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MINUTES — Regular Meeting 
CHUCKANUT COMMUNITY FOREST PARK DISTRICT 

Wednesday, June 23, 2021, 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.  

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.   
A visual and audio recording of this meeting will be posted on the CCFPD website. If your camera is on during 
the meeting, your voice, likeness, and surroundings, will be publicly available and viewable on the CCFPD 
website. If you choose to speak with your camera off, or by calling on a telephone, only your voice will be 
recorded. 

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.  

Roll Call: Frank James, John Hymas, John Brown, John McLaughlin, and Hue Beattie 

Motion: Moved to approve agenda by John Brown.  Seconded by John Hymas.  Approved 5/0. 

Introductions: Bob Carmichael, legal counsel, Robyn Albro, secretary, Vince Biciunas, Ann Eissinger. 

Motion: To approve minutes of May 26, 2021 meeting by J. Hymas, second J. Brown. Approved 5/0. 

Park Advisory Board Meeting Report: John Hymas will forward minutes when he gets them.  

Old Business:  
 Reminder about Future Meetings:   

Analiese Burns Presentation will be at July 28th board meeting with new data from their Urban 
Forestry Management Plan assessment. She has not presented to the City Council yet. 

Update on Master Plan and Steering Committee Meetings.  John Brown, Ann Eissinger, Vince Biciunas 
and Laine Potter attended; Frank James was unable to. John Brown sent a summary of the meeting to the 
Board Members. Discussed which adjacent properties would be included in the Master Plan, the 83 acres of 
the Chuckanut Community Forest and the adjacent parcel that connects the Forest to Fairhaven Park, but it 
will not include Fairhaven Park. Names were discussed: Fairhaven Forest and Chuckanut Community Forest 
were proposed. Next Steering Committee meeting will be Friday June 25th at 8 am. 

H. Beattie asked why the Master Plan didn’t include more nature areas around the CCF, why they couldn’t 
afford it and did they say what amount it would cost to do a portion of it? V. Biciunas: Decided to include the 
111 acres which was rezoned to Park back in 2015 or so, it is the land east to the Interurban, but short of 
Hoag’s Pond, the 20 acres that is the Beaver Pond area.  There is an easement that is held by the Land Trust.  

Laine Potter: Talked about different configurations for boundaries, different options for names, but need to get 
public input. Surveys will be compiled and sent out to the public with input from the Steering Committee 
making sure that we are asking the right questions and wording them in a way that is not leading or with any 
kind of bias. Focus on Friday will be the Conservation Easement, how the uses will be defined in the Master 
Plan, based on the permitted and excluded uses, and whether to extend those uses to other parts of the 
Master Plan boundary. Also does the Steering Committee feel that all the permitted uses for the Conservation 
Easement are appropriate for different areas of the park. Some of the people on the committee were able to 
go out on the site with draft wayfinding maps and we will debrief about some site visits that took place. We will 
be working on a press release together and setting up meeting schedule for the rest of the year.  

There were no general public comments. 
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Public Hearing on Restoration Component of Chuckanut Community Forest Master Plan.  Open Public 
Hearing.   

Kirk Gulden: I have submitted more detailed written comments. I would like to speak in support of the Ashcraft 
Plan. It eliminates the fewest trails, makes the Forest more accessible to users, and minimizes the negative 
impact on the environment by those users. The plan makes it less likely that unauthorized trails will emerge 
because it does preserve an extensive network. It proposes more boardwalks than other proposals. More 
boardwalks promote more natural hydrology and will allow for more decompaction of soils in critical areas. 
While it may be more expensive to implement because of the extensive boardwalks, it may be that the 
Chuckanut Community Forest Board could designate any leftover funds to go to that purpose when the Forest 
District is dissolved. Boardwalks might be an attraction to draw more nature lovers to the Forest. My only 
suggestion to alter that proposal would be not to eliminate the trail that starts at the Interurban and roughly 
parallels the region labeled as JJ2 and allow that to join the other trail that starts at the Interurban. That allows 
for a short loop from Interurban to Interurban for people who might not want to venture farther into the Forest. 
That trail is mostly out of the Forest District jurisdiction, so my suggestion is as much for the city as it is for the 
Board.  Of note too is that the main trail from the Interurban is pretty wet most of the year, even well into this 
time of the year when we have a dry season and there is no mention in the Ashcraft Plan for any mitigation 
there. A couple of other areas, there is a short trail from 16th Street just east of Chuckanut North that is 
eliminated in that trail plan. I think that it would have little to no impact on anything significant to keep that open 
and allow people in that development to directly access the Forest, even though it is close to the North 
Chuckanut access on that side.  

