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Public Hearing Minutes 
CHUCKANUT COMMUNITY FOREST PARK DISTRICT 

Wednesday, July 6, 2022 
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. 
This meeting will be recorded. 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:  Welcome Commissioners and Citizens. Per Chapter 42.30 RCW (Open Public Meetings Act), 
CCFPD board meetings are open to the public. 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 (President), John Hymas (Clerk), John McLaughlin, and Hue Beattie present. John Brown 
excused. 

Motion: by John McLaughlin to approve the Agenda for today’s meeting. Second by Hue Beattie. Approved 4/0. 

Introductions:  Those who wish to be acknowledged including legal counsel, Catherine Moore, secretary Robyn 
Albro, Chris Webb and Tina Mirabile from Herrera Environmental. 

Open Public Hearing on Stewardship Plan and Master Plan 
Frank James: Tonight’s event is a public hearing. This is the first of two hearings. This hearing is a presentation of 
information about both the Stewardship Plan, which is recently completed, and also a presentation of the 
information in the Draft Master Plan that the City Parks Department did to try to present all the information that 
citizens would need to meaningfully participate in the further development and clarification, and perhaps correction 
of some of the plans that have been made in these two efforts to preserve the 100 Acre Wood and make it a place 
where the public will be welcome and where the public can interact with nature in a very meaningful and unique 
way that isn’t available elsewhere. 

We’d like to welcome all of you. The first part of the meeting is going to be a presentation by Tina Mirabile and 
Chris Webb, who work with Herrera Environmental. They’re both long term members of our community. They have 
been very involved in volunteering for the preservation and appropriate development of this parcel. We were 
delighted that they were able to bring their scientific expertise to join us. The second presentation is going to be by 
John McLaughlin who has a PhD in Ecology from Stanford University and who teaches at Western Washington 
University. He’ll be doing the presentation about the Parks Draft Master Plan. 

Next, people can ask questions first after the presenters present and then we’ll have a period of time when anybody 
who wants to can make a comment. The documents are posted on our website. There are beautiful graphics and 
lots of information in both documents. I encourage everybody to read them and then on July 27th, at our next 
scheduled board meeting, we will have a second public hearing, hopefully where people can come better informed 
with productive comments where we can go back and make recommendations about modifying these documents. 

Presentation on Stewardship Plan by Chris Webb and Tina Mirabile of Herrera Environment Consultants 
My name is Chris Webb and I’m a civil engineer with Herrera Environmental Consultants here in Bellingham. I've 
been a practicing civil engineer in Bellingham since 1995 and my practice is focused on reducing the environmental 
impact of our infrastructure and focusing on stormwater management and leading projects in sensitive ecological 
areas. There are about 10 of us here in Bellingham and we have our headquarters in Seattle. We were retained by 
the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District to prepare this Stewardship Plan and the lead author of the plan is 
Tina Mirabile, who's an ecologist in our office and I'll let her introduce herself as well as take us through the nine 
slides that summarize the high-level scope and scale of the Stewardship Plan. The complete plan is 75 pages long 
and it’s on the District website for more detailed review. 
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Tina Mirabile: Thanks everyone for your interest in this. I just want you to know technically I feel a little bit at odds 
because I’m actually calling from my cell phone. I wanted to recognize Danielle Rapoza who is also on this call. 
She is the co-author with me and actually a lot of the beautiful photos and graphics in this presentation she also 
pulled together for us today because I was in the field today. I’m a senior ecologist and professional land scientist 
and I’ve been in Bellingham since 1995 in a regulatory capacity at Whatcom County and the City of Bellingham, so 
kind of in a different role. 

First slide: The purpose of this document is to support the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District’s mission: To 
ensure that the entirety of the Chuckanut Community Forest, which is 82 acres of forested property, is protected in 
perpetuity in public ownership with respect for its recreation and educational functions and the plan is intended to 
contribute towards the City’s Park Master Plan, which John will be presenting an overview on after our 
presentation. We’re trying to provide a framework for the protection, conservation and restoration of the Community 
Forest and it’s also been prepared to support the joint Community Forest Park District in developing an updated 
conservation easement that will define the future use and management of the site. So, we used a couple of 
methods to approach the project. One was we reviewed and built upon past studies, of which there have been 
many, but I'm highlighting a few of those that some of you may already be familiar with, which was the Baseline 
Documentation report that was prepared by Ann Eissinger in 2017. There’s a lot of scientific knowledge that is 
presented in that report that was very helpful for us to get our hands around the existing conditions on this site. 
Then we also were able to tap into a wetland tree survey that James Lucia at the City of Bellingham did. He was an 
arborist for Park Operations in 2009. Then we also used lots of available maps and GIS data, mostly from the City 
and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and other sources. We also conducted a field investigation. The 
purpose of that was to use best available science to inform the long-term restoration and stewardship of the 
Chuckanut Community Forest. We concentrated on developing restoration needs and strategies and prioritizing 
areas for presentation. We did ground truthing in trying to get at the forest structure as part of our field investigation. 

The very next slide shows one of the several figures, but this one summarizes the locations of the wetlands. There 
were 16 identified by prior delineations at the site, but a lot of that information was from 2009. So, in order to be 
current with code and methodologies from the City as well as Ecology, we updated those ratings. The wetland 
ratings and the buffer widths are wider now than what they would have been in 2009. We also use hydraulic 
modeling to estimate the surface water connections on how all of these wetlands in the forest work and share 
together important habitat. In doing that we came up with five categories to prioritize protection areas with the 
highest being category one mature, forested wetlands, which is a relatively rare habitat in the state. Then other 
wetlands were also prioritized, they came in second as important. The hydraulic modeling showed the non-wetland 
drainages that we wanted to highlight to make sure that as the Forest gets utilized that we’re not impacting those 
hydrology connections and trying to preserve the surface water flows and groundwater flows throughout the 
property. Then the City’s regulated buffers were the fourth priority for protection. Then the non-critical area 
regulated upland forest and even though it might not be regulated as a critical area, it’s still a very important habitat. 
This is why we love the Community Forest, it’s an intact forest within our residential urban community, so it still is 
important to recognize that those upland forest areas are something we want to protect. 

On the next slide we overlaid the trail network as it exists over the priority habitat areas to try and identify areas that 
need to be prioritized for restoration actions. There are seven prioritized areas labeled A through G on the map. 
The main actions within these areas are restoring degraded habitat. There’s an area called the gravel yard 
wetlands where we have trails going through, not necessarily forested, there’s a lot of opportunity to remove 
invasive plants and put in more native vegetation. Some of them are about removing trails where they’re cutting 
through wetlands or buffer areas or improving drainage connections, which might be putting in a boardwalk or a 
culvert. These are areas we identified as, if we can do these things, that will really help improve the forest condition. 

The next slide shows ways for soil and hydraulic preservation related to trails. I mentioned boardwalks, but there’s 
also a sense of narrowing some of the trails that have gotten wide to allow a more connectedness with the forest. 
When you’re on a smaller trail, it feels more nature oriented. Also, Herrera is very experienced in doing low impact 
development methods and we have this thing called the burrito which was done up north. Chris actually led that 
action, but it’s a way of wrapping soils trying to not have them get compacted, but still allow access as a trail 
through an area that might be sensitive. 

Chris Webb: The burrito is a ballast rock wrapped in geotextile fabric. It is actually now a City of Bellingham Parks 
standard for maintaining shallow groundwater flow, particularly in wetland and conductivity scenarios. 

Tina Mirabile: Thanks Chris. The next slide is recognizing the wildlife habitat and what kinds of impacts, how they 
can occur. There’s direct disturbances, which is loving the forest too much, with all the trail users and what time of 
year we might be in there. If it’s wet, then some impacts will be more apparent into soil conditions, hydrology, and 
activities such as dogs off leash. We did quite a bit of literature review to look at wildlife habitat and how the forest 
gets used in ways that we can minimize impacts. Also, habitat degradation is another way of impacting the 
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opportunities for wildlife by disturbing the vegetation that they might be relying on for shelter and refuge. There’s 
also potential for invasive species to be dispersed within the native habitats or even overtake native forest habitats. 
Just recognizing that we don’t want to disturb sensitive areas or cause more habitat fragmentation. With the 
number and spatial distribution of trails we can separate habitat and lose that connectivity. For instance, some of 
the trails do go through wetland areas and we want to try to recreate or reroute trails to avoid those impacts. 

The final slide is of different methods, as I mentioned, for opportunities for improvement for wildlife habitat in the 
forest which is removing the trails from the priority areas, preserving, and restoring habitat and hydrology, planting 
native plants, getting rid of invasive plants, and discouraging off trail use, especially in priority areas, which could be 
fences or hedges. Signs can be used to educate and formulate behaviors within the forest as people are using it. 
We need opportunities for ongoing maintenance and monitoring through the years so that we can determine if our 
restoration actions are actually working and recognize areas that might need to be addressed as things occur, like 
encampments within the Park space. 

Chris Webb: I wanted to add for the users and attendees, that all of the graphics and a lot more are available in the 
report at a higher resolution, so I’m aware that on the screen in the PowerPoint, it may be hard to see some of the 
specifics, but all of the figures in the report are high resolution PDF’s and so you can zoom in and get much more 
detail than we were able to share in this overview. 

Frank James: Thanks Tina. We appreciate the high-level summary. I think Chris’ point that the level of detail in the 
extensive report is going to be really helpful for review. This is an idea of what’s in the report, but really you need to 
dig into the details and look at the references and begin to review the science to begin to make those difficult 
decisions about what needs to be prioritized and what we need to do to preserve this parcel of land and this 
wetlands forest that is unique and our responsibility to protect going forward. 

