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MINUTES — Regular Meeting
CHUCKANUT COMMUNITY FOREST PARK DISTRICT
Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 6 PM
Online Meeting Through Zoom
Mailing Address: PO Box 4283, Bellingham, WA 98227
Official email addresses for Commissioners, where public may send comments (subject to
public disclosure):
Frank James fjames.ccfpd@gmail.com
John Hymas jhymas1331@gmail.com
John McLaughlin johnm.ccfpd@gmail.com
Hue Beattie hue.ccfpd@gmail.com
John G. Brown jbrown.ccfpd@gmail.com
Our Mission: The mission of the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District is to ensure the
entirety of the property is protected in perpetuity in public ownership, with respect for its
ecological, recreational, and educational functions and to serve as a fiscal mechanism through
which the district, via a tax levy, will repay the City of Bellingham for the Greenways Endowment
Fund loan.
Call to order: Frank James. Welcome Commissioners and Citizens. Per Chapter 42.30 RCW
(Open Public Meetings Act), CCFPD board meetings are open to the public. This meeting is
being voice recorded. Due to the Covid-19 outbreak and the Governor’s “Stay At Home” Order,
this meeting of the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District will be conducted online on
Zoom.
Roll Call: Frank James, John Hymas, John McLaughlin, and Hue Beattie. John Brown excused.
Introductions: Bob Carmichael, legal counsel, Robyn Albro, secretary, Nicole Oliver, Director
of Bellingham Parks and Recreation, Laine Potter, Park Planning and Development
Coordinator.
Motion: Moved to approve agenda by John McLaughlin, second by Hue Beattie. Approved 4/0.
Public Hearing on Trail Designs for Chuckanut Community Forest Park District.
Frank James: We will be considering citizens comments on the students’ designs and the
Bellingham Parks Department design and perhaps the criteria these design specifics may meet
and what the design criteria will be in the final process.
John McLaughlin, Professor of Environmental Studies, and member of our board: The Journal
in Frontiers in Ecology and Environment published a study where they looked at the value of
public open space in the era of Covid. As restrictions on public movement and gatherings
started to take off, the visitations in public open space have exploded. In this era of Covid it is
even more important to protect greenways and areas like the Chuckanut Community Forest.
This Forest has a critical position in the natural landscape in Southern Bellingham, the
Chuckanuts and the Cascades.
Chuckanut Community Forest is one of the few places in Bellingham where snags exist in
abundance, and snags are an important habitat for many species, such as the Pileated
Woodpecker. The Forest provides a critical baseline for what life is like in this region. It also
provides a tremendous opportunity for education and a way for residents to look back in time.
There are places in the Chuckanut Community Forest that provide a look back 1000 years. It
also provides for hydrologic connectivity, such as the culvert that connects Hoag Creek under
Chuckanut Drive, then eventually Chuckanut Creek and then into Mud Bay and salt water. This
was recently replaced by the Dept. of Transportation at about 3.4 million dollars. Now have the
opportunity for sea run cutthroat and chum salmon up to make it up into the Chuckanut
Community Forest, with some additional aquatic restoration. It is our responsibility to ensure
that all the investments are supported and retained.
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Question today is how many of the current trails do we want to retain and why and which ones
do we want to restore back to natural habitat. How do we develop a trail design that will support
the mix of needs for recreation, education, and conservation?
From the public comment period from our last trail design hearing, people wanted the following:
To keep many trails, provide primary loop trail(s), include primary and secondary trails
(secondary trails provide sense of solitude), ok to include board walks, provide connections to
other open space, protect conservation values, and there were controversies over bikes and
dogs. Then designed new trail criteria which ended in the following requirements: (1) Trail links
to 6 primary trailheads; (2) Major trail loop; (3) Mitigation for stream or wetland crossings.
Laine Potter, City of Bellingham Parks Department: We are looking at improving wayfinding
and coming up with a trail plan in the area as a preliminary in the master plan process. Our
master plan for this park is in the 2021-2022 park budget. In coming up with our plan,
considered wetlands, any unauthorized trails, jumps, invasive plants, erosion, safety and where
existing signage and wayfinding is and how that could be improved. Other important issues for
the Parks Department are can this trail be maintained or does it impact critical areas.