Jonathan:  I want to echo some of Kurt’s comments of keeping as many trails open as possible. One of the 
delights of the wood here is how many small trails there are and how many people can come into the woods 
and utilize it without feeling crowded. I think the boardwalks are a fantastic idea. I know they are expensive. I 
don’t know if there are other kinds of fundraising that can fund those through community involvement. One of 
the big things I would like to comment on is mountain bikers in the wood. I think they are and continue to be a 
danger to regular walkers. The trails are not wide enough, not visible enough to have both people who are 
intent on going as quickly as possible and those who are intent on hiking. I would like to suggest that they not 
be allowed in the wood.   

Wendy Scherrer:  I sent in written comments to Robyn. I have been walking there with my dog for the last 
several days and talking to people of different ages about using the park. I have worked in restoration. The 
restoration plan should more specifically detail removal of invasive species. One of the issues from the 
Fairhaven Park area is a line of English Hawthorns. We have been battling them in Connelly Creek Nature 
Area and the Larrabee right of way project. It is not only the Himalayan blackberries, Herb Robert, and the 
smaller shrubs and plants, it is also the trees. We need to identify mechanical, manual, and chemical controls 
of all the invasives there. The restoration plan should include identification of invasives and detail methods of 
removal that the city parks and public works would use as they proceed to implement the plan. As the different 
areas of the restoration are done, the methods of monitoring and maintenance for three to five years should be 
specified for anyone who gets a contract for this. It takes those 3 to 5 years to know if the plants have been 
successful. So, identify and remove invasive species, create a maintenance plan and monitor it for 3 to five 
years. 

There are several entities, Mossy Mentors, Wild Whatcom, Recreation Northwest, who have made 
agreements with the city and Laine and Nicole are supposed to let the Master Plan committee know who they 
are. But we also want to know how children, elders, mountain bikers use the area right now and bring them 
into the planning and restoration process so they don’t trash it and can help with it. Now is a critical time. So 
many people use the Forest, and they have no idea what we are doing. Educating people about restoration as 
we start the process so they will know more about it, and they can participate is critical.  

I try to speak for children, and I teach a lot of kids. We need to make a place for people that brings kids to the 
Forest for education, whether they are families, school groups or nonprofits. I notice there are already places 
made. I ask that as part of the restoration plan and Master Plan, that we consider the use of the CCF for 
education. It could be integrated into the signage and public announcements to the community. 

Also, can we have a circular route where people don’t have to go to Fairhaven Park to the Interurban and back 
on the same trail. WE can have a circular route where four-year-old kids can do a one mile or half mile loop. 

H. Beattie. I received the letter from Edward Wolf where he says that the Forest is the “MOST buffered from 
the ambient traffic noise of Chuckanut Drive, Fairhaven Parkway, and I-5. This locally exceptional refuge of 
true auditory solitude (compare with almost any location in Sehome Arboretum!) must be a protection priority 
in CCF plans.” He favors trying to make things around the edges and trying to keep the center where the 
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bigger trees are for people who just contemplate nature and hear the birds and things. I just thought that was a 
very fine comment. I want to congratulate him. 

H. Beattie:  Also, maybe we should take sound readings in the forest while we are doing all this other stuff. F. 
James suggested using an iPhone to chart decibel sounds (fairly accurate) and use INaturalist to chart them, if 
that is possible. 

John McLaughlin answered questions from Board members and legal counsel and presented information on 
restoration in the Forest (summarized below). 

There is a list of restoration priorities which includes plant removal, trash removal, restoring the drainage ditch, 
beavers, and a whole variety of things [on the website]. Student plans focused on restoring soils and trails.  

Restoration activities include:  remove, realign, narrow trails, and add boardwalks. Remove invasives and 
restore vegetation. Benefits: 

 Improve natural conditions, add three-dimensional volume through added vegetation. 
 Increased vegetation filters noise and improves soundscape; 
 Improve wildlife habit by adding vegetation for cover and structure for animals; 
 Restore soil porosity; 
 Increase sense of solitude by filling in open spaces between different trails; 
 Deter visitors from removed trails; 
 Protect wetlands areas by adding boardwalks (preventing people from walking around wet spaces and 

compacting soils), which also aids hydrologic connection. 

John McLaughlin asked what methods do people want to see to discourage people from trampling those 
places we restore – physical barriers (including fences), vegetation with/without thorns, woody debris. 

Critical components of masterplan: What you remove, what you restore, how to maintain, monitoring to 
evaluate how it is all working (especially important to monitor vegetation and hydrologic flow), and public input 
at start of process so critical values and interests are included as details are developed.  

Discussion of trails that fit different users, such as existing steep trail for runners. Not all trails have to serve all 
users. Main trails can be accessible to everyone. By providing trails people like and use they don’t need to go 
off trails, as going off them leads to proliferation of trails, compaction of soils, erosion, and loss of vegetation, 
woody debris and habitat. 

J. McLaughlin: Do we want to have one trail size fits all or do we want to recognize there are different user 
groups and we can have trails that can cater to those different interests? 

