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Management Act (GMA). The County is required to complete its review and update of the
Comprehensive Plan elements, development regulations, and UGAs by June 30, 2016. As part of this
review and update, the County and cities of Bellingham, Blaine, Everson, Ferndale, Lynden, Nooksack,
and Sumas are collaborating on a process to allocate population and employment growth to UGAs and
the area of the County outside of UGAs. As a result of the review and update process, the County is
considering amendments to County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, UGA boundaries, land use
maps, and other plan elements, as well as development regulations (zoning, critical areas ordinances,
etc.). In turn, the seven cities of Whatcom County are also anticipated to consider amendments to their
own plans and regulations, and may use this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as a basis for their
respective reviews, as allowed under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
Four alternatives were studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS):



Alternative 1: No Action. Assumes that the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and
associated growth projections are carried forward; this represents a lower growth option (48,630
population growth).



Alternative 2: Historic Shares. Allocates growth to each UGA and the area outside the UGAs using
recent historic population shares (68,111 population growth, which is the Washington State Office
of Financial Management (OFM)’s medium projection).



Alternative 3: Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013). Allocates growth requested by
the cities and County as approved by the County Council (74,781 population growth).



Alternative 4: Targeted Land Use Change. Proposes a higher countywide population projection,
apportioned similarly to the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (86,149 population growth).

Employment would also vary by alternative within a range of 26,372 to 41,506 new jobs. UGA infill and
boundary changes are considered in all alternatives, to different degrees, based on land capacity
assumptions; except that the No Action Alternative would continue the present boundaries.
This Final EIS studies a Preferred Alternative which would include County and City proposals for each
UGA, resulting in a net change of 67,216 - 69,868 persons, which is similar to Alternative 2 Historic
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current plans and regulations.
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Growth allocations and patterns across the county and cities are reviewed in the EIS. The amendment of
the County’s plans and regulations, and their effect on unincorporated areas is also reviewed. The cities
may use this EIS as a basis for their respective reviews as allowed under SEPA.
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SUMMARY

1.0 SUMMARY
This Chapter summarizes elements of the Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development
Regulations Update and Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) Review, including the purpose of the proposal and
alternatives and compares and contrasts the impacts of the alternatives, proposed mitigation measures
to reduce impacts, and summary descriptions of impacts common to all alternatives.
This Chapter is the first of a series of chapters contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(Final EIS) that are intended to provide both summary review of the proposal and alternatives:



Chapter 1 Summary: Summary of proposal, impacts, and mitigation measures contained in the Draft
and Final EIS.



Chapter 2 Alternatives: Summary description of the proposal and alternatives including highlights of
the proposed growth, policy and code changes associated with the Alternatives.



Chapter 3 Preferred Alternative Evaluation: Evaluates the current conditions and potential impacts
of development that may occur under the Preferred Alternative; it compares the Final EIS Preferred
Alternative to Draft EIS Alternatives.



Chapter 4 Draft Clarification and Corrections to the EIS: A summary of the clarifications and
corrections to the Draft EIS based on responses to comments.



Chapter 5 Responses to Comments: Responses to comments with tables of responses and marked
comment letters.




Chapter 6 References: A list of documents and personal communication cited in the Final EIS.
Chapter 7 Distribution List: A list of agencies and organizations sent a notice of availability of the
document.

1.1

Purpose of Proposed Action

Whatcom County is preparing a Comprehensive Plan Update in accordance with the Growth
Management Act (GMA). The County is required to complete its review and update of the
Comprehensive Plan elements, development regulations, and Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) by June 30,
2016. As part of the review, and update process, the County and cities of Bellingham, Blaine, Everson,
Ferndale, Lynden, Nooksack, and Sumas are collaborating on a process to allocate population and
employment growth to UGAs and the area of the county outside of UGAs. As a result of the review and
update process, the County is considering amendments to County Comprehensive Plan goals and
policies, UGA boundaries, land use maps, and other plan elements, as well as development regulations
(zoning, critical areas ordinances, etc.). In turn, the seven cities of Whatcom County are also anticipated
to consider amendments to their own plans and regulations, and may use this Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) as a basis for their respective reviews as allowed under the State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA).
Four alternatives were studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) as follows:



Alternative 1: No Action. Assumes that the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and
associated growth projections are carried forward; this represents a lower growth option (48,630
population growth).



Alternative 2: Historic Shares. Allocates growth to each UGA and the area outside the UGAs using
recent historic population shares (68,111 population growth, which is the Washington State Office
of Financial Management (OFM)’s medium projection).



Alternative 3: Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013). Allocates growth requested by
the cities and County as approved by the County Council (74,781 population growth).
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Alternative 4: Targeted Land Use Change. Proposes a higher countywide population projection,
apportioned similarly to the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (86,149 population growth).

This Final EIS studies the following alternative:



Preferred Alternative: This alternative would include County and City proposals for each UGA,
resulting in a net change of 67,216 - 69,868 persons, which is similar to Alternative 2 Historic Shares
in terms of total population though the distribution of the population would be based on local
jurisdiction preferences similar to Alternative 3 Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution.

Employment would also vary by alternative within a range of 26,372 to 41,506 new jobs; the Preferred
Alternative projection is 37,052 jobs. UGA infill and boundary changes are considered in all alternatives
to different degrees based on land capacity assumptions and city or County preferences, except that the
No Action Alternative would continue the present boundaries.
All alternatives would amend County plans and regulations to meet the County’s eight-year GMA review
and evaluation requirements, except for the No Action Alternative, which presumes a continuation of
current plans and regulations.

1.2

State Environmental Policy Act Process

The County is considering the potential environmental effects of the Comprehensive Plan and
Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth Area (UGA) review in this Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). Generally, an EIS is an informational document that provides the County, cities, public,
and other agencies with environmental information to be considered in the decision-making process for
a plan, program, or new development. It also allows residents, businesses, and other government
agencies to comment on proposals and alternatives. An EIS describes: proposed actions and
alternatives; existing conditions of the study area; impacts that may occur if an alternative is
implemented; mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts; and potential significant,
unavoidable, and adverse impacts.
Whatcom County conducted a scoping process allowing written comments and testimony to help define
alternatives and the scope of the EIS.
Draft EIS Appendix A summarizes the scoping comments received. After consideration of scoping
comments, Whatcom County included the following areas for discussion in the EIS:
Earth, air quality, water resources, plants and animals, land and shoreline use, plans and
policies, population, housing and employment, cultural resources, transportation, and
public services and utilities.
For each natural and built environment topic, a comparative evaluation of alternative courses of action
is included in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS and Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. Alternatives described in this
chapter review different rates and shares of growth and consider each jurisdiction’s planning
preferences.

1.3

Public Involvement

The County issued the Draft EIS with a 45-day comment period extended to 60 days upon request. This
Final EIS contains responses to comments received during the comment period.
The County has and will host public meetings on the Comprehensive Plan. For a summary of past
meetings and potential future meetings, please see the County’s website for more information:
http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1175/Meetings. Proposed Action, Alternatives, and Objectives

Proposal Objectives
As part of describing proposed actions and alternatives, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
requires a description of proposal objectives and features in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Agencies are encouraged to describe a proposal in terms of objectives, particularly for agency actions to
allow for consideration of a wider range of alternatives and measurement of the alternatives alongside
the objectives.
FINAL | November 2015

1-2

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
SUMMARY

The Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations Update, and UGA review objectives are:



Fulfill the Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements for the eight-year review of the
Comprehensive Plan.



Provide for coordinated and consistent growth management planning between the County and
cities.



Accommodate the urban growth (population and employment) projected to occur in the succeeding
20-year planning period.





Consider incentives and regulations that encourage a greater share of growth in urban areas.



Make necessary changes to the Plan for internal consistency including growth policies,
transportation, and capital facilities.



Consider updated policies and regulations to implement the Comprehensive Plan land use
designations and to achieve or increase quality of life in the county.

Conserve designated resources lands.
Protect critical areas to promote environmental quality and manage growth consistent with the
GMA.

Proposed Action and Alternatives
Five alternatives are considered in this EIS, testing a range of growth allocations and policy and
regulatory updates:






Alternative 1: No Action



Preferred Alternative

Alternative 2: Historic Shares
Alternative 3: Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013)
Alternative 4: Targeted Land Use Change

Table 1.3-1 summarizes the key elements included in each alternative. Each alternative is described
below.
Table 1.3-1. Feature Comparisons by Alternative
Alternative

Urban/Rural
Pop Growth
Share

Population
Growth

Employment
Growth

Potential
UGA
Boundary
Changes

Policy & Code
Update

1 No Action

86%/14%

48,630

31,092

No Change

No

2 Historic Shares

76%/24%

68,111

26,372

2 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

3 Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

85%/15%

74,781

36,029

3 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

4 Targeted Land Use Change

85%/15%

86,149

41,506

8 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

5 Preferred Alternative

84%/16%

67,216 69,868

37,052

4 UGAs
Expanded
1 UGA
Reduced

Yes

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014 and 2015.
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Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1 would maintain the current Comprehensive Plan and development regulations in Whatcom
County. The present land use plan would continue. Alternative 1 would include no UGA boundary
changes or Comprehensive Plan land use Plan changes. There would be no policy or regulation changes.
New population and employment growth allocations would not be made and the present remainder of
growth for the period 2013-2029 would instead occur by 2036. The average annual growth rate would
be 0.9%, less than the State Office of Financial Management (OFM)’s medium (most likely) forecast. The
Alternative 1 share of rural population growth would be the least of the alternatives studied (14%).
Current programs to lessen rural and resource land growth would continue without change, such as the
present Purchase Development Rights (PDR) and Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) programs, the
Agricultural Protection Overlay (APO) that encourages clustering and retention of agricultural activities,
and the County’s Agricultural Strategic Plan (Whatcom County 2011).

Alternative 2: Historic Shares
Alternative 2 would amend the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations to address Growth
Management Act (GMA) review and evaluation results.
Growth would be similar to OFM’s medium growth forecast but allocated based on historic shares of
population (2000-2010) and current (2010) shares of employment. This results in the greatest share of
rural growth among the alternatives (24%), though the great majority of growth would still occur in
UGAs (76%). Two UGAs would be expanded: Birch Bay and Nooksack.
With this alternative, the County would prepare policy and regulation changes consistent with the eightyear GMA review, and continue to implement existing growth management tools for urban and rural
growth.

Alternative 3: Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013)
Alternative 3 would amend the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations to address GMA
review and evaluation results, similar to Alternative 2.
To help identify local preferences for growth, the County and each city consulted members of the public
and their legislative bodies on initial growth allocations. These are reflected in a multi-jurisdictional
resolution adopted by the County (Resolution 2014-013). Bellingham would accommodate its higher
allocations through intensification of its land use through upzones such as with additional mixed use
villages and through higher densities. Ferndale would rely on its plans for Downtown and its Planned
Action to intensify growth within present boundaries. After first accommodating growth in UGAs and
finding a lack of capacity, UGAs would be expanded at Birch Bay, Lynden, and Nooksack.
There would be a lesser share of rural growth (15%) and a greater UGA share (85%) than Alternatives 1
and 2. To help achieve a lesser rural share of growth, this alternative includes a menu of options for
urban and rural density policies and code changes to redirect growth from rural and resource lands to
UGAs.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land Use Change
Alternative 4 would amend the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations to address GMA
review and evaluation results. Population growth in this alternative is higher than in Alternative 3, based
on a review of migration trends, but less than the OFM’s high projection for the County. It is allocated
similarly to the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution. Employment growth would also be allocated in a manner
similar to the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution, but 15% higher. All city UGAs, except for Blaine, plus Birch
Bay and Columbia Valley, would require expansion, under this alternative. There would be a lesser share
of rural growth (15%) and a greater UGA share (85%). This alternative also includes options for urban
and rural density policies and code changes similar to those in Alternative 3.

Preferred Alternative
The Final EIS studies a Preferred Alternative which would amend the Comprehensive Plan and
development regulations to address GMA review and evaluation results.
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The Preferred Alternative would reflect the most recent County and City proposals for each UGA,
resulting in countywide population growth of 67,216 - 69,868 persons, which is similar to Alternative 2
Historic Shares in terms of total population though the distribution of the population would be based on
local jurisdiction preferences similar to Alternative 3 Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution. The planned
countywide employment growth of 37,052, which also reflects local jurisdiction perspectives, is also in
the range of the Draft EIS Alternatives and between the employment levels of Alternative 3 (36,029) and
Alternative 4 Targeted Land Use Change (41,506).
Because of estimated deficits in land capacity, UGAs would be expanded at Birch Bay, Ferndale, Lynden,
and Nooksack. The Everson UGA would be reduced as some land would be transferred to the adjacent
Nooksack UGA. The Nooksack UGA would be expanded to the north and west. The Nooksack UGA
Reserve would be reduced.
There would be a lesser share of rural growth (16%) and a greater UGA share (84%), and the absolute
non-UGA growth estimate would be similar to Alternative 3. To help achieve a lesser rural share of
growth, this alternative includes a menu of options for possible urban and rural density policies and
code changes that may be considered and used to redirect growth from rural and resource lands to
UGAs.

1.4

Major Issues, Significant Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty, and
Issues to be Resolved

Key environmental issues and options facing decision makers are listed below:





location of growth;



the level of capital improvements needed to support land use/growth levels.

sizing and composition of UGAs given growth expected over the 2013-2036 period;
the amount and location of growth balanced in UGA and non-UGA areas in order to protect resource
lands of long-term commercial significance and rural lands; and

All alternatives would allow increases in population and employment. Long-term local impacts resulting
from any alternative include increased urbanization, cumulative impacts on fish and wildlife habitat,
increased transportation congestion, and increased demand for infrastructure and facilities.
Prior to final plan adoption, the following issues are anticipated to be resolved:



refinement of a Preferred Alternative following public hearings - the Planning Commission or County
Council may choose an alternative similar to the Final EIS Preferred Alternative or another
alternative in the range of those studied in the Draft and Final EIS;




preparation of associated land use plans and development regulations;



refinement of goals, objectives, and policies as well as implementing regulations.

selection and refinement of capital facility projects supporting land use, including transportation;
and

1.5

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Draft EIS Chapter 4 contains the full text of the Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures sections. Table 1.5-1 below contains significantly abbreviated versions of the full
discussion in Draft EIS Chapter 4. The Preferred Alternative is analyzed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
Table 1.5-1 summarizes mitigating measures beyond adopted policies and regulations including “Other
Potential Mitigation Measures,” which are new measures that the County may employ to reduce
impacts. Full lists of mitigation measures are found in the individual sections of Draft EIS Chapter 4
including “Incorporated Plan Features” (self-mitigating features of the alternatives such as policies) and
“Applicable Regulations and Commitments” (adopted codes and regulations).
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1-5

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
SUMMARY

For these reasons, readers are encouraged to review the more comprehensive discussion of issues of
interest in Draft EIS Chapter 4 and Final EIS Chapter 3 to formulate the most accurate impression of
impacts associated with the alternatives.
Table 1.5-1 and the chapter it summarizes (Draft EIS Chapter 4; Final EIS Chapter 3) focus on a
cumulative analysis though UGA comparisons are often made. For UGA-specific analysis, readers are
encouraged to review Draft EIS Chapter 3, Suitability Analysis.
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of Alternative Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Earth
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Earth-related impacts would occur from development that caused any of the following disturbance mechanisms: clearing, grading, erosion and sedimentation, other
site disturbance, expanded impervious area, and increased chemical contamination. All four alternatives would result in the eventual reduction of vegetative cover
in concert with the construction of approved development projects. The risk of erosion would increase with the reduction in soil organic matter. Soils in developed
areas would be subject to removal, compaction and disruption of the soil structure necessary to maintain natural drainage processes and to support native
vegetation communities. All four alternatives would permit development that is at risk from some catastrophic geologic event, including landslides, earthquakes,
and volcanic hazards.

Impacts of Each
Alternative

Similar to impacts common to
all alternatives, with lowest
population growth of the
alternatives occurring in
present UGA boundaries.

Includes medium growth
across the County, but a
greater share of growth
within non-UGA areas where
there is a greater distribution
of landslide hazard areas,
seismic hazard areas, volcanic
hazard areas, and alluvial fan
hazard areas.
Alternative 2 would maintain
most existing UGA boundaries
except for Birch Bay and
Nooksack. The Nooksack
growth would occur in an area
mapped as seismic and
volcanic hazard areas.

Mitigation Measures
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Alternative 3 would expand
existing UGA boundaries at
Birch Bay, Lynden, and
Nooksack, and intensification
of infill areas within existing
city limits and UGA
boundaries elsewhere. The
Nooksack UGA expansion
would occur in an area
mapped as volcanic and
seismic hazard areas.
Increased densities within
existing UGAs could increase
the exposure geologic hazards
in those areas.