Questions: 

Michael Chiavario: I went over the Parks Master Plan final draft pretty thoroughly and for my understanding 
because I haven’t been deeply involved with this process. The plan we just had an overview of is much more 
environmentally aggressive in terms of protection of the environment than the Draft Master Plan. So, my question is 
the Draft Master Plan is different and produced by the City with public input from this environmental review that we 
just saw the presentation of. Can you explain the difference between those two things Frank? 

Frank James: I’m happy to. I’ll ask Chris to add what he thinks, but basically it was our opinion that the science 
needed to be looked at in more detail than was done in the Master Planning process. I was on the Steering 
Committee as were a number of other people. I felt and I think the Commission felt that more science needed to be 
reviewed to understand some of the really difficult problems. It wasn’t a popularity contest of who wants to use the 
Park for what and how to treat it like any other part. The unique features of this parcel actually really mandate that 
we do the three things that we mentioned to restore and to protect and to really make this a place that will be there 
for our children and grandchildren in a relatively pristine state so that means not only protecting what’s there but 
restoring some of the things that were lost. That’s really what this contract and this effort was made to do was to 
augment the work the city did and to make it bring in more science and to bring in a broader array of issues that our 
science reviewed, then indicate what was important to look at. 

Chris Webb: Our effort and the City’s Master Planning effort was done in parallel. I think ideally it could have been 
done a little more in series, but the intent of our plan was to gather up the information, previous studies, update it 
with current information, and tee up the relevant science to inform the decisions that are made in the Master Plan 
and provide this report as a resource for that process. 

Frank James: There was a discussion in the Steering Committee for the Master Plan development that went to the 
fact that there was a great hurry to get it done and there was a sense of urgency to get it done so that it could be 
approved by the Fall. I would have hoped it could have been more a process in series, as Chris says, that this 
could have informed that process in a better way. We did have one overlapping meeting where we made our 
consultants available to the City to talk about issues of the science of it. It was a couple hours long and I think it 
was productive and useful, but I think there’s a lot more issues that need to be discussed. I think the upshot, from 
my point of view, is that these discussions and these studies informing the master planning process is now going to 
have to take place during the public review period at the upcoming Parks Advisory Board meeting, at the upcoming 
Greenways meeting, and then in conjunction between our elected Commissioners from the Park District and the 
City Council, that’s really where the opportunity will be to bring this scientific information to bear on the ultimate 
master planning documents to be developed. 

Gerry Wilbour: One comment about the burrito drains at the boardwalk going out of Fairhaven Park. That’s a burrito 
drain approaching the boardwalk, so that’s just an example of a functioning one that doesn’t look like much from the 
surface, it’s what underneath it that counts. It looked like you had proposed a trail system, on page 40, as kind of 
your final proposal for a trail system and it looks to me that the most northerly trail you have on that goes north of 
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wetland A and that trail, I think goes over some very challenging terrain, does it not? There’s some really steep 
area on that ridge top there and just strikes me as a really inappropriate place for a primary trail. Is that accurate? 

Chris Webb: The scope of our study was to focus on the stewardship of the property from an ecological point of 
view, and we did not have as our primary focus the trail master plan from a utility or an experienced recreation 
experiential point of view. That was the purview of the City’s plan. So while we considered some fundamental basic 
logic of connectivity in our work, we were not attempting to create the trail master plan, we are trying to create a 
plan that is using that lens so the trail network, and I think its page 45 Gerry that you’re referring to, where we show 
the ultimate endorsed trail plan when we delete the segments that have the highest impact. It was really a division 
of labor and a focus we had because the city is very clearly doing the trail master plan from a trail’s user 
experienced centered point of view. 

Gerry Wilbour: I did read your whole report, but I skimmed it. I may have missed that in the narrative. If that’s not 
clear in the narrative, you might be wise to add something to that effect because I took it quite literally and went oh 
my god, this doesn’t work, from a physical standpoint. I just wanted that clarification and thank you for that. 

Chris Webb: We could probably illustrate that a little more clearly that really, we were trying to stay in our lane of 
property protection and not into the City’s realm of more of the experiential planning effort. 

Jacob Stewart: Thank you for giving the public an opportunity to ask questions. I had an opportunity to read the 75-
page report over the weekend and I found that pretty interesting. The question I had was that it seemed to me that 
the material recommendations that Herrera was making sort of solely related to trail deletions. I was wondering if 
you would agree with that characterization, and if not, if you could let us know if you have any other sort of material 
recommendations. 

Chris Webb: It was trail deletions for the reasons of fragmentation of habitat and all of the reasons are described, 
but also hydraulic connection improvements to improve the site hydrology and to restore interrupted hydrology 
which will support aquatic habitat. The lion share of the recommendations were around restoring habitat integrity as 
well as the aquatic habitat hydraulic connections. 

Frank James: Written question from Jessica: Could you please go into more detail on how the City’s Master Plan 
scientific methods weren’t sufficient. Who determined this? A number of us were involved at the Steering 
Committee level with the work that City Parks did, and actually Laine Potter and Nicole Oliver are with us tonight in 
the audience. I think that the issue was that much of the decision-making process involved public comment, and so 
they had a very effective and good system for getting public input. My feeling was that was more a popularity 
contest about who wants to do what. If you ask people, do you want to ride your bike here? Lots of people are 
going to say yes. If you ask people, do you want to walk your dog here, a lot of people are going to say yes. What 
we wanted was not what’s popular or what people like to do, we really want to get to the science behind having 
dogs there or if having bicycles in the Park makes an impact on the long-term survivability of the ecological 
environment, so that’s the question we sought to answer with the work that was done. Same thing about trails. The 
Stewardship Plan was not an effort to do or redo or have a substitute for the master planning process. The master 
planning process is the master planning process. What we wanted to do is provide additional information as Chris 
just said about the tradeoffs and the impacts of putting a trail one place and not another. We also want to have 
some idea about the cost of those various projects so that we can realistically plan for what can and can’t be done. 
It might be great to have a good idea, but if you can’t afford it, then it’s not a real idea, so that’s the gist of it. 
Jessica, I hope that answers your question. 

Hue Beattie: I’d like to say something Frank. There are footnotes at the end of the report and one of them I found 
was quite good. I looked into it a little deeper and I’d suggest that people take a look at it. It’s called the impact of 
dogs on wildlife and water quality. It was a literature review done in April of 2016 by the Metro Parks and Nature by 
a woman named Lori Hennings. It’s available at oregonmetro.gov and it talks about a lot of impacts that people 
maybe never thought about. I’ve been thinking, well, here we’ve got these wetlands that are fairly shallow, and we 
have all these extra dogs in there pooping and peeing into that water and it heats up in the summer and it’s 
probably quite difficult for a lot of animals to reproduce the frogs and the amphibians and such. So, it’s kind of a 
critical area, these shallow wetlands are quite sensitive I would think. That’s something to think about folks. 

Frank James: That’s a good example of science being brought to bear on it. They went out, found that review they 
included in this study, so that as we move forward, we can look at what science says about the wisdom of some of 
the choices, like having dogs in and what the impacts are. It’s not a popularity contest, it’s actually based. We have 
to look at the science that informs the decision in order to preserve this parcel in perpetuity to make it as stable and 
a long-term resource as possible. 

Frank James: I’d like to go ahead and move forward then. John McLaughlin, who’s a scientist of some repute and 
one of our colleagues on one of the Commissioners on the Park District has taken a detailed look at the master 
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planning process and we’ll review it at this point and provide additional insights into what’s there and how that might 
be improved going forward. How can we build on what’s been done to make it a more robust product? 

Presentation on Draft Master Plan by Parks Department  

John McLaughlin: Thank you Frank. I hope also to try to keep it brief and what I’ll have to say will actually provide a 
deeper answer to some of the questions people have been asking. In particular, the relationship between the 
Master Plan and the Stewardship Plan really are quite complementary. The Master Plan needs the Stewardship 
Plan and I would disagree a little bit with what Frank was saying about popularity contests. I think what we’re really 
talking about is the City exercising its responsibility to decide about what happens to this place. But then they need 
information on how to achieve their goals. Right now, that information is lacking from the Master Plan and a lot of it 
is provided in the Stewardship Plan. We really have an opportunity to collaborate and work together. 

This is a brief outline. I’ll start with our mission statement, how we usually start our public meeting, a statement of 
what this Park District is all about. A little bit of context for both the hearing and the process for where we go 
forward regarding this place in our community, a bit of the time frame of how we got here, and where we’re going. 
Then a review of what’s in the Master Plan. Tina and Chris reviewed what’s in the Stewardship Plan so I’ll skip over 
that and then have a brief list of topics that people might want to consider. I’m sure people have their own topics, 
but some things to consider as you’re reviewing the plans in addition to what I’ve been thinking. Then I’ll yield the 
floor for public comment. 

Our mission is to ensure the entirety of the property is protected in perpetuity. That gets to beyond the 
grandchildren of our children. In public ownership with respect to its ecological, recreational, and educational 
functions and to serve as a fiscal mechanism through which the district via tax levy will repay the City of Bellingham 
for the Greenways endowment fund loan. That latter function has been achieved. The former is ongoing and lasts 
in perpetuity and much of what I’ll have to say is how do you achieve the three main interests of ecological function, 
recreational use, and educational benefit. 

Let me start with a little bit of context to keep in mind as we work with each other, as we consider what the plans 
are, what our preferences are and all that. First, we are very fortunate to be where we are. We may have principled 
disagreements about the plan, its policies, about implementation, but I want to remind everyone as of only a 
decade ago, the plan was to clear cut the forest, to fill most of the wetlands, and to replace the area with buildings, 
roads, and parking lots. We have this meeting this Master Plan because the Community cared and had input, and 
we put up money. So, we are fortunate to have the opportunity to decide what’s going to happen to this place given 
that we avoided a very different outcome. Our disagreements are healthy. We may disagree vehemently about 
policies about what happens, what people are allowed to do, what people are not allowed to do, and so on. But that 
means people care about this place, that we can actually talk about it, instead of it being a private development. 