Discussion of non-conforming activities such as throwing hatchets at trees, building treehouses in the Forest 
and creation of bike jumps in the Forest and adjacent areas. As people come into a sense of ownership and 
place, those non-conforming activities happen less. Working with the Parks Dept. to meet non-conforming 
recreational needs in other nearby areas could help. 

A pump track facility in developed area of Whatcom Falls Park has resulted in increased use in less developed 
areas, along with off trail use and increased damage per B. Carmichael. J. McLaughlin said that was a 
concern when discussing the potential pump track in the old quarry. As part of the Master Planning process of 
discussing the kinds of uses and policies to have in the CCF, we can engage the various user groups, see 
what their interest and needs are, and inform that discussion with information on areas like Whatcom Falls 
Park. 

Note in chat per Wendy Scherrer: The public/private land interfaces surrounding the CCF could be signed, 
such as the "Park Boundary signs" in all of our public parks.  

Kirk Gulden: I am a very regular user of the Park in the morning. I have never really had any problems with 
bikes on the trail. There is not heavy use. I have found the bike riders to be courteous and are usually in transit 
from one place to another. Kids making jumps have not been a problem since they were dismantled sometime 
later last year. It seems counter intuitive to me that widening the main trails would not have a negative impact 
on the environment, but if doing that might more safely and better accommodate the occasional biker that 
goes through, I would not have a problem with that. Secondary trails are a different story. If bikes are allowed 
in the forest, they should be restricted to the main trails. If they are concerned with speed, the city could post 5 
mph signs on the trails. 

Morgan from the Chat: In my experience, there have been several times when I have run into people doing 
things they shouldn't, such as building bike ramps, and usually, if I tell them "This is public property and what 
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you are doing is illegal," they seem surprised and they stop. Clear signage would hopefully prevent a lot of this 
activity. 
It was noted that location signs are clearly needed but need to wait until it is known what trails are going to 
exist.  

Ann Eissinger: Discussion of restoration is the cart before the horse. There is the assumption that the CCF will 
remain a natural forest as it is now. Through the Master Plan process the Forest could change. There could be 
major changes to that landscape. It is very important to keep the goal of defining the primary purpose of that 
property into the future, clear definition, clear guidelines of use, clear do’s and don’ts in terms of development 
of the property. Overuse of trails is nothing compared to what is possible as allowed under the Conservation 
Easement. Whatever the ultimate design of that landscape is, there needs to be before restoration, data to 
drive restoration forward. it is important to look at it from a data perspective of what is there, what could be 
there, what will be there with climate change, in terms of flora and fauna, hydrology etc. Need to be 
anticipating and thinking very futuristically for the Forest to function as a natural system, if that is the intention 
and primary purpose going forward. 

J. McLaughlin suggested that if anyone wants a glimpse of the concern that Ann has, read Wendy Scherrer’s 
letter in Cascadia Weekly today. That is another part of our city government in terms of what they have or 
haven’t done, and it is really important to get things clearly defined. 

F. James brought up the concern that the budget for the Master Plan seems inadequate. L. Potter replied that 
after hearing the Board’s concerns they went back and reviewed that budget, set for 2021-2022. Laine and 
Nicole feel it is appropriate. The budget includes money to hire consultants per V. Biciunas, and it would be 
good to get more information on what type of consultants and what they would do. L. Potter said if more 
money was wanted for the Master Plan that would have to be approved by the head of the department. The 
budget for restoration would have to be looked at for the next biennium budget. 

H. Beattie feels that the Master Plan should include Hoag’s Pond, which was acquired years ago and has very 
similar conditions. He would be willing to contribute. What would it cost to include Hoag’s Pond?  

J. Hymas wonders how much they spent on Cordata Park Master Plan. L. Potter said they are starting 
Maplewood /McCloud and Bakerview Neighborhood Park Master Plans and those budgets are comparable to 
this Master Plan.  

F. James: Might want to get independent estimates of what might be included in the masterplan and what 
costs might be so we could have a meaningful discussion with city about this. Costs for a park versus a forest 
master plan could be significantly different, and costs of restoration could be significant. If there is no budget 
for restoration, that seems problematic. 

J. McLaughlin suggested that we get clarity on the scope of the Master Plan, then we can evaluate whether 
$25,000 is adequate. L. Potter said they will be working with the Steering Committee to determine the scope of 
the plan and then can determine the budget.  