Alternative 4 would result in
potential expansions of all
UGAs except for Blaine and
Cherry Point as well as infill
and intensification in existing
UGAs. The Columbia Valley
UGA Reserve is located in an
area of an alluvial fan and
steep slopes. The Everson,
Nooksack, and Sumas UGA
Reserves or Suitability
Analysis Areas are located in
volcanic and seismic hazard
areas. There are a few areas
of steep slopes in some of
Bellingham’s UGA Reserves.

Similar to the other
alternatives, the Preferred
Alternative would permit
development that is at risk of
catastrophic geologic event,
including landslides,
earthquakes, and volcanic
hazards Similar to Alternative
3, the Preferred Alternative
would expand existing UGA
boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack, and
provide for intensification of
infill areas within existing city
limits and UGA boundaries
elsewhere. The Nooksack
UGA expansion would occur in
an area mapped as volcanic
and seismic hazard areas.

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

 Other potential mitigation measures such as redirecting growth from non-UGA areas where there are areas with greater hazards and less alteration, into urban
areas that have already been planned for appropriate densities given constraints, and in proximity to emergency and other services. Urban and rural density
tools described in Chapter 2 indicate how tools could redirect rural growth.

 The County could also avoid or limit UGA expansion based on proposed development type (e.g., residential development, which may have lesser impacts, versus
commercial or critical infrastructure, which may have greater impacts), limit expansion of UGAs in parts of the Suitability Analysis Area having moderate to high
liquefaction hazard areas, or avoid volcanic hazard areas.

 The County is also considering potential changes to its CAO as part of its GMA review process for 2016, following a review of Best Available Science. To the
extent such a review identifies potential changes, such as improved mapping resolution or understanding of geologic hazards, the County would apply the
regulations to new development as appropriate.

 County geologists are considering developing a simple screening tool to identify unmapped coastal areas subject to tsunami inundation, such as mapping land
with land surface elevations of 14 feet AMSL or lower (Wiser, July 2014).
As part of each city’s Comprehensive Plan Update, additional policies or regulations addressing regulation of development in geologic hazards could be considered.
Air Quality
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

During construction, fugitive dust from excavation and grading would contribute to temporary increases in ambient concentrations of particulate matter. Tailpipe
emissions from heavy construction equipment and vehicles would temporarily degrade air quality near the construction sites.
Under all alternatives, emissions would be generated by natural gas, fuel oil, and propane combustion used for space heating at new and existing dwellings and
retail/commercial businesses. Because residential development may include installation of fireplaces or woodstoves, there is a potential for air quality impacts from
burning wood.
Under all of the alternatives, the study area is expected to experience air quality impacts due to commercial and business operations. Major industrial facilities could
expand and increase their contribution to regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Impacts of Each
Alternative
Average Annual GHG
Emissions (metric tons
CO2e per year)
without mitigation
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4,150,812

4,287,277

4,428,978

4,571,346

With total growth similar to
Alternative 2 (population) and
Alternativ3 3 (employment),
Preferred Alternative GHG
results are anticipated to be in
the range of Alternatives 2 - 3.
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Element of Analysis

Average Annual GHG
Emissions (metric tons
CO2e per year) with
mitigation

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

3,362,158

3,472,694

3,587,472

3,702,790

With total growth similar to
Alternative 2 (population) and
Alternativ3 3 (employment),
Preferred Alternative GHG
results are anticipated to be in
the range of Alternatives 2 - 3.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT)

5,840,200

6,027,300

6,183,400

6,520,600

6,155,700

Contributions to
Forecast Regional
Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT), Regional
Tailpipe Emissions

3.6%

3.7%

3.8%

4.0%

3.8%

Mitigation Measures

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:

 The County and cities could require all construction contractors to implement air quality control plans for construction activities in the study area.
Mitigation measures proposed for the action alternatives and development goals and policies in the County’s and each city’s Comprehensive Plan will help mitigate
GHG impacts within the study area. The County and each city could also require or encourage future developers to implement additional mitigation; some examples
of additional mitigation are presented in Section 4.2 and would help reduce GHG emissions caused by transportation, facilities, building construction, space heating,
and electricity usage.
Water Resources
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Under all alternatives, impacts to water resources may occur from increased development. Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface water
systems, forest removal and creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably accompany the increased development that would occur under all
alternatives. It is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective
strategy.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial structures (e.g., pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed
with impermeable materials. Impervious surfaces can also include exposed soils compacted by urban development that inhibit water absorption. Impervious
surfaces can reduce natural infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways by which water reaches adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014).
Stormwater that comes into contact with artificial impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as pesticides, metals, organic
pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014). The estimated number of impervious acre increases above the existing 60,310 acres varies by alternative below.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Continued development and/or urbanization within watersheds can also result in different types of impacts on wetlands. This is due to the removal of forested
vegetation and a general increase in activity within the landscape where wetlands occur, even if disturbance activities such as the direct filling of wetlands do not
occur. Direct and indirect impacts on wetlands can be anticipated as a result of implementing development activities allowed by the Comprehensive Plan and
implementing related development regulations.
Impacts on groundwater quantity and quality may occur due to:








Changes in land use that reduce groundwater recharge, such as development, soil compaction or other soil disturbing activities.
Changes in population that increase demand for groundwater as water supply for drinking and other household uses.
Land uses that produce higher levels of non-point source pollution, such as runoff or residential development with septic disposal.
Land uses that increase the density of on-site septic systems.
Land uses that produce point source pollutants that can enter the groundwater at specific discharge points (e.g. industrial sources).
Intrusion of saltwater from marine waters into coastal aquifers can result from over-pumping of wells and reversal of groundwater flow directions from seaward
to landward.

The same factors that impact groundwater and surface water quality and availability can also affect water supply. As described previously, changes in land use that
reduces groundwater recharge, such as development, soil compaction, or other soil-disturbing activities, can create impervious surfaces (and reduced pervious
surfaces) that prevent precipitation from recharging groundwater aquifers. Impacts of reduced recharge can result in lower water tables and reduced base flow to
surface waters. Point source and non-point source pollution are also major sources of water quality impacts resulting from changes in development.

Impacts of Each
Alternative

Similar to impacts common to
all alternatives, with lowest
population growth of the
alternatives occurring in
present UGA boundaries.
Alternative 1 would result in
the least amount of new
impervious surface area
within existing UGAs and rural
areas.
The rate of growth in rural
areas would be lower than for
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Includes medium growth
across the County, but a
greater share of growth
within non-UGA areas.
Alternative 2 would result in
the greatest increase of new
impervious surface area in
rural areas.
The rate of growth in rural
areas would be greater than
for other alternatives. This
could result in greater impacts

Existing UGA boundaries
would expand at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack, and
intensification of infill areas
would occur within existing
city limits and UGA
boundaries elsewhere.

Existing UGA boundaries
would expand in all UGAs
except for Blaine and Cherry
Point and intensification of
infill areas would occur within
existing city limits and UGA
boundaries.

Alternative 3 would result in
the lowest increase in
impervious surface areas for
total urban and rural areas

Alternative 4 would result in
the greatest increase of new
impervious surface area in
urban areas, with an increase
in new impervious surface

Similar to Alternative 3, the
Preferred Alternative would
expand existing UGA
boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack.
Additionally, the Ferndale
UGA would be increased into
the UGA Reserve to the
southeast similar to
Alternative 4 in that location.
The Preferred Alternative
would also result in
intensification of infill areas
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

other alternatives, and thus,
groundwater reduction,
degradation of surface
waters, and impacts on water
supply in rural and agricultural
areas could be less.

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

to groundwater, surface
waters, and water supply in
rural and agricultural areas.

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

compared to Alternatives 2
and 4.

area in rural areas slightly
greater than Alternative 3.

within existing city limits and
UGA boundaries elsewhere.

Potential impacts to
groundwater, surface water,
and water supply would be
less than Alternative 2 in rural
and agricultural areas and
greater in urban areas due
emphasis of urban growth.

Potential impacts to
groundwater, surface water,
and water supply would be
greater than Alternative 3 due
expansion and infill in all
UGAs except for Blaine and
Cherry Point.

The Preferred Alternative
would result in new
impervious surface area in
rural and urban areas similar
to Alternative 3, with policy
options to incentivize urban
development, and thus
potentially reduce new
impervious surface area in
rural areas.
Potential impacts to
groundwater, surface water,
and water supply would be
similar in magnitude to
Alternative 3.

Increase of Urban and
Rural Impervious Acres
by Alternative
Percentage Increase
above No Action in
UGAs
Mitigation Measures

4,567

3,982

4,564

--

14%

43%

72%

See above; anticipated similar
to Alternative 3.
See above; anticipated similar
to Alternative 3.

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:
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2,478

Encourage use of drainage systems that mimic natural drainage systems, such as vegetated swales, wet ponds, and created wetlands.
Implement all adopted watershed management and salmon recovery plans.
Adopt more protective detention standards.
Adopt more protective water quality standards.
Reduce the potential for additional impervious surfaces by increasing urban densities and promoting infill development in urban areas.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change








Retrofit existing detention facilities to improve water quality treatment.







Promote the preservation of onsite native vegetation, particularly mature trees and naturally diverse scrub-shrub communities.

Preferred Alternative

Construct improvements that would correct existing erosion problems and reduce the potential for increased erosion in the future.
Implement stormwater quality monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of stormwater practices and standards.
Reclaim water from wastewater treatment plants to augment wetlands, streams, and aquifers and to decrease use of groundwater.
Provide additional interties to enhance the reliability and efficiency of the water distribution system.
Consider further integration of methods of watershed characterization and land use planning, similar to the Birch Bay Watershed Characterization Pilot Study
(ESA Adolfson 2007)

Publicize and encourage the preservation of native soils and protect the natural processes of soil maintenance and onsite hydrology.
Consider larger wetland buffers for particularly complex or sensitive wetland areas.
Consider placing water quality improvement projects immediately upstream from wetlands.
Provide for ongoing care and preservation of natural areas either by placing them into public ownership or by providing technical assistance and materials to
property owners to enhance native vegetation benefits.

 Encourage maintaining existing working forests by purchasing development rights from willing foresters to maintain forested landscapes.
 Develop mitigation banks, in lieu fees, or advanced mitigation to provide before-the-fact mitigation for anticipated impacts on wetlands, streams, and habitat in
each UGA.

 Consider conservation measures for domestic water uses, such as limits on house size, lawn size, and fixtures—to help ensure that sufficient water is available to
protect endangered fisheries and for agricultural needs.

 Establish a groundwater monitoring program to provide the groundwater information necessary to assess the ability of the resource to be managed to sustain
fisheries, farming, and current and planned levels of growth.

 Expand intergovernmental cooperation to coordinate groundwater impacts across political boundaries.
 Create and implement a groundwater education and resource program.
Consider prohibitions on use of septic systems in UGAs at densities of greater than one system per one acre, and restricting septic systems within UGAs that are
located within sensitive watersheds.
Plants and Animals
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives
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Vegetation communities would continue to be removed and/or disturbed during implementation of development activities. Vegetation communities that are
characterized by trees and dense shrubs would be converted to managed plant communities typified by the vegetated suburban residential and developed cover
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

types, such as lawns and landscaped trees and shrubs. Impervious surface area within the UGAs would increase. Indirect impacts would include changes in
permeability to infiltrate water.
Impacts on aquatic species could occur due to loss or alteration of habitat as a result of changes in water quality and quantity and shoreline development. Increases
in the human population and subsequent development and increased density typically have a negative effect on aquatic species and their habitat.
There would be a reduction in the amount of wildlife habitat in the County over time as planned projects and future development projects are implemented. Direct
impacts could include loss or conversion of habitat to either unsuitable or less suitable types for many wildlife species currently occupying those habitats. Indirect
effects common to all alternatives could include a reduction in wildlife habitat quality and function because of increased human disturbance and associated factors
in areas adjacent to wildlife habitat.
Impacts of Each
Alternative
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As vacant and
underdeveloped parcels are
developed in the UGAs,
removal and conversion of
existing vegetation would
increase. Because UGA
boundaries are retained with
the No Action Alternative 1,
the change would be focused
there. There would also be
potential impacts on sensitive
plant species located in or
adjacent to UGAs under this
alternative. Development in
unincorporated non-UGA
areas would have the greatest
potential to affect native
vegetation, including sensitive
plant species and high quality
or rare vegetation
communities but has the
lowest amount and share of
rural population or

Alternative 2 would likely
focus growth in existing UGAs
for eight of 10 UGAs, and
therefore the change would
be focused there; the
alternative would expand
UGA boundaries for Birch Bay
and Nooksack.
The amount of growth in
unincorporated non-UGA
areas would be greatest under
the Historic Shares
Alternative. Development in
unincorporated non-UGA
areas would have the greatest
potential to affect native
vegetation, including sensitive
or threatened plant species
and high quality or rare
vegetation communities.
Seven Washington
Department of Natural
Resources (WDNR)

Under this alternative,
impacts on vegetation would
be similar to those as
described for the No Action
Alternative 1 and the Historic
Shares Alternative 2, except
that Alternative 3 has a higher
amount of population and
employment growth than
Alternatives 1 and 2 though
principally focused in UGAs.
Three UGAs may require
expansion: Birch Bay, Lynden,
and Nooksack.
Alternative 3 would increase
development in the
Bellingham UGA and all other
city and County UGAs and so
would have the potential to
affect water quality, and
therefore, fish and other
aquatic species.

Under the Targeted Land Use
Change Alternative 4, impacts
on vegetation would be as
described under the
Multijurisdictional Resolution
Alternative 3 but magnified as
it has the greatest UGA
expansion potential in 8 of 10
UGAs and has the second
highest rural growth amount.
If growth were to extend into
the collective Suitability
Analysis Study Areas in 8 of
the 10 UGAs, there would also
be potential impacts on
sensitive or threatened plant
species occurring in or near
those areas.

Similar to Alternative 3, the
Preferred Alternative would
expand existing UGA
boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack.
Additionally, the Ferndale
UGA would be increased into
the UGA Reserve to the
southeast similar to
Alternative 4 in that location.
This alternative would also
result in the intensification of
infill areas within existing city
limits and UGA boundaries
elsewhere. Similar to the
Draft EIS alternatives,
increased development under
the Preferred Alternative
would have the potential to
affect water quality, and
therefore, fish and other
aquatic species. Emphasis on
urban growth and additional

1-13

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
SUMMARY

Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

employment growth of all
alternatives.
Impacts on water quality
would affect freshwater,
marine, and estuarine areas,
and the species that rely on
those habitats.
Under the No Action
Alternative 1, there would be
an increase in density in the
UGAs. This density increase
would be expected to result in
a decrease in wildlife use and
habitat within these areas.
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Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Washington Natural Heritage
Program (WNHP)-listed
species have been recorded
within a UGA, UGA Reserve,
or Suitability Analysis Study
Areas.

This alternative would focus
growth in the UGA areas and
three UGA expansion areas
and would contain provisions
to maintain rural lots in an
undeveloped or lower density
of development condition
with rural density tools
described in Chapter 2.

This alternative would result
in habitat loss and
fragmentation in current
UGAs and in non-UGA areas.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

policy options to incentivize
urban development would
potentially reduce impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat in
rural areas.

Focusing most of the County’s
population and employment
development in the
Bellingham UGA without a
Bellingham UGA expansion
would also focus potential
impacts on wildlife and
wildlife habitat in the area.
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Mitigation Measures

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:
Vegetation

 Reduce impervious surface area by implementing applicable LID requirements per the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) Stormwater Manual
for Western Washington and Errata (Ecology, 2012d).

 Promote the preservation of on-site native vegetation, particularly mature trees (i.e., tree retention ordinance) and naturally diverse scrub-shrub communities.
 Publicize and encourage the preservation of native soils and protect the natural processes of soil maintenance and on-site hydrology. Leaving areas/tracts
(“belts”) of native vegetation undisturbed in both commercial and residential developments can provide long-term benefits regarding stormwater management,
on-site “landscaping” maintenance, microclimate, and general aesthetics/sense of well-being in a developed landscape.

 Increase regulatory guidance or limit expansions of UGAs in areas that may impact sensitive plant species or complex wetland areas. Consider mitigation banks,
advanced mitigation, stormwater and vegetation enhancement.

 Sponsor or encourage public education about the benefits of native vegetation.
 Provide for ongoing care and preservation of natural areas either by placing them into public ownership or by providing technical assistance and materials to
property owners to enhance native vegetation benefits.

