5-0) 

The Fairhaven Zoning and Parking Issues/Discussion solutions proposes " ... getting rid 
or the parking requirements in the Fairhaven District, bui lding out as far as possible 
on-street parking through a private district in partnership with the City, within a certain 
boundary ... ". (See Attachment A.) Specific recommendations include: 

Establish a Parking District to remove on-site parking requirements from any 
use in Fairhaven, except apartment buildings and hotels. 
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Extend and improve on-street parking, to provide approximately 542 spaces. 

Enhance the appearance of the area with street trees, lighting, sidewalk pavers. 

Finance this district by assessing land owners on a square foot basis, with the 
City paying one-third of the cost. Lien properties for a period of ten years to 
guarantee payment. 

Statutory Authority 

Fairhaven Neighborhood Plan 

"Rather than requiring parking adjacent to each building constructed or 
rehabilitated, substitute a required contribution to a local parking authority to 
develop on-grade parking in accordance with the 1973 Zervas Pla'.1. [Staff 
Underlining) 

Bellingham Municipal Code 20.12.01 O 

"The Director shall ... have the authority to waive parking requirements .. . 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 
Counci l after public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council." 

Comprehensive Plan Designation 

(See Attachment B.) 

Background/Prior Hearings 

BACKGROUND: 

The most recent proposal for a Fairhaven Parking Plan/District was precipitated by 
bui lding permit applications for several small, new infill buildings (1010 Harris; 4,000 
square feet, 2 stories; and 1002 Harris, 7,000 square feet, 3.5 stories). The 
construction of these buildings has been delayed because the applicant, Ken Imus, 
had difficulty in providing inexpensive off street parking. 

Local land and business owners (The "Fairhaven Owners") felt that the parking 
regulations were stifling additional development in Fairhaven and agreed to form a 
parking district. John Armitstead, a local architect, spearheaded this effort and 
submitted a proposal to the City Council in November, 1993. The Council asked staff 
to facilitate the development" of a plan/district so that code-mandated parking, lot by 
lot, could be eliminated. This direction was reiterated by the new Council at a staff 
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briefing and update on February 22, 1994. They also asked staff to explore potential 
resources for City participation. 

Parking in Fairhaven has been a significant issue for the last 20 years. The following 
chronology highlights some of the planning and public decisions during this period. 

1973: The City does the Zervas Plan, also know as the Fairhaven Study, which 
identifies inadequate parking as a potential constraint to business growth in Fairhaven. 

1976: Fairhaven Historic District designation requested from Federal Government. 
District is formally established the next year. 

1984: The Fairhaven Merchants do the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: 
Report, which again concludes that inadequate parking is a potential constraint to 
business growth in Fairhaven. 

1987: The City does the Fairhaven Parking Study, which builds on the information in 
the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force report and recommends a single mechanism to 
provide on and off-street parking in Fairhaven. It suggests a Public Development 
Authority or a Business Improvement District. The study recommends reserving the 
on-street parking for build-out of existing buildings in Fairhaven. 

1988: The City and the Port of Bellingham sign an lnterlocal Cooperation Agreement 
which mandates that the Old Fairhaven Parkway extension will be financed through 
proportional shares. The City and the Fairhaven Neighbors sign an agreement which 
mandates that The Old Fairhaven Parkway extension shall not be any further west, 
than east of the Padden Creek ravine fill at 10th. 

1989: Fairhaven Historic Design Review Ordinance adopted. City also adopts 
changes to land use code to facilitate parking solutions for Fairhaven. BMC 20.12.010 
now allows a parking waiver when consistent with an area-wide parking plan or district 
together with a mechanism to provide the parking. 

City offers to provide $150,000 from Revolving Loan Fund to assist Fairhaven 
Association in funding development of parking . Owners and merchants do not 
proceed with formation of a district. 

PUBLIC H EARING 

The Planning Commission and City Council held a joint hearing on March 21 , 1994 to 
consider the Armitstead proposal and staff recommendations. 

TESTIMONY 

John Armitstead stated that Fairhaven has to have a parking district or it will stop 
growing. His plan can be done within budget if funds are spent sparsely. Most of the 
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funds will go to parking, some to beautification. Undergrounding is not expensive if a 
street is already ripped up and wires are not high-tension. 

He noted that 80% of the Fairhaven Owners had agreed to pay into a fund and to 
accept liens against their properties. 

He then discussed what would happen if insufficient parking were provided. They 
(property and business owners) would hear first when parking was tight. He also 
noted that Council had the prerogative to "call us in" and change the rules if the 
Fairhaven Owners couldn't find a solution. Therefore, he didn't think it was necessary 
to require a special parking survey in the future. 

He then made specific comments on the staff report. He agreed with a priority for 
improving McKenzie Avenue, supported angled parking on Harris. He stated that 
improvement of Mill Avenue is expensive and there would be better ways to spend 
taxpayer money. He also recommended bulbing all intersections and providing more 
sidewalks, such as along 11th Street, north of Mill. ~ 

Jolene Johnson asked if her property in the Residential Multione could be included in 
the area. With duplex zoning , parking takes up half of her ldt. 

Tom Walstrom for Win's Drive-In said they were considering paying into the fund. 
They have always maintained parking as required. He asked if they would be required 
to participate. 

Chuck Robinson of Vi llage Books asked Council and the Planning Commission to 
support the proposal. He would like to see reconsideration of angled parking on 
Harris Avenue. Other areas have changed their ru les on thoroughfares and parking. 
Angled parking is being used to slow traffic in some areas. He then asked why the 
City would develop Mill Avenue if no additional parking would result. 

DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

The Fairhaven Study 1973 

Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: Report 1984 

Fairhaven Parking Study 1987 

Fairhaven Zoning & Parking Issues/ Discussion / Solutions 1993 

Details of the Armitstead Proposal 

Require parking only for new residential buildings and hotels. 

Provide parking when needed, not when projected. 
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Finance this parking plan by square footage-based payments of owners, with the city 
paying 1 /3 of the cost. 

Construct parking as follows: 

Phase I 

Pave, curb, and place parallel parking on undeveloped streets until development, 
where angled parking would probably be placed. Bulb the intersections, install 
street trees and lights, and underground overhead wires; 

Remove the arterial status from Harris west of 12th and establish angled parking. 

Establish head-in parking along 10th between Donovan and Harris. 

Establish 4 rows of angled parking on McKenzie 10th - 12th. 

Phase II 

If needed, construct a bi-level parking garage on McKenzie. 

Staff Analysis 

The City's goals for the Fairhaven historic core business district are to preserve the 
historic buildings and to foster a healthy business climate. The City recognized that 
off-street parking was not appropriate for much of the area and encouraged on-street 
parking, jointly used off-street lots, and the formation of a Parking Plan and District. 
(See also the Background/Prior Hearings Section.) 

CURRENT PARKING R EQUIREMENTS 

Bellingham Municipal Code 20.12 specifies the parking required for all commercial 
uses. Parking standards which apply in Fairhaven include: 

Offices 

Doctor & Dentist 
Offices 
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TABLE 1 

City of Bellingham Parking Standards 

NUMBER OF SPACES FOR 

1 for each 350 square feet of floor area 

1 for each 200 square feet of gross floor area (gfa). 

5 



Restaurants & 
Taverns 1 for each 75 square feet of floor area open to the public, 

minimum of 7 spaces 
Personal Service & 
General Business 
(Retail) 1 for each 250 square feet of floor area open to the 

public. 
Neighborhood 
Shopping Center 1 for each 200 square feet gfa (or 5 per 1000 square feet 

gfa). 

PARKING D EMAND AND SUPPLY 

The 1987 Fairhaven Parking Study stated that 496 spaces were needed for existing 
1987 uses, and that these were provided: 238 on - street and 258 off - street (see map 
boundary for 1987 study). New development has been required to provide parking. 
We can assume that, based on the existing code, supply and demand are in balance. 
The supply today of on -street and off - street parking in the Armitstead Plan boundary 
is as follows: 

TABLE 2 

Existing Parking 

Amount of Parking (# of Spaces) 

Total Supply 634 
On - street 345 
Off - street 289 

Code-Required 168 
Not Required 130 

Notes: - Armitstead Boundary. 
- Figures are approximate 
- On-street includes informal, unimproved spaces 

The 1987 study estimated additional demand of 265 spaces would be generated by 
renovation of existing buildings and 600 spaces for new construction, based on the 
parking code in Table 1. This additional demand would be for maximum build-out, 
which is unlikely to be achieved for many years, if ever. This creates a total demand 
of about 1300 spaces for full build-out of the area, or approximately 390,000 square 
feet of development. (Projection from 1973 Fairhaven Business District Study.) It 
equates to 1 parking space per 300 square feet of development. 
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The '87 Study concluded that the on- street supply should serve historic buildings, 
allowing them to be renovated. Other uses should provide peripheral parking lots to 
meet parking needs. The study stated that historic renovation was difficult if parking 
also had to be supplied. 

The Fairhaven core is compact and is designed for pedestrians. Many cities reduce 
their parking requirements by 10 -20% for such compact development. General 
observation is that at holidays and other peak weekends, parking in Fairhaven is near 
capacity, but at any periods there are a significant number of available spaces. (No 
systematic, professional parking utilization study has been completed.) If we applied a 
20% reduction (based on common approaches to factoring in shared parking and 
linked trips) to the 1300 spaces of estimated demand. we are left with a need for 
about 1000 spaces at full buildout. This compares to a current supply of just over 600 
spaces, on-street and off-street. 

The current gross floor area of development is about 182,000 square feet, or close to 
half of the projected maximum of 390,000 square feet. Our current parking supply, on 
and off-street, maintains a ratio of one space per 300 square feet of gfa. If we 
assumed that only 75% of the area is open to the public or 136,500 square feet 
(assumption used in 1987 parking study), we have a ratio of about one space to 225 
square feet of area open to the public (i.e., excludes storage area, related office, etc.) 
This is comparable to a mix of our office and retail service parking requirements. 

We have said above that the code requirement could be reduced by about 20% due 
to the compact and pedestrian character of Fairhaven. This translates to one space 
per 280 square feet of area open to the public. Therefore, the current supply of about 
600+ spaces could be reduced to about 488 spaces and presumably meet demand. 
In summary, there is enough theoretical capacity to build on some of the off-street lots 
that now provide parking. (Note: In most situations where the 20% factor is applied, it 
would be a reduction in the code-required on-site parking. We are using the total on 
and off-street supply in this analysis.) 

The supply also is supplemented by parking availability in areas outside of this study 
boundary that are within a comfortable walking distance for most people - about 1/4 
mile or a 5 minute walk. This would most likely be the areas west and south of the 
core which involve less of a grade change than to the east. 

ON-STREET PARKING CONSTRUCTION 

The Armitstead Plan's location of on - street parking is reasonable and consistent with 
recommendations in the 1987 Parking Study. Staff has the following provisos: 10th 
Street is scheduled to be improved to arterial status as part of the Old Fairhaven 
Parkway Extension. This project is in the 1994-2000 Transportation Improvement 
Program, and the Public Works Department has applied for a State grant to help fund 
construction. No parking will be allowed on 10th south of Harris Avenue. 
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Public Works also opposes removal of arterial status and installation of angled parking 
on Harris. This approach could be workable after construction of 10th, which may 
reduce some of the traffic on Harris. 

Renovation of unimproved spaces (graveled or dirt) to improved spaces (paved, with 
sidewalk, lighting, and curb) will not necessarily create new spaces. It will allow better 
access to spaces and easier use after dark and in inclement weather. The major 
addition to supply would be from additional rows of angled parking on McKenzie 
Avenue between 10th and 12th Streets, which has a 100' right-of-way, and new angled 
parking on Mill Street between 10th and 11th Streets. Parking construction will need 
to include provision for handicapped accessible/ barrier free stalls. Staff estimates 
that a net total of about 70 on - street spaces could be added within the Armitstead 
Plan Boundary, assuming parking on 10th south of Harris would be removed. This 
would establish an on-street supply of about 415 spaces. 

The City's Public Works Department has reviewed the cost estimate in the Armitstead 
Plan. They determined that the probable cost of improvements is within $100,000 of 
the $450,000 identified in the plan, except for the unknown cost of lighting, 
landscaping, and the undergrounding of utilities. 

How the City participates in a plan also will affect cost because of requirements to pay 
prevailing wages and other administrative costs created with public versus private 
construction. 

PARKING D ISTRICT AND FINANCING 

The Armitstead Plan proposes a parking district, with assessment of property owners 
by square foot. A 10-year lien would be placed on property to facilitate the payment 
for parking improvements. Basic options for supplying parking (other than through 
code mandates) in Fairhaven are: 

1. Private Lots: A private entity establishes private lots and sells parking. This 
could be a private parking business or the Fairhaven merchants and owners. 
When use of on-street parking is not at or near capacity, the financial feasibility of 
paid lots is questionable. 

2. Private Corporation: Fairhaven property owners and/or merchants establish a 
private corporation, which contracts with the City to fund and bui ld on-street 
parking and may ultimately develop parking on private lots. This process may 
be the most rapid method of providing parking and is the basic approach in the 
Armitstead Plan. It will not require open bidding or fair wage provisions, so it 
should be less expensive. 

Participants may choose whichever approach is acceptable to assess themselves 
for parking. The difficulties will be obtaining financing and assuring payment of 
assessments, as has been assumed in the Armitstead Plan. The power of the 
City could not be used to lien property. 
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3. Business Improvement Area: Local businesses can form a Business 
Improvement Area (BIA). There is a public role in this process and governing 
board. The administration must either be public or assigned to a private party. 
There is an existing legal form for the BIA. Professional legal assistance and 
management are available. The City can contribute directly to a BIA. Businesses 
pay into the fund, so everyone who benefits, pays. Payments can be based on 
square footage, sales, number of employees, or some other standard set up by 
the BIA. 

BIAs can be difficult and time consuming to set up. A longer time to set up can 
equal greater cost. Competitive bidding and prevailing wages are required. It 
may be difficult to legally link the benefit of parking with the value to people 
paying the fees. A new petition would be required and another City Council 
hearing. 

4. LID: The property owners can form a Local Improvement District. LIDs are 
an existing, common, legal method to bui ld public facilities. They can be voted 
upon. The City administers the program, providing professional legal assistance 
and management which is accustomed to dealing with public facility challenges. 
The City can contribute to the cost of improvements. 

The benefit of the improvement must be linked to an increase in value of 
property. The key question is: will owners see an increase in value from 
additional on-street parking? Setting up an LID is a time consuming process, 
taking at least a year. The Public Works Department estimates the City's cost to 
set up an LID will be in excess of $60,000. Competitive bidding is required, and 
additional City Council hearings. 

In summary, forming a public mechanism to finance on - street parking adds cost, 
bureaucracy, and time to the basic objective of improving and expanding on - street 
parking. The most practical and cost effective method seems to be a private entity 
with members paying contracted amounts. The City would develop a contract 
agreement with the entity to make specific improvements to the on - street supply. 

CITY CONTRIBUTION 

The Armitstead Plan proposes the City provide one third of the estimated $450,000 
construction cost of on-street parking, -- approximately $150,000. 

Because City funds have been used in the past to provide some of the parking 
improvements benefiting downtown, the applicants have argued that City funds should 
be available for some of the parking improvements in Fairhaven. In fact, some 
downtown property was acquired and improved with parking facilities to serve the 
downtown area. Partial funding came from City revenues. This is the case with 
parking facil ities on portions of Railroad Avenue. More recently, downtown parking 
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facilities have been developed using a revenue bond approach. In this case, parking 
fees and meter revenues are being used to retire the debt. 

City participation in a Parking Plan in Fairhaven would include providing right of way 
for development, and maintenance and operation of the parking. Parking 
improvements and other faci lities within the right of way (lighting, sidewalks, etc.) 
would be deeded to the City. Assuming a private association is formed to carry out 
this work, the City would work with the association and other affected parties in 
developing and applying regulations which affect the on-street parking. 

If the City Council wishes to participate through direct funding of capital improvements, 
staff has identified the following sources: 

General Fund 

We cannot provide funds directly to the Fairhaven Owners, a private entity, from 
the General Fund to help finance the total project. We can directly finance a 
street improvement. All normal public works and prevailing wage requirements 
would apply. A budget amendment would have to allocate funds for a project by 
reducing funding in other General Fund Projects or programs. This is a policy 
decision for the Council to make. 

City Street Fund 

The fund is supported by sales and gasoline tax collections. The Fairhaven 
improvements are eligible projects. Again, it would require reallocating funds 
from other projects. 

Community Development Block Grant Fund (CDBG) 

The City's CDBG Program identifi es target areas within which public facilities and 
improvements can be carried out with CDBG funds. A portion of the Fairhaven 
Study Boundary north of Harris Avenue and west of 12th Street is included in the 
eligible target areas. Public improvements on Mill Street between 10th and 11th 
would, therefore, be block grant eligible. 

If CDBG funds are to be used, funds could be reallocated from the existing 
Business Revolving Loan Fund (BRLF). This fund was set up to provide loans for 
business growth and expansion which meets CDBG job creation objectives. The 
reallocation process involves an initial recommendation from the Community 
Development Advisory Board (CDAB) followed by a separate public hearing 
before the City Council and Council action. 
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS\SPECIFIC FACTS 

1. According to the Public Works Department, the municipal code does not 
permit angle parking on an arterial street. Harris Avenue is a designated 
arterial. 

2. It may be possible to construct the Fairhaven Parkway extension route along 
9th Street rather than 10th Street. Cost is unknown at this time as well as 
geometrics. It will take some time to determine feasibility and support of the 
Fairhaven Neighbors. 

3. Improvement of Mill Street at an estimated $160,000 is expensive, partly 
because of the need for a retaining wall, and will provide only a small number 
of additional parking spaces. The improvement would provide aesthetic 
benefit. 

4. A plan needs to be financed by private capital to be a district wide parking 
plan. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The Fairhaven Business District can benefit from the removal of parking 
requirements to facilitate renovation and infill development. 

2. If there is a parking problem in the future, that will be communicated through 
the political process. Special Agreements about future parking studies are not 
necessary. 

3. It is reasonable to include the Southport Clothier property on Mill Avenue in the 
district boundary. The ramifications of any significant expansion of the 
boundaries have not been evaluated. 

4. It is important to gain additional parking through expenditure of public funds. 
Other improvements should be secondary. 

5. It is reasonable to eliminate certain parking requirements prior to the formal 
organization of a parking district to encourage redevelopment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Prior to the formation of a district to fund on-street parking: 

• eliminate the parking requirement for renovation of existing buildings; 
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• allow parking waiver for construction of infill buildings with a footprint of 
5,000 square feet or less, if equitable fees assessed on square footage or 
per unit basis are paid to a fund for on-street parking. These buildings 
should not displace parking on code-required lots. 

2. Expand the boundary to include the Southport Clothier's site as requested by 
the property owner (Lots 5 and 6 of Block 17 of the Amended Plat of 
Fairhaven). 

3. Spend funds on those alternatives that yield the most additional parking. 

4. Release code-required lots after construction of on street parking. 

5. After approval of a funding plan eliminate code requirements for all uses except 
new residential and hotel buildings above the 5,000 square foot footprint. 

6. Allow the political process to determine when there is a need for additional 
parking in the longer term. 

ADOPTED this -~/J~· -r--1 ~/~1 _!_~;_/_ day of, 19 'i / 
I 

ATTEST: yt5 i;,~7l'/.-A::9-,,,-Z 
Recording Secretary 

APPROVED AST~ / -

( !\ ~L-Y!v{,V~ 
Otfic"i"OHi?e City Attorney 
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Chairpers6n 
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APPENDIX TO FINDINGS 

STAFF/TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

I. Support of the basic Armitstead Plan concept with modifications. Analysis of 
supply /demand shows that requirement could be reduced. 

2. Recommend City participate through funding of a specific street improvement 
with reallocated CDBG Business Revolving Loan Fund monies. CDBG eligibility 
area is north of Harris Avenue. Public Works has evaluated cost of diagonal 
parking on Mill Street between 10th and 11th Streets. The estimate is $160,000. 
(See Memo from Tom Rosenberg, Attachment C.) This would provide about 30 
improved parking spaces, along with sidewalk, curb/gutter and lighting. 

3. Responsibility for on-street improvements 

- City improves Mill Street, 10th - 11th. 

- Private parking improvement entity improves McKenzie Street from 12th to 
10th; 11th north of Mill on west side, improved by adjacent property 
owner with redevelopment (currently is a requirement of a Planned 
Contract or could be partly improved by the private parking entity); on 
east side most property is developed, more long term, lesser priority 
improvement. 

- 10th between Harris and Mill--improved with redevelopment by adjacent 
property owner, or could be added to scope of improvements by private 
entity (some link to City improvement of Mill). 

- Diagonal parking on Harris Avenue may be considered after construction of 
Fairhaven Parkway extension on 10th Street. 

4. Phasing out of code requirement 

- New residential buildings and hotels are required to meet code requirements. 
Upper floor residential in infill bui ldings under 10,000 square feet could 
be exempt. 

- After Council adoption of plan and signing of agreement with private entity 
and surety or bond for improvements, all existing buildings may be 
renovated without code requirement; small infill primarily retail buildings 
(e.g. 2 story, 10,000 square foot limit) could also proceed. 

- After construction of parking on McKenzie, can release code required lots 
(See Attachment D.) Improvements on this street add the primary 
additional capacity to the on-street supply. 
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- If evidence of parking problem in future, City and private entity sponsor 
parking utilization survey and determine course of action (e.g. metering, 
peripheral lots, parking structure); if survey shows parking is at capacity 
use, and agreement cannot be reached on providing and funding 
appropriate parking, a code requirement may need to be re-evaluated, 
or approval of new building permits delayed. 

- District businesses may want to consider a BIA approach to manage special 
aesthetic improvements and parking needs in the longer term. 

5. Next Steps 

- If City Council approves the parking plan, work with private entity being 
formed to develop a contract and design scope for priority 
improvements to McKenzie Avenue and Mill Street. 