Nicole Potter: Have moved into trail wayfinding because people are getting lost. Identifying
the main trails is often the best way to keep people on the main trails. Also, we are looking at
not investing in new trails or moving trails at this time, that was a limitation on the work we did.
Just want to document and way find right now. Will take some funding to do real improvements.
Public Comment on the Trail Designs:
Gerantz: We live on Viewcrest Rd and this entrance is important to us and our family is happy
that it is included. We favored Octavio Cruz’s design because we use the trail that goes from
Viewcrest and the loop that goes around the knob and comes back. We want to include the
dogs in the trails because it is a wonderful place to walk our dog (on a leash and picking up
after) and provides solitude. Have become lost on two occasions. Having walked in the park
over four seasons, I stay on the dry trails. Octavio Cruz’s design is avoiding most of those wet
areas. It is nice to have not just one big loop around, but some of that sense of seclusion and
awe. The center south with the large trees is one of my most enjoyable.
Kirk Gulden: I have submitted detailed comments already to COB and to CCFPD. Looked
over the students’ designs in some detail. If I were to suggest any adoption of their designs, it
would be more of a merger of Gavin and Campbell’s, but my preference is for the Parks Dept
design with some additional comments. The secondary trails marked in the upper east area
(above g and i on Parks Draft) and lower east area (east of n and i and south of j) are some of
the highest and driest areas, so eliminating those trails would defeat the purpose of having
usable trails that require the least amount of maintenance and bridging. Some of the student
proposals had a trail that paralleled Chuckanut Drive that makes no sense other than
connecting these, it is not the most scenic area to walk. This trail, on the south east (connecting
h and m on the Parks draft), starting in the next week or so is going to be consistently wet. The
trail, marked with blue dots on the map I included (from g south) remains fairly dry, other than a
25 ft section marked with red dots. If we were going to close one of those trails, I would
recommend closing the h to m trail and keeping the cross trail (marked with blue dots). Might
be able to move the bottom of it a bit one way or another to keep it dry. Also suggest a new
loop from the lower secondary connection to the interurban trail to the secondary trail (below j,
also noted with blue dots). I don’t know if it impinges on private property. It is fairly steep
coming down from the secondary trail. I don’t see a problem with that, though it might have
limited use. I think it would be reasonable for people who live on 16 th St to still have access to
the trail that is parallel to the entrance at 5, even though it is very close to the main entrance. I
also think it is good for people who live in the section off Cody and 22 nd St, to maintain that
entrance, those trails are consistently high and dry. There is a section around g that is wet a
good part of the time, even across the main trail that is going to need a little bit of work, not
much. There is also a section around e that had a lot of wet spots this winter and spring (for
pretty much the first time). I am an almost daily user of these trails for the last five years and I
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walk my dogs there. In reviewing the easement, all the talk of the beaver restoration is outside
the easement area for which the board has jurisdiction. There has been some discussion to
have some surplus money in the budget at the end of 10 years after the loan is paid back. Just
wanted to remind the board that when the ballot measure was passed, the statement for the
Park District said: “The singular purpose of this Park District is to repay the loan that enabled
the City’s purchase of the Chuckanut Community Forest. . .” While I would not oppose having
any surplus put back toward the purpose of maintaining the park and the trails, I think that since
that measure passed by a slim margin that it would be important to get input, ideally a formal
vote, from the members of the Park District to allow the money to be redirected. (Map
attached).