F. James: It is okay to be ahead of the Steering Committee. We can provide leadership and that is why we 
were elected, not to be responsive, but to be proactive. What I have seen is we have been willing to spend 
months developing trail plans and what I saw the Parks Dept do was develop a trail plan with a casual walk 
through the forest. I would hope that we would have a more robust process. I want to be their partner, but I 
want us to be responsible to the people that paid the millions of dollars ensuring the property is protected in 
perpetuity. Not suggesting we develop a budget on the wing, I am suggesting we take the responsibilities we 
have very seriously, and I believe that we have the authority to take some of those actions independently. We 
are not a function of the city. We are independently elected individuals. The guiding principle of the mission 
that we have, that we read at the beginning of every meeting we need to be true to and ensure that is what 
happens at the end of the day.  

W. Scherrer from Chat: The Restoration plan fromand Master Plan will be used to acquire grant funding from 
outside the city, and also items to be added to the next City's biennium budget.  The Bellingham Urban Forest 
Master Plan for Bellingham Public Works Natural Resources Dept is being contracted to consulting firm 
Diamond Head. We need to use their resources to advise our process. They should be giving us tools for 
looking ahead to methods to manage the CCF and to advise the restoration plan. 

Kirk Gulden from Chat: The CCFPD was established with the "singular purpose" of paying back the intracity 
loan and was established by a small vote majority. Plans to spend tax money raised for that purpose for any 
other means would not be responsible to the voters. I realize the Board has the authority to do more, but the 
Board and the District was not established to do more.  



Page 5 of 7  CCFPD Minutes 6.23.2021 Amended 

 

 
B. Carmichael: The Board has talked about this many times. You have quoted correctly part of that ballot title`, 
but there were other statements in that title and other provisions surrounding the voting for this Park District 
which clearly indicated a purpose to protect the Forest and the Board’s interpretation has been that the raising 
of the funds was the one and only means of protecting the Forest, but it wasn’t the end of the Park District. 
The end of the Park District was to protect the Forest. By that I don’t mean the Park District is not going to end, 
soon after the Master Plan is approved, and the loan is paid off.  One of the reasons the Commissioners are 
taking this so seriously at this point is they realize they are near the end game and that part of their 
responsibility is to protect the Forest. The voters voted to protect it in perpetuity primarily as a natural forest 
and this was stated in the election materials. This argument was made to Court of Appeals. Had the Court 
believed the presentation that you are bringing forward, it is my opinion that the Park District would have been 
invalidated. The Park District cannot simply be a tool for the city for raising funds and paying off debt. The Park 
District has, according to the Court of Appeals, all the legal authority of a Park District. The very argument you 
are bringing forward was litigated at the Court of Appeals and rejected.  
 
John McLaughlin moved that the Public Hearing be closed, but we continue to receive public comments until 
the next board meeting. John Hymas seconded. Approved 4/0. 
Public Hearing is closed. 
 
Discussion of Hue Beattie’s role as an alternate at Steering Committee Meetings. Per Bob Carmichael, Hue 
can attend the meetings even if Frank James and John Brown are there, but he can only observe and not 
participate. If Frank or John are unable to attend, then Hue can participate as there will only be two Board 
members there. 
 
John Brown was having trouble connecting to the meeting and he is sorry he could not continue to attend. 
 
New Business: 
Amending/Revising Conservation Easement. 
Discussion about the Conservation Easement and all the uses that don’t fit with preserving the Forest as a 
natural area. 
B. Carmichael: The Conservation Easement can be amended. The main area to focus on is Section 4.1. There 
are 19 permitted uses.  Ann Eissinger advocated to eliminate those that are inconsistent with the view of the 
Park District. The Steering Committee will be meeting on Friday and discussing the Conservation Easement. It 
would be helpful for the Board to authorize the representatives from the Park District to stake out a position on 
that. If that is the direction the Board wants to go, then I think the Board should consider taking a vote on this.  
 
Next point, we have been a little bit behind the curve in involving the Land Trust, if it is them, then we should 
be bringing them into this discussion soon. Their visions and values should align with this Board’s visions and 
values for the future management and preservation of the Forest. Would the Land Trust be willing to support 
potential changes in the Conservation Easement and publicly advocate for them, because they would have 
this responsibility a lot longer than the Park District. I think we need to start having serious discussions with the 
Land Trust.  
 
Third point is the politics of this, we clearly have some different politics than we had originally. I am convinced 
that this section would look very different if we were negotiating this now.  I will talk to Alan Marriner, the 
attorney at the city, but I think we need to talk to the decision makers at the city, such as the mayor.  
 
Ann Eissinger suggested an open-air educational area, potentially with benches be sited in the quarry, 
currently listed under p. of the Conservation Easement. J. McLaughlin and B. Carmichael suggested just leave 
it at benches. 
 
Ann Eissinger: The Conservation Easement for the adjacent property is like what you are talking about now. 
Bob Carmichael: I think we should take the counsel that we review it and make the two easements compatible. 
A. Eissinger: Aligning those will make it easier for them to manage the two properties over time. 
 
F. James: One of the Land Trust’s concerns was the complexity of that portion of the agreement in terms of 
long-term enforcement and they would favor simplification.  
 