- Private organization must complete incorporation process and get formal 
commitments from owners and/or merchants. (See Draft Articles of 
Incorporation submitted by applicant, Attachment E.) 
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BELLINGHAM CITY COUNCIL AGENDA BILL FILt:. 
• ,._ .. 1• • • 

SUBJECT FOR AGENDA OF COONCIL ASSIGNMENT · BILL NUMBER 
Consideration of a Parking Plan and 
District for Fairhaven. 

·· RECVD IN CITY 
CCXJNCIL OFFICE 

ATTACHMENTS CLEARANCES: . · .. , .. ,, 1 IJ.IT IAL ':'i:' DATE 
- Decision Agenda Patricia R. Decker. PCDD Director \~ ffl-. 4 j}....,)//t., 
- Area Map Joann R. Smith. Plannino Manaoer r-...A(f-;l '-I 1~~'J/9'( 
- Planning Commission Findings and Dawn Sturwold Asst. Citv Attornev (/ I I I 

Conclusions Jackie Lvnch Associate Planner I~ '\ 'J.O I 'fl/ 
- Misc. Attachments & Letters V, 
- Planning Commission Minutes 
- Article on Flexible Parkinq Codes -

P.U6LIC. llEAR.ING . I NO ~' -
SUMMARY STATEMENT ' 

Subsequent to the joint Public Hearing on March 21, 1994, the Planning Commission held 
a public meeting and completed their recommendation for Fairhaven parking. 

The Commission recommended elimination of code required parking in conjunction with a 
plan to increase and improve the on -street parking supply. They indicated that alternatives 
that provide the most additional parking should have priority for on-street improvements. 
Commissioners favored elimi nating the parking requirements for existing buildings whether 
or not a parking district agreemen t is completed. They also supported allowing inf i 11 
buildings on a footprint of 5000 square feet or less to proceed prior to completion of 
additional on-street parking, if a fee is paid. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Approval of Parking Plan/District. Direct staff to prepare resolution approving plan and to 
complete agreement with district organization based on Council decision on specific 
improvements and phasing out of parking requirements. 

CCJ91ITTEE RECa.tHENDATION/ACTION 

COONCIL ACTION 

--· 

w:\docs\paj\abills\109.jsl 



I. 

FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN/DISTRICT 

City Council Decision Agenda 
April 25, 1994 

Code Requirements 
Should the City eliminate code-mandated parking requirements 
for rehabilitation of existing buildings and new construction 
in the Fairhaven historic business district in conjunction 
with a plan to improve and expand the on-street parking 
supply? Should new residentia-1-.and hotel uses be required to 
provide on-site parking? Should new residential uses on upper 
floors of existing buildings be exempt from a parking 
requirement? Should upper story residential in small 
commercial infill buildings (e.g. 5,000 sq. ft. footprint 
or less) be exempted from parking requirements? 

II. Boundary 
Should the boundary for the parking plan/district be 
expanded to include the Southport Clothiers site (see attached 
letter)? Any other areas which are zoned commercial to the 
east, west and south? Should those who do not pay for 
improvements be required to provide parking? 

III . Improvement Areas 
What are the priority areas for improvement/expansion of the 
on-street supply? If the City Council approves public 
funding for a plan, what should be the City's priority 
investment? 

IV. Phasing 
Should the elimination of the on-site parking requirements be 
phased to allow: 

- redevelopment of existing buildings and small inf ill 
buildings after an agreement is signed between the City and 
the proposed private non-profit parking entity, or only after 
additional on-street parking is built? A fee payment in lieu 
of parking as recommended by Planning Commission? Eliminate 
the parking requirement for existing buildings immediately 
as recommended by the Planning Commission? 

release of current code-required parking lots for 
redevelopment only after construction of on-street parking? 

V. Monitoring Supply 
Should there be special provisions in a City/private entity 
agreement to address future monitoring of the parking supply? 
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CITY OF BELLINGHAM 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
MARCH 31, 1994 

Re: FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN/DISTRICT 
(PUBLIC HEARING MARCH 21) 

Overview 

• _ .. $UMMARY 

LOCATION 

MAJOR ISSUES 

STAFF R ECOMMENDATION 

PLANNING COMMISSION R ECOMMENDATION 

Applicant/Owner 
' 

John Armitstead, AJA 
1305 11th Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Proposal 

Conceptual approval of a new 
parking plan for the Fairhaven 
Commercial District. 

Fairhaven District (see attached 
map) 

Phasing of improvements, cost, 
City funding, parking 
demand/supply. 

Approval with revisions. 

Approval of a phased 
approached for eliminating code­
mandated parking. (5-0) 

The Fairhaven Zoning and Parking lssues/Discussi9n solutions proposes " ... getting rid 
of the parking requirements in the Fairhaven District, building out as far as possible 
on-street parking through a private district in partnership with the City, within a certain 
boundary ... ". (See Attachment A.) Specific recommendations include: 

Establish a Parking District to remove on-site parking requirements from any 
use in Fairhaven, except apartment buildings and hotels. 
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Extend and improve on-street parking, to provide approximately 542 spaces. 

Enhance the appearance of the area with street trees, lighting, sidewalk pavers. 

Finance this district by assessing land owners on a square foot basis, with the 
City paying one-third of the cost. Lien properties for a period of ten years to 
guarantee payment. 

Statutory Authority 

Fairhaven Neighborhood Plan 

"Rather than requiring parking adjacent ·t~ach building constructed or 
rehabilitated, substitute a required contribution to a local parking authority to 
develop on-grade parking in accordance with the 1973 Zervas Pia~ . [Staff 
Underlining] 

Bellingham Municipal Code 20.12.01 O 

"The Director shall ... have the authority to waive parking requirements ... 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." 

Comprehensive Plan Designation 

(See Attachment B.) 

Background/Prior Hearings 

BACKGROUND: 

The most recent proposal for a Fairhaven Parking Plan/District was precipitated by 
building permit applications for several small, new infill buildings (101 O Harris; 4,000 
square feet, 2 stories; and 1002 Harris, 7,000 square feet, 3.5 stories). The 
construction of these buildings has been delayed because the applicant, Ken Imus, 
had difficulty in providing inexpensive off street parking. 

Local land and business owners (The "Fairhaven Owners") felt that the parking 
regulations were stifling additional development in Fairhaven and agreed to form a 
parking district. John Armitstead, a local architect, spearheaded this effort and 
submitted a proposal to the City Council in November, 1993. The Council asked staff 
to facilitate the development" of a plan/ district so that code-mandated parking, lot by 
lot, could be eliminated. This direction was reiterated by the new Council at a staff 
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briefing and update on February 22, 1994. They also asked staff to explore potential 
resources for City participation. 

Parking in Fairhaven has been a significant issue for the last 20 years. The following 
chronology highlights some of the planning and public decisions during this period. 

1973: The City does the Zervas Plan, also know as the Fairhaven Study, which 
identifies inadequate parking as a potential constraint to business growth in Fairhaven. 

1976: Fairhaven Historic District designation requested from Federal Government. 
District is formally established the next year. 

1984: The Fairhaven Merchants do the Fairhav.ei;:i 1990 Task Force Phase Two: 
Report, which again concludes that inadequate parking is a potential constraint to 
business growth in Fairhaven. 

1987: The City does the Fairhaven Parking Study, which builds on the information in 
the Fairhaven 1990 Task Force report and recommends a single mechanism to 
provide on and off-street parking in Fairhaven. It suggests a Public Development 
Authority or a Business Improvement District. The study recommends reserving the 
on-street parking for build-out of existing buildings in Fairhaven. 

1988: The City and the Port of Bellingham sign an lnterlocal Cooperation Agreement 
which mandates that the Old Fairhaven Parkway extension will be financed through 
proportional shares. The City and the Fairhaven Neighbors sign an agreement which 
mandates that The Old Fairhaven Parkway extension shall not be any further west, 
than east of the Padden Creek ravine fill at 10th. 

1989: Fairhaven Historic Design Review Ordinance adopted. City also adopts 
changes to land use code to facilitate parking solutions for Fairhaven. BMC 20.12.010 
now allows a parking waiver when consistent with an area-wide parking plan or district 
together with a mechanism to provide the parking. 

City offers to provide $150,000 from Revolving Loan Fund to assist Fairhaven 
Association in funding development of parking. Owners and merchants do not 
proceed with formation of a district. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

The Planning Commission and City Council held a joint hearing on March 21, 1994 to 
consider the Armitstead proposal and staff recommendations. 

TESTIMONY 

John Armitstead stated that Fairhaven has to have a parking district or it will stop 
growing. His plan can be done within budget if funds are spent sparsely. Most of the 
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.. 
funds will go to parking, some to beautification. Undergrounding is not expensive if a 
street is already ripped up and wires are not high-tension. 

He noted that 80% of the Fairhaven Owners had agreed to pay into a fund and to 
accept liens against their properties. 

He then discussed what would happen if insufficient parking were provided. They 
(property and business owners) would hear first when parking was tight. He also 
noted that Council had the prerogative to "call us in" and change the rules if the 
Fairhaven Owners couldn't find a solution. Therefore, he didn't think it was necessary 
to require a special parking survey in the future. 

He then made specific comments on the staff -C§.Q.ort. He agreed with a priority for 
~ -··improving McKenzie Avenue, supported angled parking on Harris. He stated that 

improvement of Mill Avenue is expensive and there would be better ways to spend 
taxpayer money. He also recommended bulbing all intersections and providing more 
sidewalks, such as along 11th Street, north of Mill. 

Jolene Johnson asked if her property in the Residential Multizone could be included in 
the area. With duplex zoning, parking takes up half of her lot. 

Tom Walstrom for Win's Drive-In said they were considering paying into the fund. 
They have always maintained parking as required. He asked if they would be required 
to participate. 

Chuck Robinson of Village Books asked Council and the Planning Commission to 
support the proposal. He would like to see reconsideration of angled parking on 
Harris Avenue. Other areas have changed their rules on thoroughfares and parking. 
Angled parking is being used to slow traffic in some areas. He then asked why the 
City would develop Mill Avenue if no additional parking would result. 

DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

The Fairhaven Study 1973 

Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: Report 1984 

Fairhaven Parking Study 1987 

Fairhaven Zoning & Parking Issues/Discussion / Solutions 1993 

Details of the Armitstead Proposal 

Require parking only for new residential buildings and hotels. 

Provide parking when needed, not when projected. 
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Finance this parking plan by square footage-based payments of owners, with the city 
paying 1 /3 of the cost. 

Construct parking as follows: 

Phase I 

Pave, curb, and place parallel parking on undeveloped streets until development, 
where angled parking would probably be placed. Bulb the intersections, install 
street trees and lights, and underground overhead wires; 

Establish head-in parking along 10th between Donovan and Harris. 

---~~ 

Establish 4 rows of angled parking on McKenzie 10th - 12th. 

Phase II 

Remove the arterial status from Harris west of 12th and establish angled parking. 

Phase Ill 

If needed, construct a bi-level parking garage on McKenzie. 

Staff Analysis 

The City's goals for the Fairhaven historic core business district are to preserve the 
historic buildings and to foster a healthy business climate. The City recognized that 
off-street parking was not appropriate for much of the area and encouraged on-street 
parking, jointly used off-street lots, and the formation of a Parking Plan and District. 
(See also the Background/Prior Hearings Section.) 

CURRENT PARKING R EQU IREMENTS 

Bellingham Municipal Code 20.1 2 specifies the parking required for all commercial 
uses. Parking standards which apply in Fairhaven include: 

Offices 

Doctor & Dentist 
Offices 

PLAN\FINDINGS\007 
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City o f Bellingham Parking Standards 

NUMBER OF SPACES FOR 

1 for each 350 square feet of floor area 

1 for each 200 square feet of gross floor area (gfa). 
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Restaurants & 
Taverns 1 for each 75 square feet of floor area open to the public, 

minimum of 7 spaces 
Personal Service & 
General Business 
(Retail) 1 for each 250 square feet of floor area open to the 

public. 
Neighborhood 
Shopping Center 1 for each 200 square feet gfa (or 5 per 1000 square feet 

gfa). 

PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY 

·~ ...... .. . • ~ 'tJll'!'!"~ 

The 1987 Fairhaven Parking Study stated that 496 spaces were needed for existing 
1987 uses, and that these were provided: 238 on - street and 258 off - street (see map 
boundary for 1987 study). New development has been required to provide parking. 
We can assume that, based on the existing code, supply and demand are in balance. 
The supply today of on -street and off - street parking in the Armitstead Plan boundary 
is as follows: 

TABLE 2 

Existing Parking 

Amount of Parking (# of Spaces) 

Total Supply 634 
On - street 345 
Off - street 289 

Code-Required 168 
Not Required 130 

Notes: - Armitstead Boundary. 
- Figures are approximate 
- On-street includes informal, unimproved spaces 

The 1987 study estimated additional demand of 265 spaces would be generated by 
renovation of existing buildings and 600 spaces for new construction, based on the 
parking code in Table 1. This additional demand would be for maximum build-out, 
which is unlikely to be achieved for many years, if ever. This creates a total demand 
of about 1300 spaces for full build-out of the area, or approximately 390,000 square 
feet of development. (Projection from 1973 Fairhaven Business District Study.) It 
equates to 1 parking space per 300 square feet of development. 
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The '87 Study concluded that the on- street supply should serve historic buildings, 
allowing them to be renovated. Other uses should provide peripheral parking lots to 
meet parking needs. The study stated that historic renovation was difficult if parking 
also had to be supplied. 

The Fairhaven core is compact and is designed for pedestrians. Many cities reduce 
their parking requirements by 1 O -20% for such compact development. General 
observation is that at holidays and other peak weekends, parking in Fairhaven is near 
capacity, but at any periods there are a significant number of available spaces. (No 
systematic, professional parking utilization study has been completed.) If we applied a 
20% reduction (based on common approaches to factoring in shared parking and 
linked trips) to the 1300 spaces of estimated demand, we are left with a need for 
about 1000 spaces at full buildout. This compaW..S to a current supply of just over 600 

~ ·····spaces, on-street and off-street. 

The current gross floor area of development is about 182,000 square feet, or close to 
half of the projected maximum of 390,000 square feet. Our current parking supply, on 
and off-street, maintains a ratio of one space per 300 square feet of gfa. If we 
assumed that only 75% of the area is open to the public or 136,500 square feet 
(assumption used in 1987 parking study), we have a ratio of about one space to 225 
square feet of area open to the public (i.e. , excludes storage area, related office, etc.) 
This is comparable to a mix of our office and retail service parking requirements. 

We have said above that the code requirement could be reduced by about 20% due 
to the compact and pedestrian character of Fairhaven. This translates to one space 
per 280 square feet of area open to the public. Therefore, the current supply of about 
600+ spaces could be reduced to about 488 spaces and presumably meet demand. 
In summary, there is enough theoretical capacity to build on some of the off-street lots 
that now provide parking. (Note: In most situations where the 20% factor is applied , it 
would be a reduction in the code-required on-site parking. We are using the total on 
and off-street supply in this analysis.) 

The supply also is supplemented by parking availabi lity in areas outside of this study 
boundary that are within a comfortable walking distance for most people - about 1 / 4 
mile or a 5 minute walk. This would most likely be the areas west and south of the 
core which involve less of a grade change than to the east. 

ON-STREET PARKING CONSTRUCTION 

The Armitstead Plan's location of on - street parking is reasonable and consistent with 
recommendations in the 1987 Parking Study. Staff has the following provisos: 10th 
Street is scheduled to be improved to arterial status as part of the Old Fairhaven 
Parkway Extension. This project is in the 1994-2000 Transportation Improvement 
Program, and the Public Works Department has applied for a State grant to help fund 
construction. No parking will be allowed on 10th south of Harris Avenue. 
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Public Works also opposes removal of arterial status and installation of angled parking 
on Harris. This approach could be workable after construction of 10th, which may 
reduce some of the traffic on Harris. 

Renovation of unimproved spaces (graveled or dirt) to improved spaces (paved, with 
sidewalk, lighting, and curb) will not necessarily create new spaces. It will allow better 
access to spaces and easier use after dark and in inclement weather. The major 
addition to supply would be from additional rows of angled parking on McKenzie 
Avenue between 10th and 12th Streets, which has a 100' right-of-way, and new angled 
parking on Mill Street between 10th and 11th Streets. Parking construction will need 
to include provision for handicapped accessible/ barrier free stalls. Staff estimates 
that a net total of about 70 on - street spaces could be added within the Armitstead 
Plan Boundary, assuming parking on 10th soutb.,.of Harris would be removed. This 

~ --·would establish an on-street supply of about 41 S spaces. 

The City's Public Works Department has reviewed the cost estimate in the Armitstead 
Plan. They determined that the probable cost of improvements is within $100,000 of 
the $450,000 identified in the plan, except for the unknown cost of lighting, 
landscaping, and the undergrounding of utilities. 

How the City participates in a plan also will affect cost because of requirements to pay 
prevailing wages and other administrative costs created with public versus private 
construction. 

PARKING DISTRICT AND FINANCING 

The Armitstead Plan proposes a parking district, with assessment of property owners 
by square foot. A 10-year lien would be placed on property to facilitate the payment 
for parking improvements. Basic options for supplying parking (other than through 
code mandates) in Fairhaven are: 

1. Private Lots: A private entity establishes private lots and sells parking. This 
could be a private parking business or the Fairhaven merchants and owners. 
When use of on-street parking is not at or near capacity, the financial feasibility of 
paid lots is questionable. 

2. Private Corporation: Fairhaven property owners and/or merchants establish a 
private corporation, which contracts with the City to fund and bui ld on-street 
parking and may ultimately develop parking on private lots. This process may 
be the most rapid method of providing parking and is the basic approach in the 
Armitstead Plan. It will not require open bidding or fair wage provisions, so it 
should be less expensive. 

Participants may choose whichever approach is acceptable to assess themselves 
for parking. The difficulties will be obtaining financing and assuring payment of 
assessments, as has been assumed in the Armitstead Plan. The power of the 
City could not be used to lien property. 
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3. Business Improvement Area: Local businesses can form a Business 
Improvement Area (BIA). There is a public role in this process and governing 
board. The administration must either be public or assigned to a private party. 
There is an existing legal form for the BIA. Professional legal assistance and 
management are available. The City can contribute directly to a BIA. Businesses 
pay into the fund, so everyone who benefits, pays. Payments can be based on 
square footage, sales, number of employees, or some other standard set up by 
the BIA. 

BIAs can be difficult and time consuming to set up. A longer time to set up can 
equal greater cost. Competitive bidding and prevailing wages are required. It 
may be difficult to legally link the benefit of parking with the value to people 
paying the fees. A new petition would ba.u;.quired and another City Council 
hearing. 

4. LID: The property owners can form a Local Improvement District. LIDs are 
an existing, common, legal method to build public facil ities. They can be voted 
upon. The City administers the program, providing professional legal assistance 
and management which is accustomed to dealing with public facility challenges. 
The City can contribute to the cost of improvements. 

The benefit of the improvement must be linked to an increase in value of 
property. The key question is: will owners see an increase in value from 
additional on-street parking? Setting up an LID is a time consuming process, 
taking at least a year. The Public Works Department estimates the City's cost to 
set up an LID will be in excess of $60,000. Competitive bidding is required, and 
additional City Council hearings. 

In summary, forming a public mechanism to finance on - street parking adds cost, 
bureaucracy, and time to the basic objective of improving and expanding on - street 
parking. The most practical and cost effective method seems to be a private entity 
with members paying contracted amounts. The City would develop a contract 
agreement with the entity to make specific improvements to the on - street supply. 

CITY C ONTRIBUTION 

The Armitstead Plan proposes the City provide one third of the estimated $450,000 
construction cost of on-street parking, -- approximately $150,000. 

Because City funds have been used in the past to provide some of the parking 
improvements benefiting downtown, ~he applicants have argued that City funds should 
be available for some of the parking improvements in Fairhaven. In fact, some 
downtown property was acquired and improved with parking facilities to serve the 
downtown area. Partial funding came from City revenues. This is the case with 
parking facilities on portions of Railroad Avenue. More recently, downtown parking 
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.. 
facilities have been developed using a revenue bond approach. In this case, parking 
fees and meter revenues are being used to retire the debt. 

City participation in a Parking Plan in Fairhaven would include providing right of way 
for development, and maintenance and operation of the parking. Parking 
improvements and other facilities within the right of way (lighting, sidewalks, etc.) 
would be deeded to the City. Assuming a private association is formed to carry out 
this work, the City would work with the association and other affected parties in 
developing and applying regulations which affect the on-street parking. 

If the City Council wishes to participate through direct funding of capital improvements, 
staff has identified the following sources: 

~·- ---General Fund 

We cannot provide funds directly to the Fairhaven Owners, a private entity, from 
the General Fund to help finance the total project. We can directly finance a 
street improvement. All normal public works and prevailing wage requirements 
would apply. A budget amendment would have to allocate funds for a project by 
reducing funding in other General Fund Projects or programs. This is a policy 
decision for the Counci l to make. 

City Street Fund 

The fund is supported by sales and gasoline tax collections. The Fairhaven 
improvements are eligible projects. Again, it would require reallocating funds 
from other projects. 

Community Development Block Grant Fund (CDBG) 

The City's CDBG Program identifies target areas within which public facilities and 
improvements can be carried out with CDBG funds. A portion of the Fairhaven 
Study Boundary north of Harris Avenue and west of 12th Street is included in the 
eligible target areas. Public improvements on Mill Street between 10th and 11th 
would, therefore, be block grant eligible. 

If CDBG funds are to be used, funds could be reallocated from the existing 
Business Revolving Loan Fund (BRLF). This fund was set up to provide loans for 
business growth and expansion which meets CDBG job creation objectives. The 
reallocation process involves an initial recommendation from the Community 
Development Advisory Board (CDAB) followed by a separate publ ic hearing 
before the City Council and Council action. 
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS\SPECIFIC FACTS 

1. According to the Public Works Department, the municipal code does not 
permit angle parking on an arterial street. Harris Avenue is a designated 
arterial. 