Gerry Wilbour: I work in the industry and have written a lot of trail plans. Just wanted to add
some comments on some additional developments in the plan. I will also be sending in
comments. I am a neighbor of the woods and the traffic has increased exponentially since
Covid. It has dropped off a little in the fall. There is some impact. I would encourage a very
robust public process in developing the plan that builds community consensus and trust and
increases broad public acceptance of the plan. It is going to be very important if we start closing
trails that the public understands why we are doing that otherwise it can be quite expensive and
often unsuccessful to close a trail if that is where people want to go and they don’t accept it. In
terms of plans, goals and objectives, there is a lot of angst over the impact recreation of the
wetlands and that has to be a key feature of the plan. Removing trails is one way of doing
restoration. Boardwalks are an obvious solution where we do have routes, but there are other
hardened and confined surfaces for crossing wetland areas that make attractive trail
opportunities. The boardwalk that goes out of Fairhaven Park into the woods, about 60% of that
was a fill and 40% a boardwalk, but it channels people in a way that means that people don’t
have the kinds of impact to the wetlands that they used to. There has been a significant
increase in use and a significant drop off in the impacts from that use. That is often the type of
thing we try to do when we create a sustainable trail system. One thing that I noticed that was
only lightly addressed in some of the plans, we have a lot of non-sustainable eroding routes that
are going up and down the fall line, or steep trail segments that cross the fall line at a high
tangent. In sustainable trail design called the half rule, you can only cross the slope at half the
gradient of the slope itself. Whatever criteria we use, there are several trails like that which are
causing the widened trail effects, such as where they move from 2 or 3 ft wide to 10-15 ft wide.
There is a reason that happens, it may be soil type, it may be water, or it may be steep angle. If
we can keep that use confined to a given area, there is a whole host of criteria for sustainable
trail design. Another thing is trail accessibility evaluation. Need to evaluate what existing trails
and what new trails could be created for the benefit of people with mobility impairments. It is
federal law that we have to conduct that evaluation. There are several potentially excellent
accessible routes that cover the broad range of experiences and environmental interactions that
these woods offer. That needs to be a key part of it. Parks mentioned that areas that would
enhance user experience. There are a number of territorial views to the north and southwest,
significant environmental features. There are a whole range of category of wetlands in here,
and I think it presents a very interesting educational function. I think need to think of the broad
range of user type and preferences, not only people who come to meetings, and how to engage
youth in the woods. I think that is important in this plan. One of the things that has come up is
cost, what is most expensive are trails that don’t work because they become a long-term
management hazard.
Christopher: Thanks for all the good work! The new culvert for Hoag’s Creek is 12’ in
diameter. It is important to understand how people are using the trails now. Some of the uses
would be hard to close off. We access the trails from our property (walking and biking), and I
use that access if I am going to Fairhaven, and for me the connection between wetlands jj and
kk is an important thoroughfare. I support closing off some of the secondary trails. I am
sympathetic to maximizing space for habitat.
John Blethen: I hope the trail plan master plan is bigger than just the forest. We have
acquired a number of other parcels also need to include, Hoag’s Pond, the Padden corridor and
up 28th St to Sehome Hill, and maybe better connections with the Chuckanuts. We need to do
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an integrated master plan. I love looking at reduced trails in that area, though there are a
number of people that want all the trails because they walk their dogs in there every day.
Amazing to have a cougar in our neighborhood and listen to the coyotes in the community
forest. The trail degradation along the edges needs to be addressed. Geri Wilbour had some
good ideas about how to design new trails.
Michael Chiavario: I agree with Geri Wilbour that closing very popular trails will not succeed if
an alternative is not provided. Some trails are valued for their specialness, such as the
secondary trail entrance from the Interurban that crosses Hoag’s Creek where it drains wetland
JJ. Users will not likely be deterred by any closing attempts. A bridge and route away from or
route away from wetlands would be a good idea.
Morgan Kay: The last time there was a big community meeting about this, the most
contentious issues was bikes. Before we can come up with a workable trail plan, we need to
have a decision about whether bikes are allowed in the forest and if so, how much. There are
trails that are getting wider and wider every winter because bikes churn up mud and pedestrians
walk around the edge. If there are bikes in there, we might have to design trail intersections, so
bikes have to slow down when they get to intersections, maybe make sharp turns. Need to
straighten some of the trails for bikes or widen some for bikes and dogs, because passing on a
skinny trail can get dangerous. If we are going to have bikes, might need to have more
boardwalks. Perhaps some trails where bikes will be allowed and some where they will not.
Enforcing that might require some barriers or styles to make it hard for bikes to get to those
trails. Important to think about before we decide what trails are going to stay open and what
aren’t and what those trails are going to be. This batch of plans are better than the ones a year
ago. I like the general direction of keeping lots of trails open while being mindful of our impact
on the forest.