My second comment is to have respect and empathy for everyone involved. The Parks Department is responsible 
for a very large portfolio throughout the City. Their responsibilities exceed, really, their resources, staff, funding, and 
the tools and information they have. The place we’re talking about tonight is really important, but it’s a small part of 
their jobs, and so as we talk about this place and about the plans, have our principal disagreements, please 
remember that the Park Staff has a lot to do and they’re doing the best they can with what they have and we should 
think of ourselves as partners in that process rather than the Commission, the Chuckanut Community Forest Park 
District Commission. We’re all volunteers. You've devoted time, thought, effort without compensation. And so, this 
is people who care a lot about a place and are doing our best to fulfill our mission to achieve, to serve the 
community. Everyone has a stake in this place. We all have opinions and so I urge us to listen and to respect 
everyone. Respect and empathy are vital to the community. 

The third part is the Parks Department actually decides policy and management. The Chuckanut Community Forest 
Park District and its Commission do not. We, as a Commission, cannot outlaw bicycle riding. We can’t require you 
to leash your dog. The hearing tonight is an opportunity to share your ideas about policy and management to 
support a more robust public process, but the Commission does not get to make or implement any of those 
policies. We can facilitate public process, public input, public participation in what this place is and that’s why. The 
public hearing process that we’re doing and have done over the years is actually quite different than the way the 
City has done it. The City has had a survey and an open house. The Park District has had years of open public 
meetings and we’ve had three hearings in which people get to say what they want, what they think, unscripted, 
unfiltered, limited in time so that everyone gets to speak, but it is a very different process than what the City has 
done. So, I hope they’re complementary and together yield a better result. 

The future of this place and the master plan goals to some degree are in conflict. Goal One in the Master Plan is to 
restore and protect ecological functions. Goal two is to provide recreational opportunities. These two goals are 
often intentional and in fact, that’s a tension that has played out with every public land management agency across 
the country and across the world. Recreational use, particularly when it gets intensive often degrades ecological 
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function. So, the challenge for planning, for implementation, and for management is how to provide for that 
recreational use, while also doing our best to protect and to restore. Because we are working in the area of classic 
tension, we should expect to find it here. We should expect to have disagreements. People place different 
emphasis on Goal One versus Goal Two, so let’s keep that in mind too. We are dealing in areas that have tension 
by nature and that’s perhaps a good thing. It means everyone cares. People can find the two documents about the 
Master Plan and Stewardship Plan at the two websites. Here, the Chuckanut Community Forest Park District 
website has links to both. The City has a link to the Master Plan. If you want to get to the Stewardship Plan, you 
have to go to the Park District site. 

This basically makes the same point that our intentional recreational use of outdoor places has increased 
exponentially during the pandemic. It’s expected to continue. We have seen the effects of growing use of this place 
on the ecological function, and so that tension has shifted towards recreation and to the degradation of many of the 
ecological conditions and ecological functions in the place. Much of the Stewardship Plan is designed to restore this 
place to support recreational use, but also to restore the ecological functions and conditions that we all value. This 
[map] is just basically showing the location within a network, a pivotal hub of biodiversity of recreational access and 
a variety of other things. I’ll skip on that and go to the timeline. 

So, we are in the middle of a fairly long process. The acquisition of these places started several decades ago, 
ultimately leading to the last large purchase of the 82 acres that we’re calling the Chuckanut Community Forest 11 
years ago. The Park District was established a couple years after that, then led to a Conservation Easement with 
the City in the next year. Over the prior three years we held three public meetings in addition to our monthly public 
meetings in which people had an opportunity to speak. Three public meetings that considered and took input on 
what people cared about for various elements of what is now becoming the Master Plan. What do you think about 
trails, use policy, what do you think about this place? Then the City started its process last year with online surveys, 
Engage Bellingham, a bunch of volunteers conducted in person surveys at the Chuckanut Community Forest Park. 
Then last year the Steering Committee met. Frank spoke a bit about what was involved there this past spring. The 
City held its virtual open house anticipating what the Master Plan would involve, following up with another survey. In 
April, Herrera released its Draft Stewardship Plan to the Commission, and we’ve been reviewing it ever since. Last 
month the City released the Draft Master Plan and then just a few days ago released its “Final Draft Master Plan” 
and then just a few days ago we the Commission made its final Stewardship Plan available on its web. The plan 
from here is later this month the City Council will review and vote on the Master Plan. If you read the Master Plan, it 
envisions two implementation phases with unspecified time frames. 

Now I’d like to get into the Master Plan, in particular in the context of this fairly expedited timeline. What does it 
involve? The main components of the Master Plan are basically outlined by the chapters history of how we got to 
this place. What’s there now? What was the planning process leading to development of the Master Plan and then 
looking at what are the goals, the strategies, and the milestones for achievement? In the Master Plan 
implementation strategy, which I will argue, actually the implementation strategy is what is in Herrera’s report. It’s 
really not that much detail of implementation in the Master Plan. Then a set of decommissioning criteria to decide 
which trails to keep and which trails to remove, and then it provides a number of schematics and photographs of 
what an outdoor classroom might look like. 

This is a map of the implementation plan, and so there you can see there are few critical elements. Got a main 
primary trail that connects the Interurban Trail to Fairhaven Park and then over to Chuckanut Drive. There are a 
number of secondary trails in here. Some trails are removed, some trails to be retained, and some trails to be 
realigned. There is in the upper corner, an outdoor classroom, and a variety of other things. That’s basically a 
summary of the implementation plan, details are in the report. Actually, if you want to know what it would take to 
achieve this map, a lot of the actual work is described in the Stewardship Plan, but it’s not really in the Master Plan. 

I’d like to give you a glimpse of what is envisioned for this main trail. There’s an image in the Stewardship Plan of 
what that might look like. It’s a 6- to 12-foot-wide crushed limestone road or trail, depending on what you want to 
call it. It conforms to the City’s Trail standards. The actual trail in Chuckanut Community Forests would be in 
forested areas, unlike this rather open area, and it probably wouldn’t have rocks along the side, but the trail surface 
would be very much like this. That’s something to consider. Is that what people want for the main trail, again 
connecting the three major trailheads between Interurban Trail, Fairhaven Park, and Chuckanut Drive and we’d be 
talking about something that you could drive on. 

Another thing I’d like to point out gets into the issue of science in the Master Plan, which includes work from the 
City’s Urban Forestry Management Plan. That plan determined that the forest in the Chuckanut Community Forest 
or the 100 Acre Wood is what they call young forest tall, and they classify the forest using three categories. The first 
is the age of the forest, the second is the height, actually the height of the maximum height of trees in the forest, 
and the third is the structure of the understory. They concluded that the Community Forest is young forest tall, it’s in 
a transition between a young forest and a mature forest. But if you actually look at those three characteristics, the 
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Master Plan itself notes that the Forest Age is between 90 and 100 years, which puts it well within the range for a 
mature forest and older than a young forest tall. If you look at the heights, I’ve got a graph here showing what the 
maximum tree heights in there are and the average of those heights is at the upper end for a mature forest. By 
height criteria, the Chuckanut Community Forest is clearly a mature forest and much taller than a young forest tall. 
Then if you consider the understory structure, in Ann Eissinger’s baseline report, she notes 10 species of 
understory trees in the forest. There actually is a fairly well-developed understory in the Chuckanut Forest, not as 
well developed as you get in an old growth forest, but it’s really commensurate with what we would call a mature 
forest. The only reason I mentioned this is some of the limited science in the Master Plan and it’s incorrect. This 
forest is by every criteria very clearly a mature forest. The Master Plan, if it does nothing else, ought to get its facts 
correct. Tina and Chris already talked about this. I echo some of what I said before, the Master Plan has a bunch of 
goals and there’s some very appropriate goals when you review the Master Plan. That’s some of the critical things 
you ought to be looking at. What are the goals for this place? How you achieve many of those goals is in the 
Stewardship Plan. 

In one of the public hearings, this is a summary of the comments people got. They wanted to keep trails. They 
wanted a primary loop trail. They want to be able to start and finish in the same area but walk through or travel 
through a considerable portion of the forest. They wanted secondary trails so they could feel like they’re alone in 
the place, which means both you have secondary trails, and you have substantial vegetation at least up to the 
shrub layer to give them a sense of solitude where they can’t look over and see people on an adjacent trail. 
Boardwalks are ok and you can see the rest of it. There were conflicting comments on both bikes and dogs, or very 
strong opinions in both directions for both of these interests. 

So as people consider the plan, I would suggest these following topics in addition to the ones you may have. I put 
in large font both bicycle policy and access and dog policies, because those are the issues we’ve received the most 
comments on by far. Again, the Commission does not get to decide these policies, this is what the Parks 
Department does. Please share with us your interests on access or policies regarding both bicycles and dogs, but 
again, keep in mind that we don’t get to decide that. 

In addition, the report starts out in both the first and second chapters and mentions indigenous people, but I think 
does so in a rather disrespectful way as if they no long have an interest in this place, as if they’re not here. I think 
that is a breach that really needs to be repaired City wide, but particularly with this place. There are some elements 
in the trail plan that are consistent with what we’ve heard with public input and contradict some of what people 
heard, in particular, this notion of a wide crushed limestone path or road. Many people have said they actually do 
not want that in this place. There may be reasons other people do, but that would be something to weigh in on. 
Many talked about bikes and dogs. The Master Plan Stewardship Plan relationship, the Master Plan, as it’s written, 
does not mention the Stewardship Plan. It needs to because the Stewardship Plan actually provides really valuable 
information for how you would achieve many of the goals in the Master Plan. I think these are very complementary 
hand in glove sort of relationship. The Stewardship Plan ought to be part of the map. 