2. It may be possible to construct the Fairhaven Parkway extension route along 
9th Street rather than 10th Street. Cost is unknown at this time as well as 
geometrics. It will take some time to determine feasibility and support of the 
Fairhaven Neighbors. 

3. Improvement of Mill Street at an estimated $160,000 is expensive, partly 
because of the need for a retaining waU,...Glnd will provide only a small number 
of additional parking spaces. The improvement would provide aesthetic 
benefit. 

4. A plan needs to be financed by private capital to be a district wide parking 
plan. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The Fairhaven Business District can benefit from the removal of parking 
requirements to facilitate renovation and infill development. 

2. If there is a parking problem in the future, that will be communicated through 
the political process. Special Agreements about future parking studies are not 
necessary. 

3. It is reasonable to include the Southport Clothier property on Mill Avenue in the 
district boundary. The ramifications of any significant expansion of the 
boundaries have not been evaluated. 

4. It is important to gain additional parking through expenditure of public funds. 
Other improvements should be secondary. 

5. It is reasonable to eliminate certain parking requirements prior to the formal 
organization of a parking district to encourage redevelopment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Prior to the formation of a district to fund on-street parking: 

• eliminate the parking requirement for renovation of existing buildings; 
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• allow parking waiver for construction of infill buildings with a footprint of 
5,000 square feet or less, if equitable fees assessed on square footage or 
per unit basis are paid to a fund for on-street parking. These buildings 
should not displace parking on code-required lots. 

2. Expand the boundary to include the Southport Clothier's site as requested by 
the property owner (Lots 5 and 6 of Block 17 of the Amended Plat of 
Fairhaven). 

3. Spend funds on those alternatives that yield the most additional parking. 

4 . Release code-required lots after construction of on street parking. 

., .. ·5, After approval of a funding plan eliminate'code requirements for all uses except 
new residential and hotel buildings above the 5,000 square foot footprint. 

6. Allow the political process to determine when there is a need for additional 
parking in the longer term. 

A DO PTE D this _ _,_//,__· _1 ___,_' 1-"-/ / .,:__/ _ _,_/_/_ day of , 19 '/ / 
I 

A TIE ST: yt1_ &r~..><1::9-d, 
Recording Secretary 

PLAN\FINDINGS\007 
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Chairpers6n 
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APPENDIX TO FINDINGS 

STAFF/TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

I. Support of the basic Armitstead Plan concept with modifications. Analysis of 
supply /demand shows that requirement could be reduced. 

2. Recommend City participate through funding of a specific street improvement 
with reallocated CDBG Business Revolving Loan Fund monies. CDBG eligibility 
area is north of Harris Avenue. Public Works has evaluated cost of diagonal 
parking on Mill Street between 10th and 11th Streets. The estimate is $160,000. 
(See Memo from Tom Rosenberg, Attachment C.) This would provide about 30 
improved parking spaces, along with side-walk, curb/gutter and lighting. 

3. Responsibility for on-street improvements 

- City improves Mill Street, 10th - 11th . 

- Private parking improvement entity improves McKenzie Street from 12th to 
10th; 11th north of Mill on west side, improved by adjacent property 
owner with redevelopment (currently is a requirement of a Planned 
Contract or could be partly improved by the private parking entity); on 
east side most property is developed, more long term, lesser priority 
improvement. 

- 10th between Harris and Mill--improved with redevelopment by adjacent 
property owner, or could be added to scope of improvements by private 
entity (some link to City improvement of Mill). 

- Diagonal parking on Harris Avenue may be considered after construction of 
Fairhaven Parkway extension on 10th Street. 

4. Phasing out of code requirement 

- New residential bui ldings and hotels are required to meet code requirements. 
Upper fl oor residential in infill buildings under 10,000 square feet could 
be exempt. 

- After Council adoption of plan and signing of agreement with private entity 
and surety or bond for improvements, all existing buildings may be 
renovated without code requirement; small infill primarily retail buildings 
(e.g. 2 story, 10,000 square foot limit) could also proceed. 

- After construction of parking on McKenzie, can release code required lots 
(See Attachment D.) Improvements on this street add the primary 
additional capacity to the on-street supply. 

PLAN\FINDINGS\ 007 13 
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- If evidence of parking problem in future, City and private entity sponsor 
parking utilization survey and determine course of action (e.g. metering, 
peripheral lots, parking structure); if survey shows parking is at capacity 
use, and agreement cannot be reached on providing and funding 
appropriate parking, a code requirement may need to be re-evaluated, 
or approval of new building permits delayed. 

- District businesses may want to consider a BIA approach to manage special 
aesthetic improvements and parking needs in the longer term. 

5. Next Steps 

- If City Council approves the parking plan, work with private entity being 
formed to develop a contract ancrdesign scope for priority 
improvements to McKenzie Avenue and Mill Street. 

- Private organization must complete incorporation process and get formal 
commitments from owners and/or merchants. (See Draft Articles of 
Incorporation submitted by applicant, Attachment E.) 

PLAN\FINDINGS\007 
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ATTACHMENT A 

FAIRHAVEN 
Zoning & Parking 

'~~ ----
Issues I Discussion I Solutions 

"The Goal of Historic-Dislrict Zoning Should be to Pro\·ide 
lvfatimum Flexibility wirhin some Framework oflvfinimum 
Swndards ... 

It lvfust be Recogni~ed that Inconsistencies are the Essence of 
thar Environment; Swprise is a Alfajor Ingredient. Jmaginmion, 
no ivfatter How rVild ir Seems, Should a! leasr get a Fair 
Hearing. .. 

FAIRHAVEN lvfust ha\·e ifs Zoning Changed to be Anyrhing bw 
a i\!lediocre Experiencr:. and lO encourcge rile invesmz:~;?£ of 
money and energy. 11 

John A.nrn:s1~d. AJA 

--

,..-
- .) 
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ATTACHMENT A 
{Continued) 

BA.CKGRO.ll~rD 

Existing Zoning: The existing zoning for Fairhaven within the "Historic" area and the 
fringe commercial areas is Commercial with a Neighborhood Mixed-Use qualifier. That 
designation is generally intended for strip mall local shopping and business developments. 
The zoning does not in any way recognise historic areas although it is to be used in 
conjunction with the Neighborhood Plan modifiers, which do . . ,._....... '~: ---Existing Zoning's Intent: The Neighborhood Plan, based on a l 973 study attempts to 
lay dovm come stylistic requirements but does no t i.n any way change 'strip mall' zoning. 
In the 1973 study, some recommendations, such as closing streets to make pedestrian 
malls, have, thankfully, not been acted upon. 

Prior to the 1973 study, a number of towns and cities in North America tried to create 
pedestrian malls this way and had succeeded only in killing off all the businesses on the 
street and creating dead zones. This situation has been heavily reinforced since that ti me. 
Pedestrian Malls do not succeed . The Fairhaven zoning seems to be targeted toward 
helping create merely a shopping community and not a robust Historic District. 

At that time it was understandable. Fairhaven did :::ot have many hiS\oric buildings ar.c 
most were derelict. The present dedication to preserring the old hadn't really started. 
Communities need focus and shopping is one of its. major elements. Strip malls were ou: 
culture's way of providing it. 

Zoning Parking Requirements. One of the mos~ disasrrous consequences of the zoning 
imposed upon the area is the parking philosophy c....1d requirements \vhich are part of it : 
Basically, for each type of use, a parking space rr:·Jst be provided for every "x" square 
feet. The number of square ree~ varies with the l!Se. 

It has long been recognised, however, that a P::.;:~:ig District plan is 2 more logic~ w~y :0 

loo!< at a community's requirements . Yet, tv./en:-:; ::ea.rs have passed and no parking 
district exists; strip mall parking requirements st~ '. prevail and are r.g:cily enforced. 

The 1973 and 1984 Studies: There have been r-xo reports which ir.iluenced Fairhavcn's 
growth or lack of it and were summarized by a cry report: 'F airhave:i Parking Study'. Tnc 
1973 study made a number of recorrunendations ,~·hich would have benefited 
FAIRHAVEN and some \vhich, from today's pers~ective, would nm. Few were acted 
upon. The 1984 report built on the 1973 one. l\e!ther report,. ho\vever, addressed the 
suitability on strip maJI zoning for an Historic Dis:rict. Surely that must be the key issue 
for [responsible future] development. 

-
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ATTACHMENT A 
(Continued) 

Present Stalemate - l nfil/ Buildings: There is a ho ldup in the pro...,ision of smaller infill 
buildings in Fairhaven because of (1) the need to buy land to satisfy parking requirements 
(which, on small lots, cannot be accommodated on site) and (2) unnecessary delays. As 
cases in point, two buildings are presently stalled in the building department awaiting 
resolution of parking. In addition to these, several more could be designed and built 
inunediatety after the overall parking requirements are corrected. 

"'"""~: -.-
These small buildings will add enormously to the character and viability of Fairhaven; 
each of them, incidentally, \.'lfi.Jl have upper levels fo r business or li'ving to diversify and 
enrich the area (presently, all have good tenants waiting for the space). 

Full Use of E.xisting Buildings: Existing buj!dings can have upper levels finished 
when the parking does not dominate decisions. Present requirements vary the number of 
parking spaces associated 'v'<it.h the use. The use ir. historic buildings. however, can 
change frequently; adding or subtracting parking just does not make sense and destroys 
the ability to build without a loss financially. 

Examination of Present Frusrrotions: The Fairhaven Parking Policy, again quo:ing 
the two pre'vious studies, says ''that both studies identilied inactequcte parking as a 
potential constraint to business growth in Fairhave!l". From the vantage point of l 993 it is 
possible t o state categoricaily tha! it is this projectio n and its subsequent negative effec< 
that have caused the major consrraint to business. 

All of these reports project a pcsking shortage based o n strip zoning code requiremems. in 
which mandated parki ng levels related to each type of use in each building are added 
together to prcduce a supposed total parking shortfall. 

In deding \i..i(h the Fc..irhaven's eight block CBD-rype of area it concii.!ded that, upon 
buildout, the required number of parking spaces \:,·ould have to be l.500. It \.vas thus 
implied that between 3,000 ar,c 6,000 people wot.:!d \isir Fairhaven c.r.d go separately to 
each business. Further, they \VOuld arrive by c<!r oniy and either st::.y the entire founeer. 
hour day o r would be replaced at intervals throug.'.-.our the day, the i~rter of which would 
bring the count to many times that number. 

The business people in Fairhave n would be delighted if the above conclusions were the 
reality . The former study does nor include residents, people who w alk in or cycle or use 
public transport. In addition to the magnirude of required new parking spaces the 
requireme!lt is fo r parking also to be within 500 feet of the particu12: building providing it 
This is nonsense as people expect to walk in Fairhaven as in all other Historic Districts and 
when there is more to see and discover, those distances are arbitra.-y 
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ATTACHMENT 'J:.. 
(Continued) 

However, building parking lots within the core area should be avoided. They cause 
interruption of the experience by an element which destroys the ambiance. Courts or open 
areas, on the other hand, do not interrupt, they enhance. 

In point of fact, to those who O'A n property, run businesses or use the Fairhaven area for 
dinin2 and entertainment on a re2:Ular basis. there is no shortage of parking. 

The process required to build or renovate in Fairhaven is bureaucratic in the extreme. 
Even putting in signs or canopies can take a rninimL:m of seven to nine months for 

- · ·· ···approvals. The worst interpretations for the develot>er'are the ones enforced, and it is as if .. . ... ... .. .. .......__...... 
the policy is to discourage bujlding. 

Cost of Developing in Historic Districl:;: Fairh~ven is unusual in one way compared to 

most historic areas. A small group of people own the land and buildir.gs. This should 
enable more comprehensive deve!opment plans to be implemented. It is very expensive ro 
rehab old bwldings and it costs more ~o bwld in hisrnric Styles (if weU done) than to bu il c 
in more contemporary styles. Few people develop in historic areas if maximum pro.fit is 
their chief criteria. 

There is a need for encouragemem and enthusiasm from local govemment toward p eople 
1villing to invest time and money to enhance Fairhaven. At the very least, local 
governmer.r can just a-.1oid dis:;r;;uraging those who wish to make Fairhaven a belier 
experience. 

Fairhaven is pnn of the city of Bellingham and improvements there are good for the ci:y as 
a whole. They do not detract from the CBD as see:ns to be the pre\·ai.Jing philosophy 
among local government people. 

5 

-

,. ...-, 
. - :J 



Jl.TTAC~.MENT _!: 

(Continued) 

HISIO_RIC DISTRICTS_AND_flACES 

Interest in Historic Preservation Worldwide: Interest in the preservation of existing 
historic buildings and areas is becoming a worldwide phenomenon .. We have destroyed a 
very large proportion of the inventory of old buildi_ngs in the development frenzy that has 
hit area after area since the end of the second world war. Unfortunately, buildings are still 
failing to the wrecker's ball in Europe and North America~ they are often just too 
expe11sive to preserve as business ventures. 

"\ .._ .. ... .... .. ""'-...-.'· 

· - · ~ -·p·eople everywhere still head for places that have oldWorld charm on travels and 
vacations, [but] rarely to the product of the last fifty years-worth of planning. 

Pil:at Makes these Areas Desirable: The charm of these older places was anaJyzed 
brilliantly by Gordon Cullen in a a book entitled Townscape. It highlights the visual and 
emotional impact of small places, villages, towns, ciues and open spaces. None of these 
could be built today with the current zoning and building laws. Originally instituted for 
public safety, current codes are now so restrictive and maniacally paternal that they ha\"e a 
whole di sparate life of their o-v;n and are generally applied with heavy-handed 
officiousness. 

This is bad enough in general buiiding but it is the worst barrier to enthusiasm for historic 
restoration a.T"ld enhancement. Codes must be goal-oriemed. The g:oal is not to enforce 
the code. but to create something of value. If the code detracts fro m the oualitv of the 
project it is obviouslv wron2. 

Old places were seldom p!an.r.e:, they happened rather than were con~olled; they are full 
of random creative individual efforts; their character and nuance can.cot be legislated; tney 

arc not "by the book" . 

Parking Pr:1am~ers in Other Ar~as: Fe\1
:. if any, historic dis:ius had any 

prn,,-ision for the automobi!e. ir. cities iike Loncioil the!"e were stables a1ad carriage houses 
\Vhich in L1e 1920s and i 930s t:e-:3.rne garages anc i:i the 1960s \Vere converted to the 
most desirable resider.ces in the ;::entr~J are:i. The ciry constantly cb: .. ;ged and renewe: 
itself. Cars were an inconvenie:ice and took a secondary place in plc..nning. 

In the Pacific Northwest. stables were of mi.r...imal construction and ha':e not survived. 
Our non-residentin.l historic bui!Cings, however, are of masonry, and many have lasted if 
maimained. 

Our a.."lswer tO the automobile has been pad ... ;ng lots and pailcing struc:ures. The 
exception to the dominance of cars in planning has been in historic diStricts where it is 
recognised as incompatible or incongruous. Yet, Our historic district does not have a 
special historic zoning as all others do. To repeat: our parking problems are a direct 
expression of our inappropriate zoning, not the re2..!ity. 
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ATTACHMENT A. 
(Continued) 

How FAllUiA VEN Fits the Image: In 1973 Fairhaven was not an historic district. It 
was a run down area, with a few derelict buildings and it looked it. Through the effons of 
a few individuals the area is now called and recognised as an historic area. 

There is some opposition to building new buildings or building in historic styles and yet 
the core of Fairhaven in 1993 consists primarily of new or reconstructed buildings; th.is is 
Fairhaven's future if it is not to stagnate. 

~ ... This is one part of the city that has a strong grov.-1:h .Q~nd and can support increased 
· ····specialised retail outside of Bellis Fair and can crec.te-:!-viable hotel industry in the upper 

end of the spectrum. 

The expansion area of Fairhaven is strictly limited and its success must spill over into the 
CBD. It is not a threat but a catalyst to urban renewal for the whole city. The changes in 
Fairhaven to date have been by deterrn.inetl effons of a few individuals in spite of 
frustrating difficulties, difficulties caused by negative attitudes directly attributable to rig)d 
enforcement of a zoning policy th.at is the antithesis of what is required for the area to 
reach its foll potential . 

Haw FAIR.JI.A VEN Does Not Fit the Image: Fairhaven does not have enough 
buildings to create a workable shopping, d.i.ning, er::::e:-rai.nment or genuine focal point for 
the surrounding area. II is of minor interest to tourists, and businesses tend to be 
marginal. \Vhat gathering poims exist are by courtesy of a few owners. Oppom.mities t0 

waL1<. and browse are minimal c...nd seen exh<!ustec. 

Consequently, the entire area c~.-.. be seen in minutes fro m a car, and tha! is the worst 
condemnation of a community. There are few ele~ents of surprise, discovery, exciterr:em 
or quiet places for resting and comemplation. The5e are what make an '~listoric 

Comrnuniry' ';,·ork We r.;ust c:-e2ce it if we are s;11;:ere in wanting it . The oppornmiry 
exists here to do the whole thing without asking fo : government handouts or subsidies. 

.-\ fai :- shc::.rc: of ta:< dol!a.rs erected here s~ould be ::.·;:l.!.ic..b!e fo r some r: ;.;.blic improverne:--.~5 . 

but encourc.gement c.nd fle:cib i.i.r:y are more imper:~~ - The people r.ere are quite pre;:::..:e~ 
to build the community out \Vit'.1 the same care a:.:.ci comrni tment that brnught it this fa: . 
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Jl.TTACHMENT A­
(Continued) 

Factions - Who Wants What? There is a small element of opposition to further 
development in Fairhaven. Some people want the place to be as it was . They are not 
owners or business people who have time and money invested in the area. 

They either forget or didn't know what it was like twenty years ago. Those who are 
deeply committed here want Fairhaven to reach it:> full potential and since we have chosen 

~ ···fo r it to be historic, let's do it well. L et's make it livei.,i..and fun. Let's make it year-round 
• - .. fo.r every-day use by the community and a destinationtor visitors. Let's help people earn a 

decent living here. 

Requirements to lvfake Fairh cven a Viable Place for Business & Leisure: To achie,·e 
these goals we need to have several things happen: 

A long range PARKJNG PLA.i"'i. 

A LOOSE PLANN ING FRA.M.EWORK ,,;th.in which we can plan the 
large:- schemes - infill and rehab, wd still e:isure [that] things like the 
cobble stones, a park, ar.d outside gathering spaces can happen. [Further,] 
It should encourage a cominuation of the trci.lw~ys linking Fairbave:J to 
parks and the downtown. 

Tc elaborate on this last poim, We also need am~ of transpo~tion or a trolley 
conn~tio::i along the wa:emont a.ad a boa.rdwaL1< r..bnt blends wic.h c..Ge crailways: 
combined, they will au~t the lin..1<s bet\veen &ll in~ham's dowmown, Fairhaven and tl;e 
wuterfroot, and cre:ite oew nodes of expcrie:ic~ at both cods and along the way. 

Rezoning to a specific HlSTORJC-DISTRICT CODE. 

DEvDi'HJTIOi'f OF THE DESIGi'i CONTROL BOr-\RD's 
ROLE to tha~ of advis()r. ook 

Ex2 .. ·nint: THA.FrlC PL.-\.:Y:''1 i'I G one !:;st G..--:~.-: r~r :i solution w=..: :::t will be 
impkmemed in a timely fu~nion . 
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ATTACHMENT 'P. 
(Continued) 

Parking Proposal: It is proposed here that the parking requirement for all buildings, 
new or old, v.rith.in the Fairhaven Historic District be dropped with the exception of 
projects large enough to sensibly provide parking on-site and for hotel and residential 
uses. As to living units over small infill buildings, some compromise must be reached 
because housing of this type diversifies the area and people mix. 

The parking provided generally for the area should be on-street. The Fairhaven street 
rights-of-way are 80' to 100' wide. 11th Street has angle parking for three blocks and it is 

~ _.the.most popular parking. People ignore the park.ing~,ts and drive many times 'round the 
" --·block until street parking is available. Sidewalks atl~rsections should be extended to 

enclose the parking both for safery ar.d appearance. This can be done inexpensively by 
leaving existing curbs <l!1d pouring new ones beyond. The extra sidewalk should be brick­
paved or landscaped, and wheel ch.air cuts should be established everywhere. 

Street parking should extend dovvnhill into the corn.mercial/industrial areas and not uphill 
into residentially-zoned streets. Undeveloped streets west of 11th should be paved and 
striped with 90° parking until development occurs there, when probably angle parking 
would be more appropriate. 

Plans must be made for McKensie (and others as \veU) to be used exclusively for parking. 
even on two levels, as the 100' \1;idth and the slope do make th.is feasible and economic2.!. 
if ever reauired. Parking must be provided when really needed, not when projected by 
u...1.feal me-fr1odolog'J. 

A oark.ing district established bv all owners and business peoole muSt be in olace to ensu:~ 
oarkli12 is provided at aoprooriate times. They are going to pay for it both directly and 
from their taxes. Once these principles are agreed to, the Parking District can be set up 
without del?.y. 

The be;-iefi~s of the follov.;ing µroµosed parking pla."1 C!re numerous. >:amely, the plan: 

Pem1its full use of ex.!s~:r.g buildmgs. wifr.cut requiring par~:.ing lots. 

~lows ''core" commercicl area properties :o be developed with buildings, r.o: 
parking lot$. 

Allows a compact corrJT1ercia1 core business district while maintaining the 
pedestrian-oriented liistoric "CBD" atmos~here of Fairhaven. 

Resolves a parking issue which is discour~ging further develcpment in Fai.rhaver.. 

Prov~des approximateiy 542 on-street parking spaces convenient to the core 
cornn1ercial urea. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
(Continued) 

Will beautify and improve the appearance of areas adjacent and peripheral to the 
core historic commercial area. 

The parking district must be approved by 60% of land owners within the subject area. 
This proposal is sanctioned by _ _ % of owners. Their signatures are reproduced in the 
Appendix. 