Moved by John McLaughlin, seconded by John Hymas: 
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To better achieve the purpose of the Park District and the perpetual preservation of the Chuckanut 
Community Forest, revise section 4.1, subsections a through s of the Conservation Easement to allow 
only trails, including bridges and boardwalks, signage, benches and plaques. To encourage a review 
of the existing land trust easement on adjacent property to give the two easements consistency.  

Approved 4/0. 
 
F. James: I think we are at a significant disadvantage in working with the city, they have full-time paid staff 
working on this issue. I think we would do well to have some experts advise us so that issues we take to the 
city are founded in more than just our opinions on both the cost of this effort and adequacy of the funding. J. 
Hymas maybe someone from the Land Trust. J. McLaughlin: I would suggest that we have two very capable 
and very experienced people in Gerry Wilbour and Ken Wilcox. They are local, they have a lot of experience in 
this very endeavor. 
 
W. Scherrer: When Laine and Nicole mentioned the $25,000, they discussed doing the plan in house with 
Laine being the Planner and the money being for extra help. They are not counting Laine’s time in that money. 
Need to ask how much time Laine is going to have to give to the Master Plan. F. James: I am just worried. I 
hope that we have the capacity to hold them to the standard for the result that we expect.  
 
B. Carmichael: We can hire consultants. We have all the authority of a park district. The Court of Appeals said 
this and they have the last word on this. I don’t think there is any question about the legality of it. The question 
is the political side of it. There is a political disagreement about what the Park District’s purpose is.  
B Carmichael suggested the Board think on it and perhaps bring forward a proposal, roughed out scope of 
work, at the next Board meeting. Don’t need to put out a bid to hire consultant, could develop a scope of work, 
put it out for proposals and invite people who you might like to see help the Park District as a consultant and 
hire one of them, as an independent contractor. 
 
F. James: I don’t think the city is on the same page as we are on this, and I think we need the technical 
expertise to give us the facts and the information we need to make wise choices. That is my belief.  
 
H. Beattie asked to hear from John Blethen what was said about expanding the planning area at the Steering 
Committee meeting.  
 
John Blethen: I thought the first meeting we had went well. I think you have a by and large sympathetic group 
of people. We did expand the study area from Old Samish to the Freeway to North. I think it really is important 
to identify the 100-acre woods and pare down in terms of the list of permitted uses in that. Personally, I want to 
see it as a forest and as pristine as we can keep it. We had good support for that. In terms of money, $25,000 
isn’t enough. I think holding the city’s feet to the fire to make sure that the trails are improved and are cared for 
carefully is important. The city understands parks and it understands recreation, but this whole forest open 
space concept is alien to these people and Nicole is becoming increasingly aware of that and using this as a 
prototype for another forest on the north side of town. The greenways person has now been promoted to being 
the Parks Planner. I would recommend that we get the Public Works people that do the preservation included 
in this. They weren’t there last time, but I have been promised that they would be there next time.  They 
provide a good balance to parks in terms of understanding natural systems. We can also think a little bigger 
and appeal to the Mayor and the Council with ideas such as mitigating climate impacts. It could be a model 
project to do something it hasn’t done before. We can think big and attract attention and support of political 
leaders.  
 
Some differences expressed about the boundaries of the Master Plan and it is on the agenda for the Steering 
Committee meeting on Friday. 
 
Annual Corporation Filing in July with Secretary of State will be done by Robyn before the end of July. 
 
Monthly expenses and cash flow sheets. 
Petty Cash: WECU Bank account balance as of 5/31/2021 was $2,789. 

Treasurer’s Report:  As of May 31, 2021, Whatcom Co. Treasurer’s Monthly Report, beginning 
unencumbered cash balance (5/01) $484,068, ending unencumbered cash balance (5/31) $292,091.  We 
received tax revenues of $50,695. Paid out $1,633 in operating expenses, and $241,039 was paid on our loan 
to the city of Bellingham.   Current debt outstanding as of 5/31/2021:  $357,448. 
Annual Report to State Auditor was filed 5/31/2021. 
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Motion: To approve District Payroll Input Form by J. McLaughlin, seconded by John Hymas, for wages for 
Robyn Albro, 38.25 hours in May 2021, total gross of $956.25. Approved 4/0. 
 
Consent Agenda: Motion to approve by J. Hymas, seconded by H. Beattie. Approved 4/0. 
 Payment on the May 15, 2021 Invoice #94928, from Carmichael Clark PS for $1,848.50 for regular 

professional services.  
 Payment on the June 15, 2021 Invoice #91787827 from Robyn Albro for Zoom Webinar for $43.48 for 

Public Hearing on June 23, 2021. 
 Payment to WECU Petty Cash account, reimbursing Postal Box annual fee $146.00 and Safety Deposit 

Box for $32.08 as of 6/21/2021. Total of $178.08. 