 Implement restoration priorities identified in the County riparian vegetation inventory and function assessments for select watersheds and combine them with
other considerations, such as landowner willingness and watershed location, to develop projects in areas lacking mature native trees and LWD recruitment
(Anchor QEA, 2010 and 2012).
Fish/Aquatic Species
Additional measures could potentially be implemented to further mitigate the impacts of the alternatives on aquatic species. A potential plan or regulatory
amendments could include the mitigation measures described in Section 4.3—Water Resources.
Wildlife

 Consider avoiding expansion of UGA boundaries in areas of documented priority, threatened, or endangered species. (See tables in Section 4.4 for Priority
Habitats and Species [PHS] information.)

 Require management plans for areas included in an expanded UGA boundary that would include threatened or endangered species for the potentially affected
area by the landowner in coordination with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife [WDFW] prior to permitting any habitat alteration.

 Promote low impact development [LID], with emphasis on native plant retention in greenbelts between and within areas of proposed development to retain a
portion of the wildlife habitat on the site and to preserve a measure of connectivity between areas of wildlife habitat.

 Encourage buffer enhancement. Where stream and/or wetland buffers to be left are in a degraded condition, encourage enhancement of the buffer through
means such as establishment of native vegetation and control of non-native invasive plant species with a goal of providing high quality wildlife habitat and
discouraging human entry into the buffer area.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Consider updates to critical areas regulations. The County is evaluating its Critical Areas Ordinance as part of its 2016 Comprehensive Plan Review. To the extent the
regulations modify the County’s regulation of fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, the County would apply them to new development. Cities will likewise
consider GMA provisions and their critical area policies and regulations and determine if updates are needed as part of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Updates.
Land & Shoreline Use
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Population is anticipated to increase under all four alternatives, and new residents will require jobs and housing. Growth under all alternatives is anticipated to
occur mostly within the UGAs, though the exact distribution of population between individual UGAs and non-UGA areas varies by alternative. As growth occurs, the
total amount of land devoted to these uses would increase, and many areas that are currently vacant would be converted to other uses. Conversion of some land
uses to different types of uses or more intensive uses, as well as redevelopment of existing developed lots could also occur.
All alternatives would result in changes in activity levels and patterns as a result of new development. As growth occurs and land develops or redevelops at greater
intensities, each alternative has the potential for creating localized incompatibilities, especially in less populous UGAs where the surrounding land uses are likely to
be resource lands or more rural in nature. Increased growth in the County, particularly growth in non-UGA areas, has the potential to change shoreline uses.

Impacts of Each
Alternative
Land Demand: Total
Net Acres of
Developable Land in
UGAs to
Accommodate
Development with
Land Capacity
Analysis (LCA)
Assumptions
Land Use and
Shoreline Patterns
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7,140

8,958

9,742

12,091

With the lowest growth
allocations, less land would be
needed to accommodate the
growth. Lot patterns would
likely change from suburban
and semi-rural densities to
urban within UGAs. As

Alternative 2 plans about 40%
more population growth than
Alternative 1 but 15% less job
growth than Alternative 1.
Because the UGA population
growth shares are based on
trends between 2000-2010,

Alternative 3 would provide
54% more population growth
than Alternative 1. Most
growth would be in UGAs
(85%).

The potential for UGA rezones
to allow higher growth
capacity or alternative land
uses, and the demand for
UGA expansions converting
rural zones to urban zones is
highest under Alternative 4.

Acres required to meet the
growth would be greater in

8,097

The Preferred Alternative
would provide 44% more
population growth than
Alternative 1. Most growth
would be in UGAs (84%).
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

development occurs,
secondary impacts may occur,
such as greater demand for
public services and changed
aesthetic character.

some UGAs would have lower
allocations for population
than Alternative 1 and some
would have higher allocations
than Alternative 1. Alternative
2 would consume greater
amounts of land to satisfy its
anticipated growth than the
No Action Alternative. NonUGAs areas would have the
highest share of growth than
all studied alternatives. The
potential for conversion of
rural and resource lands to
residential uses in particular
would be greatest among all
alternatives.

total than for Alternative 2,
but non-UGA land
consumption would be less
than for Alternative 2.

Alternative 4 would exceed
the population capacity of all
UGAs except Blaine. While
Cherry Point UGA is also
under capacity for
employment in Alternative 4,
the County is likely to employ
upzones or amend its code to
allow for more efficient
employment patterns with
the UGA, rather than
expanding the UGA boundary.

Preferred Alternative

Acres required to meet the
growth would be lower than
all other action alternatives.
Non-UGA land consumption
would be less than for
Alternative 2 and similar to
Alternative 3.

The potential for UGA rezones
to allow higher growth
capacity or alternative land
uses, and the demand for
UGA expansions converting
rural zones to urban zones is
highest under Alternative 4.
Alternative 4 has the second
highest allocation of non-UGA
growth among the
alternatives; however,
Alternative 4 would require
application of urban and rural
density tools.

Mitigation Measures

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:

 Within the city limits and unincorporated UGAs whose land capacity analysis indicated an acreage deficit, increased densities could alleviate the need to expand
UGA boundaries. Where infill alone may not fully address future growth needs, limited UGA expansions may be considered according to GMA goals and the
County Comprehensive Plan.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

 The County could consider reducing the size of UGAs with a current large surplus of developable acreage and allowing this land to return to non-UGA use. See
Sections 4.6 and 4.7 for descriptions of regarding appropriate sizing of UGAs given the planning level nature of capacity analysis (e.g. +/- 5% within capacity).
Rural and resource land protection measures and incentives to make UGAs more attractive for urban development (e.g., densities, infrastructure investment) could
be applied to direct growth to urban areas under all alternatives. See Chapter 2 for more information.
Plans and Policies
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Consistent with GMA provisions, the Comprehensive Plan Update and UGA Review is intended to accommodate anticipated urban and rural population growth for
the next 20-year period (through 2036). All of the alternatives propose population forecasts that are within the OFM population range.
Under each alternative, growth is predominantly focused in UGAs that are already characterized by urban growth or adjacent to areas characterized by urban
growth, and include all of the County’s incorporated cities. However, under each alternative several UGAs are greater in size than required for the population
allocations. Therefore, some determinations about areas more or less suitable for growth would need to be made.

Impacts of Each
Alternative

The No Action Alternative
meets GMA goals by focusing
growth in the current UGAs.
This alternative also provides
a relatively low allocation of
growth to non-UGA areas and
resource lands, which helps
protect natural resource
industries and open space.
Under the No Action Current
Comprehensive Plan
Alternative 1, focusing growth
in existing UGAs promotes the
use of infill measures and
more efficient urban services.
However, most UGAs are
sized between 12% and 40%
above the allocations. The
overall percentage difference
from the population land
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Alternative 2 provides for
growth similar to OFM’s
medium growth forecast but
allocated based on historic
shares of population (20002010) and current (2010)
shares of employment. This
alternative carries forward the
trend of more growth in nonUGA areas, undermining both
the urban and rural goals of
GMA. Growth in non-UGA
areas has a greater possibility
of affecting intact ecological
systems, reducing open space,
and fostering less efficient
public services.
Under Alternative 2, Birch Bay
and Nooksack UGAs would be
undersized. Bellingham and

Alternative 3 assumes
increased growth to meet
collective visions of each
county and city as
documented in a multijurisdictional resolution
(Resolution 2014-013). In
some communities the
emphasis studied in
Alternative 3 includes infill,
such as Bellingham and
Ferndale, and in others the
growth would likely be
accommodated through a
combination of infill and UGA
expansion measures, such as
Birch Bay, Lynden, and
Nooksack. Each city will be
planning in concert with their
citizens and the County to

Alternative 4 focuses most
growth in the UGAs and a
relatively smaller share to the
non-UGA areas; however total
growth in the UGAs is the
highest studied, and the nonUGA growth value is the
second highest studied. To
help better balance GMA
goals, this alternative includes
infill incentives and rural
protection measures.

The Preferred Alternative
includes population growth
that is slightly higher than the
OFM medium growth
forecast; employment growth
is similar to and slightly higher
than Alternative 3. The
allocation of growth is based
on the collective visions of
each County and city
community similar to
Alternative 3.

Most UGAs are undersized for
Alternative 4 growth
forecasts. Overall, population
capacity deficits are 29%.
Employment capacity deficits
across UGAs are estimated at
11%. Growth is assumed to
extend into the UGA Reserves

At the upper bookend, all
population allocations are
within 5% of each UGA’s
capacity except for Blaine.
Across the UGAs collectively,
the percentage difference is
+6%. At the lower bookend,
the percentage difference
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

capacity analysis (LCA) is 26%.
The percentage difference of
the employment allocation
above the LCA results is 14%.

Columbia Valley allocations
would be within 5% above the
LCA capacity. Although most
UGAs would be greater than
5% above Alternative 2
growth forecasts, there is a
closer match of capacity and
allocations, and the total UGA
population capacity would be
9% higher than allocations
whereas the No Action
Alternative has a 26% gap.
In general, the greater growth
in Alternative 2 and the
location of resource lands
abutting the UGAs as well as
inside the Suitability Analysis
Areas means similar but
greater potential for
incompatibilities with
resource lands.
Under Alternative 2, the
Nooksack UGA is undersized
and some lands identified in
Suitability Analysis Areas are
designated agricultural lands
of long-term commercial
significance in the
Comprehensive Plan. Unless
infill measures are significant,
a Nooksack UGA expansion
may be needed to allow the
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Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)
determine the appropriate
balance of infill and UGA
boundary modifications.
Under Alternative 3 half the
UGAs would have allocations
exceeding their population
capacity, and half would have
allocations below their
capacity though most are
within 5% of the allocation.
The total population capacity
would be undersized for the
projection by 12% unless infill
and other measures are
applied in particular in
Bellingham.
Jurisdictions pursuing UGA
infill or expansion may have
to update utility,
transportation, stormwater,
and other plans and
strategies.
Employment allocations show
most UGAs are either within
5% above their allocations or
are below capacity.
Alternative 3 has a similar
potential for urban growth to
occur in designated
Agricultural Lands of Longterm Significance in the

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change
and Suitability Analysis Area
for UGAs that are undersized
for population or
employment.
Resource land impacts would
be similar for the Nooksack
UGA as Alternatives 2 and 3.
In addition, there is a
potential for growth to
intrude into a designated
agricultural land west of
Sumas in the Suitability
Analysis Study Area.

Preferred Alternative

across UGAs is 13% and both
Bellingham and Blaine would
have population capacities
greater than 5% above their
allocations.
Across UGAs, total
employment capacities would
exceed the projection by 11%;
six UGAs would have
capacities lower than their
allocation or be within 5% of
their allocation and the other
four would have capacities
greater than 5% of their
allocation.
The Preferred Alternative has
a potential for urban growth
to occur in designated
Agricultural Lands of Longterm Significance in the
expanded Nooksack UGA. The
Lynden UGA would be
expanded to include two
parcels designated as
Agricultural Lands of Longterm Significance to the
south; however, these lands
on balance do not meet the
criteria for designation.
Rural and resource land
protection measures such as
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

community to meet both
population and employment
growth allocations.

Mitigation Measures

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)
Nooksack Suitability Analysis
Area as for Alternative 2.
Rural and resource land
protection measures such as
larger lots, lot consolidation,
transfer of development
rights (TDR), purchase of
development rights (PDR), or
others, are more likely to
lower future growth in
agricultural resource lands
and other rural lands.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

larger lots, lot consolidation,
transfer of development
rights (TDR), purchase of
development rights (PDR),
and others, are more likely to
lower future growth in
agricultural resource lands
and other rural lands.

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:

 For UGAs that show population capacities significantly below population allocations, the County in consultation with the appropriate city could:
o

Consider measures to increase the development capacity within city limits and existing UGAs such as applying incentives, upzones (e.g., greater
densities), and mixed use zoning.

o

Consider limited UGA expansions into UGA Reserve and Suitability Analysis Areas where infill measures are not feasible within the UGA boundaries.

o

Reallocate population within the range of the population allocations of the EIS. This would shift population from UGAs that lack capacity to communities
that have greater potential to accommodate population in existing UGAs. This could be done in consultation with communities that want to reduce their
share to those communities that want to increase their share of the growth allocation.

 For UGAs that show land capacities significantly greater than the population allocations, UGA boundaries could be decreased. Areas could be removed that are
more costly to provide public services, that have significant concentrations of critical areas or constraints or that are considered lower priorities by the
associated cities or communities (see Chapter 3). Alternatively or in combination, a different mix of densities or land uses may also assist the achievement of
allocations, provided the densities are still urban in nature and can be served with public services.

 UGAs that are undersupplied with employment capacity could be modified to change the balance of land uses that have different land demand requirements
(e.g., industrial versus retail), or to change UGA boundaries (e.g., expansions). Deficits in employment could be offset with a rezone of residential land to
employment given the oversupply of residential land in some UGAs.

 To avoid an oversupply of employment land that is unused during the 20-year planning period, the County in consultation with cities could reduce the proposed
amount of land designated for commercial and industrial employment use or alter the mix of employment zones in the unincorporated portions of UGAs to
reach a corresponding level of jobs as the employment forecast.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

 The County could conduct joint planning with cities to determine appropriate land use categories in the UGA to attain the population and/or employment
allocation. Until joint planning is complete, the population or employment allocation would be held in reserve. The County would not allow annexation until
joint planning is complete and final UGA boundaries are determined. The County applies five and ten acre zoning to maintain low densities consistent with lack
of services.

 Where additional capital plans are needed, UGA sizing and capital planning options may include:
o

updating system plans or providing supplemental information that demonstrates an ability to serve, prior to June 30, 2016;

o

retaining UGA's, contingent on annexation phasing plans that do not permit annexation until capital facility plans are established or growth thresholds
are reached;

o

before expanding UGAs or modifying UGA boundaries, reserving some portion of growth allocations until more detailed planning and capital facility
information is available; and/or

o

reducing UGAs and identifying urban reserve areas that constitute a potential supply of land for future addition into the UGA that can be added after
additional planning is completed.

 Rural land protection measures and incentives to make UGAs more attractive for urban development (e.g., densities, infrastructure investment) could be applied
under all alternatives to direct growth to urban areas. See Section 4.7 for more information.

 The County and cities could require clustered development, buffers, graduated densities, and other measures to reduce potential incompatibilities next to
resource lands outside of UGAs.

 The County and cities of Nooksack and Sumas should conduct an analysis of designated agricultural lands in the Suitability Analysis Areas to determine long-term
significance and consider UGA additions for lands that are not of long-term commercial significance.
Population, Housing, and Employment
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Population would grow under each alternative. All alternatives project growth within the OFM 2012 range of low, medium, and high projections. All alternatives also
assume average annual growth rates (AAGR) lower than historical averages.
Each alternative would provide opportunities for increased employment growth.

Impacts of Each
Alternative
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Alternative 1 produces the
lowest population growth of
all studied alternatives. There
is excess capacity countywide
(26%) considering all UGAs’
capacities in relation to the

Alternative 2 projects growth
to 2036 based on historic
shares of growth and the OFM
Medium (most likely forecast).
Cumulatively, the UGAs would
have 9% excess capacity

Alternative 3 proposes growth
in accordance with each
jurisdiction’s initial review of
growth forecasts. There would
be a deficit of residential land
supply of -12% considering

Alternative 4 would allocate
population growth similar to
Alternative 3, but at higher
levels. Across the County all
UGAs would have insufficient
capacities except for Blaine.

The Preferred Alternative
proposes growth in based on
the County and each City’s
preferences. There would be a
countywide surplus of
residential land capacity in
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

low projection. All UGAs
except for Ferndale would
have capacity greater than 5%
in comparison to allocations.
Excess capacity may lead to
more dispersed growth inside
UGAs and corresponding less
efficient UGA growth
patterns, though growth
would be controlled by
infrastructure availability.

above the Alternative 2
projection. Individually the
Birch Bay and Nooksack UGAs
would be undersized,
Bellingham and Columbia
Valley would be within 5% of
allocations, and the
remainder with greater than
5% capacity of their
allocations. Given historic
shares, the non-UGA area
would have the highest
growth projection among the
alternatives studied and no
additional rural growth tools
would be needed to redirect
growth.

present plans. However,
Bellingham anticipates the
development of urban village
plans and higher densities in
newly-annexed areas and
existing UGAs. If that occurs,
then under Alternative 3 the
capacity for population could
become more in balance with
the growth allocation.

The undersupply in land to
accommodate population in
UGAs collectively would be
-29%. If Bellingham to were
institute its anticipated infill
intensification discussed with
Alternative 3, the undersupply
of land for population growth
would drop significantly, as
would the undersupply across
the UGAs overall.