Climate resiliency. I think we have a lot further to go on climate resiliency. Components in the Master Plan really 
underrepresent what is possible here. We, as a commission, have talked about how the place can support climate 
resiliency, a whole lot better than what’s in the Master Plan and we’d be happy to share that fact. We even have 
designs and reports for how to do that. Finally, what’s missing from the Master Plan, in addition to what all the 
actual work that’s described in the Stewardship Plan is a schedule for how Phase One and Phase Two would be 
implemented. It does break tasks into Phase One and Phase Two but doesn’t say when any of those things would 
happen. A budget for how that’s going to happen, again, as Frank mentioned, if you don’t have money to do 
something, then it’s unrealistic to expect you’re actually going to do it. Then monitoring, we need to know whether 
what we’re doing is working, to determine if our investments are paying off, or if we need to do things differently. 

There’s a lot more to talk about with the Master Plan. I encourage everyone to read both it and the Stewardship 
Plan in detail and weigh in because this is your place. This is your city and we’re all part of the same community. 

Questions 
Jacob Stewart: I watched the recording of the last meeting and the Commissioner stated that Park staff will be 
invited to give a presentation on their plan. Now it’s mentioned that Nicole and Laine are here, so it’s a two-part 
question. The first part is why did Park staff not present their Master Plan and then the second part is, why did Mr. 
McLaughlin spend most of the time presenting information that was tangential to the Master Plan? Or disputing 
minutiae in it instead of presenting it? Really weird to me. 

Frank James: The idea was to present not just the details, you can read that, but to present the context and the 
relationship. I think that’s what John was focusing on, the context of the Master Plan, how it functions and then how 
it relates to the Stewardship Plan. Both Nicole and Laine are here, and we’d be more than happy to have them 
comment anytime that they like. Again, this is the introduction of the first meeting and we’re going to have another 
meeting and people can have lots of time to read both these things and become involved. There’s going to be a 
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whole series of other meetings. The Parks Dept is going to be doing a presentation. We haven’t been invited to be 
co-presenters there, but they’re going to do both the Greenways Committee and the Parks Advisory Board. We 
hope to be there and hope to be allowed to present some of the information in this document. 

John McLaughlin: Could I add that I did not want to go into all the detail of the Master Plan again, because people 
can read it, and because I wanted to provide more time for people to weigh in on what they care about this place. 

Michael Chiavario: Is it appropriate to comment on a few specifics that are in the Parks Master Plan final draft?  
I have five things. I will be brief. On page 13 the map shows inaccurate wetland boundaries. There is the area 
between wetland KK and wetland JJ. One shows those wetlands as having quite a few feet in between them. In 
reality they run into each other and there is this big intersection there and I’ve seen previous wetland maps that 
show those literally touching each other. That’s the basis for my opinion that that’s inaccurate. I know that the 
Master Plan calls for repair and restoration of wetlands. I just hope that area will be seen as a wetland in its 
entirety. The fact that it’s kind of a main trail road there is because it was filled in to be a vehicle road by owners 
decades past and that’s why it’s dry during some parts of the year and wet on other parts of the year. I’ll put these 
in writing to the City. 

On page 26, it talks about the gravel roadbed being improved there. You know there is no gravel roadbed existing 
within the Park or the 100 Acre Wood? There might used to be, but it’s all dirt trail now and before page 26 the 
survey was cited that said that 86% of people said they did not want a wide gravel road connecting Fairhaven Park 
and the Interurban Trail, unless that was an inaccuracy earlier in the report. That’s a real contradiction there. I, for 
one, am not in favor of a wide gravel roadbed running through the Park anywhere. 

On Page 28, there’s talk about removing a trail that’s in the middle of wetland JJ. That’s great, but it should be 
noted that wetland JJ isn’t really much of a wetland now and hasn’t been for some time. There are some wetland 
plant species there, but the reason it’s not really a healthy wetland right now is because it was ditched a long time 
ago to help drain the area where they put the road through between wetland KK and JJ and that ditch needs to be 
filled in as part of the restoration. It’s not specifically mentioned, and maybe that’s already planned, but I’m glad that 
trail is going to be taken out, but that ditch needs to be filled in that the trail goes across. 

There are lists of mammals, non-native plants, and other things in the Master Plan. One of the mammals that is not 
listed that are definitely present in the woods are cougars. Just wanted to make that point. They’re not on the list, 
but they’re definitely in the woods. They’re frequently seen. Also, amongst the non-native plants there are non-
native filberts particularly along the more well used trails. These filberts are all infested with blight and that spreads 
to other filberts in the area. Other mammals that were not listed but have definitely lived in the Park were beavers. 
They were present a couple of years ago in the Hoag’s Pond section that is covered in the Master Plan. There was 
one beaver present. It’s since gone. There used to be a family of beavers in wetland JJ that really made that a 
much healthier wetland because they maintained a dam at the outlet creek from wetland JJ too. So, I think beaver 
should be added to the mammal list. They should be returned, and they should be strongly considered as part of 
restoring the wetland JJ because it will keep it wet for all or most of the year if that dam is maintained by those 
animals. I will put these things in writing of course to the City, but just wanted to mention them. Thank you. 

Vince Biciunas: I had three points that came to mind during the presentations, and one is to bring to your attention 
and to remind you, as you probably know. But remember when we had the floods, the epic floods last November 
2021, I remember going through the Forest and noticing that it functioned hydrologically perfectly. There was no 
flood damage with the Community Forest after that heavy heavy rain, whereas along the Interurban Trail on 
Padden Creek there was one area right under the 12th St. Bridge that needed repair. I’m just bringing to your 
attention that hydrologically, it is a sponge and it work like a sponge, and it probably saved our community from 
some flooding just because of its existence, so climate resiliency, yes. 

The second point is that the Interurban Trail exists around the perimeter of the actual 82 acres. So, bicyclists, if 
they’re looking for a commuter route, it’s already there so we don’t absolutely need to have bicyclists for commuting 
purposes going through the forest and especially I’m concerned about the section from the gravel pit down to 18 th 
St. and down to Fairhaven Park. That’s a pretty steep section, and so if we want to have a loop trail that includes 
that loop, it’s going to be difficult to make it bicycle friendly, so maybe we don’t really need that in the end, and then 
I also wanted to bring to everyone’s attention that this Master Plan covers more than just the 82 acres and that the 
Chuckanut Community Forest is an 82 acre section that has a Conservation Easement to protect its integrity. We 
need to remember that when we’re talking about what are the recreational uses allowed there and the recreational 
use allowed in the bulk of the Master Plan is one thing, but that within those 82 acres, we need to think about that 
Conservation Easement. That’s my three points. Thank you. 

Frank James: Chris, you and Tina reclassified one of the wetlands or you believe they should be reclassified 
formally and could you briefly speak to that issue. 
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Chris Webb: I’d prefer that Tina address it directly because she did do the re-rating based on the hydraulic 
conductivity issue that was raised. That is addressed in the report under the wetland section. Tina did go out and 
observe the hydraulic conductivity. That resulted in a re-rating of the wetland which resulted in larger buffers 
because of that. The fact that that is really functioning as one large system rather than two separate ones. 

Tina Mirabile: Chris pretty much answered that. That information was documented in more than one of the 
background documents that we read, and when we did our field investigation, although we didn’t delineate the 
wetlands, we definitely saw surface water connection that made it very apparent that those two wetlands are or 
should be functioning as one and so we re-rated the wetlands as one unit, which gave it a higher category for 
functions than it would be as two separate. Then we also recognized JJ1 and JJ2 is another area for wetland 
consolidation in one system, as was previously mentioned by Michael Chiavario. I also just wanted to say that when 
the City or Parks Department does start to do any restoration actions, in order to meet the City’s permitting 
requirements, wetland delineations are going to need to be actually performed and updated with the current code 
and then there’s mitigation sequencing for how your project either avoids, minimizes and or mitigates for any 
impacts. So, there is a process for any actions that occur in regard to trails rerouting or hydrology connections that 
would need to happen as a part of this, the City’s normal process for authorizing those type of restoration actions. 

Chris Webb: And not just restoration actions right Tina, any actions if we were to do development activities such as 
trail improvements and the like. Right? Tina Mirabile: Yes. 

Frank James: Andy has written in and says past meetings have referenced the ecological impact of bicycles 
justification to limit this user group. In developing the Stewardship Plan, did Herrera find any research regarding 
whether bicycles have a disproportionate impact compared to other user groups, such as walkers. 

Tina Mirabile: It was kind of contrary to what you would think with the research that we were able to review that 
basically the disturbance from mountain biking to wildlife is pretty much similar to that of even someone just walking 
through the trails, but that doesn’t necessarily mean erosion impacts and other things that happen with a bicycle 
going through an area, especially if its saturated, which many of the trails where we don’t have good hydrological 
draining or connection are going to be definitely impacted differently by bicycles. As far as disturbance to the 
wetland, it wasn’t that significantly different than just actively walking through trails oddly enough. 

Chris Webb: But the other thing to keep in mind too is the presence of the trail at all, right? I think that’s really the 
finding in terms of the impact to habitat in terms of fragmenting the intactness, the size of the habitat units and so 
forth by having the trail there at all I think is the real bulk of the impact. 

Frank James: Bicycles about the same or similar to other users of trails, but the trails having an impact themselves 
and that’s for wetlands and animals, but there is erosion widening of trails and other issues that are related to 
bicycles that do make a significant difference and I think that we get evidence about that. Chris Webb: Yes. 

Frank James: I’d love to have either Laine or Nicole speak up if you’d like. 