Reminder:  R. Albro will send an email to three board members right after the meeting, Frank James, John 
Brown and John McLaughlin.  Please respond confirming that you approve the paying of bills as listed in the 
consent agenda and payroll. 
 
Next meeting: Wednesday July 28, 2021. Moved that next meeting be online via zoom and will reconsider in-
person meeting for August at the July meeting. Second by John Hymas. Approved 4/0. 
 
Adjourn. Time:  9:07 pm. 
 



To the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District Board: 

I appreciate the Board’s passionate commitment to the preservation of the natural area of Chuckanut 

Community Forest.  While disappointed that it has taken two years for the current student Restoration 

Design Plan proposals to be presented to the public since the previous student trail plan proposals in 

2019, and equally frustrated by the prolonged discussion at the May 2021 meeting regarding the role of 

the Board in the Parks and Recreation Department’s Master Plan process and the Board’s expressed lack 

of confidence in the ability or expertise of Parks and Recreation to manage natural areas despite the 

City’s other natural park areas (Arroyo, Sehome Arboretum, Northridge, Big Rock, etc.), I am enthusiastic 

about the future of the Chuckanut Community Forest. 

Of the six student proposals I most strongly support the Ashcraft Restoration Design Plan.  It is not only 

the most professionally presented proposal but is overall the most comprehensive and will help assure 

that the goals of the Board are addressed.  The plan proposes rather extensive boardwalk construction 

that would add significantly to the expense of the project.  However, the extensive boardwalks, 

somewhat reminiscent of the Shadow the Sentinels Trail off Baker Lake Road or even the Tennant Lake 

board walk at Hovander Park, could actually be an attraction for visitors.  Even though the CCFPD was 

formed with “the singular purpose … to repay the loan that enabled the City’s purchase of the 

Chuckanut Community Forest”, any balance in the CCFD account when the Board and CCFPD is dissolved 

by the City as early as next year could be used to offset the cost to the City in constructing the 

boardwalks. 

Another benefit of the Ashcraft proposal is that it closes few existing trails.  An extensive network with 

multiple loops while preserving and restoring the natural environment as proposed, including vegetation 

and hydrologic features, would allow for full recreational use of the land while minimizing any negative 

impact on the environment and the risk of unauthorized trails emerging over time.  My only suggested 



modifications to the proposed plan would be the preservation of the trail that originates on the 

Interurban Trail and hugs the edge of the JJ2 area (mostly out of the CCFPD), which except the need for 

a small bridge or two, would allow a short loop through the Forest from the Interurban.  Also, the short 

trail from 16th Street east of Chuckanut Drive North in the DD area could be preserved as it would allow 

easy access for the residents of that residential development and would have no negative impact on 

hydrology. 

The last meeting in May included an excellent presentation by Ann Eissinger.  She made the point that 

the conservation easement managed by the Whatcom Land Trust applicable to City land adjacent to the 

Chuckanut Community Forest differs in important respects from the conservation easement currently 

applicable to the Chuckanut Community Forest.  Because the Whatcom Land Trust has already been 

consulted by the CCFD’s Board President and because the Trust may eventually be asked to manage the 

Forest when the CCFD is dissolved by the City, I urge the Board to recommend to the Parks and 

Recreation Department, if not already done, that the Whatcom Land Trust be directly involved in the 

Master Plan development process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kirk Gulden 

 

 

 



Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

Chuckanut Community Forest
3 messages

Peter Frye <PeterF@lummi-nsn.gov> Tue, Jun 22, 2021 at 11:10 AM
To: "ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com" <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

Robyn,

I have two comments on the Draft Restoration Plan for the Chuckanut Community Forest:

1. Please consider not removing the trail in the southwest corner that connects the uplands
with the Interurban Trail.  This is an important connector trail, and it also allows people to
view a unique habitat area.  If needed, bridges and/or boardwalks could be constructed to
cross the stream and/or wetlands to allow access and minimize impact. 

2. Please keep at least most trails open to responsible bikers.  Although there are certainly
bikers out there who make unauthorized trails, or who are not respectful of walkers, the
vast majority are responsible.  The trails in the Chuckanut Community Forest are an
important local resource, allowing bikers to recreate in their backyard rather than driving
somewhere first.  They are also important connectors between 24th Street and Fairhaven
Park and/or Chuckanut Drive, encouraging people to get out of their cars and on their
bikes.

Thanks,

Peter Frye
2402 30th Street
Bellingham, WA 98225

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 22, 2021 at 4:09 PM
To: Frank James <fjames.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John McLaughlin <johnm.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Brown
<jbrown.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Hymas <jhymas1331@gmail.com>, Hue Beattie <hue.ccfpd@gmail.com>
Cc: Bob Carmichael <Bob@carmichaelclark.com>, Catherine Moore <Cmoore@carmichaelclark.com>, Taryn Maloy
<TMaloy@carmichaelclark.com>

Here is the second comment I received.