UGAs of 6% at the upper
population bookend and 13%
at the lower bookend. At the
upper bookend, the Preferred
Alternative would be more in
balance than other
alternatives which are 9 to
26% above capacity
(Alternatives 1 and 2) or -12
to - 29% below capacity
(Alternatives 3 and 4).

Without sufficient capacity
either through upzones or
UGA expansions there could
be spillover growth into nonUGA areas. The non-UGA
share is 15% of the total
population allocation but the
rural growth value is nearly as
high as Alternative 2.
Therefore, both urban and
rural/resource density
incentives to redirect nonUGA growth to urban areas
and sufficient densities and
infrastructure in urban areas
could be considered.

Ferndale would be undersized
for population. Except for
Blaine other UGAs would be
within 5% above their
allocations at the upper
bookend. At the lower
bookend, Bellingham would
be over capacity by 15.1%.

Alternative 1 has the second
lowest job growth. Regarding
employment, all UGAs have
sufficient capacity for jobs,
apart from Ferndale, Lynden,
and Nooksack. Among all
UGAs there would be 14%
excess capacity in jobs.
Non-UGA job growth would
be the lowest studied of the
alternatives.
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With a share of growth
consistent with historic
shares, the UGAs would
collectively have excess
employment capacity of 34%.
Only Nooksack would be
undersized for its share of
jobs. Non-UGA job growth
would be higher than other
alternatives though close to
Alternative 4.

A few UGAs would be
undersized if boundaries or
densities are unchanged:
Bellingham, Birch Bay,
Ferndale, Lynden, and
Nooksack. All remaining UGAs
except Blaine would have
capacities within 5% of their
allocations. Blaine would have
33% excess capacity.
Under Alternative 3, non-UGA
population growth would be
less than historic shares. The
County could implement new
tools designed to redirect
rural growth to UGAs.
Alternative 3 would have an
employment allocation
slightly lower than UGA
capacity, within 4%. UGAs
under capacity include Lynden

Similar to population results
Alternative 4 would show an
undersupply in UGA
employment capacity of -11%.
All UGAs except for Blaine,

The Preferred Alternative
non-UGA population growth
would be less than historic
shares. New tools designed to
redirect rural growth to UGAs
would be considered.
The Preferred Alternative
would have an employment
UGA capacity 11% higher than
the allocation. UGAs under
capacity include Ferndale,
Lynden and Nooksack.
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Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)
and Nooksack. Remaining
UGAs would mostly be within
5% of allocations, except
Ferndale, Blaine, Cherry Point,
and Everson would be greater
than 5% of the allocation.

Mitigation Measures

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change
Everson, and Ferndale would
have less capacity than
needed to meet growth
allocations.

Preferred Alternative

Remaining UGAs would
mostly be within 5% of
allocations, except
Bellingham, Blaine, Cherry
Point, and Everson would be
greater than 5% of the
allocation.

In addition to those listed under plans and policies:

 The County could consider if there is an acceptable margin of error regarding land capacity analysis to recognize its use as a predictive planning tool rather than
as a precise method. For example, Kitsap County has established a tolerance of land capacity results within +/-5% of the growth allocation as essentially in
balance.

 The County could implement updated Housing Element policies based on the Whatcom County Housing Analysis October 2015, prepared by Beckwith Consulting
Group and strategies in the Bellingham/Whatcom County Housing Action Plan, 2008 to address countywide housing needs.
Cultural Resources
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

Potential impacts to cultural resources that are common to all alternatives include growth in existing UGAs. This would likely include loss of, or damage to,
archaeological sites and historic structures as development occurs in previously undeveloped areas.

Impacts of Each
Alternative

Under the No Action
Alternative (Alternative 1),
population growth is
projected within existing
UGAs. There are several
structures older than 50 years
that have not been evaluated
for historic significance within
the UGAs. Further, there is
development potential along
waterbodies in all UGAs as
well as the non-UGA areas,
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Alternative 2 projects
population growth beyond
existing UGAs, and expansion
of two UGAs, Birch Bay and
Nooksack. It also has the
greatest amount of non-UGA
growth.
The shoreline around Birch
Bay in the existing UGA
contains numerous
archaeological sites. Increased
growth within the UGA,
Reserve and Suitability

Alternative 3 projects
population growth beyond
existing UGAs, and expansion
of three UGAs, Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack. In
addition to resources in the
previously described Birch Bay
and Nooksack areas, the
existing Lynden UGA contains
both archaeological and
historic resources. The Lynden
vicinity is composed entirely

Alternative 4 projects UGA
expansions in all areas except
Cherry Point and Blaine. This
includes areas with recorded
significant archaeological
resources (and high potential
for unrecorded resources)
such as portions of the
Bellingham Bay shoreline.
Some areas, such as Columbia
Valley (an area of high
archaeological potential
according to the statewide
predictive model), have had

Similar to Alternative 3, the
Preferred Alternative would
expand existing UGA
boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack.
Ferndale would expand in an
area that is suburban in
character and with sewer
service. Under the Preferred
Alternative, intensification of
infill areas within existing city
limits and UGA boundaries
would occur elsewhere.
Expanded UGA boundaries in
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Alternative 1: No Action

and these are likely locations
for cultural resources.

Mitigation Measures

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Analysis Study Areas are
mostly within areas of high
archaeological potential. The
Nooksack UGA, UGA Reserve,
and Suitability Analysis Study
Areas contain a handful of
recorded sites, but the area
has had only sparse cultural
resources surveys. Most of
the area has moderate to high
archaeological potential.

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)
of areas of moderate to high
archaeological potential.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

no documented cultural
resources surveys.
Development under
Alternative 4 has the greatest
potential to impact cultural
resources of all the proposed
alternatives due to its most
extensive UGA expansion
potential and second highest
non-UGA growth level.

some jurisdictions may
increase the risk for potential
impacts to known and
unknown cultural resources
from development.

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:

 Mitigation for impacts of individual projects may be required under Section 106 or Executive Order (EO) 05-05.
 The County could enact a qualifying historic preservation ordinance similar to current Comprehensive Plan Design Policy 10E-5 (proposed for inclusion in the
Preferred Alternative Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2).
Under SEPA authority, the County and cities could apply a decision tree framework for level of analysis and conditions of approval.
Transportation
Impacts Common to All
Alternatives

As population and employment are projected to increase all of the alternatives, the resulting increase in traffic is expected to degrade the LOS on the transportation
system under all alternatives. It is noted that projected 2036 traffic volumes are generally lower, sometimes significantly, than 2031 projections that were
completed for the previous Comprehensive Plan update in 2008. This is consistent with trends that have been observed throughout the region, in which traffic
volumes have held steady or declined over the past few years, and in turn, are projected to grow into the future at slower rates than previously anticipated. Some of
the decline may have been due in part to the recession that occurred within that period, but the lower rate of traffic growth also reflects region-wide trends in
which a greater proportion of new development has occurred in urban areas and increasing land use mixes that put residents and jobs closer together, as well as an
ongoing focus on infrastructure and services to support alternative transportation modes. This has contributed to slower growth in vehicular traffic than was
projected in years past, and with continued emphasis on smart growth and alternative transportation mode strategies, this trend is expected to continue into the
future.
Increases in population and employment levels are expected to increase the demand for additional facilities; thus, all four alternatives would affect non-motorized
facilities through increased demand for additional trails and bikeways.
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Transit operations and facilities will be affected by the increase in travel demand created by any of the alternatives. The increases will require increase in hours of
operations, added investment in transit vehicles, and other capital facilities such as park-and-ride lots.
Impacts of Each
Alternative
County Roadways
with Projected
Deficient Segments
by Alternative, 2036

 243: Lakeway Drive:
Bellingham City Limits –
Lowe Avenue

 244: Lakeway Drive: Lowe
Avenue – Terrace Avenue

 162: Hannegan Road: Van
Wyck Road – Kelly Road

 243: Lakeway Drive:
Bellingham City Limits –
Lowe Avenue

 162: Hannegan Road, Van
Wyck Road – Kelly Road

 243: Lakeway Drive:
Bellingham City Limits –
Lowe Avenue

 244: Lakeway Drive: Lowe

 244: Lakeway Drive: Lowe

Avenue – Terrace Avenue

Avenue – Terrace Avenue

 161: Hannegan Road:
Bellingham City Limits –
Van Wyck Road

 162: Hannegan Road: Van
Wyck Road – Kelly Road

 163 Hannegan Road:
Kelly Road – Smith Road E

 162: Hannegan Road, Van
Wyck Road – Kelly Road

 243: Lakeway Drive:
Bellingham City Limits –
Lowe Avenue

 244: Lakeway Drive: Lowe
Avenue – Terrace Avenue

 164: Hannegan Road:
Smith Road E – Axton
Road E

 243: Lakeway Drive:
Bellingham City Limits –
Lowe Avenue

 244: Lakeway Drive: Lowe
Avenue – Terrace Avenue
Total Deficient Miles
of Roadway: County
Roads

0.63

1.64

1.64

3.91

1.64

Percent of Deficient
Miles: County Roads

0.2%

0.5%

0.5%

1.1%

0.5%

Length of State
Highway Projected
to Exceed Standard
(Miles)

13.98

17.26

17.26

19.27

17.26
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Percent of Total
Length – State
Highway

11.8%

14.6%

14.6%

16.3%

14.6%

5,840,200

6,027,300

6,183,400

6,520,600

6,155,700

29%

33%

37%

44%

36%

Vehicle Miles
Traveled
VMT: Increase over
Existing
Mitigation Measures

Possible Roadway Improvements to Meet Concurrency by Location, 2036
Location

Possible Improvements

Lakeway Drive, between
Bellingham city limits and
Terrace Avenue

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways
and/or widen the road to meet the urban minor
arterial standard.

Hannegan Road, between
Bellingham city limits and Van
Wyck Road

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways
and/or widen the road to meet the urban minor
arterial standard.

Hannegan Road, between Van
Wyck Road and Kelly Road

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways
and/or widen the road to meet the rural major
collector standard.

Hannegan Road, between
Kelly Road and Axton Road E

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways
and/or widen the road to meet the rural major
collector standard.

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Pref. Alt

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., 2015.
Draft EIS Table 4.9-11 presents additional strategies that the County could consider to achieve balance between land use, transportation, and available financing.
Implementation of some strategies would raise additional revenue; others would affect LOS standards to recognize a higher level of “acceptable” roadway
congestion. Strategies that affect land use could result in lowering of demand at different locations, but in order to accommodate future population and
employment targets, could also result in higher demand at other locations.
The County employs a number of implementation measures that are not improvement projects or specific policy decisions, but represent programmatic actions that
help implement the Comprehensive Plan. The following implementation measures could, over time, mitigate ongoing growth and transportation impacts. The
County has discretion and a number of options under each of these policy categories. In order to maintain this three-way balance, an increase or decrease in one
category requires change in the other two categories:
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Alternative 1: No Action





Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Commute trip reduction
Transit compatible design
Access management

Most of the beneficial traffic mitigation offered by these implemented measures is accounted for in the County’s travel modeling and analysis. However, increased
emphasis on these measures could result in further reduced vehicular trips, reduced travel-time delay, and higher transit usage.
State highways across the County form an important part of the transportation system for county residents. Operations on a number of state highways are expected
to be affected by the increased level of population and employment. Although state highways are not under the County’s direct responsibility, the County will work
cooperatively with WCOG and WSDOT to ensure that the impact of growth on these facilities is addressed. The County’s Comprehensive Plan has adopted the goal
of ensuring “an efficient regional system of state highways that is functional and safe, and is consistent with regional priorities and City and County comprehensive
plans.”
Public Services and Utilities
Law Enforcement
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There will be an increase in
population and demand for
services, but with planned
Sheriff’s office, emergency
management space, jail beds,
and juvenile detention
improvements, County LOS
standards can be met.

Alternative 2 will have greater
population growth than
Alternative 1 and increase
demand for Sheriff services.
With planned improvements
all LOS standards can be met,
except that the County will
need to add 2 beds to its
Juvenile Detention facility by
2036.

Alternative 3 will have greater
population growth than
Alternatives 1 and 2, and
would need to add 3 beds to
its Juvenile Detention facility
by 2036.

Alternative 4 would have the
greatest increase in
population studied and would
have similar results as
Alternative 3 with a need for 4
beds at the Juvenile Detention
facility by 2036.

The Preferred Alternative
would have greater
population growth than
Alternatives 1 and 2 and less
than Alternatives 3 and 4. The
Preferred Alternative would
increase demand for Sheriff
services. With planned
improvements all LOS
standards can be met, except
that the County will need to
add 2 beds to its Juvenile
Detention facility by 2036
using current LOS standards.
The Preferred Alternative
would replace numeric
standards with qualitative
standards.
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Fire and Emergency
Services

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Fire districts that have the
highest projected population
change include the City of
Bellingham Fire Department
(22%), the City of Lynden Fire
Department (34%), Fire
District 1 (24%), Fire District 7
(38%), Fire District 14 (25%),
and Fire District 21 (27%).

Fire districts that have the
highest projected population
change include the City of
Bellingham Fire Department
(31%), City of Lynden Fire
Department (41%), Fire
District 1 (33%), Fire District 7
(35%), Fire District 8 (30%),
Fire District 11 (32%), Fire
District 14 (40%), Fire District
17 (34%), Fire District 19
(90%), Fire District 21 (40%).

Fire districts that have the
highest projected population
change include the City of
Bellingham Fire Department
(38%), City of Lynden Fire
Department (52%), Fire
District 1 (31%), Fire District 7
(39%), Fire District 8 (31%),
Fire District 14 (37%), Fire
District 19 (67%), and Fire
District 21 (38%).

Fire districts that have the
highest projected population
change include the City of
Lynden Fire District (59%), and
Fire District 4 (50%), Fire
District 7 (58%), Fire District 8
(63%), Fire District 14 (43%),
Fire District 19 (73%), and Fire
District 21 (50%).

Fire districts that have the
highest projected population
change include the City of
Bellingham Fire Department
(34%), City of Lynden Fire
Department (52%), Fire
District 1 (32%), Fire District 7
(41%), Fire District 8 (34%),
Fire District 14 (36%), and Fire
District 21 (37%).

Fire Districts meet the County
LOS, except that Fire District 8
does not presently meet LOS
standards but has a capital
plan to do so as growth
occurs.

Parks
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Whatcom County Parks and
Recreation would meet its
Developed Parks LOS and
Activity Center LOS in 2036,

See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status.
Fire District 19 is unstaffed,
and therefore based on its
WSRB rating would meet the
LOS standard. The District
believes growth shares may
be higher than warranted
given the seasonal nature of
the housing and past
employment trends. Since this
Alternative tests higher rural
growth levels, Fire District 19
presents a bookend.
Whatcom County Parks and
Recreation would be able to
meet its Developed Parks LOS,
but would need an additional

See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status.

See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status.

The growth in Fire District 19
is second lowest to
Alternative 1 and is based on
a modified allocation meant
to respond to comments of
the Fire District that growth is
expected to be low.

Fire District 19 indicates that
the future growth levels are
likely infeasible given the
seasonal nature of housing
occupancy and jobs. A
reallocation among non-UGA
serving districts could be
accomplished to address
concerns.

Whatcom County Parks and
Recreation District would be
similar to Alternative 2 except
that the County would need

See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status.

Impacts would be similar to
but higher than Alternative 3,
and Whatcom County would
need an additional 109.71

Under the Preferred
Alternative, the number of
trail miles would be 99.94;
additionally there would be a
need for 1 activity center. This
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

but the County would need
87.20 miles more of trails.

98.89 miles of trails, and 1
additional activity center.

an additional 102.89 miles of
trails, and 2 activity centers.

trail miles, as well as 2
additional activity centers.

The Blaine-Birch Bay Park and
Recreation District would not
be able to meet its LOS by
2036, with the following
deficiencies: 15.36 acres of
neighborhood parks, 78.21
acres of community parks,
88.05 acres of regional parks
and facilities, and 1.98 miles
of trails.

The Blaine-Birch Bay Park and
Recreation District would not
be able to meet its LOS by
2036, as follows: 17.98 acres
of neighborhood parks, 91.80
acres of community parks,
106.33 acres of regional parks
and facilities, and 3.29 miles
of trails.

The Blaine-Birch Bay Park and
Recreation District would
have a little more demand for
facilities than Alternative 2
with the following
deficiencies: 18.38 acres of
neighborhood parks, 93.89
acres of community parks,
109.16 acres of regional parks
and facilities, and 3.49 miles
of trails.

The Blaine-Birch Bay Park and
Recreation District would
have a little more demand for
facilities than Alternative 3
with the following
deficiencies: 20.01 acres of
neighborhood parks, 102.39
acres of community parks,
120.60 acres of regional parks
and facilities, and 4.31 miles
of trails.

The Lynden Park District
would have a need for 111.89
parkland acres.