Nicole Oliver: I’m Nicole Oliver, the Park Director of the City. My staff and I have reviewed the Stewardship Plan. 
We will be reviewing it in more detail. It has a lot of technical citations to two other studies and found that it is 
largely consistent with the Master Plan, and it even identifies the same seven key problems areas where trails are 
impacting wetlands and their buffers. I think it’s going to be a great resource as we move into Phase One, it’s really 
helpful and it’s what we hope for as far as more information on restoration approaches and priorities and then 
there’s a couple areas of concern. 

The references to changes the Conservation Easement to further restrict uses and allowances presents potential 
contradictions with the initiative that the voters elected to pay for the land. That would have to be approached with 
great care, so I urge caution in that area, but we really appreciate the effort made on behalf of the Park District in 
pulling this together with Herrera’s help, I think it’s going to be a great resource as we work together on 
implementing the plan. I also wanted to let you know that Park planning processes are public planning processes. 
This is public property, and we are utilizing information from our existing resources, of which there are many and 
the Stewardship Plan relied on very similar resources that we did as well. It is an iterative process of implementing 
a project and a plan for an area this large, that’s over 100 acres and by prioritizing Phase One, I want to also point 
out that the photo that’s in the Stewardship Plan of an improved gravel trail is not in any way identified as what type 
of trail would be improved. The improvements to that main line that was formerly a gravel road can be done 
focused on hydrology and drainage and it’s going to require several boardwalks. I have $600,000 that I have put 
into the next biennium for that project in anticipation of getting this plan through the process so we can start actually 
doing some work. The longer we take, and that’s part of my urgency in getting a plan done, the more degradation is 
occurring, and our inability to start the restoration that needs to happen. I am very encouraged by the content in this 
Stewardship Plan, and I’m looking forward to having it be a resource. Thank you. 
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Frank James: Thank Nicole, appreciate your comments. Laine, you’ve been involved in the process as well from 
the City, and did you want to say anything? 

Laine Potter: I don’t think I have anything in addition to what Nicole just said. She covered it all. 

Frank James: Thank you Laine and thank you Nicole. I also notice that John Blethen has been a member of the 
Steering Committee for the Master Planning Process has joined us and John did you have any additional 
comments or thoughts? 

John Blethen: I’m glad to see that you guys are continuing this process and I’m happy that you’ve added additional 
material to this process, but beyond that I have little to say. 

Frank James: Thanks John, Nicole. While you’re here, could I ask when are the upcoming meetings? Our next 
public hearing is going to be on the 27th to revisit this. Once everybody has a chance to digest the whole process 
and I was wondering when will the Greenways Committee and the Parks Advisory Board meetings will be? 

Nicole Oliver: The Greenways Committee reviewed the Master Plan for the second time on last Thursday, the 30th 
of June, and recommended approval. They don’t typically review Master Plans for approval, but because this is 
such an extraordinary Greenways funded asset, I felt it was important for the group to weigh in. The Park Board will 
be taking a second look at the Plan on July 13th. Then we hope to bring it to the City Council in late August. 

Gerry Wilbour: Now that we’re commenting out that the last one was just question answered so I held on my broad 
comments and I just wanted to say thanks for the opportunity to do this and I think it’s really important for a broad 
based public participation to have a public hearing format on this stuff and I really appreciate all the effort that 
everybody put in, especially the citizens and the professionals who have been involved in the process. This is long 
overdue, but I could go on on that one for a while. There’s been a lot of procrastination on getting this thing going, 
but the people that were involved in the City that were kind of pushing that to the back burner are no longer around, 
so I really like the fact that we’re moving forward in the interim. We’ve seen a lot of damage to the natural elements 
of the woods by kind of the bootleg use that has gone on there for decades. I just wanted to make a statement on 
the climate issue. The primary tree species that is in the 100 Acre Wood is a Douglas Fir and they grow for 
centuries, and they are the world champ in terms of carbon capture and storage, and especially at the age that they 
are in those woods. In other words, they filter a lot more carbon dioxide out of the atmosphere and turn it into stored 
carbon at a greater pace than pretty much all trees. Both plans see the greatest source of impact of recreational 
use is on the wetlands and specifically the wetland crossings and I very much agree with that. I think fixing those 
areas with maybe boardwalks and burrito drains or other facilities. In some instances, we need to do some 
decommissioning, and some re-routes as we did with the trail going out of Fairhaven Park. Some of those trails are 
just in the wrong place and that’s why they have a lot of impact.  

I strongly disagree with the Master Plan’s priority of building the main trail through the woods first. My heartburn 
with it is that it will bring in lots of new users and there’s lots of damage going on to the woods generally from the 
level of use that’s there. I think the priority should be on fixing the high use areas that are causing a lot of problems 
rather than building the trunk trail through the woods from Fairhaven Park to the Interurban. Both plans also refer to 
the City Parks standards for trails and those standards need to be modified so that they’re narrower. Specifically, 
you need to lose the wide shoulder for trails in the woods. That’s a way to minimize the footprint and still have an 
adequately wide trail, essentially by their standards when you’re building an eight-foot-wide trail, it ends up being 10 
or 12 feet of impact. That’s just inappropriate in an environment like this and I don’t know any other land manager 
that manages trails in a wildland or natural areas that they would have that kind of detail. It wouldn’t compromise 
the physical function of the trail and would considerably reduce the impacts. For the smaller trails, the narrower 
trails, I would recommend referring to the four service standard specifications of trails, because basically everybody 
uses them, or some derivative of them, and they’re commonly available so you don’t have to reinvent the wheel.  

I think both plans miss the second greatest negative environmental impact of the trails on the woods and that is the 
existing bootleg trails that go down the slope at way too steep an angle and these are going to become a 
maintenance and management nightmare if they’re not realigned or removed. In some cases, realignment is 
because they’re functioning as a secondary trail. If people like to use that secondary trail, and want to continue to 
use, realigning them or re-routing them would be the preferred choice. In a few areas there are really steep trails 
that can simply go away because they’re not needed for the function of the recreation experience. When I write this 
up, I’ll designate where I think those removals and whatnot can happen as I did earlier on my comments. They 
cause a lot of problems both environmentally and management wise when in any other kind of trail design guide 
would say don’t do that and for a lot of good reasons. So those need to be addressed. But again, they’re not nearly 
as important as the wetland crossings and whatnot.  

Neither plan addresses accessibility for those with mobility impairments, and there are many opportunities to have 
this potential, and it would be very attractive. The Access Board has adopted required standards that are very 
appropriate and sufficiently flexible for natural areas. I’m not talking about something that would access a building 
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downtown or even a house, but they have been created for creating trail facilities in natural areas and I think it’s 
really important that we be inclusive of everybody. And quite frankly, if somebody in the neighborhood that would 
otherwise use these trails can make the claim they were excluded because it was not considered, they’d have 
standing in perpetuity to go after the City for it. So, it’s not only good public policy, but it’s a legal requirement.  

Neither plan gives us an inventory of the positive or attractive waypoint for natural features and viewpoints and 
whatnot that should be incorporated into this system. From my perspective, that’s kind of an unaddressed gap and I 
assume in a later stage that can be brought into play, but it speaks to creating systems that kind of self-manage 
themselves. In other words, people go where you want them to go without management intervention or education. 
Essentially, they’re just cheaper to manage and they’re more attractive to the using public. Speaking very generally, 
I’d find that the Master Plan is too light on minimizing, mitigating or limiting negative impacts of the currently 
informally developed system.  

Thanks for doing this Stewardship Plan. I think it was greatly needed. I need to review the Stewardship Plan more. 
I’m having a hard time swallowing some of the recommendations out of it. I think they’re pie in the sky quite frankly, 
but I need to look at it in a little bit more detail. Chris’ earlier comments were greatly clarifying in that regard. Good 
planning, design, and management of trails and sensitive, natural areas can be effectively done only on the ground 
and on a case-by-case basis. You really have to look at what the needs and opportunities are there and in much 
the art of creating sustainable systems in natural areas is social psychology as much as anything. It requires 
anticipating what users want, where they will go, where they won’t, and instead of the fence along the trail that’s a 
physical feature, essentially you create a draw that draws people in where you want them to go and what that does 
is it reduces the impacts that people will have on the natural systems and it creates a better recreational 
experience. I think that kind of approach is very necessary going forward as this plan gets implemented. Thanks for 
the opportunity to comment. 

Frank James: Thanks Gerry. There was another comment that disappeared. 

Robyn Albro: I answered it. They asked if all written comments will be included in the record for this meeting and I 
said yes, they will. 

Hue Beattie: I’d like to ask a question of Chris or Tina. I noticed that the County now has a Wildlife Advisory 
Committee where they list species of local importance and they’ve asked the other governments within the County 
to become aware of this and such and they list things like the Oregon spotted frog, the western pond turtle and the 
western toad. Have any of these things been observed in the 100 Acre Wood? 

Tina Mirabile: Anything we might have mentioned would have been in the baseline report that Ann Eissinger did 
where she actually lists whole orders of species. And what’s there that’s been observed and then Whatcom County 
has a wildlife corridor in the Chuckanut Mountain area that is based on I think the cascade toad. So, with the 
connectivity being very close to the Chuckanuts for us, even though there is a road that splits those habitats, it just 
seemed like it was worth mentioning that proximity. But not that we necessarily were able to observe all those 
species during our two field visits, but we did see appropriate habitats for certain species, but definitely refer to the 
baseline report because that has a lot of details and lot of studies were done for that. 

Hue Beattie: This Oregon spotted frog is on the endangered species list now and I just wondered if it was around in 
our area. Tina Mirabile: It’s not around in the Chuckanut Forest as far as I know, it’s not necessarily the best habitat 
they would prefer, but it definitely has been documented in Whatcom County, but a little further to the east and to 
the north and it’s generally associated with canary grass dominated wetlands that are grazed, but they also need to 
have forest connectivity for them when they migrate out of there or once they hatch from their aquatic habitat. I 
would say probably not exactly in the forest, but then studies could show things differently, but there’s definitely 
room to do more investigation studies, even since Ann did her report in 2017. 