Robyn

Robyn Albro
Secretary
Chuckanut Community Forest Park District
PO Box 4283, Bellingham, WA  98227
www.chuckanutcommunityforest.com
ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com
360-303-5687 (cell)

[Quoted text hidden]

Gmail - Chuckanut Community Forest https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6921273d67&view=pt&search=all...
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Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

comments on Restoration Priorities, CCF Master Plan
3 messages

Edward Wolf <edwardwolf@me.com> Tue, Jun 22, 2021 at 12:20 PM
To: Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

To Robin and the CCF Park District Commissioners —

I applaud all the good work that Professor McLaughlin and his WWU students have done to identify options and
priorities for the eventual CCF trail network. This has created an invaluable foundation for the Master Planning
process, and we are fortunate to have these good ideas.

My recent visits to the CCF have reinforced something I realized on my first visit long ago: this exceptional property is
mostly “edge” habitat of one kind or another, surrounding a relatively small “core” of intact and maturing conifer forest.
As the Master Plan is developed and restoration priorities identified, the integrity of this core should be kept at the
forefront. Ecologically, it has and is developing exceptional properties as the forest matures. It is also the key location
of a certain aspect of the visitor experience — the zone of the CCF that is MOST buffered from the ambient traffic
noise of Chuckanut Drive, Fairhaven Parkway, and I-5. This locally exceptional refuge of true auditory solitude
(compare with almost any location in Sehome Arboretum!) must be a protection priority in CCF plans.

To me, that means: REDUCE the trail network in and through this (mostly) upland core, REDUCE the scale/width of
trails left in place in this zone so that trail visitors come alone or in small groups, and DO NOT PERMIT bike trail
access to or through the core. Any bike trails should transect edge habitats only.

PROTECT the exceptional element of solitude the core provides, and its refuge from the ambient sounds of human
activity that intrude on our lives in every other local landscape. This is a precious thing that can and must be
protected, and good planning can do it now in the CCF.

I sought this core forest zone recently to be able to enjoy the evening song of Swainson’s Thrush without intrusion of
other ambient noise. I was not disappointed.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this comment on the CCF Restoration Priorities.

Edward Wolf
926 16th Street
Bellingham, WA 98225
(503) 853-9085 cell/text

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 22, 2021 at 4:11 PM
To: Frank James <fjames.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John McLaughlin <johnm.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Brown
<jbrown.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Hymas <jhymas1331@gmail.com>, Hue Beattie <hue.ccfpd@gmail.com>
Cc: Bob Carmichael <Bob@carmichaelclark.com>, Catherine Moore <Cmoore@carmichaelclark.com>, Taryn Maloy
<TMaloy@carmichaelclark.com>

Here is the third comment I have received.

Robyn

Robyn Albro
Secretary
Chuckanut Community Forest Park District
PO Box 4283, Bellingham, WA  98227
www.chuckanutcommunityforest.com
ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com
360-303-5687 (cell)

Gmail - comments on Restoration Priorities, CCF Master Plan https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6921273d67&view=pt&search=all...

1 of 2 8/20/2021, 7:07 PM



Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

Comments for Restoration Plan at CCF
3 messages

Wendy Scherrer <bluegreen.northwest@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 5:57 PM
To: ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com
Cc: John Hymas <jhymas1331@gmail.com>

6/23/2021
To: Robin Albro
From: Wendy Scherrer, Happy Valley Neighborhood
RE: Comments for Restoration Plan at CCF

1. Removal of invasive species (identify all) is important to do in every area. Permanent removal of all English
hawthorn (trees), as well as Himayalan blackberries, as well as all of the other invasive shrubs and other
plants is imperative. 

2. Methods of monitoring and maintenance for 3-5 years, should be spelled and budget items assigns during the
Master plan process. 

3. Entities (Nonprofits and businesses) that have agreements with the Parks Dept for use of the property should
be made aware of the restoration plan and restoration process/progress. 

4. I know that children and various classes and groups are using the CCF  and make little outdoor classrooms.
Several parents would like the area to be able to be used by children, families, and all ages safely.  There has
been informal clearing of areas to safely assemble groups of kids, but guidelines should be developed where
and how that will be accommodated.

Thanks,
Wendy
--
Wendy Scherrer

BlueGreen Northwest

1905 Larrabee Avenue

Bellingham, WA 98225

360-715-2993

360-319-9518 (cell)

bluegreen.northwest@gmail.com

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 6:11 PM
To: Frank James <fjames.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John McLaughlin <johnm.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Brown
<jbrown.ccfpd@gmail.com>, John Hymas <jhymas1331@gmail.com>, Hue Beattie <hue.ccfpd@gmail.com>
Cc: Bob Carmichael <Bob@carmichaelclark.com>, Catherine Moore <Cmoore@carmichaelclark.com>, Taryn Maloy
<TMaloy@carmichaelclark.com>

Comments from Wendy Scherrer.