The Lynden Park District
would need an additional
119.32 acres the highest of
the alternatives studied.

The Lynden Park District
would not be able to meet its
LOS, and would need an
additional 94.46 acres of
parkland.
The Point Roberts Park District
would have a projected
growth of 134 persons in
2036, increasing demand for
services by 9%.
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Alternative 2: Historic Shares

The Lynden Park District
would not be able to meet its
LOS, and would need an
additional 103.98 acres of
parkland.
The Point Roberts Park District
would grow by 333 persons in
2036, increasing demand for
services by 23%, highest of
any alternative.

The Point Roberts Park District
would grow by 229 in 2036,
and the growth would
increase the demand for
district services by 16%.

The Point Roberts Park District
would grow by 264 in 2036,
increasing demand for
services by 18%.

Preferred Alternative

is similar to Alternative 2.
Under the Preferred
Alternative, proposed LOS
standards would change to a
qualitative standard for
activity centers.
The Blaine-Birch Bay Park and
Recreation District would
have a little more demand for
facilities than Alternative 3
with the following
deficiencies: 18.48 acres of
neighborhood parks, 94.41
acres of community parks,
109.85 acres of regional parks
and facilities, and 3.54 miles
of trails.
The Lynden Park District
would have a need for 111.80
parkland acres.
The Point Roberts Park District
would grow by 264 in 2036,
and the growth would
increase the demand for
district services by 18%.
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Schools

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Bellingham, Blaine, and
Lynden School Districts do not
have the projected future
capacity to meet this growth if
all students attended at the
projected rates. Ferndale has
a small deficit of 12 students
and at a planning level the
estimate could be considered
at full capacity.

Bellingham, Blaine, Ferndale,
and Lynden School Districts do
not have the projected future
capacity to meet this growth if
all students attend at the
projected rates. The deficits
would be at greater levels
than for Alternative 1.

The same districts under
Alternative 2 would be
impacted under Alternative 3
but there would be greater
deficits in capacity.
Additionally there is a small
deficit for the Nooksack Valley
School District of 7 students.
At a planning level the
estimate could be considered
at full capacity.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change
Bellingham, Blaine, Ferndale,
Lynden, Meridian, and
Nooksack Valley School
Districts do not have the
projected future capacity to
meet this growth if all
students attend at the
projected rates. The deficits
would be greater than for
Alternative 3.

Preferred Alternative

Bellingham, Blaine, Ferndale,
and Lynden School Districts do
not have the projected future
capacity to meet this growth if
all students attend at the
projected rates. Additionally
there is a small deficit for the
Nooksack Valley School
District of 11 students. At a
planning level the estimate
could be considered at full
capacity.
An alternative method of
calculating student generation
is presented in Final EIS
Chapter 3. If the alternative
method of using districtspecific rates is used, capacity
would be sufficient.

Water
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All water service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under the
No Action Alternative if
planned water system
upgrades and improvements
are implemented.

Most water service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under
Alternative 2 if planned water
system upgrades and
improvements are
implemented. The exception
is Birch Bay Water and Sewer
District (BBWSD); it does not
have sufficient supply to meet
projected growth demands.

Most water service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under
Alternative 3 if planned water
system upgrades and
improvements are
implemented. The exception
is BBWSD as for Alternative 2.

Most water service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under
Alternative 4 if planned water
system upgrades and
improvements are
implemented. The exceptions
are Blaine and BBWSD.

Most water service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under the
Preferred Alternative if
planned water system
upgrades and improvements
are implemented. The
exception is BBWSD as for
Alternatives 2 and 3.
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Wastewater

All sewer service providers
can meet the demands for
projected growth under the
No Action Alternative if
planned sewer system
upgrades and improvements
are implemented.

All sewer service providers
can meet demands for
projected growth under
Alternative 2 if planned sewer
system upgrades and
improvements are
implemented. The exception
is BBWSD.

It is expected that the
majority of sewer service
providers can meet demands
for projected growth under
Alternative 3 if planned sewer
system upgrades and
improvements are
implemented. The exceptions
are BBWSD and the City of
Everson. However, on a
cumulative basis, the
wastewater treatment plant
serving the City of Everson
and the City of Nooksack has
the capacity for the combined
projected growth for both
cities in Alternative 3; a
contract adjustment could be
made between the two cities
to allow for Everson’s growth.

Demand is higher under
Alternative 4 than Alternative
3, but the resulting
deficiencies for BBWSD and
Everson are similar. The total
adequate wastewater
treatment capacity for
Everson and Nooksack
combined are similar, and a
contract adjustment could
mitigate the impacts for
Everson.

It is expected that the
majority of sewer service
providers can meet demands
for projected growth under
the Preferred Alternative if
planned sewer system
upgrades and improvements
are implemented. The
exception is BBWSD as for
Alternative 2.

Stormwater

Alternative 1 has the lowest
amount of total new
development and impervious
surface area growth
compared to the other
alternatives; and therefore,
the overall capacity needs for
stormwater drainage and
treatment facilities would
likely be lower as well. The
UGAs with the greatest
amount of impervious surface

The total amount of
impervious surface area
growth and overall capacity
needs is greater than
Alternative 1. Alternative 2
features a greater share of
total population growth
occurring at lower densities in
non-UGA areas. As a result it
includes a greater amount of
new impervious surface area
per capita. The UGAs with the

Alternative 3 calls for a
greater emphasis on higher
density and infill development
within the Bellingham and
Ferndale UGAs, and there is
less rural growth in non-UGA
areas. As a consequence, the
total growth in impervious
surface area per new resident
is lower than Alternatives 2
and Alternative 4.

Alternative 4 has the highest
total amount of impervious
surface area growth and
overall capacity needs for
stormwater drainage and
treatment facilities in UGAs.
UGAs with the greatest
amount of impervious surface
area growth, and stormwater
drainage demand, are
Bellingham, Cherry Point, and
Lynden. Its amount of rural

The UGA expansion level is
greater than Alternative 3 and
less than Alternative 4. Acres
needed to support growth are
more similar to Alternative 2.
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The rural growth estimate is
similar to Alternative 3. Thus
the amount of new
impervious surface created
under the Preferred
Alternative is expected to be
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

area growth, and
corresponding growth in
stormwater drainage demand,
are Bellingham, Cherry Point,
and Lynden.

greatest amount of
impervious surface area
growth, and corresponding
growth in stormwater
drainage demand, are
Bellingham, Cherry Point, and
Lynden.

Solid Waste

The No Action Alternative
would have the lowest
population growth, 48,630,
and therefore the lowest
projected increase in solid
waste production, 33,068
additional tons per year. This
alternative would also
produce 27,475 tons per year
in recycling materials.

Under this alternative, the
County’s population would
grow by 68,111, resulting in a
projected increase in solid
waste production of 46,315
tons each year. Approximately
38,482 tons of recycling per
year would also be produced.

Power, Gas, and
Telecommunications

Alternative 1 anticipates the
lowest level of growth and
generates the lowest increase
in demand for power, gas, and
telecommunications services.
Growth in services would
occur primarily in UGAs in

Alternative 2 anticipates the
second-lowest level of
population growth, and a
higher employment growth
rate than Alternative 1.
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Growth would be more
spread to non-UGA areas and

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

impervious area is second
highest but still less than
Alternative 2. Its total amount
of impervious surface, urban
and rural is nearly the same as
Alternative 2 but it would
occur primarily in UGAs.

within the range of the
alternatives studied in the
Draft EIS and close to
Alternative 3.

Under this alternative, the
County’s population would
grow by 74,781, causing a
projected 50,851 additional
tons of solid waste production
each year. An increase in
recycling would also occur at
42,250 tons per year.

Under this alternative, the
County’s population would
grow by 86,149, causing a
projected 58,581 additional
tons of solid waste each year.
There would also be an
increase in household
recycling of 48,673 tons per
year.

Under the Preferred
Alternative, countywide
population growth would be
between 67,216 and 69,868
persons. The amount of solid
waste generated in 2036
under the Preferred
Alternative is estimated at
47,510 tons per year, more
than under Alternatives 1 and
2, and less than under
Alternatives 3 and 4. The
amount of recycling
generated in 2036 under the
Preferred Alternative is
estimated at 39,474 tons per
year.

Alternative 3 would generate
the second-highest increase in
demand for power, gas, and
telecommunications services.
Growth would largely be
concentrated in existing cities
and UGAs, though some

Alternative 4 would thus
generate the highest increase
in demand for power, gas, and
telecommunications services.
Most growth would occur in
UGAs, but most UGAs would
require extensive infill and

Population growth under the
Preferred Alternative would
be less than under
Alternatives 3 and 4, more
than under Alternative 1, and
relatively similar to that under
Alternative 2. Employment
growth under the Preferred
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Mitigation Measures

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

order to provide an efficient
service delivery pattern.

the distribution would be less
concentrated than other
alternatives.

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)
expansions of UGA
boundaries may occur.

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change
expansion to accommodate
the growth.

Preferred Alternative

Alternative would be the
second highest of all
alternatives, lower than only
Alternative 4. Demand for
power, gas, and
telecommunications services
would increase proportionally
with population and
employment, with greater
demand in areas with the
highest share of population
growth.

In addition to Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments, Other Potential Mitigation Measures include:
Law Enforcement

 Expanded police services should be provided as the County continues to grow.
 Staffing will need to be increased as population increases. Additionally, as urban areas are annexed, additional personnel and/or facilities may be needed in the
annexing city.

 Building and site designs known as Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), which would reduce opportunities for crimes to occur, could be
encouraged through regulations, such as adequate street lighting for residential and commercial development.

 Development of community crime prevention programs could help mitigate some of the impacts of increased demand for police services.
Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

 Expanded fire and emergency medical services and public safety dispatch services should be provided as the County and cities continue to grow.
 Fire Districts and city Fire Departments should develop or update capital facility plans, especially if they provide service to an UGA.
 Specific impacts of future development proposals should be assessed and appropriate mitigation measures imposed through the County’s and cities’ SEPA
authority. These may include building access, right-of-way access, and other measures or resources to support rapid emergency response.

 The County and cities should consider adopting fire impact fees pursuant to RCW 82.02.050-.100, if requested by a fire district.
 Since emergency medical service provision makes up approximately 75% of all emergency response countywide, a larger number of lower cost EMS Stations
could be constructed in lieu of providing full-service fire station. By providing more of the EMS Stations in more geographically dispersed locations, fire districts
could serve a larger percentage of their incident calls at a lower cost. A precedent for this model of service delivery is already in place in the County with Medic
One’s two county medic stations.
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Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

Parks






Whatcom County will consider updating the Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan to guide park and open space planning.
Whatcom County could update its LOS for trails and activity centers or the County could create more trails within the park land available in Whatcom County.
Whatcom County could implement parks impact fees to help with funding of new trails, and activity centers.
Birch Bay Parks and Recreation District, and the Lynden Parks and Recreation District could add facilities consistent with their parks plans or update their LOS
standards in order to address growth expected in 2036.

Schools

 School districts could work, in consultation with the County and cities, to identify potential sites for new school development in areas where higher amounts of
growth are planned.

 The County could incorporate school district capital facility plans, and subsequent updates, into the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan by reference.
Water

 Water service providers should, as needed, increase the size of piping, install additional looping to increase water pressure for fire flow, and/or increase
frequency of hydrant placement to meet fire flow requirements.

 Water service providers and County planners should continue to consult early in plan updating processes for both water system and land use plans to coordinate
land use with future water supply needs, particularly in UGAs.

 Where water supply appears inadequate for one or more of the alternatives, water service provides should update their water system plans to develop
strategies to secure adequate supplies. These water service providers may need to seek additional water rights and/or contracts with other purveyors to secure
adequate water supply to serve planned urban growth over the 20-year planning period. The County could make UGA sizing decisions based on planning for
water system improvements and the status of water system plan updates.

 The City of Lynden should continue to work with Ecology to address their water rights issues. Lack of water supply would impact Lynden’s ability to meet
demand under all of the alternatives.

 The County could coordinate regional water supply planning as part of an update to the Whatcom County Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).
 The County could review and revise landscaping codes as necessary to encourage use of native plantings and reduce demand for water.
 The County and water service providers should encourage water conservation, native plantings, and the use of rainwater retention systems in new and existing
development to reduce water demand for domestic and commercial landscaping needs.
Wastewater

 Programs that help mitigate stormwater overflows can continue to reduce combined sewer system overflows.

FINAL | November 2015

1-34

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
SUMMARY

Element of Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted Land
Use Change

Preferred Alternative

 The increased amount of unincorporated rural population growth found under Alternative 2 would increase population growth in the sensitive Lake Whatcom
watershed outside of current sewer service areas to a greater extent than other alternatives. This may mean that the Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District
(LWWSD) would be called upon to provide future sewer service outside of the UGA to address Lake Whatcom water quality issues. Alternatively, the County
could plan for less growth in the non-UGA areas, limiting the scope of sewer extension needed.

 Increases in unincorporated rural population in Alternative 2 would increase population growth pressure in an area that is outside of the City of Ferndale’s UGA,
but is currently served by sewer. If this alternative is adopted, it may make sense to extend the Ferndale UGA to this area to provide sewer service in an area
that is already served by sewer facilities. This may be a longer term planning solution; it could be considered in a UGA Reserve until planning implications can be
assessed.

 In instances where sewer service providers do not identify future sewer service trunk lines and major future sewer service facilities, the providers should update
their comprehensive sewer plans to identify the future locations of sewer collection facilities to serve their entire UGA or service area.

 Where wastewater treatment appears inadequate for one or more alternatives, wastewater service provides should update their system plans. The County
could make UGA sizing decisions based on the planned sewer system improvements and the status of system plan updates. For service providers in the process
of updating their plans, the sewer capacity should be updated to analyze the ability of those service providers to meet future population projections.

 The County could incorporate comprehensive sewer plans and subsequent updates into the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan by reference for sewer
systems that serve UGAs.
Stormwater

 See Section 4.3 Water Resources, particularly regarding low impact development and green infrastructure.
Solid Waste

 Composting services could be expanded in the County.
Power, Gas and Telecommunications

 The County, cities, and utilities could promote energy conservation by encouraging site design that emphasizes tree retention and solar access, as well as
architectural design that incorporates energy-efficient building materials and techniques such as the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED)
building certification program.

 The County, cities, and utilities could encourage co-location of telecommunications facilities with undergrounded utilities in urban areas to minimize the
aesthetic and land use impacts associated with utility corridors.
The County, cities, and utilities, in cooperation with state and federal governments, could encourage and create incentives for the installation of smaller-scale
alternative energy generating systems on individual residential, commercial, and industrial buildings and sites. The cumulative effect of smaller-scale, decentralized
energy sources can reduce the need for new large-scale facilities, potentially reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and reduce the vulnerability of standard, centralized
energy sources.
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1.6

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Earth
All alternatives would result in increased urbanization in the County. An unavoidable consequence will
include a corresponding increase in erosion and sedimentation. A greater population could also be at
risk from the adverse impacts of damage to buildings and infrastructure should an earthquake, volcanic
eruption, or catastrophic landslides occur. The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) would have the least
potential for these impacts because it would result in the least growth and would maintain present UGA
boundaries. Alternative 2 would have the greatest potential impact in non-UGA areas because it would
allocate the most growth to non-UGA areas, though the overall population would be less than the MultiJurisdictional Resolution Alternative (Alternative 3) and the Targeted Land Use Change Alternative
(Alternative 4). Alternative 3 would have a greater share of urban growth than rural growth, and would
focus on infill development with few UGA expansions, some of which would occur in geologic hazard
areas. Alternative 4 would allocate growth with a more extensive urban pattern due to infill within
existing boundaries plus growth in undersized UGAs that could extend into the UGA Reserves and
Suitability Analysis Areas where there are some mapped geologic hazards. The Preferred Alternative
would have impacts similar to Alternative 3.

Air Quality
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on regional or local air quality are anticipated if mitigation
measures outlined in the Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments
sections are implemented as planned. Temporary, localized dust and odor impacts could occur during
the construction activities. The regulations, incorporated plan features, and other potential mitigation
measures described above are adequate to mitigate any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as a result
of County growth increases. Additional air quality impact or GHG emissions reductions could be
achieved by implementing other potential mitigation measures.

Water Resources
Impervious surface area would increase under all alternatives based on projected growth. Measures are
currently in place to reduce the potential impacts associated with increases in impervious surface area
and additional measures have been identified within this section; however, increases in impervious
surface area would likely have some level of unavoidable impact on water resources. The potential
degree of impact on water resources would be dependent upon several factors, which could include
where within a subbasin the impervious surface area is located, the level of pollution that may be
generated by the impervious surface area (e.g., new road, driveway, and parking lot) and the
effectiveness of stormwater facilities in treating and detaining stormwater and mimicking the natural
conditions that exist pre-development (e.g., infiltration, groundwater discharge to surface waters, and
surface water patterns). As described in Section 4.3, it is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the
impacts on surface water resources from these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.