Tip Johnson: I agree with almost everything that has been said here. Need a beeline for
visitors from Fairhaven Park down to the Interurban because I think we need to keep going. I
think it needs to be not just the Forest District but the connections we can make. One of the big
ones we can make is across the Old Samish Highway to the County and State recreational
lands. Get to the JJ connection and go down to the Interurban, should be a substantial trail
suitable for wheelchairs and bikes. The suspension bridge concept over Samish Highway could
be built for around $3 million. You can watch 9 out of 10 people come down the Interurban Trail
and then turn around and go back up because it is too hard to go down and across. I am
confused why the j/k connection here disappears because that is a pretty good trail. So happy
to be paying taxes on this.
Jan: I had not had a problem with bikes until Covid hit. I walk there all the time. There have
been a lot of people going too fast. If you cut off too many trails you are going to find that
people are just going to ignore that. If you look at Kirk’s map, you could make a connector
between the trail going east from h, at the bump, over to just above the area Kirk has marked
with the red dots, to avoid the wet area between h and m, and then just a short bridge or board
walk going south. Down by e coming from Fairhaven Park, there is a steep trail with the 3 X’s
that is too steep, but there is a nice dry area that you could make a little loop off to the west that
could hook into F. It is very flat rolling downhill. On 6 where you have a very steep section,
there is nice gradual around where it hits the field. Again, it would be a little bit away from all
the other trails and open up some more areas. If you have places that you don’t have any
access, we end up getting homeless in there. I am not sure I agree with a straight stretch going
through because the bikers go faster. We still have issues with the kids with bikes, if we don’t
have anything for them nearby, we will still have problems with them coming in and building
jumps.
No Name Given: A lot of what Jan said is what I was going to stay. One of the things that I like
are the steep trails when I can get good exercise. It is good to keep those open. The number of
bikers has shot up so much. I have had half a dozen close calls of almost getting hit with bikers
that don’t care that you are on a tiny narrow trail and they expect you to jump out of the away,
even if there is nowhere to go and if you have a dog and no forewarning, it is dangerous. I
would like to see most of the trails if not all of them be not accessible for bikes.
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Kirk Gulden: Suspension bridge is a great idea if it could be afforded, but it could not take
bikes.
Frank James: We did look at the bridge and it is very expensive.
Nicole Oliver: Our engineer, Gina Austin, says with some funding, if we could get some grants,
it would be a much better connection between the Interurban and the beginning of the other side
at California St.
The Park District is still in existence, it is still paying off the loan. Expecting it to wind up a little
early. The Parks Dept. is operating under the conservation easement and those limitations on
what we can and cannot do prior to a master plan on the site. This will start once we get to the
new biennium. We are in need now of wayfinding in this area. I really wanted to involve this
group and the public. We want to put some signage up and that doesn’t mean it is the final
version of the trail. What trails do we want to sign as the main ones and what trails can we right
now all agree that are redundant and don’t serve a good function that we could start to block
and do some work in there? And even just line some of the main trail through some of those big
wide-open spaces to direct people onto one pathway instead of a 20’ wide swath and start doing
some planting parties. We just want to get some interim wayfinding in place, and we have
funding for that now to help people know where to go to walk in a loop. We have seen an
increase in park use in Bellingham and I don’t see that going away.
A lot of people like j/k down to the Interurban. (Per Frank James, that area is not in the Park
District.)
What I would really like for the Park District to do is to take the input they got and give us a
recommendation/feedback on the plan the city was hoping to do on the way finding signage.
We are going to do a robust planning process.
Frank James: We had a robust discussion about the issues you raised and do believe way
finding is important to do and we have to take it up as a board. We also believe that it is our
mission to conserve the property, not just to pay for it. We went to the state supreme court
about that issue. We believe that it is our responsibility to engage in and support activities that
will preserve the integrity and environmental values that representing our property. We will
have more discussion at our next meeting about that.
Tip Johnson: The suspension bridge idea can be designed for bikes. $Three million maximum
for the bridge. How long will written testimony be open?
Frank James: This is a third in a series of public comments opportunities. This is not a
decision-making process; it is an information gathering process.
Hue Beattie: I would think might be able to get some funding from DOT and our senators.
Christopher: What can be done to improve the trail south of the Interurban if it is not
Chuckanut Community Forest?