Robyn Albro
Secretary
Chuckanut Community Forest Park District
PO Box 4283, Bellingham, WA  98227
www.chuckanutcommunityforest.com
ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com
360-303-5687 (cell)

[Quoted text hidden]

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 9:11 PM
To: Wendy Scherrer <bluegreen.northwest@gmail.com>

Gmail - Comments for Restoration Plan at CCF https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6921273d67&view=pt&search=all...
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Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

From Ed Grumbine/comments on Chuckanut Community Forest planning
9 messages

Ed Grumbine <ed.grumbine@gmail.com> Thu, Jul 1, 2021 at 11:40 AM
To: Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

CCF folks and City of Bellingham--
Thanks to Dr. McLaughlin and WWU students for the work they have done to help with planning for the CCF.
I want to comment on draft plans as they have developed so far as part of the public hearing process:
1. Much of the information available so far in the documents accompanying public review have been focused on
recreation use, trail planning, etc. I would like to see more work done on all aspects of planning for CCF as detailed
below.
2. Trails: implementation of any new plan will require discussion of how to help users follow new rules. It is not enough
to simply restore an area and expect folks to follow new 'rules'. In addition, consideration of changing the trails should
account for core habitat vs. edge habitat with trails reduced in core areas and kept in edge areas due to wildlife
considerations, protecting auditory quiet as a part of human use, and more.
3.  The issue of dogs off leash needs to be discussed. Currently, most dogs are off leash (I visit CCF almost every
day) and as a consequence wildlife are somewhat scarce. Is recreation use more important than wildlife habitat in
CCF and has there been discussion of this?  
4. As one of many natural areas managed by CoB, how does CCF fit into the picture, as in, are there special features
of CCF that may impact upon its management? 
5. Timing of the planning process needs to be part of the discussion; I cannot find a timeline in any CoB documents,
including when draft plans will be made public and when the entire process is to be completed, plans implemented,
etc.
6. There has been no public discussion that I know about where funding to implement the plan is presented. This
raises the question of, after the plan is complete, will there be funds to implement the plan? And if funds are limited,
how will different aspects of the plan be ranked for funding priority? Also, given limited staff resources, will there be
efforts to use citizen volunteers to help with plan inplementation? 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on CCF planning.
Sincerely, 
Ed Grumbine

--
Ed Grumbine
1801 18th St.
Bellingham  WA  98225

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 2, 2021 at 6:31 PM
To: Ed Grumbine <ed.grumbine@gmail.com>

Gmail - From Ed Grumbine/comments on Chuckanut Community Forest... https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6921273d67&view=pt&search=all...

1 of 4 8/20/2021, 7:10 PM



Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

comments to chuckanut comunity forest
3 messages

Jessica Orr <jessorr@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 9:02 PM
To: ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com

Hello - 

We were unable to attend the zoom meeting tonight because we have two young kids and 6pm is about the busiest
time for us with dinner, bedtime, etc. However, we would like to add some comments to the record with regard to the
Chuckanut Community Forest Park District. I will paraphrase, as I don't know when the comments are closed and
would like to get these to you asap: 

- mountain biking access should be preserved. From our experience, there aren't enough bikers to significantly impact
the area, as the terrain isn't steep or appealing to "extreme" bikers. It is a wonderful place to exercise in the winter and
an even more wonderful place to teach children how to ride, where it is safe and the terrain is gentle. Signage and
well-built trails should mitigate any potential trail use conflict between hikers/walkers and bikers. 

- please preserve access to the community forest from neighbors' properties surrounding the park, as this is a major
access point that is safe for families and convenient to the residents in the neighborhood. If these access points are
removed then residents would have to walk along a busy and dangerous Chuckanut Drive to access the forest. Also,
realistically, people will create their own trails to access the woods to avoid the road. 

- dogs should be allowed but should be required to be leashed if they do not have good recall - similar to the rules of
Arroyo

Lastly, the city should not try to restrict people's chosen modes of recreation in the forest - everyone enjoys the woods
in their own way. As long as people are respectful to others it should be allowed. There is room for walking, running,
biking, frisbee golf, dog walking, whatever. We have enjoyed the forest in all of these ways for years and haven't had
any conflict with other users. It is a wonderful resource. 

Please email or call if you would like to reach me or my husband. 

Thank you,
Jessica Orr and Christopher Pierce 
697 Chuckanut Dr. N
Bellingham, WA 98229
(352) 262-9493

Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 9:10 PM
To: Jessica Orr <jessorr@gmail.com>

Gmail - comments to chuckanut comunity forest https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=6921273d67&view=pt&search=all...
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