Each ownership represeuls a percentage of the total square footage of land within the 
~ .... area, and each ovmer will be charged on a square-fo~_basis. 

-._. 

The above stipulation pertains regardless of the use to which the property is pu t. For 
ex.ample, an hotel or residenrial scheme must provide parking within the site but the 
property is stiJl assessed for parking district purposes based on the number of square f~t 
of land. 

The success of particular land improvements depeods dµ-ectly on the success of the 
hisi:oric area as a whole in anrac-ing people to n. The area \lfi.11 not succeed v1ithout 2 

parking district because development and infill '..vill, otherwise, essenrictlly cease. 

Each property will be liened for a period of ten years until the debt is retired . Any lend 
owner will have the option of pa:~ng cash at the beginning or anytir.ie during the Lien 
period. It is suggested that the city contribute l /3rd of the improvement cost as a means 
of returni ng some tax money co the Fairhaven community. At the moment, almost 211 
improvemems and. ma.inte:ic:r.ce is dcne by the cor. .... 11un.iry. The city does linle firurnciaUy 
for Fairhaven. 

Proposed parking disc;icc improvemencs wili consist of curbs and sidewalks where 
required; Vv1res shall be underground; more trees c..nd additional ligh:ing is scheduled. 
Further, some streets are p;-opo5ed to be blc~ck."to;;ped and striped 

The foll c'.'1ing m·e the proposed phases of p~rk.ing-district dl!veiopmeut progr:im: 

1. 

2. 

., 
J. 

Retafr: and e.x:par.ded street parkir.g in the central Jisrricr, including 
90 <parking on streets that are presently not paved: paving and 
strip ing as requ ired_ This is the proposP.d T_ l.D. 

lrfcKensie berH-·een 12th & 11th: and 11th & 10th m-eets are to have 
four raws of ar.gle parking, respecrively. 

iHi:Kensie to hal'e double-decked parking. This would be a last choice 
if more parking is required and cannot be expamled wesrward 

If 10th Street between Hanis and Donavan becomes a truck route, ~he parking shown v.iU 
change to parallel on 10th Stree~. H~-ris Avenue. no longer an ane:ial above 10th, '"ill 
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ATTACHME\lT ;_ 
(Continuea.) 

have angle parking. The net result will be about the same number of spaces but, of 
course, Harris' street parking is better located and more desirable than l 0th Street's. 

As part of the parking district implementation, streets such as 12th from Donavan to the 
library should be included in the tree-planting and lighting programs. The end result of a 
street parking program will also be street beautification. The two are compatible. 

Further, in order to provide log.icai cost figures for phase 1, it is assumed that Harris 
~ _ .. _fi._venue will be angie parked . It would be pointles~. extend the sidewalk comers for 

. -···· angle parking at aE the streets which abut Harris, -. ....J then retain paralld parking on 
Hanis (and then have to rework them within a cou~I~ of years). 

The estimated cost of Phasl! 1 p2..rking and beauci.fication is as follows: 

Base Construction CoSl 
Plus Taxes 
Plus Contingency @ 15% 

$344,000 
27,000 
56.000 

Rounded Out to Include Soft Costs $450.000 

Funding Sources: 

Propeny Qyvne;-s 
Cit-j's Contriburion 

$300,000 
150.000 

$450 .000 

A 15% coi1tingency is included because, if the v.-ork is done over e. long period, pric ~<: 

will rise rind the economies of scale ""ill be lost. I~ also safeguards c.gainst unknown 
conditions corrunon in older areas. 

A foirly ger:er-'Ju:: tr-:.e pli!:1t:r.f i ! 12) and lighring ( -L~) program mt::: have to be recuc~c 
socew·hcr is ·d~e c::n~ringency is ,·.ot :idequatc. TC:e c:::cisions would ce made by the 
!)arking d!strict management ''·ho, in tum, would C:e property owners pa)ing for the wo :·:-~ 

When this parking district is a~riroved, ex.istinQ liens for parking will be released. thus 
allowing all infill and scheduled building remodei ing to resume. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
(Continued) 

Zoning: Zoning is a fact of modem life. While historic areas were developed 
without it, one wouJd be naive to expect that set of circumstances will ever happen again. 
H:istoric special district zonings have been put in place by many communities to achieve 
some balance between the generally-inflexible requirements of zoning and the anarchy of 
the personal 'whims' of the past. When you examine historically the results of both 
systems, it's hard not to be nostalgic about the laner. 

The goals of historic-district zoning should be to provide maximum flexibility within some 
., - framework of minimum standards. It must be recoi:mfttd that inconsistencies are the 

.. _... ... . . ""<..~ 

essence of that environment. Surprise is a major ing:redient. Imagination, no matter how 
v...ild it seems, should at least get a fair hearing. 

Fairhaven must have the zoning changed for it to be anything but, merely, a mediocre 
expenence 

Design. Control - Major; lHinor: Design Control is a very contentious issue. The 
justi£cation is that it prevents the worst from happening. Experience teaches that it 
invariably prevents the best, encourages safe mediocrity and does linle about the worst. 

The City of Vancouver, B.C. and all the communities in the lower mainland have design 
panels and, since their inception, the overall standard of design has deteriorated beyond 
belief.; one of the most beautiful settings on earth for a city, ruined fi.naUy by its buildir.gs. 

In first-year architectural school in the 1940s and 1950s, in Design 101, the favorite 
introduction was that a camel rs a horse designed b_v committee. Tnc..t's not taught 
anymore; there is seldom any other way today. 

It is difficult to say what the answer to design panels is. In Bellingham it has become or.e 
more layer of bureaucracy and a forum for people :o air their own p1ejud.ices in design or 
style. Months of delay for approval of small things - signs, canopies, sueet fumirure o{ 

any sort, confinn how out-of-hand the situation h.:.s become. If we c..:e to continue \1.i;:'.1 
design panels the process must be speeded up and st rict guidelines be given to the 
members as to what their authority and duties are . Further, the des ig:n panels should 
include business property ov;ners of Fairhaven_ 

For the smaller things one person with some background in historical design should be 
able to answer in the same day wh.ether the item is totally unacceptable or not. Variety 
must be encouraged, not banned. It is wonh remembering that for rnany years Victorian 
architecrure was so disliked that destroying it was encouraged. It is not 'pure'. It is the 
most eclectic style in history, but now we have people anempting to lay down design rules 
for it. 

When the zoning ordinance is rewritten as an historic district ordinance, it will not be 
difficult to include wording to protect the principles of producing compatible buildings. 1n 
Fairhaven, there are so few people who actually own the properties that control is very 
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ATTACHMENT A­
(Continued) 

easy because they are the ones who have cared about the quality of the area. At that time 
design panels should be abandoned. 

Traffic: Zoning changes will obviously take time. Parking changes, which will 
allow development in Fairhaven to proceed, can be made immediately. The proposal to 
park in the streets would benefit from the resolution of the traffic problems in Fairhaven. 
Proposals were made twenty years ago but basically nothing has changed. For full build­
out of the downtown of Fairhaven, heavy trucks and commuter traffic should be routed 

• -- · ~ound it. Each year as development occurs it will.~.h.arder to find a comprehensive 
•..... . solution and any options will become more and mor...expensive. 

Expansion of the Port's activities and changes of use will alter traffic patterns. This \\.ill 
have a greater effect on Fairha\·en than build-out of the eight block area. A number of 
scenarios and solutions must be developed in conjunction with the Port to ensure the 
impact is understood and ~olved before the next twenty years becomes history. 

To be able to build a conununiry with the potential of Fairhaven is a very exciting 
prospect. The expansion of its 'dovrntown' westwards adds new dimensions to 
possibilities. It requires flexibility, understanding and cooperation from city staff and 
elected officials and dedication from owners , the latter of which is clearly in evidence and 
a vital element of any long-term robust set of solutions. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Land Use Designations for those areas included in the proposed District 

Area 2A 

Th is is the majority of the Fairhaven commercial area , excluding the area 
·adjacent to buildings on the current state historical preservation building 
list . Architecture and suburban service stores commonly associated with 
ne ighborhood business areas should not be encouraged in this area. Developmeryt_.. 
in this area need not be of an historical s,~_le in order to be compatible, but ,,.,... 
it snoula Le sympathetic in scale , material_:.:color and proportion. -
Pro~~~;{~~al offices and apartments should be encouraged on upper floor s . -
Hotels should also be permitted. 

In order to promote a compact commercial core and encourage streetscape 
development, special development restrictions and options shall be applicable . 

Parking areas should not be permitted between the building and street. 

No use shall be permitted to have facilities which provide for the ordering, 
payment or pick-up of goods and/or services for customers staying within 
motorized vehicles. 

The standard thirty-five foot (35') height restriction may be increased to 
fifty-four feet (54') upon specific approval by the City Council . Approval 
must be preceded by impleme ntation of an areawide district parking plan which 
considers the increased parking demand generated by the increase in floor area. 
The Council must find that the proposed structure will not adversely impact 
vie~s of the water from adjacent areas. No request for increase in height 
above 35 ' may be approved unless the proposal includes the provision or 
dedication of or contribution towards needed public amenities within the 
District such as a centralized open space area or public restrooms . The type 
and amount of amenities required shall be determined by an area-wide plan 
approved by the City Council . No increase in height shall be granted until 
such an area-wide plan has been approved. In the event all or any part of this 
pa~agraph, or requirements imposed or plans approved pursuant thereto, is 
de\:.ermined to be invalid by a court of co~petent jurisdiction, the standard 
he~ght restriction of 35 feet shall not be increased . In no case shall the 35 
foe~ height limitation be exceeded f0r new construction located northerly of 
Mi ll Avenue bet\veen 10th and 12th Streets or northerly of Harris Avenue east of 
12\:.h Street . 

General Use Type 
Use Qualifier 
Density 

Special Conditions 

Commercial 
Neighborhood - mixed uses (#1) 
No density restriction for retail 

or off ice buildings 
"design review" 
View, height, parking, prohibition 

of vehicular drive-through 
facilities 

Prerequisite Considerations 

.·--ri . , -



ATTACHMENT B 
(Continued) 

None 

1 . Mixed uses - Additional uses specifically permitted in this area 
shall include and be limited to apartments, hotels and 
non-commercial parking lots constructed to meet the overall parking 
demands of the commercial area according to a parking plan approved 
by City Council. 

Area 2B --A gr:_<?U.P ... 9.f . 16 buildings have been designate~_for the state and federal historic~ 
buiLdings _register. Other than the opportn~ty to compete for grants-in-aid, -
federal tax write-offs , and the recognition that comes from display of a 
plaque, little protection is afforded to the building and little i ncentive is 
afforded to the building owners by way of this historical designation . 

The following recommendations would enhance development in the historical, 
recreation/commercial area of "Old Fairhaven" : 

RATHER THAN REQUIRING PARKING ADJACENT TO EACH BUILDING CONSTRUCTED OR 
REHABILITATED, SUBSTITUTE A REQUIRED CONTRIBUTION TO A LOCAL PARKING AUTHORITY 
TO DEVELOP ON-GRADE PARKING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 1973 ZERVAS PLAN. 

Within this area, new construction that is compatible in theme, scale, bulk, 
and materials should be encouraged. The more compact the commercial core 
becomes , the more exciting experience it will be for the pedestrian. A policy 
issue on adaptive use, as opposed to authentic historical restoration, needs to 
be clarified. Some property owners have attempted to highlight local history 
by using materials, styles, etc . , indigenous to the area at the turn of the 
ce~~ury. Others have selected memorabilia, antiques, and themes from other 
countries and time periods . This issue should be resolved in terms of what 
present entrepreneurs and property owners want for the area, and appropriate 
design features should be encouraged . 

The recreational commercial market, which Fairhaven is in the process of 
becoming, can be successfully enhanced by a pedestrian mall . As pedestrian 
volumes grow, a mall should be encouraged by rerouting traffic around it and by 
creat ing pedestrian streets . Mixing ,residential with commercial development in 
this area is desirable. Hotels in existing buildings should be permitted. In 
order to promote a compact commercial core and encourage streetscape 
development, special development restrictions and options shall be applicable. 

Parking areas should not be permitted between the building and street. 

No use shall be permitted to have facilities which provide for the ordering, 
payment or pick-up of goods and/or services for customers staying within 
mo~orized vehicles. 

The standard thirty-five foot (35') height restriction may be increased to 
fifty-four feet (54') upon specific approval by the City Council. Approval 



ATTACHMENT B -
(Continued) 

must be preceded by implementation of an areawide district parking plan which 
considers the increased parking demand generated by the increase in floor area . 
The Council must find that the proposed structure will not adversely impact 
views of the water from adjacent areas. No request for increase in height 
above 35' may be approved unless the proposal includes the provision or 
dedication of or contribution towards needed public amenities within the 
district such as a centralized open space area or public restrooms . The type 
and amount of amenities required shall be determined by an area-wide plan 
approved by the City Council . No increase in height shall be granted until 
such an area-wide plan has been approved . In the event all or any part of this 
paragraph, or requirements imposed or plans approved pursuant thereto, is ~ ~ 
det~r:w·i-r.i~q to be invalid by a court or com~e:t-'ent jurisdiction, the standard :i 
height restriction of 35 feet shall not be increased . In order to promote 
streetscape development, individual parking lots should not be permitted 
between the building and the street. 

DEVELOP A PHASED TRAFFIC REROUTING, PARKING, AND PEDESTRIAN MALL ENHANCEMENT 
PLJ1_N FOR "OLD FAIRHAVEN". 

General Use Type 
Use Qualifier 
Density 

Special Conditions 

Commercial 
Neighborhood - Mixed uses (#1) 
No density restrictions for retail 

or office buildings 
"design review", he ight, parking, 

prohibition of veh icular 
drive-through facilities 

Prerequisite Considerations 
None 

1 . Mixed uses - Additional uses specifically permitted in this area 
shall include and be limited to apartments, hotels in existing 
buildings (buildings existing as of April 1, 1989), and 
non-commercial parking lots constructed t o meet the overall parking 
demands of the commercial area according to a parking plan approved 
by City Council . 

Area 5 

The property north and east of Padden Creek , south of Harris and wes t of 10th, 
is predominantly vacant except for the tennis club on the southwest corner. 

This planned commercial area is intended to be a multiple use zone, with both 
co~mercial (offices, retail stores, etc.) and public and private recreational 
facilities. These uses are compatible with, and can be supportive of, the "Old 
Fai.::-haven" commercial area. Area 5 is separated from the residential areas (6 
and 7) and most of the industrial areas (lA and 4) by Padden Creek, which 
should be managed as a buffer. (See open space section .) 

Conflicts with the Harris Street arterial and existing recreational and 



ATTACHMENT a­
( Continued) 

commercial uses could only be avoided by the relocation of Harris toward the 
south to intersect 10th at McKenzie . The benefits of such a relocation may not 
outweigh the costs. In any case, portions of the proposed truck route, 
discussed in the circulation section of the plan, will need to be improved as 
this area is developed . 

Because of the area ' s proximity t o the Alaska Ferry Terminal, care should be 
exercised in approving site plan contracts to ensure development which is 
conpatible. In addition, no use shall be permitted to have facilities which 
provide for the ordering, payment or pick- up of goods and/or services for . 
customers staying within motorized vehicle$~. However, non-commercial parking 
lots~should be permitted when constructed~t.& meet the overall parking demands 
of the commercial area according to a park i ng plan approved by the City 
Council. 

-

Signage should be limited and controlled by the prohibition of billboards 
(outdoor advertising sings) and roof signs. Flashing or revolving signs should 
not be allowed . The size and height of free standing signs should be 
scrutinized and limited based on the proposed use and the impact to r esidential 
areas . Si gns should not be erected on building walls facing and lying adjacent 
to residential areas. 

General Use Type 
Use Qualifier 
Density 
Special Conditions 

Commercial 
Planned, mixed use; parking 
N/A 
Shoreline, " design review" , 

signage, prohibition of 
v ehicular drive-through 
facilities 

Prerequisite Considerations 
Improvement to arterial standards 

on 10th Street and Donovan to 
12th 

--



TO: Joann Smith 
FROM: Tom Rosenberg 
DATE: 3/11/94 

ATTACHMENT C 

SUBJ: Mill Street, 10th to 11th - Angle parking 

The Public Works Department has prepared a management level cost estimate for the 
construction of angle parking on Mill Street between 10th and 11th Street. The facility 
would provide approximately 40 full size angle parking stalls. The facil ity would include 
60' of asphalt pavement, concrete sidewalks on both sides, concrete curbs and gutters, a 

· · ·-·-~ ..- ·:.~··-<lrainage collection and treatment facility, street lig--nM; street trees, pavement marking and 
s1grung. 

The cost in 1994 dollars is approximately $160, 000. Since we have made several 
assumptions regarding soil suitability, wetlands and retaining walls needs, the cost estimate 
includes a $20,000 contingency. 
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-
FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN 
CODE REQU1RED PARKJNG - Fairhaven 

Within A=~its~ead Boundary -- 159-168 
Within 1 87 Plan Boundary -- 132 -1 •1 
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20.12.000 GENERAL STANDARDS 

.010 PARKING. 

A. Applicability. 

(1) This subsection contains the complete text of parking regulations for all uses. 

(2) Off-Street parking in accordance with the provisions herein shall be provided 
whenever: 

(a) A main building is...eoonstructed or relocated upon another lot; 

(b) The cost of interior alteration or repair within any twelve month period 
exceeds fifty percent (50%) of the actual valuation; 

(c) The number of required parking spaces is increased by the change of 
use, floor area expansion, or any other modification, in which case the 
additional number of parking spaces resulting from the change is 
required , unless already prnvided. 

The Director shall have the authority to waive parking requirements for 
situations (2)(b) and (2)(c) above, only when there is no existing space 
avai lable on site to provide additional parking, no parking can reasonably be 
provided within 500 feet of the generator, and the surrounding streets will not 
be adversely affected due to the existence of ample on-street parking. The 
Director shall have the authority to require the proponent to construct, with 
concurrence from the Public Works Director, on-street parking on nonanerial 
streets adjacent to the development for use by the general public if space is 
available within the right-of-way. 

The Director shall further have the authority to waive parking requirements for 
situations 2 (a). 2(b) and 2(c) above, 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. 

-

8. Number of Spaces Required. 

( 1) 

(2) 

All.CMP (49) 

All uses shall provide, at a minimum, the number of spaces required herein. 

Permitted uses within the central commercial general use type, core and frin ge 
areas only, are exempt from parking requirements, except for hotels and mote 

City of Bellingham 

CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lottie Street 

Bellingham. Washington 982 
Telephone (206) 676·69 ( 



'tvlarch 7, 1994 

Planning Department 
City of Bellingham 
210 Lottie S treet 

~ "'Bellingh am, vVA 98225 

Re: Hotel Parking - Comments for Publi c Hearing 

Dear Department: 

t.?R - 9 1994 

Pi2nn1ng 6 Co::::::u:::: / 
O~ve!opr.i~nt Ceoa::r..:r.1 

It will be very costly and difficult to acquire land sufficient to constr uct on-site 
parking for hotel -type use. If the requirem en ts were one car per two rooms, it 
\vould be more adequate. The hotels would have a j oint-use of th e common area 
parl.Jng for the remaining 50 percent of the rooms. Since th e average daily 
occupancy of a motel is 62 p ercent, this would result in only 12 percent needing 
common parking spaces. 

cc: Ken Imus 

~ (oa~~:~~nns 
Hospitality Products 

Sincere1y, 

.<JD 
J oel S . l!Oug1as 

H arbor Lands Co. 
Harbor Enterprises 
Pacific Resources, Inc . 

P .0. Box 4082 
Bel l ingham, WA 98227 
(206) 734-8191 734-2222 
F r.X (206) 647-9223 

-



THURSDAY 
MARCH 31, 1994 

- . ' ··· · cALL TO ORDER: 

ROLL CALL : 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

CITY OF BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON 

REGULAR MEETING 7:00 PM 
COUNTY ANNEX BUILDING 

FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN AND 
URBAN FRINGE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 

I-5/GUIDE MERIDIAN ANALYSIS AREA 

-·-: The worksession of 'the Planning Commission was 
called to order by Mary Chaney, Chairperson . 

Board Members Present: Mary Chaney 

Board Members Absent : 

Staff Members Present : 

Judith Wiseman 
Nicholas Zaferatos 
David Waschke 
David Edelstein 
Carol Salisbury 

Judith Wiseman 
Mary Passmore 

Patricia R. Decker, Director 
Joann Smith, Planning Manager 
Jackie Lynch, Associate Planner 
Pat Anderson, Associate Planner 
Gillian Zacharias, Recording Sec ' y 
Carl Batchelor, County Planner 

1. Consideration of a Parking Plan and/or District for Fairhaven. as proposed by 
owners. (Joint City Counci l/Planning Commission Public Hearing held on March 21. 
1994.) 

Joann Smith explained the issues of parking in Fairhaven that the Commissioners would 
be dealing with: 

Should the parking requirement be eliminated and should certain exemptions be 
made and for whom? 
What should be the boundary of the district? 
Should there be phasing out of the code requirement? 
Should there be a future parking study? 

Ms. Smith handed out additional material. 

David Edelstein asked whether a plan needs to be financed? 

-



Patricia Decker said it does need to be financed. If no private capital is forthcoming, 
there will be no district-wide parking plan. 

Mr. Edelstein suggested that a plan be instituted for exempting parking requirements for 
dwelling units built in existing buildings, even if no money is raised, to foster 
redevelopment. In regard to the 10,000 square foot threshold for new infill construction, 
he suggested that the threshold for parking be based on units not square feet. He did 
not think off-street parking in Fairhaven is a good idea. 

Ms. Smith noted that the Planning Commission has already recommended in the past 
- -·· that on-street parking can satisfy parking requirements for existing buildings. 

Mary Chaney asked what would be the potential square foot bui ld-out in Fairhaven. 

Ms. Smith said that current development is close to 200·,ooo square feet and that 
ultimate buildout would be close to 400,000 square feet for new and renovated space. 