Plants and Animals
Vegetation
Potential impacts under all alternatives include the loss and reduced function of vegetation communities
as a result of population growth and development within the County. A reduction in the amount of
vegetation communities would reduce habitat for wildlife as discussed in the following wildlife section.
Additional development under any alternative would result in the loss of larger tracts of native forested
vegetation and grassland/pasture areas that also include non-native species. Vegetation diversity (i.e.,
number of different native plant species and structure) would decline as the larger tracts of vegetation
are developed and converted to vegetated suburban residential areas where lawns and non-native
landscaping increases.
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Fish/Aquatic Species
Over time, changes in land use and development patterns would likely result in increased potential risk
of impacts on fish, fish habitat, and aquatic species. Overall, greater human activity, increased
impervious surface area, modified hydrology, and degraded water quality associated with discharges
from commercial, residential, and roadway surfaces would likely result from the alternatives considered.
All of these factors could adversely affect fisheries and aquatic habitat.
Under all alternatives, fish habitat could be lost or suffer diminished function and value as a result of
population growth and development in the County. In general, alternatives that allow for the greatest
amount of new development and extend the land available for urban purposes would have the greatest
potential effect on fisheries and aquatic resources.

Wildlife
Under all alternatives, wildlife habitat could be lost and degraded as a result of population growth and
development in the County. In general, alternatives that allow for the greatest amount of new
development and extend the land available for urban purposes have the largest potential to affect
wildlife habitat.
A reduction in habitat could result in decreased abundance or local extirpation of species dependent on
the habitat. On a landscape scale, wildlife habitats would become more fragmented and disconnected
from adjoining natural habitats. Over time, some re-growth of native vegetation would occur within the
UGAs as residential areas mature. Such re-growth would present an incremental improvement in habitat
values for some wildlife species, primarily songbirds and small mammals. The reduction in habitat values
for some species of wildlife would result in an increase in populations of those species adapted to more
urban habitats.
The precise extent of impacts on wildlife, wildlife habitat, and corridors would depend on the sitespecific development plans for individual properties.

Land and Shoreline Use
Over time, the implementation of any of the alternatives would irreversibly commit vacant, partially
developed, and redeveloped properties to additional or new single-family, multifamily, commercial,
retail, and industrial uses. Under all of the alternatives, the UGAs would experience development and
greater urbanization over time and the non-UGA areas will receive additional housing units and jobs in a
lower density character.
The greatest potential for land use and shoreline pattern impacts is with Alternative 2 which would
imply a continuing trend of rural growth that has the potential to alter rural character. The greatest
potential for UGA development and urban land conversion is Alternative 4, which would require both
UGA infill and expansion measures to meet allocations.

Plans and Policies
All alternatives provide for population allocations in the range of state forecasts. In general, all
alternatives are consistent with GMA goals by focusing growth in urban areas, though rural protection
measures would improve consistency with GMA rural and resource land goals. All alternatives include
UGAs that are significantly oversized or undersized for growth allocations, and this may be mitigated by
UGA land use or boundary changes to bring land supply and land demand in balance.
Expansions of the Nooksack and Sumas UGAs have the potential to irreversibly commit agricultural lands
of long-term commercial significance to urban uses. The Lynden UGA expansion would convert
agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance that no longer meet the criteria for designation
as they are in utility use.

Population, Housing, and Employment
Population, employment and housing will increase under any of the alternatives reviewed, to different
degrees, with the Alternative 1 No Action increasing the least and Alternative 4 the greatest. Alternative
2, followed by Alternative 4, would have the greater likelihood to alter rural character with the level of
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population and employment growth assumed in Non-UGAs lands. Additional population growth will
increase the demand for housing. Additional population, housing, and employment growth will result in
secondary impacts on the natural and built environment and to the demand for public services, and is
addressed in the appropriate sections of this EIS.

Cultural Resources
With implementation of standard federal and state procedures and potential mitigation measures, no
significant unavoidable adverse impacts have been identified for any of the alternatives.

Transportation
Implementation of any of the alternatives will result in increased traffic within the county, with the
lowest VMT and V/C increases under County LOS standards expected to occur under Alternative 1, and
the highest under Alternative 4. With proposed mitigation in place, no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts are identified.

Public Services and Utilities
Police: Future population growth and development will continue to increase the need for police services
and facilities under all alternatives. Regular capital facility and staffing need planning can minimize
impacts and meet future demand.
Fire and Emergency Medical Services (EMS): As population and employment growth continues, the
demand for fire and EMS services will increase. With mitigation, significant, unavoidable adverse
impacts would not be anticipated.
Parks: With increase in population, there would be a greater demand for parks, recreational facilities
and programs. With implementation of adopted plans, and periodic capital facility planning updates, no
significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts are anticipated.
Schools: The demand for public school services and facilities will likely increase as new development
occurs and the number of families with school-aged children increases. The consequences of setting
aside land for school facilities would decrease the availability of that land for other uses. With
mitigation, including regular capital facility planning, significant, unavoidable adverse impacts would not
be anticipated.
Water: All alternatives would increase demand for water services and require extensions of services.
Service providers have capital plans, contracts, and improvements scheduled showing demand can be
met by most providers under most alternatives. Some water service providers will require additional
water sources to be able to serve additional growth. Adequate attention to capital facility planning
should mitigate potential impacts, unless additional water sources cannot be found.
Wastewater: With advanced planning, phased implementation, and periodic updates of capital facility
plans, as well as the review of development permits in terms of sewer system impacts, no significant
unavoidable adverse wastewater impacts would be anticipated within the range of alternatives
reviewed.
Stormwater: Impervious surface area would increase under all alternatives based on projected
population growth. The degree of impact on storm drainage facilities is dependent on several factors,
including where within a sub-basin the impervious surface area is located, the level of pollution that may
be generated by the impervious surface area, and the effectiveness of stormwater facilities in treating
and detaining stormwater.
Solid Waste: Future population growth and development would continue to increase the amount of
solid waste generated in the County under any alternative. With solid waste management plans,
regularly updated as appropriate, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts would be anticipated
within the range of alternatives reviewed.
Power, Gas, and Telecommunications: Regardless of which alternative is selected, population and
employment growth in the County will drive additional demand for energy and telecommunications
services. This increased demand will require some degree of construction of new facilities or upgrades
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to existing infrastructure. Private service providers will need to continuously monitor system needs and
plan for necessary service expansions.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES
2.1

Introduction

This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) describes the Preferred Alternative
and the proposal to amend the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the Growth
Management Act (GMA). This chapter characterizes the Preferred Alterative in the range of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) alternatives.
Four alternatives were studied in the Draft EIS:



Alternative 1: No Action. Assumes that the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and
associated growth projections are carried forward; this represents a lower growth option (48,630
population growth).



Alternative 2: Historic Shares. Allocates growth to each UGA and the area outside the UGAs using
recent historic population shares (68,111 population growth, which is the Washington State Office
of Financial Management (OFM)’s medium projection).



Alternative 3: Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013). Allocates growth requested by
the cities and County as approved by the County Council (74,781 population growth).



Alternative 4: Targeted Land Use Change. Proposes a higher countywide population projection,
apportioned similarly to the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (86,149 population growth).

Employment would also vary by alternative within a range of 26,372 to 41,506 new jobs. UGA infill and
boundary changes are considered in all alternatives to different degrees based on land capacity
assumptions and city or county preferences, except that the No Action Alternative would continue the
present boundaries.
The Final EIS studies a Preferred Alternative which would include County and City proposals for each
UGA, resulting in a net change of 67,216 - 69,868 persons, which is similar to Alternative 2 Historic
Shares in terms of total population though the distribution of the population would be based on local
jurisdiction preferences similar to Alternative 3 Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution. The planned
employment of 37,052 is also in the range of the Draft EIS Alternatives and between the employment
levels of Alternative 3 (36,029) and Alternative 4 Targeted Land Use Change (41,506).
All alternatives would amend County plans and regulations to meet the County’s eight-year GMA review
and evaluation requirements, except for the No Action Alternative, which presumes a continuation of
current plans and regulations.

2.2

Background

Study Area
The County lies in the northwest corner of both the State of Washington and the United States; it is
bounded on the north by the Canadian border, on the east by Okanogan County, on the south by Skagit
County, and on the west by the Strait of Georgia and Bellingham Bay. The County encompasses
approximately 2,120 square miles. The County has a 2015-estimated population of 209,790 (OFM 2015).
The unincorporated population in 2014 is 89,788 (43%) and the incorporated population equals 120,002
(57%). The planning area is the western third of the County. Mount Baker National Forest and North
Cascades National Park occupy approximately two-thirds of the County's total area and lie to the east of
the County Planning Area. See Figure 2.2-1 for the UGA, Reserve, and Suitability Analysis Study Areas
under consideration in the Draft EIS Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, and Figure 2.2-2 for the UGA and Reserve
areas under consideration with the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS.
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Figure 2.2-1. Study Areas: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4

Source: Whatcom County Assessor, 2014; BERK Consulting, 2014.
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Figure 2.2-2. Study Areas: Preferred Alternative

Source: Whatcom County Assessor, 2014; BERK Consulting, 2015.
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The maps above identify the following:



City limits. Representing incorporated boundaries (see Figure 2.2-1 and Figure 2.2-2, gray shaded
areas). All cities are included in the UGAs.



Unincorporated portions of UGAs (see Figure 2.2-1 and Figure 2.2-2, purple shaded areas). Intended
for urban growth. Cities and the County plan for these areas to meet long-term community goals.
Under the GMA, these areas are eligible to be annexed into the adjacent city.



UGA Reserve Areas (see Figure 2.2-1 and Figure 2.2-2, yellow shaded areas). Lands that may be a
logical extension of an UGA in the future if Comprehensive Plan criteria for inclusion in the UGA are
met.



Suitability Analysis Areas (see Figure 2.2-1, red shaded areas; Figure 2.2-2 does not show these
areas as the Preferred Alternative is a proposal from the County and Cities). Smaller geographic
areas adjacent to UGAs that may be appropriate for future urban growth. These areas are studied to
inform decision-making on UGA boundaries.

2.3

Proposal Objectives

As part of describing proposed actions and alternatives, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
requires a description of proposal objectives and features in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Agencies are encouraged to describe a proposal in terms of objectives, particularly for agency actions to
allow for consideration of a wider range of alternatives and evaluation of the alternatives alongside the
objectives.
The Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations Update, and UGA review objectives are:



Fulfill the Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements for the eight-year review of the
Comprehensive Plan.



Provide for coordinated and consistent growth management planning between the County and
cities.



Accommodate the urban growth (population and employment) projected to occur in the succeeding
20-year planning period.





Consider incentives and regulations that encourage a greater share of growth in urban areas.



Make necessary changes to the Plan for internal consistency including growth policies,
transportation, and capital facilities.



Consider updated policies and regulations to implement the Comprehensive Plan land use
designations and to achieve or increase quality of life in the County.

Conserve designated resources lands.
Protect critical areas to promote environmental quality and manage growth consistent with the
GMA.

2.4

Alternatives Description

Overview
Four alternatives were considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS), testing a
range of growth allocations and policy and regulatory updates as described in Section 2.1.
The Final EIS presents a Preferred Alternative, and in this section, highlights the key features of this
alternative along with each of the alternatives studied in the Draft EIS.
Table 2.4-1 summarizes the key elements included in each alternative. Key elements of the alternatives
are described in subsections below the table including: Population, employment, UGA boundaries, and
potential policy and code changes.
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Table 2.4-1. Feature Comparisons by Alternative
Alternative

Urban/Rural
Pop Growth
Share

Population
Growth

Employment
Growth

Potential UGA
Boundary
Changes

Policy & Code
Update

1 No Action

86%/14%

48,630

31,092

No Change

No

2 Historic Shares

76%/24%

68,111

26,372

2 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

3 Multi-Jurisdictional
Resolution (Resolution
2014-013)

85%/15%

74,781

36,029

3 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

4 Targeted Land Use
Change

85%/15%

86,149

41,506

8 UGAs
Expanded

Yes

Preferred Alternative

84%/16%

67,216 - 69,868

37,052

4 UGAs
Expanded, 1
Reduced

Yes

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.

Population by Alternative
The alternatives propose population growth within the low, medium, and high projections developed by
the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) in 2012:



Alternative 1 assumes an average annual growth rate (AAGR) that is close to Whatcom County’s
lowest AAGR, experienced in recessionary/recovery times; extending the current Comprehensive
Plan assumes a nearly 0.9% AAGR, similar to the 0.8% experienced between 2008 and 2013.



Alternative 2 assumes a growth rate (1.3%) lower than historical averages (2.3% annually between
1990-2010), and is the same as the OFM’s medium (most likely) projection.



Alternative 3 assumes population growth that is greater than the OFM’s medium projection, but still
lower than the County’s AAGR either for the recent 10 years or 20 year periods (2000-2010 and
1990-2010).



Alternative 4 assumes a growth rate that is greater than Alternative 3 as well as the OFM’s medium
projection, but still lower than the County’s AAGR either for the last 10 years or last 20 years.



Preferred Alternative has a growth rate similar to Alternative 2 but it is distributed based on each
jurisdiction’s preferences.

Each alternative would predominantly focus growth in UGAs and have a relatively lesser share of nonUGA growth ranging from 14-24%. A summary of the projected urban and non-urban population is
provided in Table 2.4-2 and Figure 2.4-1 below.
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Table 2.4-2. Population Growth by Alternative: 2013-2036
Average
Annual
Growth
Rate

UGA Growth

Non-UGA
Growth

Total
Growth

0.93%

42,036

6,594

48,630

Low growth, 86% to UGAs / 14% to non-UGA
areas, no boundary changes or Comprehensive
Plan land use changes.

Historic Shares

1.25%

51,792

16,319

68,111

Moderate growth, allocated by 2000-2010 growth
shares, 76% to UGAs / 24% to non-UGA areas,
minor UGA expansion.

3

MultiJurisdictional
Resolution
(Resolution
2014-013)

1.36%

63,564

11,217

74,781

Higher growth, 85% to UGAs / 15% to non-UGA
areas, moderate UGA expansion and increased
residential densities in infill areas.

4

Targeted Land
Use Change

1.53%

73,227

12,922

86,149

Highest growth, 85% to UGAs / 15% to non-UGA
areas, more aggressive UGA expansion and higher
allocation of single family housing.

Preferred
Alternative

1.28%

55,99958,651

11,217

67,21669,868

Moderate growth, allocated based on County and
City preferences, 84% UGA and 16% rural using
upper range of estimates; moderate UGA
expansion and increased residential densities in
infill areas

Alt

Name

1

No Action

2

Description of Growth Pattern

Sources:
1.

No Action Alternative current Comprehensive Plan projections are based on the following methods and data sources: After
the 2010 Census, OFM corrected its 2008 population estimates information, which changed the base year numbers
compared to Comprehensive Plan Table 4. To address the change, the Comprehensive Plan 2008-2029 growth allocations
were added to the new OFM 2008 base, creating an updated 2029 total. Year 2013 population was then subtracted from
the new 2029 total resulting in new net growth figures by UGA or areas outside of UGAs for 2013-2029. For purposes of
the No Action Alternative, the net growth is applied to the period 2013-2036. Year 2013 population estimates rely on the
OFM estimates for the cities and 2010 census blocks, plus permits between 2010 and 2013 for non-city areas.

2.

Whatcom County Population and Employment Projections and Urban Growth Area Allocations Phase I Technical Report,
BERK, November 1, 2013 provided a range of forecasts under consideration as alternatives were formulated.

3.

Whatcom County Resolution 2014-013 documents the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution and collective growth projections.
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Figure 2.4-1. Population Growth UGA and Non-UGA Totals
by Alternative, 2013-2036

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.