Hue Beattie: One thing I can say to the general public who is watching this is when all this started when this area 
was up zoned back in 1980. It was done by somebody on the Council back in 1980 and since that time the 
population has grown from 30,000 to 93,000 and so we’ve got a lot more impact on the woods than we ever did. 
Keep that in mind. There’s probably a lot less wildlife now than there was. 

Frank James: Thanks everyone for participating. I think it’s been a very productive meeting. I really appreciate 
Chris and Tina coming and taking this time with us and answering our questions and John McLaughlin you did a 
superb job. I wanted to thank you for your measured and thoughtful comments and the broad perspective you 
brought to it. I appreciate that. 

John McLaughlin: I wanted to respond to Hue. Years ago, I served on the Wildlife Advisory. They were always 
talking about coming up with a list of important species. I’m glad to see they’ve come up with it. I haven’t looked at 
that list myself, but of the species you mentioned, the Oregon spotted frog is not known from the Chuckanut 
Community Forest. Vicki Jackson, who is the longtime member of that committee, runs the Whatcom Amphibian 
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Monitoring Committee, so I’m fairly confident she hasn’t reported it there. The western toad was formally detected 
there back by a retired biology faculty professor at Western, but there haven’t been surveys done for them since. 
That would be a species that is particularly impacted by all the trail proliferation and the loss of cover as the bootleg 
trails that Gerry mentioned have expanded. We’ve moved a lot of the vegetative cover that those toads will be 
using and that of course applies to many of the other species. One of our hopes is that we can restore a lot of the 
vegetative cover and habitat throughout the property. That’s going to improve both recreational experience and 
improve wildlife habitat. That’s an example where those two goals of Goal One and Goal Two from the Master Plan 
are not in conflict at all. But that’s going to take a lot of work and a lot of restoration, which is really important work, 
and it gets back to Gerry’s point that there has been a lot of overuses of the place, and it has degraded both 
recreational and wildlife plant habitat. That’s where the Stewardship Plan really comes if we implement a lot of the 
components there. 

Frank James: I’d like to just comment that one of the people that’s been most dedicated to this parcel of land for a 
long time is Ann Eissinger and I did get an email from her just during the meeting saying “Thank you Frank for 
sending this information to me. I will look at the documents and send comments if I have time. As I’ve said in the 
past, the key to protection of this site is the Conservation Easement and the language needs to provide a 
foundation for the management plan. All my best.” I just couldn’t go without adding her comments since she 
provided them and great appreciation for all the extensive work that she’s done for this parcel and many other 
parcels in our community. I think we’ve had a good discussion. I appreciate all the comments of the visitors and 
panelists. Thank you for coming and the Commissioners, Robyn. 

Frank James: We are towards the end of our time, but more than happy to have anybody else that hasn’t had a 
chance to speak or to write a comment. Just know that this is the beginning, not the end of a process. This is an 
introduction of the documents. We hope to have a much larger meeting that will really be a hearing that focused not 
on presentations but on discussion of ideas and I’ve really appreciated the openness of the Commissioners to have 
not three-minute talks, but an actual conversation that leads someplace and allows people to have a complete 
whole thought presented. 

Frank James: I will close the public hearing now. We do have a little more business to do. You’re welcome to stay. 
All of our meetings are public and open. Chris and Tina, you’re welcome to stay too, but I appreciate your presence 
here tonight and I know you’re busy. Laine, I know Nicole has already left, but you’re welcome to stay as well. 

Close Public Hearing 

 

Written Comments Attached 

Wendy Scherrer 
Bryce Fegley 
Jacob Stewart 
Jessica Orr 
Sonja Max 
Neil Schaner – Comments on Master Plan (excerpted from full Plan) 



7.3.2022

To: Robyn Albro, Secretary, CCIFPD ralbro.ccf"pdQign.iail.com
From: Wendy Schemer
RE: Comments on Stervardship Communitv Forest

Thank you for the excellent work on the Slewardship Plan.fbr the Chuckanu! Community Forest.

The mission statement states, cited on page 9, is:
"en,\ure the entirety of the Chuckanut Community Forest (CCF), an 82-acre forested property, is

protected in perpetuity in public ownership, with respect for its ecological, recreational, and
education al functions. "
Comment;

. Amplif! the emphasis on the importance of the important function of using the site for
education functions. I om interested in moving the plan, as soon as possible, to
implementation.
Include funding to engoge for a professional environmental educator/inlerpreter, to
develop educotion materials to reveal knowledge and relations about natural, cultural,
historical and recreatio nal resources.

a

p. I I The CCF's landscape setting also provides historic and educational perspectives regarding
land use practices, natural regeneration and or degradation of environmental ecosystems and
other factors, which can be considered in regard to planning its future.
Comment:

. Signage, brochures ond websites relating to the site should include photos, information
and perspectives on past lond use practices, and current strategies in process to
promole natural regeneration and restoration processes.

In recognition of the site's prehistoric heritage, consultation with the Lummi and Nooksack
Tribal Nations to designate a Coast Salish name for the site is encouraged.
Comment:

o Events to dedicate the site should include invilation all local tribes (Lummi, Nooksack,
Samish).

. Signage, brochures and websites relating to the site should include invitotion for local
tribal participation und review.

o Edacationol efforts should include the place namefor this site, what the nilme meon$
any traditional use of the site, und any signfficance.

p.25 The Baseline Report describes areas within the CCF where invasive non-native plants are
present and in need of restoration (Eissinger, 2017). The Whatcom County noxious weed list lists
giant hogweed Class A which is required for control (Whatcom County 2022). Knotweed is
listed as a Class B designated weed and control is required. Lesser celandine and Scotch broom
are listed as CIass B ortargeted control, mapping and educational or biological efforts.



Comment:
o Signage, brochures, photos idenltfying invasive species speciJic to the site should be

developed, including ongoing eradication and restoration strategies. This iffirmation
should be based on best svailable scientiJic methods, und posted on a website dedicated
to this site, as well as in printedform, signs at the site and brochures.

p. 47 A fence that does not impede wildlife migration, but that discourages pedestrian access
from the trail into natural habitat areas, such as a two-rail fence (see the Wildlife Habitat
Protection section below for more information) should be installed. This area, due to its historical
land use and proposed process for its restoration, also presents an excellent educational
opportunity. Accessible overlooks from the trail crossing toward the historical gravel pit areas to
the north and south are possible locations for interpretative signage additions.
Comment:

. Use thefence sites us potential interpretive sign locations

p.60 Provide information and education to recreational users to minimize human behaviors that
may impact wildlife. Ideas include increasing educational signage, implementing a docent
stewardship program, or engaging the public in a citizen science monitoring approach.
Comment:

o Develop formal partnership ugreement with nonproJit organization, neighborhood
ussociations or colleges (WTVU, WCC or N\4/IC) to establish citizen science monitoring
of site before plan is implemented.

p. 63 The City coordinates educational and volunteer stewardship programs related to ecology
restoration and trail maintenance activities based on an annual plan and schedule for
implementing effective invasive plant removal and native plant installation according to growth
habits.
Comment:

. Develop Restoration Plan or Management Plan, with protocols transparent to ull
involved in future invasive plont removal and native plant instollution.

o Educate all stakeholders involved in on-the-groand restoration work, on Restoration
Plan or Management Plan
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Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmai l.com>W #mell

100ac Woods Easement Proposal

P.v"9F-
To: ral bro.ccfpd@gmail.com

Dear Commissioners,

Wed, Jun 29,2022 at 2:56 PM

N/y comment, as a resident of South Hill since 2014, is to preserve the use of the 100 Acre Woods in much the
same way as it is currently being utilized. My understanding is this utilization explicitly encompasses bicycle and
dog use.

These woods have provided my family with an accessible venue for multi-modal exploration and are where both of
my children learned to venture off-road on their mountain bikes.

Proposals to restrict these uses would appear to contradict the 2014 easement.

Sincerely,
Bryce Fegley
443 14th St
Bellingham, WA 98225

I of I 71612022,11:15 i'j"



W ffirvzm** Robyn AIbro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

written comments on 1O0acre wood master plan

Jacob Stewart Mon, Jun 27,2022 at4:36 PM
Reply-To:
To: ralbro. ccfpd@gmail. com

Hi, I would like to submit written comments to the Park Commissioners for the upcoming hearing after reviewing the
draft master plan and watching recordings of the previous two meetings.

Thanksl

-Jacob Stewart

Name of Park
The park commissioners appear to view the 100 Acre Wood as a nature preserve. lt is not currently a nature preserve;
nor does it appear to have ever been one. This is clearly and intentionally reflected in the language found in the 2014
easement, which enshrines "nature-oriented non-motorized public recreational" use. The 100 Acre Wood is properly
understood as a park, and is quite literally a metropolitan park district, however much the Commissioners wish to the
contrary.

Bicycle Access
Section lV.1.C of the 2014 easement clearly and intentionally contemplates use by mountain bikes

Leashed Dogs
Section lV.1.N of lhe 2014 easement clearly and intentionally contemplates off-leash dog use

Results of Parks Survey
The Commissioners do not like the results of public outreach conducted by Parks staff regarding park usage. The
outreach process is in fact working exactly as it was designed, and it is illogical and inappropriate to appeal to
hypothetical silent constituencies who did not respond to the outreach. Citizens who drd choose to participate should
expect to have their concerns addressed - not ignored.

User Conflict
The Commissioners appear concerned about hypothetical conflict between various park users. I do not believe this is
a good faith objection, as Bellingham residents (e9., dog-walkers, cyclists, birders, whatever) currently happily share
trail networks all over the city without conflict.