Mary Chaney asked Commissioners if they are supportive of re laxing restrictions. 
Mr. Edelstein asked if parking- was waived for upper floor development, would this 
stimulate development. He asked if applicants have ever been denied a waiver. 

Jackie Lynch responded that some tenants have had to provide some off-street 
parking. 

Mr. Edelstein asked if the goal is to develop residential units in upper floors. He 
thought that the use was relatively unimportant. He suggested that any use in existing 
buildings qualify for the waiver, rather than just residential uses. 

Ms. Smith reported that there is approximately 60,000 square feet of vacant space in 
existing buildings. 

Mary Chaney took a straw vote for supporting the elimination of parking restrictions for 
uses in existing buildings. All Commissioners present supported. She then stated that 
the next level was new buildings. 

Nicholas Zaferatos supported waiving parking requirements for new buildings only on 
condition that a Fairhaven parking plan of improvements is developed. 

Other Commissioners concurred. 

Mr. Edelstein suggested that a waiver could be tied into development fees in lieu of 
parking spaces for small buildings (under 5,000 square feet footprint). The funds could 
be paid into a future parking fund. 

Ms. Decker said that when we developed this approach (a parking plan for Fairhaven) 
in the past, a benefit was given to renovation of existing buildings. The reason it may 



not entirely work is that Fairhaven seems to have a market for ground floor retail, as 
opposed to upper floor development. 

Mr. Edelstein did not see empty spaces on the upper floors of existing buildings 
competing with small, new buildings. Is there a mechanism for asking for a fee to be 
paid into a fund for future parking development? 

Ms. Smith said Council could decide to do that if they approve of the approach. 
Ms. Chaney said any fees should be counted as part of the private sector share of the 
plan. Mr. Edelstein and other Commissioners agreed. 

Mr. Edelstein said height does not matter as long as the fee is based on square 
footage. The footprint should be kept to 5,000 square feet. 

Mr. Zaferatos asked if 5,000 should be the maximum. What is the size of the bui ldings 
currently being proposed? 

Ms Smith responded that this footprint would be consistent with the size of the buildings 
currently proposed which are 4,000 square feet/2 stories and 7 ,000 square feet/3.5 
stories. 

Commissioners agreed this is a large enough footprint to include a majority of small 
buildings. 

Ms. Decker asked if th is applied to infill buildings on code-required parking lots? 

Mr. Edelstein said it does not make sense to waive requirements in that case. 

Commissioners supported waivers for parking for infill buildings with a 5,000 square foot 
or less footprint -- as long as they did not displace existing code-required parking -- and 
fees would be assessed on a square footage basis. Commissioners did not support 
larger buildings with waived requirements. 

Commissioners also supported elimination of parking requirements for all uses, except 
new residential and hotel (over the 5,000 square foot footprint), when a parking funding 
plan is in place. 
Commissioners then went on to the issue of boundaries. Ms. Smith pointed out the 
boundary of the Armitstead parking plan. 

Mr. Edelstein said the ramifications of widening the area have not been examined. 
There is the question of effects on adjacent residential areas. Encouraging 
development of on-site parking in the fringe area could limit the expansion of 
Fairhaven's visual character. 

Ms. Decker said staff was really just looking at including the Southport Clothier as 
requested. 

-



Commissioners agreed to just include Southport Clothier into the boundary. 

The next issue discussed was the improvement priorities. Ms. Smith noted that there 
are some restrictions on location of improvements that use Block Grant funding. Some 
things such as diagonal parking on Harris can be considered, if Commissioners believe 
improvement of Mill Street does not provide enough parking for the cost. 

Mr. Zaferatos expressed a preference for alternatives for the public contribution that 
would produce the greatest number of spaces . 

. , .. .. Mr. Edelstein recommended that the criteria for..ehoosing an alternative be simply the 
number of spaces provided by the alternative. 

Carol Salisbury supports more money going to create parking than to beautification. 
Private property owners can provide additional funds for that purpose if they desire, 
such as the bulbing proposed in the Armitstead Plan. 

Ms. Decker added that Armitstead's presentation raised the issue of how people get 
from their cars to the businesses. For example, people park on 11th and walk down 
the middle of the street because there isn't anywhere else to walk. Another priority 
should be to address pedestrian safety. 

Mr. Edelstein said money should be spent according to a cost/benefit analysis. 

Commissioners agreed that parking studies should not be required. Money should be 
spent on parking, not studies. Mr. Edelstein said: "We will always have a City Council" 
(to respond if publ ic and property owners complain about lack of parking.) 

Motion was made reflecting the decisions above. All ayes by voice vote. 

-



Planning & Community 
Development Department 

Patricia R . Decker , PCDD , Driector 
Planning and Community D~~1elopmen t 
210 Lottie Street :' . . . 
Bellingham , WA 98225 _, 

·· ........ RE : Parking Plan for Fai.r-haven ---.. 

Dear Ms. Decker : 

William F . Trunkey 
2000 Franklin Street #1 
Bellingham , WA 98225 
647-0702 

March 23 , 1994 

I o wn the property at 1125 12th Street that Southport 
Clothiers is now leasing . Site size is 100 X 100 and is 
abutted by the library on the North , Gerrit ' s on the East , 
Mill Street on the South and 12th Street on the West . This 
site has been commercial since the 1930 ' s c.nr5. ~efore , and 
is just outside the boundaries that John A:r.rnistad has 
proposed for parking improvement . I have met with him and 
he stated that I was included , but he has not yet , to date, 
jogged the line to involve my site . He di~ include my site 
in contributions to the $450 , 000 total project costo 

I am requesting that the Pla:-:ning Com."li~sion redraw the 
boundaries to include my site in the propose~ parking area . 

The present structure is an old gas station that I 
would like to replace . Eowever , the prese~t =equired on-site 
parking requirements ~ake the project not viable . On- site 
parking will still be needed for the new project because of 
the retail nature of the lower floor busin~sses , but t h e 
office space planned for the seco~d floor will n eed additional, 
off-site parking . 

I also request that the City Council 3Ut~orize the 
Planning Department to ad~iniStratively redra~ the parking 
district boundaries as necessary . 

cc 

Since=ely, -· --
: 

Willia~ F . Trunkey 

Jackie Lynch, Associate Plan:-:er 
John Armistad, Petitioner 
Tim Douglas , Mayor 
Arnie Hanna , Council President 

') , 
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~ MAR ?. I 1994 

~nnin& & Community 
Dtvelopffient Department 

March i 4, 1994 

Jackie Lynch 
City of Bellingham Planning Dept. 
210 Lottie St. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Re: Fai rhaven Parking Plan 

Dear Jackie 

Hi llcrest Chapel 
1400 Larrabee 

Bellingham, Washington 98225 
200 733-8400 

On behalf of the congregation and staff of Hillcrest Chapel, I want to offer our cooperation with 
your efforts to facilitate a workable parking plan for the Fairhaven District. As you know, we 
have considerable parking in the area of 14th and Larrabee which is adjacent to the Fairhaven 
commercial area. We have already made our parking areas available to some merchants as over 
flow parking and also allow park and ride parking in our parking lots. We may be able to help 
in additional ways to reduce the parking shortage in the Fairhaven Dist rict. Our lots are not in 
use very much during the week and cou ld be used at least by employees of the commercial 
establishments in Fairhaven. Please let us know how we can help in your efforts to find parking 
solutions. We will be will ing to partic ipate in any planning meetings that you believe we should 
attend. 

Sincerely, 

////J '---/_ --:< - ~/-- ./· . ·" 
/ ~ { . ·- ·- / - . .:r r:. ' 

'- ' " / I ~._'-.• ' -r ".J 

Robert T. Patton 
Associate Pastor 

"A Healing Community of Love, Acceptance and Forgiveness" 

-
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Flexible 
Parking Codes 

_for,.Older 
Downtowns 
By Con;:.111ce £. Bm11111om 

In the hier:i rchy of b:miers co che preservacion of historic 
builciin~s. modern parking regulacions rank ne:ir che cop. These 
regulations can place O\'erwhclming design and economic 
obstacles in che path of :irchicccts and properr;· owners seeking 
co reno\':ttc and con,·ert o ld 
buildin2s co new uses. Too 
ofcen. che result is che loss of 
pcrfen!:: serYiccable. adaptablc, 
sJ!e h:swric scrucrures. 

So::::: communities h,1\'e 
!owo::r::.:'. thes:: presen·Jdon 
:-i.irrie:; O\" enacring ~lexible 
?:trk:ng r~gula c ion~ for historic 
bui l<..'.i:~ ..::s . This is~u..: or />..JS 
.\/011') e~x:imines such e:"iorrs t0 

en.:0;1: .;se historic preser\'acion 
\\'1thvt:: .:ompromis1n~ che 
rno..:e~~ li r.escde. 

h::: ;in.:e Lewis :--.l umford 
obsc:r>ed due "che right co ha\'O:: 
.1.:.:es; : .:i e,·cr.· bu i l<l fr.g in che 
.:i:y [. .. · ;:-r :,·a t~ motorc;r, in an 
.lfe '" ::~:1 ::'cryone po;,e~ses 
>J~~ .i ·:e~iclc . is actu.iHv 
:::e :1£::: :o <lestro\· t~e .:itY ... 
::rC>.i::-o:o£im h.w~ l.t::~enc~d rho:: 
. .-1t.:>.::: ..:-~~k:~ neg.Hi\':;: :mp.1.:rs 
on c;1~ ..:t~;· . 

!n r:er 196 1 classic. 
T/.•t D:·.::h c111d up o/Crt11t 
.~11u.-: :.:11 Citi(;. J.rne Jlcobs 
'' rocc: 

"T oc.w e,·erronc who 
-. Jtucs ciries is disturbeJ 
b~· automobilc:s. 

marvels of close-grained intricacy and compact murual SU?porr 
ar:: .:asually disemboweled. Landmarks arc crumbled or J~e so 
su~dercd from rh <.'ir <"onrexts in cicy life as ro become irre!e\'ant 
tri..-:alitics. Ciry character is blurred unril every place becomes 
mo?~e every ocher place. all adding up to Nopbce." 

James Marsron Fitch, a leading preservation archicecc rnd 
eC".!.::ico r, echoed these views when he noted thac "the 
:n::omobilc has not mereh- rakcn O\'Cr the screet. ic h:is dissol\'ed 
rhe !i\'ing tissue of che ci~·. Its appetite for space is absol::te!;· 
in;a :iable." 

In short, in :mempcing to f:tcilit:ice public access to lo.:.;! 
ces:::iarions, some communities have nearh- <lesrroq~d :i':e 
c!es:inacions thcmsclves. . . 

"Tr.>fric .ircerics. along wirh 
park:ng !ors. g.1s scacions-;1nd 
dri,e-:ns. :ire powerr'ul .ind 
rnsisce::t inscrumcncs of cicy 
desm.:.: t:on. To .1ccommodate 
:he:n. cir;· srreecs ar.: broken 
do'' n :nro loose spr;iwls, 
tncohercnc ~i nd vacuous for 
J.n\'one afooc. Oowncowns and 
ocha r.cighborhooJs ch:ic are 

Pt1rki11g and Loading dock rt:quir!menrr "''' ulflivc:d far hi;roric buildi11gr bt:i11g rc:hnbbal in 
\\'~ul11 11gro11. D. C. One• of the' bt:1:/:ci.1rin ht1r ba11 rht: hi:rorrc \'Vtm1a Tlw1trc'. 



Zoning-based (and Market-Driven) 
Parking Requirements 
Zonint--based parking requirements are a big pan: of chc 
problem. Such rcquiremcncs are ofren excessi,·e and chcrcby 
comribme unnecess:irily co sprawl while descroring hiscoric 
buildin~s and C\'en i.:1uire <liscriccs. E,·..:n when these 
require~1ents arc noc unre~1sonably high, thcr pose chalh:ngcs 
for hisroric buildings co nstructed before chc auromobik era. 

In ord.:r to mcc~ modern parking requiremencs, historic 
proper~· o\\·ners muse often demolish adjoining srruccures co 
accommodare che parking. This demoys nor only che buildings. 
bur •he ,·isu.il cohesin:ness of hiscoric areas. I c forces people co 
rel~- c,·rn more hcavil~· on cars for rr:rnsporcarion bec:iuse ic 
makes the urb~m en,· ironmenc less hospicable for pedcscrians. 
O\'er rime. che communi~· loses irs social cohesiveness along 
with ics idenriry. 

Somecimes rhc problems originare wich parking ratios and 
co:1f.gur:irions demanded by reprc:scnrat i,·es of rhe pri,·arc 
le:;Jia~. real escace .• rnd de,·clopmenc industries. In a sense, 
d1;~;-·!i1dumics :m .h de f.1cro city pl.inners. 

I: i; noc uncommon for a loc~il go\'t:rnmenc-or a lcndc:r l1r 
dc,·elot't:r-rn requi~e parking facilicies chac consume more IJnd 
th.in che buiidings the,· ser\'e. A t~·pic.11 p.irking space cakes 300 
squa:e fecr. 1 This .1llows room for che car as well as lanes for 
c:me:ing and exiting.) If :i shopping cenrer must pro,·ide fi'"e 
p.1rking ~p.ices for e,·ery 1.000 square feec of recail space, rhe 
Je,·eloper muse b~· 1.500 square fecc of asphalc for every 1,000 
squ.ire ree1 of ret:iil sp.1ce. An office building requiring four 
p.irking spaces for e,·e~· 1.000 square ieet of office space ends 
up wi'h 1.200 square feer of parking for e,·e~· 1,000 squ:irc feer 
oi o:":ice sp.ice. This is sp rawl. 

:\bouc SO percenr of all parking spaces in rhe U.S. are in 
surf..;ce p.irking lo:s :ather chan in mul:ik,·el parking s1ruccu:es. 
.-\-:co:.iing. co the L rb:m L.md I nstitu1e. parking s1:ind.uds for 
shoFping cencers .ire b.1sed on 1he amount of parking needed 
during rhe 20th busiesc shoppi ng hour of rhc year-which 
occurs on :.i day berwee n Thanksgi\'ing :.ind Christmas. ~lore 
than half of rhese parking spnces sir \'ac:rn r for 40 percent of 
the \"eJr. 

Of course planners muse be realisric. Because of che spre:id­
OU[ r..;mre of :\mc:rican communiries. access ro jobs, housing, 
con~muni~- services-indeed, access co jusr about everyrhing­
um.1!ly requires a car and a pl:icc ro score ir. However, rhrough 
leadership. crc::ni,·ir~-, and somecirncs simple persuasion, 
pbnners can promote local parking policies and privarc indusr~· 
pracrices 1hac reduce: sprawl. prcserYe hiscoric buildings, and 
nuke communities more w::ilk:tble, li'"::ible. and susrainable. 

Denv e r's Lower Downtown 
One ci~· where planners are tr~·ing 10 do cx:icdy chat is Den\'er. 
which in 1988 appro,·ed Aexiblc p:irking requirements a,,,-:in of 
a comprehensive program aimed at reju ,·enaring che Lower 
Do"·nrown H isroric Disrricc. 

The spark for chis program c:ime from forme r Denver ~la~·or 
Federico Pena, who in 1984 called on che cir~·'s civic, polirical, 
business, and neighborhood le:iders to come up wirh a long­
range ,-ision ior che downcown's rucure developmenr. The 
Downcown :\rca Pl.in ham mered ouc b\• rhese leaders and 
appro,·ed in 1986 e11\' isioned a city "ch;r is beauriful and full 
of people :ind acci,·icy." le conjured up rhe rransformario11 of 

Cow;.mc,· B.-.111111011r iI rh,· direcror of St.ire and Local Polic)• 111 rhe 
.\".1:io11.7' Trwt far Hiuoric Prm•n1nrio11 111 \'(lashingron, D. C. 
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Lower Downcown. :i hiscoric bur down-at-rhe-hecls warehouse 
disrric1. inro a vibram neighborhood wi1h housing. shops, 
offic.!s. :m galleries. and niche life-all wirhin an easv walk or 
bus ride. Ir.also called for special economic incenciv;s 10 
encour~1ge propcrry owners co fix up Lower Downcown's many 
hisroric buildings. 

Under zoning rules cnacccd in 1988 to implement this plan, 
Lower Dow111own buildings conscrucred before Augusr 20. 
1974 arc exempred :iltogechcr from local parking requiremencs. 
Buildings builr lacer muse provide parking. H owever. br making 
ic easier ro meer parking requiremencs for smaller buildings. che 
rules discourage de\'clopers from assembling land p:irccls 10 
build hulking behemorhs rh:u overwhelm che hisroric <limier. 
Buildings smalle r chan 150 by 125 feet need provide only one 
parking space for e,·e~· I ,000 square fcer of building space. 
whereas larger sirucmres muse provide one space for C\'Cry 750 
squ:ire fecr. Developers arc not required ro provide any on-site 
parking if they concrib<.::e co a p:irking disrricc. So far, howc:,·cr, 
rw~~h dimicc has been iormcd. 

To minimize the: deadening effeccs of parking garages linked 
ro new co nsrrucrio11 in d-:c discricc, the 1.oning encourages 
p:J.rking underground b,· gi'"ing dc;vclopcrs a density bonus­
an increase in rhe allo\\·able Aoor area racio of:?.: I-when chey 
mo,·e cars undergrounc. 

Historic buildings in Lower Downcown cannot be 
demolished wi1hou~ che approval or a design re,·iew board 
and a specific plan for .! new replacement scruccure. This 
polic~· guards against demol irions for surface parking lors. 

Denver's Studebaker Proied 
Den\'er's parking exernprion prO\'ed critical ro che reccnc 
reno,·a1ion or Lower Downtown's old Scudebaker building. 
a l.!ce I 9ch-ccntun- '' ;;.:c:iousc converred inro .33 low- anl 
r.10derate-income ·ap:J.:rrnenrs wich 8,000 square: feet of 
sneer-level rerail space . 

. -\ccording m archice.:c 
.\lark H oskin of Coc.illas .ind 
Hoskin, rhis projecr cot.:ld 
nor have succeeded wi<hou1 
che parking exemprio:-i. 
··Lower Downtown wo~ld 
normally have required one 
parking space per housi:-ig 
unic and one sp:ice for c,·ery 
1.000 squa re feec o f 
commercial space ... he s:;id. 
\\' e would have had co 
provide as many as 4 5 
p:uking spaces. \'i/e cou!d 
nor have done chis." 

The building occupies rhe 
enrire lc;r on which ic sirs and 
'here simply isn'r room for 
parking. Although the 
de,·eloper could ha,·e locared 
che parking off-sire bur 
nearby, doing so would have 
forced him co raise renrs 
bevond chc means of che 
in;ended marker: households 
making as linle as S 19,000 a 
,·ear. Moreover, rhe whole 
poinr of living in Lower 



Oownrovvn is robe wichin walking disc:rnce-or a short bus 
ride- of che downrown and universi rv areas. T he Scudeb3ker 
will , however, use a small, 27-space p~rking loc across che screec 
ro accommod:ice pacrons of che projecc's ground-Aoor srores. 

Some housing developers in Lower Downcown h:;\·e noc 
been able co rake advancage of che p:.irking exempcion because 
privace lenders are reluccanc ro finance projeccs char l.tck 
parking. Many lenders ch ink residenci:1l unics \\'il l not sell unless 
chey have parking, even chough Lower Downcown is wichin 
walking discance of Denver's m:iin downcown, well-ser\·ed b~· 
public transic, and an area where housing and scores are 
purposely incermingled ro encourage people co walk. The 
educacion of lenders in innovative preservation and urb.rn 
desig~ncepcs remains a challenge. 

Other Cities 
Among ocher cicies chac exempt buildings in che downrQ\\·n 
hiswric discriccs from local parking requirements are F,1in".1:' 
Cir:.· and Sc:iunron, Virginia. Boch ci cics also allow on-sm:ec 
p:irking-despicc che objeccions of scace cransportJrion 
officials-co encou r:ige cusromers ro p:irronizc loot n1erch,1nr>. 
The o n-srreec parking creaces a buffer between side\,·.1lk 
pedestrians and traffic. 

Fo r surface parking locs oucside ics hiscoric discricc. FJi:fax 
Cir:-· now allows develope:s co meec landscaping requireme:Hs 

Fl<'xibiliry in parking 
reg:i!:1:iow helped make 
pr.z: r!rnl rhe renovatio11 of 
thi.< hiuoric rownhowe 
i11 \':.-~ 1;hingro11, D. Cs 
D11_;011r Circle ll<'ighborhood 
(/.,;':, .:11d Dmnr's 
S:.:1dtb.i.~a Building (bc'low;. 

b~· reclin ing call. m.Hurc trec:s 
:.ilready on che ~ ite insce:;d of 
insc.1lling snull pi.H1'e: isl.inds 
wich linle bushes a::c swlim:s 
C\'e r~· 12 p.irking SS'J.(eS.· -

Ordin.rnces requir;::g ;u~!1 
islands ar regub: in:e:"~I< 
somecimc:s r;1.1ke it ciin(tdc r'or 
de\·elopc:rs co pre$c:--:e ex;stint 

I • 
trees even "·nc:n tne·: ,\.~l nt co. 
\: aru r<: docsn · c £~0'" rrec:> .ir 
regubr incef\·.l ls-. 

The District ot· C0lun:bi.< 
gc1ras histor:~ b .. : :id:r~~~ .~ 
\V~ i .,·cr f:-0111 lo(.~: t'.l~~:i~i:_: 
:inc lo:.1dinf co..::, · -
n:u;.,~irf;!:1ten~s . .: :' \.) i!..:': . . 
th.1: h.b t:i..:; i: :.:: ~,: ::: ;.'. 
reh.1biliurio:-: <):· ,:,),:;:;:, 

of hiscori..: bl::!..'.::~~" 
Archite(tS rook .iC~'.i!H.\~c 
of rhi; poli(~· w :~ :~o" .!,~ 
\Xrashins:.con'; hi;t0ri.: 
\VJ rner-The:>rre. Once 
sbred for demoii:;on. chis 
building has r.O''· been 
be:rnc if~lh- rescor;:d .i1i-l 

d r:iws rave reviews from 
residents who p ~-=·udh· ~h1)\1· 

ir co ouc-of-cowr, ,.i>iwr, 

Cmon Ci~. \:e':Jc.1 . 
exempcs buildings in che 
down rown h isro ric dist ri.:t 
from p.irking. rc'"uirt'mcncs 
unless nc\\' (On>rru..:cion 
or m:ijor exp.msions .ue 
in\·oh.:d. E\·er. rhcn. the: 

.... ... 