Each alternative growth allocation is distributed to each UGA and to non-UGA areas (see Figure 2.4-2). In
all alternatives, Bellingham has the greatest percentage of growth. Other cities collectively have the next
largest share, with Ferndale and Lynden greater among them. The non-UGA share is greatest in
Alternative 2, matching historic shares between 2000-2010. Non-UGA growth is less prominent in
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 and the Preferred Alternative, compared to UGA growth.
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Figure 2.4-2. 2013-2036 Population Growth Shares
Allocated to UGAs and Non-UGA Areas by Alternative

Alternative 3
Alternative 2
MultiAlternative 1
Historic
Jurisdictional
No Action
Shares
Resolution

Alternative 4
Targeted
Land Use
Change

Preferred
Alternative

UGAs
Bellingham

19,751

28,398

35,918

41,378

31,050

Birch Bay

3,156

6,414

5,500

6,336

5,500

Blaine

3,985

2,698

4,414

5,085

4,414

0

0

0

0

Cherry Point
Columbia Valley

(43)
926

1,345

1,345

1,549

1,345

Everson

1,113

898

1,242

1,431

1,242

Ferndale

7,583

5,402

6,833

7,872

6,833

Lynden

4,160

5,063

6,403

7,376

6,403

801

930

1,035

1,192

990

Nooksack
Sumas
UGA Total
Non-Urban Growth Area
Total Net Growth

Average Annual Growth Rate

606

644

874

1,007

874

42,036

51,792

63,564

73,227

58,651

6,594

16,319

11,217

12,922

11,217

48,630

68,111

74,781

86,149

69,868

0.9%

1.3%

1.4%

1.5%

1.3%

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014 and 2015.
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Employment by Alternative
Figure 2.4-3 illustrates the greater focus of jobs in UGAs compared to non-UGA areas.
Figure 2.4-3. Employment Growth UGA and Non-UGA Totals
by Alternative, 2013-2036

Note:

Alternative 4 models 954 jobs on Lummi Nation land at I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale, and 80 jobs on the Lummi
Reservation, where a mixed use marina is planned, in addition to growth shown above. The Preferred Alternative
incorporates Lummi Nation jobs at I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale into the total. Under the Preferred Alternative,
non-UGA jobs may locate at the marina or elsewhere in the rural area.

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.

Figure 2.4-4 breaks down allocations into UGAs and the non-UGA area. Bellingham has the greatest
number of jobs in all alternatives. Small cities have collectively the second largest share, with Ferndale
and Lynden the larger among these. Non-UGA growth is greatest in Alternative 2 reflecting historic
shares.
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Figure 2.4-4. 2013-2036 Employment Growth Shares
Allocated to UGAs and Non-UGA Areas by Alternative

Alternative 1
No Action

Alternative 2
Historic
Shares

17,431

16,884

Alternative 3
MultiAlternative 4
Jurisdictional Targeted Land
Resolution
Use Change

Preferred
Alternative

UGAs
Bellingham
Birch Bay

22,641

26,083

22,641

489

198

545

628

545

1,848

982

2,097

2,416

2,097

Cherry Point

734

655

890

1,025

890

Columbia Valley

338

21

359

414

359

Blaine

Everson

602

235

602

694

602

Ferndale

4,171

1,728

2,802

3,228

4,000

Lynden

3,050

1,588

2,157

2,485

2,157

Nooksack

130

84

290

334

115

Sumas

334

210

445

513

445

29,127

22,585

32,828

37,819

33,851

1,965

3,787

3,201

3,688

3,201

31,092

26,372

36,029

41,506

37,052

UGA Sum
Other Areas Outside UGAs
Total Net Growth

Note:

Alternative 4 models 954 jobs on Lummi Nation land around I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale, and 80 jobs on the
Lummi Reservation, where a mixed use marina is planned, in addition to growth shown above. The Preferred
Alternative incorporates Lummi Nation jobs at I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale into the total. Under the Preferred
Alternative, non-UGA jobs may locate at the marina or elsewhere in the rural area.
Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.
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Land Capacity by Alternative
Based on a common land capacity analysis (LCA) approach, the County in consultation with the cities
developed land capacity estimates of population and jobs could be accommodated with present land
use plans, accounting for reductions in capacity due to critical areas, infrastructure, and market factors.
Local conditions and plans influenced assumed densities and employee generation rates as well as other
factors. The alternative growth allocations can be compared to land capacity as shown in Table 2.4-3
and Table 2.4-4.
Under Alternative 1 Ferndale would not have sufficient population capacity to meet its growth allocation
under the LCA results. Under Alternative 2, Birch Bay and Nooksack have insufficient population
capacity. The number of UGAs with insufficient population capacity increases under Alternative 3 to
Bellingham, Birch Bay, Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack. Lastly, under Alternative 4 all UGAs except
Blaine have insufficient population capacities.
The Preferred Alternative shows most UGAs have population capacities that are slightly above or below
their allocation except Blaine which has a greater surplus above its allocation. If the lower range
population is assumed for Bellingham the UGA would have excess capacity of about 4,280 persons, but
that would drop to about 1,628 persons at the upper range allocation.
Regarding employment, with Alternative 1 Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack have insufficient capacity for
allocated jobs. Assuming a median job allocation allocated by current shares of employment, only
Nooksack lacks employment capacity under Alternative 2. Alternative 3 includes two UGAs with
insufficient employment capacity: Lynden and Nooksack. With Alternative 4, the number of UGAs
lacking employment capacity for jobs rises to include Bellingham, Birch Bay, Cherry Point, Columbia
Valley, Lynden, Nooksack, and Sumas.
The Preferred Alternative has three UGAs with insufficient employment capacities: Ferndale, Lynden and
Nooksack. The remaining have greater capacity than their allocation. Those with greater capacities
above the allocation include Bellingham, Blaine, Cherry Point, and Everson.
In order to address lack of capacity for population and jobs, changes to land use designations, incentives
for infill growth, or UGA expansions may be needed. Places with significant excess capacity may be
candidates for reclassification to other land use designations. This is described further in Draft EIS
Chapter 4.
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Table 2.4-3. Population Growth Allocation and Capacity by Alternative: 2013-2036
A. Full County Planning Area
Growth Allocations
Alternative 3
Alternative 2
MultiAlternative 1
Historic
Jurisdictional
No Action
Shares
Resolution

Growth Capacity

Alternative 4
Targeted
Land Use
Change

Preferred
Alternative

Draft EIS LCA
Capacity*

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 1

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 2

UGAs
Bellingham

19,751

28,398

35,918

41,378

31,050

28,600

8,849

Birch Bay

3,156

6,414

5,500

6,336

5,500

5,202

2,046

(1,212)

Blaine

3,985

2,698

4,414

5,085

4,414

6,634

2,649

3,936

Cherry Point

(43)

Columbia Valley

926

202

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 4

(7,318)

(12,778)

32,678

(298)

(1,134)

5,627

127

1,549

6,445

2,031

2,220

0

0

0

0

0

43

0

0

1,345

1,345

1,549

1,345

1,377

451

32

32

Everson

1,113

898

1,242

1,431

1,242

1,293

Ferndale

7,583

5,402

6,833

7,872

6,833

6,427

(1,156)

Lynden

180

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Preferred
Alternative

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 3

395

51

0

Preferred
Alternative
LCA Capacity*

1,628

0

0

(172)

1,377

32

(138)

1,305

63

1,025

(406)

(1,445)

6,538

(295)

322

4,160

5,063

6,403

7,376

6,403

5,385

1,225

(1,018)

(1,991)

6,472

69

Nooksack

801

930

1,035

1,192

990

913

112

(17)

(122)

(279)

1,001

11

Sumas

606

644

874

1,007

874

884

278

240

10

(123)

884

10

42,036

51,792

63,564

73,227

58,651

56,715

14,679

4,923

(6,849)

(16,512)

62,327

3,676

UGA Total
Non-Urban Growth Area
Total Net Growth

Average Annual Growth Rate

6,594

16,319

11,217

12,922

11,217

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

48,630

68,111

74,781

86,149

69,868

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

0.9%

1.3%

1.4%

1.5%

1.3%

B. Bellingham Range of Population Analysis

UGAs
Bellingham

UGA Total

Preferred
LCA
Capacity

City
Preferred

Difference

Preferred
Alternative
Upper
Bookend

Difference

32,678

28,398

4,280

31,050

1,628

62,327

55,999

6,328

58,651

3,676

Notes – Draft EIS Alternatives: Under Alternative 3, Bellingham would adopt measures to increase growth capacity to fit growth within present UGA boundaries, such as additional mixed
use villages, and greater achievement of single family densities in recently annexed areas.). Under Alternative 1, Cherry Point’s existing population is anticipated to be reduced as
the area develops for industrial uses, whereas under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 the population is not anticipated to increase or decrease.
Notes – Preferred Alternative: * The land capacity analysis was updated with the Preferred Alternative to consider each community’s preferred boundaries and assumed densities, and
market factor assumptions.
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Table 2.4-4. Employment Growth Allocation and
Land Capacity by Alternative: 2013-2036
Growth Allocations

Growth Capacity

Alternative 3
MultiAlternative 4
Jurisdictional Targeted Land
Resolution
Use Change

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 1

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 2

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 3

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Alternative 4

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Preferred
Alternative

Alternative 1
No Action

Alternative 2
Historic
Shares

17,431

16,884

22,641

26,083

22,641

23,318

5,887

6,434

677

(2,765)

26,883

489

198

545

628

545

554

65

356

9

(74)

556

11

1,848

982

2,097

2,416

2,097

2,542

694

1,560

445

126

2,687

590

Cherry Point

734

655

890

1,025

890

951

217

296

61

(74)

951

61

Columbia Valley

338

21

359

414

359

367

29

346

8

(47)

367

8

Everson

602

235

602

694

602

836

234

601

234

142

765

163

Ferndale

4,171

1,728

2,802

3,228

4,000

3,265

(906)

1,537

463

37

3,807

(193)

Lynden

3,050

1,588

2,157

2,485

2,157

1,667

(1,383)

79

(490)

(818)

1,667

(490)

Nooksack

130

84

290

334

115

62

(68)

(22)

(228)

(272)

106

(9)

Sumas

334

210

445

513

445

460

126

250

15

(53)

460

15

29,127

22,585

32,828

37,819

33,851

34,022

4,895

11,437

1,194

(3,797)

38,249

4,398

1,965

3,787

3,201

3,688

3,201

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

31,092

26,372

36,029

41,506

37,052

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Preferred
Alternative

Draft EIS LCA
Capacity*

Preferred
Alternative
LCA Capacity*

UGAs
Bellingham
Birch Bay
Blaine

UGA Sum
Other Areas Outside UGAs
Total Net Growth

Notes – Draft EIS Alternatives: Under Alternative 3, Bellingham would adopt measures to increase the surplus employment growth capacity within present UGA boundaries. Alternative 4
models 954 jobs on Lummi Nation land at I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale, and 80 jobs on the Lummi Reservation, where a mixed use marina is planned; these numbers are on
top of Alternative 4 allocations. The Preferred Alternative incorporates Lummi Nation jobs at I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale into the total. Under the Preferred Alternative,
non-UGA jobs may locate at the marina or elsewhere in the rural area.
Notes – Preferred Alternative: * The land capacity analysis was updated with the Preferred Alternative to consider each community’s preferred boundaries and assumed densities, and
market factor assumptions.
Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.
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UGA Infill and Expansion by Alternative
Depending on the alternative concept, local preferences, and available land capacity in comparison to
the alternatives’ allocations, each alternative varies in its amount of UGA expansion or intensification of
infill areas (e.g. assuming greater densities or greater absorption of available properties in the future
due to a more robust market for real estate development). See Table 2.4-5 for details.
Population and employment growth was assigned to the UGAs first, and if there was insufficient land
capacity, then the growth was generally allocated to the UGA Reserves, and finally to the Suitability
Analysis Areas. The Preferred Alternative allocates growth to the UGAs as proposed by each jurisdiction.
Table 2.4-5. UGA Intensification or Expansion Comparison by Alternative
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Preferred
Urban Growth Area
1
2
3
4
Alternative
Bellingham
Birch Bay
Blaine
Cherry Point
Columbia Valley
Everson
Ferndale
Lynden
Nooksack
Sumas

EXP

INT
INT
INT

EXP

INT
EXP

INT
EXP
EXP

EXP
EXP
INT
EXP
EXP
EXP
EXP
EXP
EXP

INT
EXP

RED
EXP
EXP
EXP

Legend: Blank = Population and employment growth will fit in the present UGA, based on projected land capacity; INT =
Intensification will increase land use density within current UGA boundaries based on nature of the alternative (fitting
in boundaries) or local government preferences; RED = Reduction of the UGA and transfer of parcels to abutting city;
EXP = Expansion of the UGA would be necessary because projected land capacity in the UGA is insufficient.
Source: BERK Consulting 2014 and 2015.

All areas under consideration for UGA expansion are within the boundaries of the Draft EIS study area in
Figure 2.2-1, except for portions of the Lynden UGA expansion.
In addition to the UGA expansion into the Reserve between Double Ditch Road and the Guide Meridian
(studied in Alternatives 3 and 4), the City of Lynden proposes two areas for expansion in the Preferred
Alternative that are minor in nature, and considered in the Final EIS study area in Figure 2.2-2.



Correction to a split boundary parcel: The first addition is an area of approximately 13,000 square
feet and is a remnant of a larger parcel already within the City. The parcel, accessed from C Street
and Kok Road, was formerly the site of the City’s waste water treatment plant and was recently
declared as surplus and was sold to an adjoining property owner for re-development.



The second proposed addition to the urban growth boundary is a 32.65 acre parcel owned by the
City and used for regional stormwater detention.

The areas are currently designated as agricultural lands of long-term significance by the County. An
analysis of de-designation is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

Policy and Regulation Updates
Each alternative includes a different combination of policy and code amendments and urban and rural
density tools that decision makers could consider and may choose to adopt. See Table 2.4-6 for details.
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A comparison of the Future Land Use Map between the No Action and Preferred Alternative can be
made by reviewing Figure 2.5-1 and Figure 2.5-2.
Table 2.4-6. Policy and Regulatory Feature Comparison by Alternative
Comprehensive
Plan Policies

Future Land Use
Map Update

1 No Action

Implement current
plan.

No change; see Figure
2.5-1.

Implement Current Plans
and regulatory tools.

Implement current code.

2 Historic Shares

See Draft EIS Table
2.5-8.

Change would be
required if alternative
is adopted.

Implement Current Plans
and regulatory tools.

Zoning to match plan as
appropriate and critical
areas update.

3 Multi-Jurisdictional
Resolution (Resolution
2014-013)

See Draft EIS Table
2.5-8.

Change would be
required if alternative
is adopted.

Add new through
consideration of menu; see
Draft EIS Table 2.5-9.

Zoning to match plan as
appropriate and critical
areas update.

4 Targeted Land Use
Change

See Draft EIS Table
2.5-8.

Change would be
required if alternative
is adopted.

Add new through
consideration of menu; see
Draft EIS Table 2.5-9.

Zoning to match plan as
appropriate and critical
areas update.

Preferred Alternative

Similar to Draft EIS
Table 2.5-8 with
County preferred
policies.

Change would be
required if alternative
is adopted. See Figure
2.5-2.

Add new through
consideration of menu; see
Draft EIS Table 2.5-9.

Zoning to match plan as
appropriate and critical
areas update.

Alternative

Urban & Rural Density
Tools

Code Update

Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.

Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward
Some population growth alternatives considered but not carried forward in this Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) include:



OFM Low. While some commenters requested an alternative equal to the Washington State Office
of Financial Management (OFM)’s low projection, that scenario assumes population growth rates
much lower than historical averages. Over the past 30 years, there has not been a five-year period
with an average annual growth rate as small as the low rate OFM is projecting between 2013 and
2036 (0.4%). The No Action Alternative represents a slightly higher growth rate (0.9%) than
experienced in the five-year period of the recession and recovery (0.8% between 2008-2013).



OFM High. Some commenters suggested using OFM’s high projection, or another high projection, as
an option. This would result in much more growth than local planning preferences would suggest,
based on the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution passed in 2014. Alternative 4 was developed modeling
roughly 15% higher population growth than the Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (and average annual
growth rate of 1.5%). This provides some flexibility to study the potential natural and built
environment effects if growth is more rapid than the “most likely” conditions of the OFM’s medium
projection.