Frank James: I believe that it would involve the Whatcom County Land Trust and part of it
might be private property and it might be Geri Wilbour’s property. Would probably need
leadership from the Parks Department.
Frank James: I will now close our public hearing and open the regular business meeting.
Motion: Moved to approve the August 26th meeting minutes by Hue Beattie, seconded by
John Hymas. Approved 4/0.
Park Advisory Board Meeting Report: John Hymas, liaison to Park Advisory Board. I will
forward a copy of the minutes to everyone. Wasn’t able to get on the last Zoom meeting.
Monthly expenses and cash flow sheets.
Petty Cash: WECU Bank account balance as of 8/31/2020 was $2,905.72.
Treasurer’s Report: As of August 31, 2020, Whatcom Co. Treasurer’s Monthly Report,
beginning unencumbered cash balance (8/01) $217,424.73, ending unencumbered cash
balance (8/31) $214,962.36. We received tax revenues of $4,917.85 in August. $1,517 in
operating expenses, and $5,863.50 was paid on our loan to the city of Bellingham.
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Current debt outstanding as of 8/31/2020: $938,394.63.
Motion: By Hue Beattie to approve District Payroll Input Form, wages for Robyn Albro, 23.75
hours in July 2020, total gross of $593.75. Second by John Hymas. Approval 4/0.
Consent Agenda: Motion by John Hymas to approve following payments. Second by Hue
Beattie. Approval 4/0.
 Payment on the August 15, 2020, Invoice #92348 from Carmichael Clark PS for $1,471.00,
for regular professional services.
 Payment on the September 10, 2020 Invoice for domain renewal, web hosting and updating
the website for $295.00.
Reminder: R. Albro will send an email to three board members right after the meeting. Please
respond confirming that you approve paying of bills as listed in the consent agenda and payroll.
Bob Carmichael: We are going to be coming up on the meeting where we must approve the
tax levy for 2021. My recollection is that we are on pace to pay off the city loan early, possibly
by the end of 2021. We will dissolve immediately upon approval of the master plan, which is
scheduled to begin in 2021 and go through 2022. We would be looking at dissolution in 2022.
The board does have the ability to extend its life in a very limited way by reducing the
percentage of the tax levy. If there was something the board wanted to do after the master plan
was adopted before it dissolved, then it could potentially buy itself another year by reducing the
tax levy in 2021. The tax levy has been set at $.28 per $1000 every year since the beginning.
That is what the voters were told it would not exceed. The board always had the authority to go
above that amount, but it chose not to do that. The board can also do less than $.28 per
$1,000. If the board decided it wanted to remain a board for as long as it could, possibly under
the interlocal agreement, that would be the end of 2023, might even go into the beginning of
2024. If we pay the loan off at the $.28 per $1,000 and the city adopts the master plan we will
have to dissolve and will not be able to go longer. I want the board to understand that. We
have to set the levy amount for next year and we can’t change that.
Frank James: These are extraordinarily difficult economic times. There was some thought that
reducing the levy rate would be a wise thing to do. Not just to continue to exist but to give
people some relief.
Bob Carmichael: How do we want to figure out what that levy rate would be?
Robyn Albro: The treasurer’s office will have the information about when we will pay off the
loan by the next meeting.
Bob Carmichael: If Robyn could ask the treasurer’s office approximately what the tax levy rate
would need to be to pay it off by the end of 2023.
Hue Beattie: It would probably be half the rate.
John Hymas: It was just an estimate that we would be able to pay the loan off in 10 years.
Another way to look at it is that the sooner we pay it off, the sooner people can quit paying the
tax.
Bob Carmichael: Need to discuss this at the October meeting. There is not a lot of leeway
and we usually have the resolution done ahead of the November meeting. The second thing
that I wanted to talk about is to turn the restoration policies into a resolution that can be voted on
and then it could be the policy of the board. Haven’t really had the full discussion either.
John McLaughlin: If everyone could review it, we could discuss it at the next board meeting.
John Hymas: Lost a friend of the park district, John Luce. He did the wetland tree inventory.
Next meeting: Wednesday October 28, 2020.
Adjourn. Time: 7:52 pm.