~~.: ~. 
{_· __ 
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cir~· \\'ill wai,·..: up 10 rhe first 50 parking spaces mherwise 
required. In a<ljoining hisrn ric districts. che ci c ~· allows 
properry owners con\'ercing single-fami ly residences co offices 
co provide half of rhe required parking on the meet if che 
other half is loc:ncd on che building si ce. Ciry planners 
bdie,·e these policies ha,·e encouraged businesses to move 
inro rhe downrown are:i and occup~· hisroric bui ldings. 

Philaddphia exempts all dowmo,,·n build ings- new and 
hiscoric-orher than hO(cls and residences from parking 
n:quiremems. The ciry's rationale: private marker forces 
al read,· ensun:: :in adequate parking supply. Philadelphia 
discourages chc consrrucrion of above-ground garages 
th rough reducrions in allowable building densities. For 
e:-;ample, if a dew loper builds an office project, she loses 300 
square feer of allowable office space for every parking space 
of 300 square feet. New garages builr above ground must 
undergo special design review. Finally, parking faci lities are 
prohibiced alwgechcr from facing imporram hiscoric srreecs. 

~ .... siic'h as Broad and Chcsrnuc. 

.\I il\\'aukee. like Philadelphia, rakes rhe view char pri,·:nc 
lenders al read~· require sufficient parking fo r development 
projeccs. Therefo re. che ciry does nor require downto\\'n 
p.irking at all. The ciry planning depa rtmenc active!~· 
discourages surface parking lots along major downco\\·n 
streets and somerimes negori aces coward char end. 

\:ot onk does ~lilwaukee e:-;empr all cenrral business discricr 
bu ildings from parking requirements. bu r rhe ciry also 
negoti.ues wirh de\'elopers and lenders co minimize rh<: negariw 
impacts of p:.uking requested by che pri\'ate seccor. \'\1hen a ro"· 
of sm.ill hisroric buildings known as chc Curry Pierce project 
recenth- underwent rc:no,·arion for use as r.:c:iil shops and offices. 
lendt'r; insisted on parking as a prerequisire for financing. T he 
city. ho\\'c,·er. wanced ro a\·oid placing su rface parking ac rhe 
corner of rwo prominent a"enues. In rhe end. ciry pbnners 
persuaded rhe de,·e!oper <o create an .:mrncri,·ely landscaped 
,·esr-pocker park on rhe srrecr side of the small parking lor 
rn~ated co serve the buildings. 

Disincentives for Surface Parking Lots 
and Garages 
Lou . .J.1111'ric,1. a book on demolished hiscoric landmarks 
published in the 1 ros. reporred char more h isroric buildings 
were demolished to make way fo r su rface parking lo ts than for 
an~- other reason . . .\Jthough chis surn~~- has nor been updated, 
dcmolicions for parking locs remain a serious problem. Thus 
\\'hi!e some cities rry to encou rage the rehabiliracion of historic 
buildings by exempting them From p.irking rcquiremcms. ochers 
seek ro pre,·cnr the demolirion for surface parking lots. 

Pasadena. Californ ia's prcservacion ordinance prohi~ ·­
surfoce parking lors-e,·cn as an interim use- on rhe sire of 
an~· hiswric building demolished \\'ithour a perm it for ac least 
f1 ,-e ~·ea rs afre r rhe demolirion. Meanwhi le, che properc;' 
owner musr sod. seed. and landscape che sire Iese ir become a 
forlorn ,-:icanr lo c. Portland. Maine, has a similar polic~-. 

• Atlanta, a ciry wirh :ibundanc surface parking. amended irs 
zoning ordinance in 1989 co require properry owners seeking 
ro demolish hiswric buildings co show proof of fin:incing and 
:irchitecrnr:-d plans for new repbcemenr scruccu res. Such 
e\'idrnce muse be in h:ind before a demolition permic is 
issued. This policy grew om of an :in:ilysis conducted b;· rhe 
Georgia Trust for H iscoric Preser,·arion, wh ich debunked 
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:isserrions chat new construction and in,·estmenr usualh­
·follo}\' demolirions. The Georgia Trusc demonsrrared char 
the ci ty usually ended up wi rh vac:inr lors. no in,·esrrnenr, 
and rhc permanent loss of irreplaceable landmarks. 

$;ilr bke Cir~- also prohibits the demolicion of historic 
build ings unless thei r owners explain how rhcy intend co 
replace rhcm . Before granting a demolition permit, che ci~· 
planning deparrmenr must review rhe 0\\'11er's posc­
demol irion plans. It can require a performance bond to 
ensure rhe insrallarion and maintenance of special 
landscap ing on the sice of the demolished building. 

Searde prohibits surface parking \ors and other auco-orienred 
land uses, such as d ri,·e-in businesses, in che Pioneer Square 
H iscoric District. Parking garages are allo\\'ed under certain 
circumsc:inces. bu c they must undergo special design re,·iew 
b~· rhe d istrict's preservation board ro ensure rhac their 
exteriors harmon ize wirh neighboring buildings. The grou nc· 

-.-.floor of a garage muse be devoccd ro someching orher t!-ian 
parking. Residenri:il projcccs are e:-;empced alrogechcr from 
p:irking requirements. while new office or commercial 
bu ildings can get pa;-king requirements reduced. 

Leesburg, Virginia . uses .. historic corridor o-.·erlay'' zon ing co 
enhance rhe qualiry of new development lin ing che highway 
!::\CeW:ll' in to che do\\'ntown hiscoric distr ict. T his orcinance 
has en~bkd rhe ci~- ro persuade national franchises and orhe: 
de"elopers ro reconfigure p:irking lors and preser\'e mo re 
crees. Bozeman. \ !oncana, h:is a sim ila r polic~" 

Louis,·ille's polio· is to ensure rhar p:irking ga rages :ind 
surface parking lots are "designed ro promore comforr :rnd 
safcc~· for pedestri.rns on che street and rhe sidewalk." 
Garages muse meer the same gu1del1 nes applied co new 
build~nos oenc1.1lk and relate well co their neighbors. Surf.ice 

~ " . .... 
lots must nor cre.ic:: gaps along the srrecr :111d ue required to 
haw Jdequ:ire l.rndsc:iping. espec i a l!~· sh:ide trees. 

Conclusions 
These e:-;amples of p:i:king t1e:-;ibiliry demonscrarc that cities 
:ind cowns can o,·ercome major presef\«Hion b:irricrs whe:-i 
rhe,· h:l\'e rhe wil l. :.bn\' communities ha,·e disco"ercd th~ r 
rnl~s wrircen for subu:b~ or mod.:rn srrucru res arc simoh­
inappropriare for older .ireas and hiswric buildings. The.;· ha,·e 
3.lso learned ch:ir breaking awar from rigid molds can mean 
economic success :rnd re,·ic:il iz.:icion for h isroric down rowns. 
neighborhoods, and main streets. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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!:: · ~ """? PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
u _:t,,,....1 ~ ;-.t ~ City Hall, 210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, Washington 98225 
• ;;::·.~~r, .~ • Telephone: (206) 676-6982 FAX. (206) 676--7693 

August 11, 1994 

Ken Imus 
1305 11th Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Re: Fairhaven Parking Plan--Release of Covenant 

Dear Ken: 

At yesterday ' s meeting you requested assurance that upon 
completion of the McKenzie Avenue parking improvements (as set 
forth in the proposed agreement with Fairhaven Village, Inc.) the 
City would promptly release the covenant on your parcel binding 
it to other properties for the provision of parking. Please 
accept this letter as an indication of the City ' s commitment, in 
accordance with the proposed agreement, to release this lot 
(legally described as Lots 4, 5 and 6 1 Block 38 , Amended Plat of 
Fairhaven) from the covenant which restricts it to parking for 
designated uses located in Fairhaven. We will release the City's 
interest in the covenant as soon as the proposed agreement has 
been executed and the improvements to McKenzie called for in the 
agreement are completed and approved. 

The process for release of this covenant is the same as that for 
execution of a contract and should be accomplished within a few 
days of a request for the release. It would not hold up any 
building permit application for this property, provided the 
McKenzie improvements were satisfactorily completed. 

Please note, the City cannot release any interest the parties who 
are using the parking spaces may have in' their continued use of 
this parcel. Any amendment to easements, lease agreements, etc., 
which might be required before you could redevelop this parcel 
would be strictly between you and your lessees and easement 
holders. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me or Dawn 
Sturwold in the City Attorneys Office (676-6903). 

c: Dawn Sturwold, Asst. City Attorney 
Joann R. Smith, Planning Manager 



RESOLUTION NO. 43-94 

WHEREAS, property owners and merchants in the Fairhaven Neighborhood have 
formed the Fairhaven Village Association for the purpose of improving parking facilities on 
the streets in Fairhaven, and 

WHEREAS, the Fairhaven Village Association has requested that the City form a 
parking district for an area of Fairhaven for the improvement of on-street parking facilities 
and the elimination of certain on-site parking requirements, and 

WHEREAS, the Bellingham Planning and Development Commission and the 
Bellingham City Council held a public hearing on the Association's request on the 21st day 
of March, 1994 and the Planning Commission has recommended the formation of the 
district and the phasing out of certain parking requirements in conjunction with the 
implementation of a parking plan for the area, and 

WHEREAS, the Bellingham City Council has considered the recommendations of 
the Planning Commission and finds that the parking district should be approved and that 
certain on-site parking requirements may be phased out in accordance with the area-wide 
parking plan adopted herein and Section 20.12.0lOA of the Bellingham Municipal Code. and 

WHEREAS, a modification to Resolution No. 94-17 has been requested by the 
Fairhaven Village Association (Fairhaven Village, Inc.) to reduce the allowable footprint 
for certain buildings exempted from parking requirements from 5000 square feet to 2500 
square feet, 

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

An area-wide parking district is established in the Fairhaven Neighborhood with 
boundaries as shown on the Attached Exhibit A , "Area-wide Parking Plan" and map, 
provided that only those properties which are participants in the Fairhaven Village 
Association, as confirmed by the Board of Directors of the Association, shall be included 
within the parking district. The attached Area-wide Parking Plan is hereby adopted. 

The Fairhaven Village Association and the City shall enter into an agreement co 
implement the plan. 

This Resolution shall supersede Resolution No. 94-17. 

PASSED BY COUNCIL THIS 22 DAY OF Aug" 1994. 

Council President City of Bellingham 
CITY ATTORNEY 

.. . . 

21 0 Lottie Street 
BeUlngh9m, Waahington 98225 

Telephone (20&) 67~903 



APPROVED BY ME THISJ±h_ DAY OF be_p_,,*, 1994. 
I 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

(~~ 

City of Belllngt\em 
CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lottie Street 

Belllngham, Waahington 98225 
Telephone (206) 67~903 



AREA-WIDE PARKING PLAN - FAIRHAVEN VILLAGE ASSOCIATION 

1. This area-wide parking plan covers the properties located within the 
boundaries shown on the attached map, Exhibit A, with the exception of those properties 
which are not participants in the Fairhaven Village Association, as confirmed by the Board 
of Directors of the Association. 

2. Parking improvements shall be constructed in the rights-of-way listed below: 

McKenzie A venue between 12th Street and 10th Street. 
Mill A venue between 11th Street and 10th Street. 
Optional: 10th Street from Mill Avenue to Hanis Avenue. 
Optional: 10th Street south of Harris A venue to McKenzie A venue if 

consistent with final plans for location and design of the Fairhaven Parkway extension. 
Optional: Diagonal parking on Harris A venue west of 12th Street if the 

arterial status of the street is removed. 

3. On-sfte parking requirements for properties included in this parking plan shall 
be phased out in accordance with the following schedule: 

A. Parking requirements for renovation of existing buildings within the district 
shall be waived upon City Council approval of this plan, except as provided in C. below for 
code-required parking lots, and except for residential and lodging accommodations on a 
footprint greater than 2500 square feet. 

B. Parking requirements for new buildings within the district, except residential 
and lodging accommodations on a footprint greater than 2500 square feet, shall be waived 
upon execution of an agreement between the City and the Fairhaven Village Association. 
Applications for buildings meeting this criteria which have completed design review 
contracts shall be forwarded for building permit review upon City Council approval of this 
plan. 

C. Upon completion of improvements to McKenzie Avenue between 12th Street 
·and 10th Street, to the satisfaction of the City, parcels which provide parking based on 
previous code requirements for uses within the district shall be allowed to redevelop for 
other uses. 

4. This plan, including but not limited to required improvements, district 
boundaries and waivers of parking requirements , may be modified by the City Council in 
accordance with the procedures established for creation of an area-wide parking district , or 
by legislative action of the City Council. 

Exhibit A 

City ol Bell lngt\am 
CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lottie Street 

BeUlngham, Walhington 98225 
TelephoN (206) 676-6903 
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: · r " . 3 I 1994 

PARKING IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT' · 

WHEREAS, the Bellingham City Council has approved an area-wide 
parking plan for portions of the Fairhaven Neighborhood, which plan is 
attached as Exhibit A; and 

WHEREAS, to imp 1 ement this p 1 an the merch.ants and property owners in 
the portion of the Fairhaven Neighborhood included in the parking plan 
have formed a corporation under the Washington Nonprofit Corporation Act, 
known as Fa i rhaven Village Association, whicti will be responsible for 
providing parking improvements as outlined in this agreement; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained 
herein, and other valuable consideration, the Fairhaven .Village 
Association and the City of Bellingham covenant and agree as follows: 

: 1. The Fairhaven Village Association shall construct, at its own 
expense, the following improvements: . 

A. Diagonal parking on McKenzie Avenue between 12th Street 
and 10th Street, together with pedestrian improvements. This improvement 
shall ma~imize the number of parking spaces consistent with safety and 
proper design considerations. 

B. Such other parking and pedestrian improvements as shall be 
mutually agreed upon by the parties. Th~ Association agrees to expend a 
minimum of $300,000 for parking and pedestrian improvements in or adjacent 
to the parking district. 

A public facilities construction agreement is required for 
each such improvement. All improvements must be designed and constructed 
in accordance with plans approved by the Public Works Department. The 
design and scope of the improvements may be ·reviewed by the Bellingham 
City Council at its discretion and at the request of the Association . 

2. On-site parking requirements for the uses located within the 
par.king p 1 an area wi 11 be phased out for properties which are participants 
in the parking district as certified by the Association, in accordance 
with the following schedule : 

. A. Parking requirements for renovation of existing buildings 
within the parking district shall be waived upon City Council adoption of 
the area-wide parking plan, except a~ provided in C. below for 
code-required parking lots, and except for residential and lodging 
accommodations on a footprint greater than 2,500 square feet. 

. . ,. 

City of BeUingham 
CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lottie Strfft 

~m. Wallllngton 9822.5 
Tt~ l<Cf!\ ~7MQ03 



B. Parking requirements for new buildings within the 
district, except for residential and lodging accommodations on a footprint 
greater than 2, 500 square feet, sha 11 be waived upon execution of this 
agreement between the City and the Fairhaven Village Association. 
Applications for buildings meeting this criteria which have completed 
design .review contracts shall be forwarded for building permit review upon 
City Council approval of the parking plan. 

C. Upon completion of improvements to McKenzie Avenue between 
12th Street and 10th Street to the satisfaction of the City, parcels which 
provide parking to satisfy previous code requirements for uses within the 
district shall be allowed to redevelop for other uses. 

3. Subject to the appropriation of funds by the City Council, the 
City of Bellingham shall construct the followfog improvements within the 
parking plan area: 

Improvements of parking spaces on Mill Avenue between 11th 
Street and 10th Street and extending along portions of the unimproved area 
of 10th Street. The design and scope of these improvements shall be 
reviewed wi th adjoining property owners and the Fairhaven Village 
Association. 

4. The Fai .rhaven Village Association shall be solely responsible 
for determining its membership, assessing its members, collecting 
assessments and managing its financial affairs . The Association shall, 
immediately upon execution of this agreement, and at such later times as 
shall be requested by the City, certify in writing to the City the names 
and locations of al l properties and uses which are participants in the 
Fairhaven Village Association for purposes of forming the parking 
district . It · is understood that the list certified by the Association 
shall be used by the City for the purpose of determining which properties 
are located within the parking district and eligibility for the on-site 
parking waiver provided for in the parking plan and this agreement. 

5. The City of Bellingham reserves the right to modify the parking 
requirements and wa ivers for the area covered by the parking plan by 
action of the City Council, whether or not the 1mprovements listed in this 
agreement are constructed, if the City Council determines that the parking 
provided is inadequate for the then-existing and proposed uses located 
within the area and provided that any one or more of the following 
conditions are met: 

A. Fairhaven Village Assoc iation concurs in the City 
Council's determination that the parking provided is inadequate and is 
unable to provide an adequate solution for such parking problem at that 
time; 

B. Fa irh aven Village Association has dissolved or ceased to 
function as an organization; or 

C. 60% of the property owners within the area covered by the 
parking plan who have been certified to the City by Fairhaven Village 

. . 

Clty of e.uinonam 
CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lollie StrHI 

~. Waanlng1on 98225 
Te~ ( 2()15) e7M003 



Association as participants in the Association for purposes of forming the 
parking district shall have requested the City Council to take such 
action. ·For purposes of this subsection, each real property owner, 
whether a person, group of persons or other entity, shall have one vote, 
regardless of the size or number of parcels owned. 

ENTERED INTO THIS 

: 

FAIRHAVEN VILLAGE ASSOCIATION 
A Washington Nonprofit Corporation 

CITY OF BELLINGHAM 

By : Tim Douglas~ Mayor 

City°' Bdingham 
CITY A TTOANEY 
210 lo111e StrHt 

~. WattllnQton Q822~ 
Te~,. (208) a1~go3 





SECOND AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
FAIRHAVEN NEIGHBORS, INC . AND THE CITY OF BELLINGHAM 

WHEREAS, Fairhaven Neighbors, Inc., is a duly qualified Washington 
State non- profit corporation (hereafter referred to as 11 FNI 11 ); and 

WHEREAS, FNI and the City of Bellingham have previously entered into 
an agreement dated November 7, 1988 related to the extension of Old 
Fairhaven Parkway; and 

WHEREAS, FNI and the City wish to clarify and supplement their prior 
agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties mutually agree as follows : 

Section 1: That the Old Fairhaven Parkway extension plan identified 
as "Alignment F11 sha ll be the alignment constructed by the City. 

Sect;on 2: That in order to mitigate noise, light and visual 
impacts of the roadway extension, the City shall: 

0265.ENG (1) 

A. Corrrnission the services of a noise expert to examine the 
potential noise impacts of the roadway. In assessing 
potentia l impacts, the study shal l forecast and take 
into account growth in traffic vol umes for the twenty 
year period fo llowing completion of the roadway. Noise 
impacts shal l be defined by the most current industry 
standards. The expert shall consult with FNI concerning 
potential noise impact when conducting the no ise study . 

B. Construct a solid uninterrupted earthen berm, 
approximately six feet in height as measured from the 
roadway, which shall be placed on the westerly side of 
the extension in the vicinity of what is presently the 

City of Bellingham 
CITY ATTORNEY 

ZlO Lottie Street 
Bell ingham, Washington 98ZZ5 

Tel ephone (206) 676-6903 
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' 
intersection of 10th and Donovan Streets. The berm 
shall extend, at a minimum, the length of the tangent 
between the curves of the new roadway and as far around 
the curves as the natural terrain will allow. The berm 
shall be hydro-seeded with a mixture of grass and 
wildflowers. To further mitigate the impact of vehicle 
lights on the surrounding area, trees, shrubs or plants 
shall be placed at both ends of the berm. 

C. Remove the asphalt from portions of 10th and Donovan 
streets which are cut-off by the new roadway and cover 
these areas, and the adjacent area leading to the berm, 
with topsoil. A landscape plan will be prepared and 
implemented by the City and FNI shall be consulted in 
the planning process. The final design shall provide a 
visual buffer so as to minimize the visual impact of the 
roadway on the residential neighborhood. 

D. Pedestrian access shall be provided as shown on 
Attachment 11 F11

• 

·sect;on 3: The City shall contact the Parks Department to 
determine: 

0265.ENG (2) 

A. Whether the Padden Creek and South Bay trails should be 
enhanced in the Fairhaven neighborhood to facilitate 
foot and bicycle traffic; 

B. Whether there is a need to place traffic warning signs 
at the trail intersections located at 4th and 6th 
Streets; 

C. Whether there is funding available to make any 
improvements which may be identified as the result of 
the preceding determinations . City of Bell ingham 

CITY ATTORNEY 
210 Lottie Street 

Bellingham, Washington 98225 
Telephone (206) 676-6903 

.... 



Section 4: Signs shall be posted by the City i n such a manner as to 
direct commercial and ferry traffic in the area to the Old Fairhaven 
Parkway extension and to Interstate 5. 

Sect;on 5: The City shall conduct a baseline traffic study to 
determine current traffic speed, volume and turning movements in the 
neighborhood, by December l, 1994. For purposes of this provision, the 
"neighborhood" shall be defined as Wilson, Cowgill and Donovan Streets 
between 4th and 10th Streets . Thereafter , 'the City shall monitor traffic 
in the neighborhood every six months for the two year period following the 
opening of the roadway extension. If traffic increases from the baseline 
by fifty or more vehicles per hour, during the morning or afternoon peak 
hour, then the City shall take measures to reduce the volume of traffic 
below 50 peak vehicles per hour. 