W#m*x* Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

comment to 7/6 CCFPD special meeting

JessicaOrrIIf
To: ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com
Cc. parks@cob.org

Tue, Jul 5,2022 at 8:05 PM

Hello -

I would like to express my support for the Bellingham Parks Department's Master Plan Draft, as written, as well as for
the disbandment of the CCFPD.

I also support continued access for bikes to the 100 Acre Wood. As noted on pg 36 of the CCFPD-commissioned
Herrera "Stewardship Plan," no evidence exists that bikes have any different environmental impact compared to
hikersArualkers. I believe that any effort to limit the use of bikes in the 100 Acre Wood is based on one user group's
preference and emotions rather than any scientific or other evidence.

Thank you,
Jessica Orr
Resident of South Bellingham Neighborhood
697 Chuckanut Dr N, Bellingham, WA 98229
352-262-9493



M*rwxx1 Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>

Public Comment for CCFPD July 6 hearing

sonja max 

- 

Tue, Jul 5,2022 at 1:0g PM
To: Robyn Albro <ralbro.ccfpd@gmail.com>
Cc: noliver@cob.org

Hello, I would like to submit the following written comment to the Chuckanut Community Forest Park Commissioners
for the July 6 hearing:

Dear Commissioners,

As a resident within the Metropolitan Park District, I voted in favor of the taxing district's formation in 2013. I could not
be more grateful that the Hundred Acre Wood was saved from development and that we are approaching the
property's conversion to a City Park. I appreciate current and past commissioners' efforts in this success.

After watching recordings of past meetings, re-reading the ballot measure that helped inform my vote, the 2014
conservation easement that directs appropriate conservation of the land, and the recent stewardship plan that was
commissioned and paid for with taxpayer money, I would like to express the following concerns that lead me to believe
the CCFPD commissioners are over-reaching their power and straying from their duty to serve the community at
large.

. Petition Language
The community signed a petition to get the taxing district on the ballot that, among other things, stated, "Whereas, the
Chuckanut Community Forest and surrounding area supports a diversity of rich ecological habitat and active
recreational open space with important educational and community value..."

This implies the continued use of recreation that had been enjoyed by neighbors within the park. There is no mention
of restricting types of recreation or creating a restrictive nature preserye.

. Ballot language for taxing district:
When I voted in favor of the creating the taxing district, the same sentiment carried through the ballot language.
The Statement For includes the following sentences:
"Assuring its preservation as a park, forever. The alternative is that an unknown portion of the land may be sold."
"As a park, the forest offers easy access to healthy outdoor recreation to five nearby Southside neighborhoods."
Use of the word "Park," not "nature preserve." This again implies that this park's purpose is to maintain the level of
recreation that neighbors have come to enjoy in this area, instead of the property being developed into private
dwellings and multi-family housing units. There are numerous children who live in these five nearby Southside
neighborhoods who, doing what kids do, need places like this to ride bicycles and play outdoors. lt so happens that
this park is the only one within a short riding distance from many of these families' homes, where their kids can
venture on their own. To restrict this activity and force these families to drive their children to another park is contrary
to whole intent of this park providing recreation within the vicinity of these neighborhoods.

"The commissioners will assure its preservation,... leaving management to Bellingham Parks."
It seems to me that the commissioners have assured the preservation of the property, preventing it from being sold to
a private developer. Now is the time to let Bellingham Parks continue with the park's management.

. 2014 conservation easement:
- Section lV.1 .C specifically includes the use of mountain bikes
- Section lV.1.N specifically includes off-leash dogs
I gather from statements made in meetings that the CCFPD is no longer happy with the original conservation
easement and would be willing to spend a lot of taxpayer money to write a new one. ln my opinion, there is no need
for this. The original easement was clear and appropriate.

. City's draft master plan
- lt was clear from comments during public meetings that the CCFPD did not like the City's public engagement
process. Whether the commissioners like it or not, that is the best tool the City has available to us currently. lt is used



for all ci$-wide projects. People who take the time to respond on Engage Bellingham expect their responses to inform
the final plans. /f is not appropriate to anticipate fhe desfes of people who did not respond to the suruey and change
the outcome based on that silent constituency. That ends up reflecting the personal wishes of a few members of a
committee, not the several hundred community members who took the time to voice their opinions.

- lt is also clear that commissioners have personal biases against certain forms of recreation that do not reflect the
community at large harmoniously sharing trails between various user groups. I have used those trails for years and
never had a negative encounter with another trail user.

-Also, what better way to raise a generation of respectful park-goers, than to teach them in neighborhood parks how to
share trails and give right of way appropriately? lf we ban children from community parks and force them to ride in
bike parks or pump tracks, they will never know how to act when they do come upon other users in a shared trail in
the future. This is part of the "educational value" component that was mentioned in the petition.

. Stewardship plan:
Finally, the stewardship plan that the CCFPD commissioned with taxpayer money has serious flaws. lt stales within
the documenl "...there is a lack of site-specific data in this regard for the CCF."

It also states, "there is little evidence to suggest that bikers cause more wear to trails, damage to vegetation, or
negative behavioral responses in wildlife than other forms of trail recreation (Sprung 2003)."

Many of the references used for the plan are not local.

One of the references is "collated emails" from a commission member to Herrera staff. Commissioners should not be
feeding the consultant cherry-picked emails to influence the outcome of the report.

The report says children and photographers are disturbing to birds. This is strange.

The report recommends eliminating over a mile of trails in the park, again without very much site-specific data. The
City of Bellingham would be best equipped to develop a trail plan. The City has its own wetland requirements and
mitigation strategies, and I trust the City to develop and maintain a perfectly adequate trail plan. lf there is an
endangered species or special wetland, don't put a trail there.

To conclude, it appears that the commissioners are attempting to strong-arm the City into excessive restrictions on the
Hundred Acre Wood to create a nature preserve instead of the metropolitan park that was voted for. This is
deceptive to voters.

Please move this planning process along by supporting the City's Draft Master Plan so we can stop wasting taxpayer
dollars with CCFPD legal fees and consultants. The commission has done its job of preventing private development,
and management of the property should now be handed over to the City of Bellingham Parks and Recreation
Department.

Sincerely,

Sonja Max
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extraction operations. Today, the old road is used as a trail and the pits from gravel extraction 
have been partially naturalized. 
 

Development Proposals and Public Protection 
Between the 1980s and 2011, several proposals were made to develop the Hundred Acre Wood 
area. These proposals were met by considerable opposition from concerned community 
members. Ultimately, each development proposal failed to obtain an approval or permitting 
following an extensive environmental review. Following the failure of multiple development 
proposals, project financer Horizon Bank forced foreclosure and sold the parcel to Washington 
Federal Savings Bank (Washington Federal).  
 

Acquisition History and Development of the Conservation Easements 
The Hundred Acre Wood Park consists of multiple parcels that were acquired by the City over 
the course of several decades. Key milestones in the development of the Park include:  

 The City acquired the Interurban Greenway parcels between 1991 and 2003 (see Figure 
2).  

 In 2001, the City and Whatcom Land Trust established a conservation easement to 
ensure future protection of the 16.5-acre Interurban Wetland Conservation Easement, 
located in the southeast corner of the current Park (Auditor File No. 2011203959).  

 In 2011, the City purchased the Chuckanut Community Forest property (82-acres) from 
Washington Federal for $8.23 million using a combination of Greenway Levy funds, City 
Park Impact Fees, and a loan from the Greenway Maintenance Endowment Fund.  

 In 2013, voters approved the formation of the Chuckanut Community Forest Park 
District (Park District) to protect the 82-acre forest property from future development 
and manage the repayment of the Greenway Maintenance Endowment Fund loan.  

 In 2014, the City and the Park District established a conservation easement to 
permanently protect the Chuckanut Community Forest property (Auditor File No. 
2140100259). The conservation easement protects the property in perpetuity and 
ensures that any future projects that enhance recreational and educational elements of 
the Park do not negatively impact environmental functions or features.  

 In 2014, an interlocal 
agreement was established 
between the City and the 
Park District. (COB Contract 
# 2013-0624).   

 In 2014, the City rezoned 
111 acres, including the 
Community Forest parcel, 
the Whatcom Land Trust 
parcel, and the surrounding 
acreage, from Residential 
Multi, Planned to Public, 
Open Space.  

Commented [SP4]: Laine: Double check this is the correct 
title.  

Commented [SP5]: Laine: Is this correct? Rezoned after 
the interlocal agreement was established? 

Neil Schaner
How is this defined? Typical environmental review and permitting often leaves environmental resources degraded or at risk.

Neil Schaner
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CHAPTER 3: EXISTING PARK CONDITIONS  
 
This chapter describes the existing conditions 
within the Park at the time the Plan was 
written. It includes notable features within the 
Park, current uses, and adjacent land uses.  
 

Site Description 
The Hundred Acre Wood consists of 
approximately 111-acres of forest and open 
space, including the 82-acre Chuckanut 
Community Forest Easement, the 16.5-acre 
Interurban Wetland Conservation Easement, 
and all contiguous forest and open space 
parcels acquired as part of the Interurban 
Greenway. Six public access points provide 
entry to the forest (see Figures 3 and 4), 
including access from the Interurban Trail, 
Fairhaven Park upper shelter, Chuckanut Drive 
at 16th Street, Chuckanut Drive at Viewcrest 
Road, the end of 18th Street, and the end of 
22nd Street.  
 

Natural Features 
A native coniferous and mixed forest covers the property. The forest is categorized as “young 
forest tall” in the UFMP canopy and forest structure inventory (See figure 5). The forest lacks a 
mature understory and is transitioning toward a mature forest. Numerous wetlands and one 
natural pond are situated across the planning area on an uneven landscape with various grades. 
These forest and wetland environments are crucial natural ecosystems in this area and provide 
habitat for native plant and wildlife species. They also serve as an essential habitat corridor for 
wildlife that relies on the area for migration through an urban setting.  
 