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Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

CCF Trail designs
kirkmd123@aol.com <kirkmd123@aol.com>
Reply-To: kirkmd123@aol.com
To: "ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com" <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

Thu, Sep 17, 2020 at 12:41 PM

To the Chuckanut Community Forest District Board,
I am a very frequent user of the "Chuckanut Community Forest" trails. While I plan to attend next week's meeting of
the Board, the unreliability of Zoom links provided for at least the last two Zoom meetings and the details of my
feedback cause me to provide this email regarding the proposed trail designs.
The two phases of student design proposals, while admirable and good academic exercises by individuals who likely
have little day to day experience actually using the trails, are proposals that fail to take into account actual use of the
trails by locals and the futility of closing large amounts of the trail system. Closing large segments of trails would only
lead to further development of unauthorized trails and tacit reopening of closed trails. For these reasons, I strongly
favor the draft trail map (with modifications) offered by Nicole Oliver as a more practical solution by someone with
actual city park development and management experience.
My comments, which were in large part already shared with Nicole and Laine, and which are accompanied by an
attachment to this email, are as follows:
1. I suggest keeping all secondary trails on the city map that are marked with dotted red lines.
2. I suggest preserving the trails I have marked with blue dots, one trail which is above, below and through your
"Cross connection in this area?" block, the other using a steep but existing trail (not noted on the draft) to access
an existing secondary trail which has a junction with the Interurban Trail across from the C Moore Loop. Because it
is initially steep from the secondary trail, perhaps that steep section could be made into switch back, although there
is a currently used secondary trail (not on the map) that could be used to eliminate much of the need for any
switchbacks if it does not encroach on adjacent private land. The first, most westerly trail in blue dots already exists
and has a relatively short area that becomes wet during the rainy season. It is possible that the southern most portion
of this trail could be redirected to avoid the wet area or the short wet segment could have raised planking placed.
3. The trail between h and m on the map, more or less paralleling Chuckanut N could be eliminated in exchange for
the trail just described above. Much of this shorter trail is muddy during the wet season.
4. Much of the trail between the f and h is soft or partially muddy during the wet season and would need to be
graveled and/or raised.
5. I strongly urge you keep the secondary trails between the g and i signs where you have a question mark. These
trails are consistently high and dry year round and allow access to 22nd St. 22nd St. is a major access for all the
residents of Cody, Lindsay, 22nd, etc and the designation of a portion of that secondary trail could even be
changed to a main trail. The other southern most secondary trails are also always dry.
6. There needs to be some raising of the trail or raised planks on the main and secondary trail immediately north and
west of g.
7. I suggest that the 22nd St. access have an access sign. Also, if my suggestion for the eastern blue dot trail is
accepted, an access sign where that joins the Interurban.
8. I suggest that the "you are here" signs that are on the draft at closed secondary trails (e, n, j and k) be eliminated
as long as the closed trails are creatively eliminated. But I would suggest adding a "you are here sign" at or very
near the junction of the two secondary trails and main trail between "you are here" signs currently between m and n
as well as where the eastern blue dot trail intersects with the secondary trail.
9. I agree that any use of the forest as mountain biking trails is not desirable. However, allowing bicycles on main
trails should be OK because the main use currently by bicycles for these trails is for transit through the park and
some families with young children. A few secondary trails that have been repeatedly created for mountain biking
like activity should be definitively removed and restored. But because these mountain biking type trails are created
by kids from the area who don't readily or easily have access to Galbraith or even the temporary pump track near
Waypoint Park, perhaps something could be worked out in the large Fairhaven Park field, which is otherwise mostly
underutilized.
10. Finally, all the trails in the Chuckanut Community Forest are heavily used by dog walkers, many since long
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before the city acquired the property, and probably 90% of those dogs are off leash despite signs at some access
points. It is my experience that off leash dog walkers in the forest are neither more nor less responsible for their
dog's behavior and cleanup than in other off leash trails in the Bellingham park system. And any irresponsible
clean up of dog poop is at least filtered before flowing into the bay, unlike Arroyo Park, where there is direct
drainage into Chuckanut Creek. Perhaps there can be a trade by eliminating off leash in the heavily used and
narrow lower trails of Arroyo that closely parallel Chuckanut Creek and the Chuckanut Community Forest trails,
making the Chuckanut Community Forest trails off leash.