Sect;on 6: The barriers presently installed in the Fairhaven 
neighborhood shall remain in place until such time as construction of the 
roadway extension is completed; provided, the barriers may be moved in 
order to allow construction vehicles to gain access to and from the work 
site. 

Section 7: Each of the signatories to this agreement represents 
that he/she has received all authorizations necessary to execute this 
agreement on behalf of their respective organizations . 

SIGNED this ~-zj-~-~~~ day of August, 1994 by: 

Mayor, 

Form: 

0265 . ENG (3) 

.~ 
Neighbors, Inc. 

resident 
Fa i av en Neighbors, Inc. 

~~M~ 
Secretary, FairhaVefl~hbors, Inc. 

City of Bellingham 
CITY ATTORNEY 

210 Lottie Street 
Bellingham, Washington 98225 

Telephone (206) 676-6903 
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Jff' airlpt&.en ~illag.e ~ssoriation 

December 6, 1994 

City of Bellingham 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
A TIN: Jackie Lynch 
210 Lottie Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

RE: Fairhaven Parking District - Parking Certification 

Dear Ms. Lynch: 

The following people have paid in full their shares of the Parking District assessment for the 
properties which are listed and the properties are therefore certified: 

JACARANDA 

BRAD IMUS 

DRS. DAVIS 

JIM TAGASAKI 

DOUG GRAY 

BILL TRUNBEY 

BLOCK 30, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 12 & 13 
BLOCK 20, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
BLOCK 12, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 and 10' of KNOX AVE 
W 1/2 VACATED COLUMBIA A VE 
BLOCK 19, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
BLOCK 18, LOT 7 
BLOCK 37, LOTS 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 & 16 
BLOCK 33, LOTS 1, 2 , 3, 4, 5 , 6, S 1/2 7 , E 1/2 8 
BLOCK 31, LOTS 3, 4 & 5 

BLOCK 30, LOTS 15 & 16 

BLOCK 31, LOTS 1, 6, 7 & 8 

BLOCK 19, LOTS 1, 2, 3 & 4 
BLOCK 12, LOTS 3 & 4 
E 1/2 VACATED COLUMBIA A VE 

PARTS OF: BLOCK 13, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
and Vacated Columbia 

BLOCK 17. LOTS 5 & 6 

1 
P.O . Box 4473 • Fairhaven Station • Bellingham, WA 98227 



JOEL DOUGLAS 

PHYLLIS MCKEE 

KEY BANK 

GORDON TWEIT 

BOB ELLIOTT 

BILL GUNTHER 

BLOCK 33, N 33' OF LOTS 5, 6, 7 &8 
and E 20' OF LOTS 5 & 12 
and E 3' OF S 25' LOT 10 
and S 25' OF LOTS 11 & 12 
and W 5' OF LOTS 4-13 

BLOCK 37, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 

BLOCK 32, LOTS 1, 2 and PART 3 

BLOCK 32, LOT 4 

BLOCK 32, LOT 5 

BLOCK 36, LOTS 1, 2, 3, & 10' of 13TH STREET 

The following people have signed notes to pay their respective assessments in installments and 
will be certified on completion of such payments: 

TIM SANDS (Dirty Dan's) BLOCK 32, 1/2 LOT 6 

GORDON KLEY BLOCK 32, 1/2 LOT 6 

JUDSON PLAZA BLOCK 32, LOTS 7 & 8 

SHARON GRIEMSMANN BLOCK 18, LOTS 3, 4, 5 & 6 

CHUCK ROBINSON 

MR/MRS. COLEMAN 

R.C. CUNNINGHAM 

STEVE GALAGHER 

ARRANLIBBY 

BLOCK 31, LOT 2 

BLOCK 13, LOTS l, 2, 3, 4 , 13, 14, 15 & 16 

BLOCK 33 , LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 except N 33 ' 
and except E 20' OF LOT 5; 

BLOCK 33 , LOTS 9, 10, 11 & 12, except the 
E 3' of the S 25' of LOT 10, and except 
the S 25' of LOTS 11 & 12, and except 
the E 20' of LOT 12 

BLOCK 12, LOT 1 and 10' OF KNOX A VE 

BLOCK 12, LOT 2 
BLOCK 18, PART OF LOT 2 

2 



-
The following people within the Parking District chose not to join and will not be certified: 

PECK UY (Marketplace) BLOCK 36, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 

TOM WALSTROM BLOCK 36, LOTS 9, 10, 11712 

BRIAN CHRISTIE BLOCK 18, LOT 8 

ROB BRAUN BLOCK 30, LOT 11 

LAND TRUST BLOCK 38, W 1/2 LOT 8 and N 1/2 LOT 7 

PUGET POWER BLOCK 36, LOTS 13, 14, 15 & 16 and 10' of 13th St. 

I believe this is all the information you requested. If you need further information or have any 
question, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

FAIRHAVEN VILLAGE ASSOCIATION 

John Armitstead 
General Manager 

3 
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February 3, 1995 

City of Bellingham 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
ATTN: Jackie Lynch 
210 Lottie Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

RE: Fairhaven Parking District 

Dear Ms. Lynch: 

We have had an opportunity to thoroughly review the parking district information previously 
submitted to you and, in addition to amendments, we have also experienced a couple of 
changes. Accordingly, our letter to you of December 6, 1994 is amended as follows, with the 
changes being underlined: 

The following people have paid into the Parking District and the properties listed are therefore 
certified: 

JACARANDA 

BRAD IMUS 

DAVIS 

JIM TAGASAKI 

BLOCK 30, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 12, 13 & 14 
BLOCK 20, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
BLOCK 12, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 and 10' of KNOX AVE 
W 1/2 VACATED COLUMBIA AVE 
BLOCK 19, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
BLOCK 18, LOT 7 
BLOCK 3.8., LOTS 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 , 14, 15 & 16 
BLOCK 33, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, S 1/2 7, E 1/2 8 
BLOCK 31, LOTS 3, 4 & 5 

BLOCK 30, LOTS 15 & 16 

BLOCK 31, LOTS 1, 6, 7 & 8 

BLOCK 19, LOTS 1, 2, 3 & 4 
BLOCK 12, LOTS 3 & 4 
E 1/2 VACA TED COLUMBIA A VE 

1 

P.O. Box 4473 • Fairhaven Station • Bellingham, vVA 98227 



DOUG GRAY 

BILL TRUNBEY 

JOEL DOUGLAS 

PHYLLIS MCKEE 

KEY BANK 

GORDON TWEIT 

BOB ELLIOTT 

BILL GUNTHER 

BLOCK 13, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 

BLOCK 17. LOTS 5 & 6 

BLOCK 33, N 33' OF LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 
and E 20' OF LOTS 5 & 12 
and E 3' OF S 25 ' LOT 10 
and S 25 ' OF LOTS 11 & 12 
and W 5' OF LOTS 4 & 13 

BLOCK 37, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6 

BLOCK 32, LOTS 1, 2 and PART 3 

BLOCK 32, PART OF LOTS 3 & 4 

BLOCK 32, LOT 5 

BLOCK 36, LOTS 1, 2, 3, 1... & 10' of 13TH STREET 

The following people have signed notes to pay in installments and will be certified on 
completion of such payments: 

JIM SANDS (Dirty Dan's) BLOCK 32, 112 LOT 6 

GORDON KLEY BLOCK 32, 1/2 LOT 6 

JUDSON PLAZA BLOCK 32, LOTS 7 & 8 

SHARON GRIEMSMANN BLOCK 18, LOTS 3, 4, 5 & 6 

CHUCK ROBINSON 

MR/MRS. COLEMAN 

R.C. CUNNINGHAM 

BLOCK 31, LOT 2 

NO LONGER PARTICIPATING 

BLOCK 33, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 except N 33' 
and except E 20' OF LOT 5; 

BLOCK 33, LOTS 9, 10, 11 & 12, except the 

2 
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STEVE GALAGHER 

ARRANLIBBY 

E 3 ' of the S 25' of LOT 10, and except 
the S25' of LOTS 11 & 12, and except 
the E 20' of LOT 12 

BLOCK 12, LOT 1 and 10' OF KNOX A VE 

BLOCK 12, LOT 2 
BLOCK 18, PART OF LOT 2 

The following people within the Parking District chose not to join and will not be certified: 

PECK UY (Marketplace) BLOCK 36, LOTS 5, 6, 7 & 8 

TOM WALSTROM BLOCK 36, LOTS 9, 10, 11 & 12 

BRIAN CHRISTIE BLOCK 18, LOT 8 

ROB BRAUN BLOCK 30, LOT 11 

LAND TRUST BLOCK 38, W 1/2 LOT 8 and N 1/2 LOT 7 

PUGET POWER BLOCK 36, LOTS 13, 14, 15 & 16 and 10' of 13th St. 

BILL MARTINEZ BLOCK 32. PART OF LOT 4 

MR./MRS. COLEMAN BLOCK 13. LOTS 1. 2. 3. 4. 13. 14. 15 & 16. 
EXCEPT W 5' OF LOTS 4 & 13 

I believe this is all the information you requested. If you need further information or have any 
question, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

FAIRHAVEN VILLAGE ASSOCIATION 

~~ ' 

General Manager 

3 
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l\pril 3, 1995 

City of Bel lingham 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
ATTN: Jackie Lynch 
210 Lottie Street 

RE: Fairhaven Parking District 

Dear Ms. Lynch: 

The following property owners in the Parking District who were not 
participating,have now paid their assessment in full and are there­
for certified. 

Bill Altman 

Brian Christie 

Block 32, Part of lot 4 

Block 18, Lot 8 

I also enclose for your information, a copy of a l etter sent to 
other property owners who are not members of the Parking District, 
giving them the same latecomers opportunity . 

Sincerely, 

J~tstead 
Genera l Manager 

C o p i e s: B i l 1 A 1 t ma n 
Brian Christie 

P.O. Box 4473 • Fairhaven Station • Bellingham, WA 98227 



Fairhaven Parking District Property Owners: 

March 4, 1995 

We have had two requests from property owners within the District who 
did not choose to participate originally who now have need to join. 

The final date for property owners to participate was in November of 1994, 
however to accommodate those who now desire to become part of the 
Parking District, the Board of Directors of the Fairhaven Village Associa­
tion at the March 2nd meeting voted to allow anyone owning property 
within the District to join during this.month by paying a latecomer fee of 
twenty per cent (20%) above the original amount to join the Parking Dis­
trict. 

The money can be paid directly to Lennette Corwin, manager of the 
Fairhaven Branch of Key Bank, any time up until March 31, 1995. 

Fairhaven Village Association 

~ ~aA {13-,,.s1q1) 

P.O. Box 4473 • Fairhaven Station • Bellingham, WA 98227 
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March 22, 1996 

City of Bellingham 
Dept. of Planning and Community Development 
ATIN: Jackie Lynch 
210 Lottie street 

RE: Fairhaven Parking District 

Dear Ms. Lynch: 

i,! \I"' 
I ,ffi 2 5 /0"',._ ...... ~o 

The following properties are now certified as having fully paid for their Parking District 
assessment. 

Block 31 lot 2 
Block 12 lot 2 
Block 18 lots 3, 4, 5, and 6 

Chuck Robinson 
Arran Libby 
Now owned by Jacaranda not Sharon Griemsmann 

For your information, the land listed as owned by Jim Tagasaki, Block 19 lots 1, 2, 3, 
and 4, Block 12, lots 3 and 4-E 1/2 vacated Columbia Avenue is also now owned by 
Jacaranda. 

Sincerely, 

~· 
John Armitstead AIA 

,. General Manager 

cc: Chuck Robinson 
Arran Libby 
Jacaranda 

P.O. Box 4473 • Fairhaven Sr:u ion • Bellingham, \VA 98227 



;PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
City Halt, 21 O Lottie Street, BeUingham, Washington 98225 

Tetephofie: (208) ~ FAX (208) 57&-7993 

Sharon Griemsmann, C.C.I.M. 
2901 Meridian Street 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Re : Fairhaven Parking Plan -- Release of Covenant 

Dear Ms. Griemsmann: 

You requested assurance that upon completion of the McKenzie Avenue 
parking improvements (as set forth in the agreement with Fairhaven 
Village , Inc.) the City would promptly release the covenant on your 
parcels binding them for the provision of parking. Please accept this 
letter as an indication of the City ' s commitment, in accordance with 
the agreement , to release the non-residential parking on lots 3,4 , 5, & 
6 ; Block 18 and Lots 7 & 8; Block 32, Amended Plat of Fairhaven from 
the covenant which restricts it to parking. We will release the City's 
interest in the non-residential portion of the covenant as soon as the 
improvements to McKenzie called for in the agreement are completed and 
approved. 

The process for release of this covenant is the same as that for 
execution of a contract and should be accomplished within a few days of 
a request for the release. It would not hold up any building permit 
application for this property as long as the McKenzie improvements were 
satisfactorily completed and the required residential parking continues 
to be provided. 

The City cannot release any interest the parties who are using the 
parking spaces may have in their continued use of this parcel. Any 
amendment to easements, lease agreements, etc . , which might be required 
before yoµ could redevelop this parcel would be strictly between you 
and your lessees and easement holders . 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me or Dawn Sturwold 
in the City Attorneys Office (676-6903). 

c : Dawn Sturwold, Asst. city Attorney 
Joann R. Smith , Planning Manager 

jl\projects\fair&hist\11_1201.prk 
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FAIRHAVEN PARKING PLAN 
CODE REQUIRED PARKING - Fa~a.vAO 

Within Armitstead Boundary -- ~~ 11 1 . /qt> 
Within '87 Plan Boundary --~l 

I 3S . I'{'/ 
Required Tied To 

I of spaces 

A 38 

B 15 

C ~I'\ 
D 1 

E 15-24 

F 40 
8 

2 

10 

4 
15 

G 11 

H 15 

I 13 

::r q 

1115 Mill tied to the Judson Plaza Building 

1212 10th: Archer's Ale House 
(on street) 

Judson Plaza Building 

1200 12th (Key Bank) 

1215 12th (Railroad cars) 

11th/10th/McKenzie, Tied To: 

T A.....__ __ _ 

1 
N 

LEGEND 

LARRABEE 

~-· _o_I o_o~-0-~-d~ 
DONOVAN 

D[J 0 

Armitstead Parking Study Boundary 

---- 1987 Fairhaven Parking Study Boundary 

~Parking Lot Area 

AVE. 

AVE. 

l 
.____o· '°"' _____.-J l 

Do 
AVE. 

J·l.· 
"/~J 



The Fairhaven Parking District 

The City of Bellingham and the Fairhaven Village Association (FVA) 
created a Parking District in 1994. Resolution #43-94, attached, 
governs this District. 

How do I find out if a property is in the District? 

- The map on the back of this handout shows the boundary. 

What properties do not have to provide parking? 

- A development must: 
o Be within the Parking District, and 
o The owner must have paid a parking assessment to the FVA. 

The FVA keeps a list of these payments. Please verify with 
Phyllis McKee, 676-5278. 

What properties do have to provide parking? 

- Residences and lodging on a 2,500 square foot or larger 
footprint. 

Who can answer questions? 

- Call the Planning Division at (360) 676-6982, or 
- Send a Jetter to: 

Planning and Community Development Department (PCDD) 
City Hall, 210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, WA 98225 

- - tvt\~ata\staff\jl\projects\Fair&His}Fairhaven\FhParkDisHandout 
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RESOLUTION NO.. 43-94 

WHEREAS, property owners and merchants in the Fairhaven Neighborhood have 
formed the Fairhaven Village Association for the purpose of improving parking facilities on 
the streets in Fairhaven, and 

WHEREAS, the Fairhaven Village Association has requested that the City form a 
parking district fo.r an area of Fairhaven for the improvement of on-street parking facilities 
and the elimination of certain on-site parking requirements; and 

WHEREAS, the ·Bellingham Planning and Development Commission and the 
Bellingham City .Council held a public hearing on the Associatiori's request on the 21st day 
of March, 1994 and the Planning. Commission lias recommer:idecj the formation of the 
district and the phasing out of certain parking requirements in conjunction with the 
implementation of a parkin.g plan for the area, and · · · · 

WHEREAS, the Bellingham City Council has consJdered the recoinrnendations of 
Hie Pia1rni~g. Cor.ruuissi.cil-h·n~_finds L~at ·t..rie parking d.istrict should be approved and thRr 
certain on-site parklng requirements may be phased out in accordance with the area-wide 
parking pl.an adopted herein and, Section 20. 12.0lOA of the Bellingham Municipal Code, and 

WHEREAS, a modification to· Resolution No. 94-17 has been requested by the. 
Fairhaven Village Association (Fairhaven ·village, Inc.) to reduce the allowable footprint . . 

for certain buildings exempted from parking requirements from· 5000 square feet to. 25QO 
square feet, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE ITRESOL VED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
BELLINGHAM: " 

;:y:, ;,. . · An area-wide parking district is established in the Fairhaven Neighborhood with . 
~'.',boundaries· as shown on the Attached Exhibit A, "Area-wide Parking Plan" and map, · 
i~~,P~qvi~e~ that only those properties which.· are participants in. tJ:e Fairhaven. Village '· ( 
•. ~s~1ation, as. con~rm.ed by· the Board of Drrec:ors of ~e Assoc1.at10n, shall be mch1dec!. ':: : i .. 
~~{~the parking dtstnct. The attached Area-wrd.e Parkrng Plan rs hereby ado~t~~: ::/<<:,\;.~:.;:(. 
~.;~:.>:·,~'.::--. .... . . . - .. . . . . ··; ' \,•..... •, ,· ;_ , ... \· ;.-:_; .. -... -/ 

~,;~'\ti< The Fairhaven Village Association and the City shall .enter into .an agret:Il1~~~J?~" .. X'.i'.•Jti;;f, 
~:"" unplement the plan. . . . . . ....... :-·, ... •"·"·•·•·" 

~~f'.' Th" "=''ti" ,h.u ~'"""'"'''""°"No ,,_n . . \-,1~jf(I 
~{~{· ' PASSED BY COUNCIL THIS 2 2 DAY OF Aug·, 1994, . ,e:· i -. .. : .,,,~y;;tf..:~':;'!;'{ 

-:ii ".· •..... - . ·-1lfdii8t:~~-' 
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AREA-WIDE PARKING PLAN - FAIRHAVEN VILLAGE ASSOCIATION 

1. · This. area-wide parkirig plan. covers the. properties located· within the 
boundaries shown on the attached map; EXhibi( A; with the exception of those properties 
whid1 art: rn;l parli~ipauls in lh,t: Fairhaven Village Association; as confirmed by the Board 
of Directors of the Asspciation. · · 

2. Parking improvements shall be constructed in the rights-of-way Itsted below: 

McKenzie Avenue between 12th Su·eet and 10th ·street. 
Mill Avenue between 11th Street and Wth Street. 
Optional: 10th Street from Mill Avenue to Harris Avenue .. 
O.ptionaf: 10th Street south .of Harris A venue to McKenzie A venue if . 

consistent with final plans for loeation·and design of the Fairhaven Parkway extension. · 
· ··Optional:· Diagonal parking on Harris Avenue west of 12th Street if the 

arterial status of the street is removed. 

3. . ·on-site parkinirequirements for properties inch1ded in this parking plan shall 
Qe j)h<J..?.ed out in accordance wi~ .th~(oll.pwing schedule: . 

A. Pa~king requirements for ren~vatlon of existing buildings within the district 
shall be waived upon City Council approval of this plan, except as provided in C. below.for · 
code-reqllired parking lots, and except for residential anp lodging accommodations on a •. 
footprint greater thii.n i500 square feet -

B. Parking requireine~ts f~r new buildings within the district, except residential·· .. ·. 
and lodging accommodations on a footprint greater than 2500 square feet; shall be_ waiv'ed . ·. 

·upon execution of an agriemerifbetween the City and t~ Fairhaven Village Association._ ~ ,:'ti~ 
Applicaticns for bml.d:ings. n=in.g this criti:ria 'li.ilich have complded &sign · review . _ . · - c:;;;t~~ 
c:ontraCts shall be forwarded for btrilding pe!mit rriiew up:m Cny Coo:odl appw'1 al of m;s _ . ' :,~;?.~~ 
plan. . . . : . . . • . . . . ::. L,;:,; ,,;~.·;+;~]}:;1~~~~i~'.~iflif~ 

c:· Upon completion of improvements to McKenzie Avenue between.12tliStreet:;t\' 
• • · •• 1 ·· ·• . < :.·~-· -..... t,<7','' ';(H"'f,.' 

· · and 10th Street, to the satisfaction of the City, parcels which provide· PIJI~;.p~~ ci:~ 
previous code requirements for µses within the district shall be allowed·. ta·; redeyelop:fo~ 

· ... : 

other uses:· · . ·· · ·- . _ • ,:_.,,.: .,:t,\r2[~1~~{{ii'" ''' , .. 
~: . · This. plan;' inclu~ing but. not)imited to _re;qu~.~imP,r~;t~~~,¥.s;~ii>~~"' 

boundanes and waivers .of parking requirements;" may ·be modified by, the:.C1ty<"Council-: . ·. 
~ ' - • : •· • ' '• ·t· ''•''• ;;~:J,•(Ap ......... ' .'.t.t·· •-.;~~-~·".'l;t4}"-" ·: 

accordance with the procedures established for creation of an·area.~wJdir p_~ldp:g-distrl.ct''o 
by legislative action of the City Council · · · · · · : ·:;.··,;,,·,.J.;:•"•:'.·:-·'·~;.,:<• · .,. 

. · . 

' ~ : ..... 
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PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Mary Chaney 
Carol Saul isbury 

FROM: Rick Fackle~ 
DATE: November 23, 1988 

RE: Fairhaven Parking Plan 

William T. Geyer, Director 
(206) 676-6982 

City Hall • 210 Lottie Street • Bellingham, Washington 98225 

At the November Planning Commission Meeting, I distributed copies of the 
revised Fairhaven Park i ng Study to the Commission members present. Attached 
is a copy of that study for your information. As you may recall, the Planning 
Commission approved the study recommendations in principle last spring. Since 
that time staff has been working with property owners in Fairhaven on funding 
mechanisms. Those discussions are ongoing. The parking study wil l be taken 
forward to the City Counci l when a funding mechanism is in place. 