The native species of plants, animals, fungi and other biota within the forest and wetlands rely 
heavily on the habitat provided by the Hundred Acre Wood. A list of native and non-native 
wildlife species that have been observed or are expected to exist in the park is available in the 
Chuckanut Community Forest Baseline Documentation Report (Baseline Report) (Eissinger, 
2017). The Report provides a baseline record of the relevant conditions and conservation values 
of the property subject to the Chuckanut Community Forest Conservation Easement and forms 

Commented [PLR6]: Add figure - UFMP canopy and 
forest structure inventory 

Commented [SP7]: Laine: Is this true for the entire park 
(or just CCF easement section)? 

Commented [PLR8]: Verify this 

Commented [PLR9]: Add Hoag's Creek; watershed; 
drainage - Add the two watersheds to plan. 

Commented [PLR10]: Add reference to Tier 1 assessment 
from HRTA and summary of importance from 2021 wildlife 
corridor analysis 

Neil Schaner
I regret I don’t have time to read the Eissinger report and it was not provided. I would be interested to know the metrics to be used to monitor the property to fulfill the requirements of the easement. It is impossible to know if this plan will achieve the easement requirements without knowing the metrics. Further, what changes is the City willing to make to park management if the easement requirements are not fulfilled? This might be an opportunity for an adaptive management plan, one that may align with the District’s stewardship plan. 
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Section 6.2 of the Baseline Report describes the topography, geology, soils, hydrology, and 
wetlands within the Hundred Acre Wood (Eissinger, 2017). The City’s Urban Forestry 
Management Plan includes information about the canopy cover, riparian areas, and forest 
structure and composition (City of Bellingham, TBD; Diamond Head, 2021). 
 

Human-made Features 
The Park has been mostly undisturbed following the last logging and gravel extraction activities. 
Remnants of old roads, borrow pits, several groundwater monitoring wells, old fencing, and 
scattered signage are some of the only human-made features that remain on the property from 
historical land uses.  
 
Remnants of an old road used for logging and gravel extraction on the property have been 
repurposed as trails. Wildlife and human use have created a web of additional informal trails, as 
depicted in Figure 6. Limited parking exists in two locations along Chuckanut Drive. Recreation 
Northwest, a Bellingham-based non-profit organization, established a northwest native plant 
garden, boardwalk, and outdoor classroom close to the Park’s boundary with Fairhaven Park. 
 

Current Uses 
The current use of the Hundred Acre Wood is as a public park and open space. Visitors use the 

Park’s trail network, and the connections to other nearby parks and neighborhoods, for various 
passive, non-motorized recreational activities, and multi-modal transportation purposes. A 

Figure 4. Hundred Acre Wood access from Chuckanut Drive and Viewcrest Road. 

Commented [PLR11]: Add Hoag's Pond - any manmade 
features? 

Neil Schaner
Will some of these existing features be removed? Fencing removal would be great. 
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A total of 716 respondents completed the survey. Ninety-nine percent (99%) of respondents 
visit the planning area, and 64% visit the planning area at least once a week. Respondents 
reported primarily using the area for walking, dog walking, recreational biking, bird watching, 
and/or wildlife viewing, and running (see Figure 7). 
 
The majority of respondents agreed: 

• With the proposed master plan boundaries (88%) 

• That the planning area should be named Hundred Acre Wood (63%) 

• That dogs should continue to be only on-leash in the planning area (67%) 
 

Respondents wanted to see the following improvements in the planning area: 

• Directional signs (71%) 

• Boardwalks and bridges (69%) 

• Native plant garden (62%) 

 

Open House and Follow-Up Survey 
Staff members from the Parks Department hosted a live, virtual public Open House on March 
16, 2022. The event included a presentation by Parks Department staff followed by a public 
question and answer session. Verbal comments, comments in the chat, and questions were 
collected as input for the final Plan. The event was recorded, and the recording was posted on 
Engage Bellingham for the public to review.  
 
Key themes from the input collected during the Open House include: 

Walking (616)

Biking (recreation) 
(326)

Dog walking (299)

Bird watching 
and/or wildlife 
viewing (273)

Running (246)

Biking (commuting) 
(153)

Photography (131)

Children's activities 
(115)

Education (51)
Picnicking (78) Other (118)

HOW DO PARK VISITORS USE THE HUNDRED ACRE 
WOOD?

Figure 7. The chart indicates the number of public survey (Fall 2021) respondents (#) who use the 
Hundred Acre Wood for various activities. 

Neil Schaner
I don’t have a sense to as to the effectiveness of the City’s/Parks’ general outreach procedures. Are there discussions prior about use populations not likely to respond to computer-based and meeting-based surveys and outreach? There could be a significant missing cohort of park users that don’t get notice for Engage Bellingham, don’t have access, or cannot attend an open house. 

There is also known activity by specific groups to skew (gently or not) public survey results. WMBC members asked other members to ride by and through the park once they became aware that Parks was conducting on-site surveys/counts. 
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• Attendees shared both support for and considerable opposition to limiting bike usage in 
the Park. 

• Several participants noted that various types of trail users seem to get along in the Park.  

• Attendees voiced both support for and concerns about the on-leash requirement 
proposal. 

• Participants shared specific feedback on the trail plan. 

• Several participants urged the City to move quickly in wetland protection.  

• Participants also advocated for wildlife conservation and noted the carbon storage value 
of the forest within the Park.  

 
A follow-up survey was open to the public from March 18-April 1, 2022. The follow-up survey 
provided an additional opportunity for the public to respond to the proposed plan elements 
covered in the Open House.  
 
A total of 670 respondents completed the Open House Follow-Up Survey. Highlights from the 
survey include: 

• Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents agreed with the name Hundred Acre Wood.  

• Approximately 78% of respondents agreed with the dog on-leash requirement and the 

installation of dog waste stations and signage to remind people of on-leash 

requirements. Several respondents advocated for locating waste stations at Park access 

points, but not within the Park. Several respondents commented that they would like an 

area of the Park to be designated as an off-leash area for dogs. 

• Approximately 86% of respondents disagreed with improving the existing trail from 

Fairhaven Park to the Interurban Trail with limestone and limiting bikes to this trail (with 

park users walking their bikes on other trails). Several respondents commented that 

families use this area for biking with their children. Others noted that there are not 

many reports of trail user conflicts in this Park. 

 

Relevant Documents 
The following documents helped shape the Plan. These documents should be reviewed in the 
development of specific projects, as applicable. 
 

• Whatcom Land Trust Conservation Easement  

• Chuckanut Community Forest Conservation Easement 

• Chuckanut Community Forest Baseline Documentation Report, May 8, 2017 

• Urban Forestry Management Plan (in process as of 2022) 

Neil Schaner
As you are aware, dog leashing for the protection of other users and the environment comes down to enforcement. 
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Strategy 1.3: Restore hydrologic connections  
Identify barriers to historic hydrologic flows and reestablish hydrologic connections. Aerate 
compacted soils in these areas and with culverts, bridges, or boardwalks. 
 

Strategy 1.4: Invasive Plant Removal  
Replace invasive plants with suitable native species. 

 
Strategy 1.5: Restore Vegetation 

Restore soil structure and native vegetation. Utilize established Park restoration best practices 
and prioritize climate resiliency.  
 
 

 

Strategy 2.1: Install wayfinding and signage 
Signage and wayfinding are important to help park users navigate the trails safely. Signage 
welcomes the public, directs and manages impacts, and educates and informs Park visitors. The 
following wayfinding and signage improvements aim to improve user safety and experience: 
  

 Add signage to mark public access 
points. 

 Install area trail map at primary 
entrances and key trail 
intersections.  

 Add park rules and dog on-leash 
requirement signage. 

 

Strategy 2.2: Manage pet and other 
waste. 
Install garbage cans and pet waste 
stations at main access points.  

 

Strategy 2.3: Improve vehicle and 
bicycle parking  
Improve existing vehicle parking along Chuckanut Drive, provided there are no significant 
negative impacts on conservation values.  
 

Strategy 2.4: Benches 
Install benches in key locations along the main loop trail.  
 

 
 

Goal 2: User safety and experience 
 

Figure 7. A map indicating "You 
are here.” 

Figure 8. A wayfinding post with 
trail names and directional 
arrows. 

Goal 3: Education and Interpretation 
 

Neil Schaner
What does “prioritize climate resiliency” mean? Choice of plant species, planning for future hydrology, planning for future migration of species?

Neil Schaner
Don’t forget to add the Greenways plaque. 

Neil Schaner
Speed and existing sight distance might make adding parking complex. 
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Strategy 3.1: Create an outdoor learning space 
Create an outdoor learning space such as an outdoor classroom. Figures 9 and 10 include initial 
concepts for learning spaces considering existing conditions within the Park. 
 

Strategy 3.2: Native plant interpretation 
Install native plant identification signage at approved locations within the Park. Figure 10 
includes initial concepts for native plant signage. 
 
 

 

 

Strategy 4.1: Promote climate resiliency consistent with the City’s PRO Plan. 
Consistent with Goal 4 of the City’s PRO Plan, take action to reduce the impacts of climate 
change and enhance the natural carbon sequestration function of the Park. 
 

Strategy 4.2: Install fire warning signage. 
Add fire warning signage at primary access points during periods of heightened fire risk.  
 

Strategy 4.3: Consider climate change when making decisions  
Consider climate change when making decisions about improvements, conservation, and 
restoration efforts. For example, use climate-tolerant plants in restoration efforts.  

 

Strategy 4.3: Promote City-wide climate resiliency and mitigation efforts. 
Implement City-wide efforts to build climate resiliency, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 
educate the public about climate change.   

Goal 4. Climate Resiliency 
 

Commented [PLR13]: Figure ____ shows the location of 
the outdoor classroom. 

Neil Schaner
How specifically?