Without intimate knowledge of the trails by those who use the trails regularly, the student and city draft plans and my
comments may be difficult to assess. For example, while it may not appear that way on the city's draft, the area at i is
essentially the hub of the park. Many trails, and in turn secondary trails, emanate from there. But that is also some of
the most concentrated muddy area and would need significant effort, raising or redesign, to minimize mud and
improve the environmental impact.
I would be very happy to walk the trails with the appropriate individuals to assist in the final determination of signage
and trail preservation and elimination.
Kirk Gulden
Fairhaven-Park-DRAFT - more suggestions.pdf
679K
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GATEWAY TO THE CHUCKANUTS - Public Hearing 09/23/2020
- Arguing for the most direct, diagonal alignment through the
Forest from the Fairhaven Park parking area to the interurban.
- Proposing the establishment of a reserve fund to kickstart the
completion of a pedestrian suspension bridge over the rigorous
grades across Old Samish Highway.
- Designed to greatly expand Chuckanut access, especially for our
aging population.
- Creating an attraction for people using Bellingham as a base for
exploring the Chuckanuts and Larrabee Park.
- Showing what a community can accomplish when given the
task of funding park improvements.

Submitted 09/23/2020 ~ Tip Johnson, District resident ~ tip@skookum.us

Gateway Trail Alignment

robynalbro@hotmail.com
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Edward Wolf <edwardwolf@me.com>
Friday, September 25, 2020 12:28 PM
Robyn Albro; parks@cob.org; lpotter@cob.org
Comments on Chuckanut Community Forest Trails proposals

Dear Robin (CCFPD) and Laine (COB) —
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the trails proposals for the Chuckanut Community Forest presented at
this week’s 9/23 public hearing, and thank you for your informative presentations on the Zoom platform.
I am a South Hill resident (and CCFPD taxpayer) and a frequent visitor (without bike or dogs) to the Chuckanut
Community Forest, which I realized from my first visit was a very special place.
A couple of comments to share for both CCFPD and City of Bellingham consideration.
First, I want to endorse the eight DRAFT “Restoration Priorities” by John McLaughlin shared with the meeting agenda.
These offer sound guidance to the Park irrespective of future decisions regarding the trails network.
Second, regarding “Wayfinding.” I appreciate Laine Potter’s emphasis on this purpose during the City’s presentation. It
is absolutely a paramount consideration with any trails network. But I would add that one of the special pleasures for
visitors to the Chuckanut Community Forest (in its current, and hopefully also its future state) is the opportunity to get a
little lost. That’s a special feeling which the modern world rarely affords, and is therefore precious. The French even
have a word for it: dépaysé. In my personal experience and that of many other visitors I’ve spoken with, the Chuckanut
Community Forest delivers the feeling reliably. With modern smartphones equipped with a map app, there is no reason
for a person “lost” in any part of the CCF not to be able to move reliably in the direction of a park entrance or major trail,
so “lost” presents very little actual risk beyond the temporary sense of disequilibrium. I don’t know the modern theories
of trail design, but if there is any way to “design” a secondary trail network in a way that it can deliver at least the
sensation of being temporarily lost, I think that would be a good and desirable thing to retain in some portion of the
Chuckanut Community Forest trail network.
Third, regarding signage. I think the low post-mounted signs with small “You Are Here” maps used in Sehome Arboretum
are excellent. They are unobtrusive, informative, and can be easily updated if needed by replacing the small map
placards. I would encourage a similiar type of signage in the CCF.
Fourth, on the City’s DRAFT Trail Plan. Overall, I like this plan but have one observation. It indicates trail removal from
location J K to the South intersection with the Interurban Trail. I realize this trail currently crosses a sensitive wetland
and the erosion-prone base of a sloping hillside at the south end of the Park. Acknowledging those sensitivities, this is an
interesting trail and it provides nice continuity with the Clarita Moore Loop trail on the east side of the Interurban. I
think this part of the park merits access, and well merits possible investment in an elevated boardwalk across the
wetland areas plus any trail routing or improvement needed to solve the problems of the current skirting of that south
slope.
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. I look forward to the next stages of Master Planning for the Chuckanut
Community Forest.
Edward Wolf
South Hill
(360) 933-1390
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