RF/pf 

MEM00650 

Building Services 676-6550 
Community Redevelopment 676-6880 Economic Development 676-6880 

Planning & Zoning 676-6982 
Home Improvement Program 676-6880 



FAIRHAVEN PARKING STUDY 

I. Introduction 

A. BACKGROUND 

The potential of th~ Fairhaven business a rea has been officially recognized by 

the City of Bellingham since at least 1973 when the Fairhaven Studv was done by 

architect J im Zervas. That and a subsequent study conducted in 1984 by the Fairhaven 

1990 Task Force, titled Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: Report, both identified 

inadequate parking as a po ten ti al constraint to business growth in Fairhaven. With the 

recent interest and growth in Fairhaven, the projected parking shortage has begun to be 

realized. Interim measures have been taken by property owners, the Old Fairhaven 

Merchants Association, and the City to relieve the shortage, but the potential for 

additional growth. and the consequent demand for additional pa rking in Fairhaven is 

obvious. The purpose of this study is to help the City and Fairhaven property owners 

and merchants develop an overall "game plan" for providing necessary parking for 

additional businesses in Fairhaven. Hopefully, this study will stimulate discussion 

which will resu lt in agreement by the City, merchants, and property owners on specific 

steps each will take to accommodate present and future parking needs in Fairhaven. 

B. STUDY AREA 

The "study area" for this parking analysis is the eigh t city blocks bounded by 

Mi ll, McKenzie, 9th and 13th Streets as shown on Map l. This area includes the primary 

(and secondar y) historic commercial buildings in Fairhaven. It also includes the active 

CBD type commercial heart of Fairhaven. The reason for confining the parking analysis 

to this limited area within Fairhaven is to focus on the parking needs related to the 

full use of the core historic buildings and of potential infilling in that core area. 

T here is considerable vacant and underutilized land surrounding the study area. As 

development occurs in those surrounding areas, adequate parking can be provided on site 

for the new uses, under city Land Use Code requirements. 

- 1 -
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C. ASSUMPTIONS 

There are several assumptions and biases which underlie the following analysis 

and recommendations. The first is that it is desirable to maintain the character of 

Fai rhaven's compact historical commercial district while encouraging its economic 

growth. That provision of adequate parking is necessary to growth and prosperity of the 

area is the second assumption. The final underlying assumption is tha t it is essential 

that the Fairhaven property owners, merchants and the City of Bellingham share the 

responsibility for providing parking to accommodate appropriate economic growth of the 

historic Fairhaven business area. 

D. METHODS 

Both the previously referenced 1973 Fairhaven Business District Studv and the 

Fairhaven 1990 Task Force Phase Two: Report contain analyses and recommendations on 

parking for the study area. Those figures and recommendations have been reviewed. 

Relevant information and ideas have been updated and used as a basis for additional 

study. 

Recent and accurate building sizes were obtained from the Whatcom County 

Assessor's Records, as was the current ownership of property within and surrounding the 

study area. Business license records and the 1985 Polk Directory have been used, 

together with information from a 1986 business survey conducted in Fairhaven, to 

determine current uses and the amount of space leased for various uses. New or recently 

occupied buildings and recent parking changes have been visually inventoried and added 

to the extensive information previously compiled. 

With this basic data, parking need is calculated (using the City's Land Use 

Code requirements) for: 

l. The current uses in the study area. 

2. Full use of existing buildings in the eight block study area, and 

3. A full build-out scenario as envi sioned in the 1973 Fairhaven Studv. 

Opportunities for meeting the existing and projected parking needs are then 

analyzed. Finally, recommendations are made. These recommendations are intended for 

consideration by study area property owners and merchants, and City policy makers. 

- 3 -
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11. Inventory and Analysis 

Parking need is calculated by comparing the demand for parking to the availability 

of existing spaces. Existing spaces were inventoried using the Fairhaven 1990 figures 

and updating them, and are shown on Map 2. Demand is determined from standards based on 

typical parking usage for particular land uses. In Bellingham's Land Use Ordinance, 

parking standards for most commercial uses are based on the building floor area devoted 

to that use. While this or any other method of predetermining parking need is 

imprecise, it does reflect with reasonable accuracy the need for parking in most cases. 

The first step to determine need is to inventory the existing spaces and the floor 

area devoted to particular uses. That information has been collected and presented as 

part of the Fairhaven 1990 study, based on uses in place then. The information from the 

study was updated using a visual inventory and business license and Polk Directory 

records. Assessor's records were tabulated and used as a crosscheck to veri fy the space 

now being used and available in existing Fairhaven buildings. 

The floor area data from the Assessor's office is shown on Table l. The 

information has been broken out to show space currently in use and vacant. The area 

devoted to restaurant usa ge is noted in parenthesis on the table as well. This 

information was used to calculate the parking need, based on the City's parking 

standards, for existing uses in the study area and for full occupancy of the existing 

buildings in that area. Table 2 shows those calculations, and the assumptions that were 

made when applying the standards. The calculations show that 496 off-street parking 

spaces are necessary to meet the parking requirement for current uses in Fairhaven. 

This is very close to the number arrived at using the actual count for every use in the 

area (499), done in the Fairhaven 1990 study and updated as noted above. To fully 

occupy the existing buildings in the study area with uses similar to those in place 

would require another 265 off-street parking spaces, for a total requirement of 

764 spaces. 

The existing parking supply in the study area is shown on Table 3. This 

.information was updated from the Fairhaven 1990 study. It shows that there are a total 

of 493 parking spaces in the study area now. This essentially meets the current dema nd 

of 496 spaces discussed above. However, the City parking requirement is for off-street 

parking only. Table 3 shows that there are currently 258 off-street parking spaces 

4 
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available in the study area - approximately half the required amount. While an argument 

can be made that parking is parking - whether on a street right-of-way or not -

observation of the parking situation in the study area confirms that there are numerous 

times during a given week when the existing parking is at or near capacity. Additional 

nearby parking is obviously needed to accommodate further use of the existing buildings. 

Table 3 projects parking demand and need for the current use, for full use of 

existing buildings, and finally_ for a full build-out of the entire Fairhaven commercial 

area - an ultimate development plan. This longest range plan is taken from projections 

made in the 1973 Fairhaven Business District Studv. The plan calls for a total of 

390,600 square feet of building floor area within the study area. Using the same 

assumptions and standards shown on Table 2, approximately 1,300 parking spaces would be 

required to accommodate that level of development. This is shown as the "build-out" 

columns in Table 3. The table shows that approximately 600 additional parking spaces 

will be required for potential new buildings within the study area. 

5 -
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TABLE 1 

FAIRHAVEN P ARKI NG S TU DY AREA 

Floor Ar ea (in S quare Fee t) 

First Floor 
Total In Use Total Vacant In Use Vacant 

(restaurants in parentheses) 
Block 30 
905 Harris 2,280 912 
909 through 911 Harris 3,920 3,500 
913 through 915 Harris 5,000 3,000 4,000 

Block 31 
1204 through 1206 - 11th 8,460 1,581 4,320 
1208 through 1210 - 11th 4,500 ( 2,000) 13,500 4,500 

Block 32 
1200 - 12th 2,444 2,444 
1115 Harris 2,500 1,250 
1111 through 1113 Harris 2,450 2,450 
110 1 - 1103 Harris 5,000 ( 2,500) 2,500 
1105 Harris 234 234 
1209 - 11th 3,500 1,750 
1211 - 11th 2,393 (2,393) 2,250 

Block 33 
1202 through 1214 - 13th 8,800 8,800 
1215 - 12th l,125 1, 125 
1201 - 12th (R.R. Cars) 1,000 1,000 

Block 36 
1200 through 1202 Harris 7 ,890 ( 2,500) 25,881 7,890 1,610 
1315 - 12th 2,431 (2,431) 2,431 

Block 37 
1300 through 1302 - 12th 14,748 (12,032) 14,748 
1100 Harris l 0,000 ( 2,500) 5,000 5,000 
1308 through 1314 - 12th 25,000 5,000 

Block 38 
1306 - 11th 5,778 (1,780) 4,016 
1000 through 1002 Harris 7,272 2,376 

Block 39 
916 Harris 1,248 1,248 

TOTALS 99,053 ( 28,136) 77,882 75,244 10,110 

TOT AL Vacant (other Than First Floor) 67,772 
TOTAL (Vacant and In Use) 176,935 (all f lrs) 85,354 (1st flr) 91,581 (all other fl rs) 

( From Whatcom County Assessor's Records, 12/86) 

- 7 -



TABLE 2 
PARKING REQUIREMENT CALCULATIONS 

Calculations for estimating parking required for existing uses and full use of exist ing 
buildings in Fairhaven. 

I. ASSUMPTIONS 

* Retail parking standard 
area is open) 

I space/250 square feet open to public (assume 75% of floor 

* Restaurant parking standard 
floor area is open) 

1 space/75 square feet open to public (assume 75% of 

* Assume office/personal service and occasional other more intensive use of upper 
floors at a proportion which would require one parking space for every 325 square 
feet of floor area. 

* Assume future retail and restaurant use of first floors at same proportion as 
currently used. 

II. EXISTING USE PARKING CALCULATIONS 

F irst Floor 

Floor Area Currently 
In Retail Use 

F loor Area Currently 
In Restaurant Use 

Other Floors 

47,108 sq. ft. (.75) 
250 sq. ft. 

28.136 sq. ft. (.75) 
75 sq ft. 

142 parking spaces required 

281 parking spaces required 

In Use Floor Area Currently 23.809 sq. ft. = 73 parking spaces required 
325 sq. ft. 

Total spaces required for curren t uses = 496 

III. FULL USE PARKING CALCULATIONS 

First Floor 

Curren tly in Use 
As restaurants 
As other retail 

Currently Vacant 
Projected restaurant 

Projected retail 

Other Floors 
Currently in Use 
Currently Vacant 

75,244 sq. f t. 
28,136 sq. ft. (38%) 
47,108 sq. ft. (62%) 
10,110 sq. ft. 
3,842 sq. ft.(38%) 3.842 sq. ft.(.75) 

75 sq. ft. 
6,268 sq. ft.(62%) 6,268 sq. ft. 

91,581 sq. ft. Total 
23,809 sq. ft. 

250 sq. ft. 

= 38 parking spaces required 

== l.2. parking spaces required 
57 parking spaces required 

67,772 sq. ft. 67.772 sq. ft. = 208 parking spaces required 
325 sq. ft. 

Total additional spaces required for full occupancy of existing buildings = 265 spaces total 
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TABLE 3 

PARKING INVENTORY AND NEED SUMMARY 

PARKING AVAILABLE 
On-Street 

Unimproved 
Improved 

Off-Street 
Unimproved 
Improved 

PARKING REQUIRED IN STUDY AREA** 

Full Use of Existing Buildings 

Build-Out of Entire Area 

Study Area 

Spaces Needed for Potential New Buildings 

92 
143 

127 
131 

493 

(496*) 499 

(761 *) 764 

1,300 (approx.) 

600 (approx.) 

These f igures are based on actual counts taken in 1984 as part of the FAIR HA VEN 
1990 TASK FOR CE PHASE T WO: REPORT and updated as noted in tex t. 

** 

* 

Based on L and Use Code requirements for off-street parking built to certain 
standards (only improved off-street parking counts toward these requirements.) 

Figures estimated from Assessor's Floor Area Records (12/86) 

- 9 -
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111 . Recommendations 

In order to encourage full use of the existing historic buildings in the study area, 

and to further encourage infilli ng to maintain a compact commercial environment in 

Fairhaven with minimal adverse impacts on adjacent residential areas, the following 

parking improvement alternatives are proposed. 

A. ON-STREET PARKING FOR EXISTING BUILDINGS 

It is proposed that diagonal on-street parking (together with an expanded 

parking lot on property owned by Ken Imus next to McKenzie between 10th and 

12th Streets) be developed and permitted to accommodate the parking necessary for full 

use of the existing buildings in the study area . It is proposed that this parking be 

located as shown on Map 3. The parking is proposed in areas where it will be most 

convenient to the core historic business area in Fairhaven. Table 4 lists each of the 

street segments proposed for upgrading, and summarizes the number of additional spaces, 

costs and some of the advantages /disadvantages of each site. 

This proposal is intended as an incentive to encourage full use of the existing 

historic buildings in Fairhaven. On-street diagonal parking is less expensive, in that 

there are no acquisition costs involved. The rights-of-way are eighty and one hundred 

fee t wide - adequate to safely accommodate diagonal on-street parking on streets which 

are not truck routes, arterials, and are not steep uphill slopes. 

The proposal reflects a reduction in the number of parking spaces that would be 

required for the projected full use of the existing buildings in the study area. As was 

discussed in the Analysis section (and shown on Table 3), approximately 764 parking 

spaces will be required for full use of existing buildings. There are now a total of 

493 spaces in the area. The proposals shown on Map 3 and Table 4 would provide another 

199 spaces for a total of 692 spaces. It is proposed that the City code be amended to 

allow conversion or remodeling of existing buildings in the study area without requiring 

on-site parking, provided the proposed on-street parking is provided, as shown on Table 

4. It should be noted that the Fairhaven commercial area is unique within the city in 

its compact nature, and in that it consists primarily of multi-story historic commercial 

structures. In order to preserve the historic and compact character of the Fairhaven 

Business District, it is felt that shared use of street parking is appropriate. 

- 10 -
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Map # Street Segment 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

0216N 

McKenzie, 10th to 12th, 
together with the adjacent 
private land 

11th Street, McKenzie to Larrabee 
<diagonal parking) 

Mill, 10 th to 11th and 10th, 
Mill to Harris (diagonal 
parking) 

Mill, 11th to 13th north 
side only (diagonal parking) 

Harris, 10th to 12th north 
side only (diagonal parking) 

13th, Mill to McKenzie west 
side only (diagonal parking) 

TOTALS 

T A B L E 4 

PHASE I - PARKING PROPOSALS 
Estimated 

Net Parking Cost 
Gain (x SOOO) Benefits/Drawbacks 

89 

19 

29 

17 

20 

25 

107 Benefits Close, wide right·of· way 
(no Opportunity for effeciencies when combined with adjacent private lots 
acquisition Drawbacks Sensitive traffic, nuisance issues with adjacent residential and office uses 
costs 
included) 

53 

106 

78 

2 
(+450 for 
truck route) 

101 

Benefits · Relatively close 
Drawbacks · Relatively expensive 

Benefits Close, would improve area, adjacent properties 
Drawbacks - Possible grade problem, relatively expensive 

Benefits Close to demand 
Drawbacks · Expensive; can only use north side of street due to steep grade 

Benefits Centrally located, inexpensive 
Drawbacks 10th Street truck route must be built first 

Can only use north side of the street due to steep grade 

Benefits Convenient to Marketplace Buildi ng 
Drawbacks - Relatively expensive right·of·way i~rovement 

$447 (Plus S450 for truck route) 
$ 92 LIO and Federal Requirement Costs 

199 Spaces $539 
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Standards for these improvements should be at a level whi_ch will minimize 

long- term maintenance costs and liability exposure of the City. They should 

include asphalt paving, concrete curbs, eight foot sidewalks, lighting, minor 

landscaping and pavement markings. Rough estimated costs for each segment are 

shown on Table 4. 

A number of alternatives are available for developing and financing 

on-street parking. One method is regulatory, as now stipulated in the City's Land 

Use Code, which allows the Director of Planning and Economic Development, with 

concurrence from the Public Works Director, to require construction of on-street 

parking for use by the general public on non-arterial streets if space is 

unavailable on site, but is available within the right-of-way. This requirement 

applies when renovations or changes in use require that additional parking spaces 

be provided. This would provide parking on a case by case basis, as the need 

arises. This alternative may ·not be equitable, however, as some of the on-street 

parking sites being recommended are more expensive to improve than others, and the 

cost would be difficult to equitably distribute over various improvements. 

Other alternatives for providing additional on-street parking in Fairhaven 

are essentially financial in nature. While a number of alternatives for funding 

may be available and should be pursued, the important concept to consider at this 

point is that the funding should be shared by the City, property owners and 

possibly merchants in the Fairhaven Commercial Area. Such funding as Community 

Development Block Grant programs, low interest, long term loans or various state 

sources may be available for public dollars. The property owners could form a 

Local Improvement District, a Business Improvement District, a Public Development 

Authority, private agreements or employ other means to help fund the improvements. 

The Fairhaven property owners and merchants should determine which method is most 

appropriate for funding this parking. 

Once the on-street parking improvements are completed, the City would be 

responsible for their maintenance. 

13 
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B. OFF-STREET PARKING FOR NEW BUILDINGS 

The City Land Use Code requires that any new structure provide parking on 

site (or within 500 feet). If the remaining lots in Fairhaven are developed in 

this manner, it will be out of character with the existing "CBD" style of 

development of the commercial area with solid storefronts quilt up to the 

sidewalks. It is therefore recommended that common-use peripheral parking lots be 

developed on vacant land surrounding the core commercial area in Fairhaven. 

Parking for new buildings would be provided in those large, common parking lots. 

This parking arrangement may be more complicated to administer, but would encourage 

infilling of the commercial area, retaining a compact core with an historic flavor. 

The 600 spaces required for new buildings in the "full build-out" scenario 

will require approximately 180,000 square feet of parking surface area, using a 

standard of 300 square feet of parking and maneuvering area per space. This is 

equivalent to four-and-one-half platted b locks if single level parking lots are 

constructed. 1988 Costs to develop surface parking lots are approximately $500 per 

space, assuming minimal ea r th moving is necessary. It would cost approximately 

$300,000 to develop 600 parking spaces on relatively level land in Fairhaven 

today. Land acquisition costs are not included in that figure. 

Some possible locations for peripheral parking lots are shown on Map 4, 

and described in Table 5. Several of the sites are well suited for two story 

parking structures, if it is found to be feasible to build them. The structures 

may be phased, with surface parking developed initially. Second levels would be 

added as the need for additional parking arises. Most of the potential sites for 

parking structures are located on hillside areas, and should be developed using 

this topographic opportunity to minimize view obstructions. The Jots should be 

well lit, well drained, and hard surfaced with safe, convenient pedestrian access 

to the adjacent commercial areas. 

Funding alternatives for off-street parking lots are similar to those 

listed above for on-street parking. They are listed separately because of the 

importance of the distinction of on-street parking being specifically to 

accommodate the existing buildings in Fairhaven, with off-street parking 

recommended for new development. 

- 14 -
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The City Land Use Code requires that off-street parking be provided on 

site (or within 500 feet if space is not available on site) when any building is 

constructed or relocated. One alternative for providing parking for new buildings 

in the study area is to follow the existing code. The disadvantage of this is that 

the compact nature of Fairhaven Business District may be lost, if required parking 

lots are interspersed throughout the area as it develops. 

Other alternatives are mechanisms to fund the proposed area-wide 

peripheral parking lots as shown on Map 4 and Table 5. In order to develop and use 

the peripheral lots under any of the funding options, the City Land Use Code must 

be changed to allow parking faci lities in those areas, and to permit off-site 

parking which maybe more than 500 feet from the business it serves. 

It may be possible to utilize a single mechanism (such as a Public 

Development Authority or a Business Improvement District) to provide both on and 

off-street parking facilities for the Fairhaven Buisness District. The specific 

timing and financing issues arc different for on-street and off-street parking, 

however, so the alternatives for providing each type of parking are discussed 

separately. 

These recommended alternatives are intended to stimulate discussion within the 

Fairhaven business community. Hopefully, that will result in a consensus 

recommendation to the City of Bellingham, for whatever action is necessary by the 

City to effect the desired solution to Fairhaven's existing and projected parking 

shortage. 
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T A B L E 5 
PHASE II - POSSIBLE PARKING LOT LOCATIONS 

LOT 1 

Lots 9 through 14, Block 37, Lots 3 through 6, Block 38, Amended Plat of Fairhaven 

1000 and 1100 Blocks of McKenzie, 11th Street and adjacent vacant lots to the north 

Second :story, 200 :spaces to proposed Phase I lot 

City (right-of-vay), Jacaranda Land Company 

Central location, fev owner:s 

Expensive (structure) 

Potential viev/nuisance/traffic impacts on adjacent residential and office uses 

LOT 2 

Lots 5-8, Block 19, Lots 1-10, Block 20, Amended Plat of Fairhaven, :u\d adjacent 10th Street and 

Columbia Avenue right:s-of-vay 

North of Mill Avenue, including and on both sides of 10th 

Surface lot, 180 spaces. Possible 2nd Phase could be a second story, doubling the number of 

spaces to approximately 350. 

City (right- of-vay), Ellis Massey 

Mary Brozovich, Charles Lappenbusch 

Close vacant land, topography can reduce viev obstruction, first phase could be relatively 

inexpensive surface parking vith second level possible as a later phase. 

Many owners , conflicts vith trail plans (pedestrian access from Fairhaven along shoreline 

to north) 
! 

LOT 3 

Lots l through 4, Block 30, Amended Plat of Fairhaven 

West of 10th, south of Mill on the north half of the block 

Tvo story structure, 50 spaces 

Jacaranda Land Company (4 lots) 

Close vacant land, viev obstruction can be minimized, few owners , first phase could be re l atively 

inexpensive surface parking 

Not a large site, could be combined vith #2 above 

LOT 4 

Lots 5 through 12, Block 34, Amended Plat of Fairhaven 

West half of block bounded by Barris, Mill, 13th and 14th 

15 spaces for surface lot increase. 60 additional spaces for 2nd level. 

Nl.lul Vic•ljic (4 lot~), J~c~r3nd~ L'1nd Company (3 locs), M3rion A. R2rC (1 lot ) 

Clo.se 

Many ovners, including owner occupied home.s 

Adjacent to residential neighborhood 

Vievs blocked for adjacent re.sidents 
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