2.5

Future Alternatives

The Whatcom County Planning Commission may recommend an alternative in the range of the Draft EIS
or Final EIS alternatives. Likewise, the County Council may act on a proposal in the range of the
alternatives.
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Figure 2.5-1. Whatcom County Alternative 1 No Action Comprehensive Land Use Plan

Source: Whatcom County, 2014.
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Figure 2.5-2. Whatcom County Preferred Alternative Land Use Plan

Source: Whatcom County, 2015.
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2.6

Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying a Proposed Action

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires a discussion of the benefits and disadvantages of
reserving, for some future time, the implementation of a proposal compared to possible approval at this
time. The County must consider the possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the
proposal.
There are several benefits to adopting comprehensive plan amendments that include new growth
forecasts, revised Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries, and updated policies and programs:






Compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA)




Opportunities for grants and funding of needed projects and facilities

Greater range of housing choices and a diversified employment base
Coordinated planning among jurisdictions
Updated capital facility plans that respond to future growth
Guidance of development and County resource allocations to meet forecast trends along with the
community vision

Delaying implementation would allow for growth to occur on the basis of the current Comprehensive
Plan and zoning regulations and would not complete the GMA-required eight-year Plan review. County
and city plans would also remain out of date.
Delaying implementation of the proposals could delay natural environment impacts on lands where
growth could occur. However, the delay could also increase development pressure and adverse impacts
on rural lands if alternative growth policies are not implemented. The current plans would not provide
an opportunity to consider more recent trends nor would they refine the long-range plan course.
If predicted population and employment growth is lower than the allocations ultimately adopted and
UGAs have greater capacity than needed, it is unlikely even under the current plan that sprawl would
occur due to the limitations on urban services that cities have adopted until annexation and County
zoning rules. If unincorporated UGAs are oversized for population and employment growth that would
arrive under the current plan, it is possible that environmental impacts could occur within UGA
boundaries that would not otherwise be needed at that size including habitat alteration and changes in
water processes, as well as greater investment in capital facilities.
If predicted population and employment growth is greater than the allocations ultimately adopted, and
UGAs are undersized, there could be greater conversion of undeveloped rural and resource land lots and
greater loss of plants and animals and potentially water processes outside the UGAs; as described in
Section 4.4, rare and sensitive plant and wildlife habitat is more likely located outside of UGAs.
However, the implications of either too low or too high growth such as inappropriate UGA conversion is
not anticipated to occur because the County will consider land capacity analysis results in relation to
allocations and due to eight year plan review cycles where adaptive management may occur.

FINAL | October 2015

2-18

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

3.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION
This Chapter provides an analysis of the Preferred Alternative described in Chapter 2. The Preferred
Alternative is similar to the range of alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS). The reader may refer to the Draft EIS Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures as refined in Chapters 1 and 4 in this Final EIS for contextual information relevant to the
Preferred Alternative.

3.1

Earth

Similar to the Draft EIS alternatives, growth associated with the Preferred Alternative would result in
earth-related impacts from development that have the potential to result in any of the following
disturbance mechanisms: clearing, grading, erosion and sedimentation, other site disturbance,
expanded impervious area, and increased chemical contamination. The Preferred Alternative would
result in the eventual reduction of vegetative cover in concert with the construction of approved
development projects. The risk of erosion would increase with the reduction in soil organic matter. Soils
in developed areas would be subject to removal, compaction and disruption of the soil structure
necessary to maintain natural drainage processes and to support native vegetation communities.
Similar to the other alternatives, the Preferred Alternative would permit development that is at risk of
catastrophic geologic event, including landslides, earthquakes, and volcanic hazards. Similar to
Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative would expand existing UGA boundaries at Birch Bay, Lynden,
and Nooksack, and intensification of infill areas would occur within existing city limits and UGA
boundaries elsewhere. In addition, similar to Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative would expand the
UGA into the Reserve in southeast Ferndale. The Nooksack UGA expansion would occur in an area
mapped as volcanic and seismic hazard areas.

3.2

Air Quality

Similar to the Draft EIS Alternatives 2 and 3, the Preferred Alternative would allow development that
could cause increases in construction-related dust and equipment emissions, increases in emissions
associated with residential sources and stationary source commercial and industrial operations.
Increases in local traffic could also cause increases in vehicle-related emissions including localized
carbon monoxide (CO) impacts at major intersections that experience significant traffic congestion.
Countywide vehicle travel (quantified as vehicle miles traveled [VMT]) is also forecast to increase (total
from 4,522,600 in 2013 to 6,155,700 in 2036). However, ongoing EPA emission control requirements
and increases in fuel efficiency is expected to result in a decrease in future per-vehicle emission rates
which might offset the forecast increase in County-wide VMT. In that case, County-wide emissions from
on-road vehicles would remain roughly the same as existing levels, or even gradually decrease
compared to existing levels.
Similar to all Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative would increase countywide population and
employment compared to existing levels. As a result, countywide VMT is projected to increase under the
Preferred Alternative by 35% over existing conditions. Analysis indicates that the projected VMT
increase under the Preferred Alternative is similar to VMT increase projected under Alternative 3 (36%),
higher than VMT projected under Alternatives 1 and 2 (28 and 32%, respectively), but lower than values
projected Alternative 4 (43%). This is consistent with population growth resulting from the Preferred
Alternative expected to be similar to Alternative 2, while employment growth is expected to be slightly
higher than Alternative 3.
Similar to all Alternatives, mitigations set forth in the 2007 Whatcom County Protection Action Plan
would be expected to result in a 19% decreases in the GHG emissions for the Preferred Alternative.
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3.3

Water Resources

This section addresses impacts on groundwater, surface waters (including wetlands), and water
availability.
Similar to the Draft EIS alternatives, the Preferred Alternative impacts on groundwater quantity and
quality may occur due to:



Changes in land use that reduce groundwater recharge, such as development, soil compaction or
other soil disturbing activities.



Changes in population that increase demand for groundwater as water supply for drinking and other
household uses.



Land uses that produce higher levels of non-point source pollution, such as runoff or residential
development with septic disposal.



Land uses that increase the density of on-site septic systems.



Land uses that produce point source pollutants that can enter the groundwater at specific discharge
points (e.g. industrial sources).



Intrusion of saltwater from marine waters into coastal aquifers can result from over-pumping of
wells and reversal of groundwater flow directions from seaward to landward.

Continued development and/or urbanization within watersheds can result in different types of impacts
on surface waters and wetlands. Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface
water systems, forest removal and creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably
accompany the increased development that would occur under all alternatives. It is not practical or
feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from these mechanisms, so
avoidance is the most effective strategy.
The same factors that impact groundwater and surface water quality and availability can also affect
water supply. As described previously, changes in land use that reduces groundwater recharge, such as
development, soil compaction, or other soil-disturbing activities, can create impervious surfaces (and
reduced pervious surfaces) that prevent precipitation from recharging groundwater aquifers. Impacts of
reduced recharge can result in lower water tables and reduced base flow to surface waters. Point source
and non-point source pollution are also major sources of water quality impacts resulting from changes in
development.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial structures (e.g.,
pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed with impermeable materials. Impervious
surfaces can also include exposed soils compacted by urban development that inhibit water absorption.
Impervious surfaces can reduce natural infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways
by which water reaches adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014). Stormwater that comes into
contact with artificial impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as
pesticides, metals, organic pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014).
Similar to Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative would expand existing UGA boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack, and result in intensification of infill areas within existing city limits and UGA
boundaries elsewhere. In addition, similar to Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative would expand the
UGA into the Reserve in southeast Ferndale. The Preferred Alternative would result in new impervious
surface area in rural and urban areas similar to Alternative 3, with policy options to incentivize urban
development, and thus potentially reduce new impervious surface area in rural areas. Potential impacts
to groundwater, surface water, and water supply would be similar in magnitude to Alternative 3.

3.4

Plants and Animals

Similar to Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative would expand existing UGA boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack, and result in the intensification of infill areas within existing city limits and UGA
boundaries elsewhere. In addition, similar to Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative would expand the
UGA into the Reserve in southeast Ferndale. Similar to the Draft EIS alternatives, increased development
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under the Preferred Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality, and therefore, fish and
other aquatic species. Emphasis on urban growth and additional policy options to incentivize urban
development would potentially reduce impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat in rural areas.

Vegetation
Vegetation communities would continue to be removed and/or disturbed during implementation of
development activities. Vegetation communities that are characterized by trees and dense shrubs
would be converted to managed plant communities typified by the vegetated residential and developed
cover types, such as lawns and landscaped trees and shrubs. Impervious surface area within the UGAs
would increase. Indirect impacts would include changes in permeability to infiltrate water.

Fish and Aquatic Species
Impacts on aquatic species could occur due to loss or alteration of habitat as a result of changes in water
quality and quantity and shoreline development. Increases in the human population and subsequent
development and increased density typically have a negative effect on aquatic species and their habitat.

Wildlife
There would be a reduction in the amount of wildlife habitat in the County over time as planned
projects and future development projects are implemented. Direct impacts could include loss or
conversion of habitat to either unsuitable or less suitable types for many wildlife species currently
occupying those habitats. Similar to the Draft EIS alternatives, indirect effects could include a reduction
in wildlife habitat quality and function because of increased human disturbance and associated factors
in areas adjacent to wildlife habitat.

3.5

Land and Shoreline Use

The Preferred Alternative proposes a land use pattern that is based on each County and City’s proposal.
Growth would add 69,868 new persons, and 37,052 new jobs. UGAs would accommodate 84% of the
future population and 91% of the future employment.
As growth occurs, the total amount of land devoted to residential, employment and other uses would
increase, and many areas that are currently vacant would be converted to other uses. Conversion of
some land uses to different types of uses or more intensive uses, as well as redevelopment of existing
developed lots could also occur. Acres required to meet the growth for the Preferred Alternative would
be greater in total than for Alternative 1, but less than all other action alternatives. See Table 3.5-1.
Table 3.5-1. Land Demand: Potential Additional Development in
Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) by Alternative (Net Acres)
Study
Area: UGA
and Rural
Bellingham

Alternative 1:

Alternative 2:

No Action

Historic Shares

Resid
Acres

Emp
Acres

Total

Resid
Acres

Emp
Acres

Total

Alternative 3:

Alternative 4:

Preferred Alternative

Multi-Jurisdictional
Resolution
Resid Emp
Total
Acres Acres

Targeted Land Use
Change
Resid Emp
Total
Acres Acres

Resid
Acres

Emp
Acres

Total

1,358

1,690

3,048

2,844

1,677

4,521

2,690

1,884

4,573

3,240

2,671

5,911

1,491

1,493

2,983

Birch Bay

525

16

541

1,073

16

1,090

932

16

948

1,075

17

1,093

828

16

845

Blaine
Cherry
Point
Columbia
Valley
Everson

782

43

825

673

17

690

872

51

923

1,018

71

1,089

873

57

930

0

837

837

0

777

777

0

1,014

1,014

0

1,165

1,165

0

1,012

1,012

132

66

198

257

38

295

257

66

323

268

66

334

253

66

319

103

40

143

93

12

105

125

35

160

149

40

189

132

50

182

Ferndale

518

209

727

482

120

602

427

182

610

747

252

999

449

209

658
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Study
Area: UGA
and Rural
Lynden
Nooksack
Sumas
Total UGA
Rural
Growth

Alternative 1:

Alternative 2:

No Action

Historic Shares

Resid
Acres
376

Emp
Acres
167

102

Alternative 3:

Alternative 4:

Multi-Jurisdictional
Resolution
Resid Emp
Total
Acres Acres
656
112
769

Targeted Land Use
Change
Resid Emp
Total
Acres Acres
668
151
819

543

Resid
Acres
511

Emp
Acres
84

9

111

116

40

156

128

61

190

155

92

91

77

167

91

35

126

108

124

232

144

3,987

3,154

7,140

6,141

2,817

8,958

6,196

3,546

9,742

7,465

Total

Least

Total
595

Most

Moderate

Preferred Alternative

Resid
Acres
682

Emp
Acres
112

248

120

21

141

99

244

108

124

232

4,626

12,091

4,936

3,161

8,097

Moderate

Moderate

Source: Whatcom County PDS, BERK Consulting 2014 and 2015

The Preferred Alternative would provide 44% more population growth than Alternative 1. Most growth
would be in UGAs (84%). Growth would be largely assigned to Bellingham (44% of UGA population
allocations and 61% of job allocations), but substantial net population allocations would also go to
Ferndale, Lynden, Birch Bay, and Blaine as well as the other cities.
Focusing growth into these areas will result in the necessary conversion of land to residential and
employment (commercial, office, industrial) uses. As described in the Draft EIS, any new development
has the potential to introduce land use incompatibilities by creating conflicts where they are adjacent to
low-density uses, such as single-family residences, agriculture, or forestry uses, which are all common in
most of the UGAs.
The Preferred Alternative shows most UGAs would be close to a balance (+/- 5%) between their
population allocations and capacities except Blaine which would be higher. Bellingham, Blaine, and
Everson UGAs would have capacities that are greater than 5% above allocations.
Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack job allocations would be greater than capacities. Ferndale’s
employment allocation and capacity has been reconsidered due to public and tribal uses planned in the
city and UGA; the UGA would expand to the southeast into a UGA Reserve.
Intensification would occur in all UGAs and the primary means of development in the UGAs that are not
expanding UGA boundaries such as Bellingham, Blaine, Cherry Point, Columbia Valley, Everson and
Sumas.
The Preferred Alternative has a greater potential to preserve rural land by focusing growth into urban
areas. With present land capacities some of the growth would not be accommodated and may require
upzoning, and, if appropriate, UGA expansion. UGA Expansion is proposed with the Birch Bay, Ferndale,
Lynden and Nooksack UGAs.
By directing the majority of growth into urban areas, the potential for conflicts with shoreline uses is
minimized. By directing growth to areas that are recognized to be less ecologically intact than shorelines
in the rural portions of the County, the potential to impact the shoreline ecology is reduced.

3.6

Plans and Policies

GMA Planning Goals
The Preferred Alternative assumes increased growth to meet collective visions of each county and city
based on proposals presented to Whatcom County in summer and fall 2015. In some communities the
emphasis studied includes infill, such as Bellingham, and in others the growth would likely be
accommodated through a combination of infill and UGA expansion measures, such as Birch Bay,
Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack.
Ensuring an efficient use of land through infill and improved infrastructure and planning for UGA
expansions where infill measures alone cannot provide sufficient capacity would be consistent with
GMA goals. For UGA expansions, demonstration of need for land through land capacity results, ability to
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Total
795

serve, and appropriate density standards to minimize land needed, as well as compatibility measures
regarding buffers, landscaping, etc. may be implemented.

Urban Growth Areas (UGAs)
Under the Preferred Alternative most UGAs’ capacities are within 5% of the population allocation, if the
upper range allocation is considered for Bellingham. The total allocation percentage difference across
UGAs would be above capacity by 6%. If the lower range allocation is applied to Bellingham then the
difference with the capacity would increase to 13%, or 10% across all UGAs. Considering GMA goals for
urban areas, avoiding sprawl, and urban service delivery, it is appropriate to avoid over or undersizing
UGAs; based on past Growth Management Hearings Board cases, a smaller gap between allocations and
capacities is appropriate.
Table 3.6-1. Preferred Alternative Population Allocations and Urban Growth Area (UGA) Sizing Status
Growth
Allocations

Preferred
Alternative

Growth Capacity
Preferred
Alternative
LCA Capacity

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Preferred
Alternative

Percentage
Under (Over)
Capacity
Preferred
Alternative

UGAs
Bellingham

31,050

32,678

1,628

Birch Bay

5,500

5,627

127

2%

Blaine

4,414

6,445

2,031

32%

Cherry Point

5%

0

0

0

-

Columbia Valley

1,345

1,377

32

2%

Everson

1,242

1,305

63

5%

Ferndale

6,833

6,538

(295)

-5%

Lynden

6,403

6,472

69

1%

Nooksack

990

1,001

11

1%

Sumas

874

884

10

1%

UGA Total

58,651

62,327

3,676

6%

Non-Urban Growth Area

11,217

NA

NA

Total Net Growth

69,868

NA

NA

Average Annual Growth Rate

1.3%

Table 3.6-2. Upper and Lower Bookends of Allocations to Bellingham UGA and Associated Capacities

UGAs
Bellingham

UGA Total

Preferred
LCA
Capacity

City
Preferred

Difference

% Difference

Preferred
Alternative
Upper Bookend

Difference

%
Difference

32,678

28,398

4,280

13%

31,050

1,628

5%

62,327

55,999

6,328

10%

58,651

3,676

6%

Source: Whatcom County PDS and BERK Consulting 2015

Employment allocations show most UGAs are either within 5% above their allocations or are below
capacity.
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Table 3.6-3. Preferred Alternative Employment Allocations
and Urban Growth Area (UGA) Sizing Status
Growth
Allocations

Growth Capacity

Preferred
Alternative

Capacity
Surplus
(Deficit)
Preferred
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative
LCA Capacity

Percentage
Under (Over)
Capacity
Preferred
Alternative

UGAs
Bellingham

22,641

Birch Bay

26,883

4,242

16%

545

556

11

2%

2,097

2,687

590

22%

Cherry Point

890

951

61

6%

Columbia Valley

359

367

8

2%

Blaine

Everson

602

765

163

21%

Ferndale

4,000

3,807

(193)

-5%

Lynden

2,157

1,667

(490)

-29%

115

106

(9)

-8%

Nooksack
Sumas
UGA Sum

445

460

15

3%

33,851

38,249

4,398

11%

3,201

NA

NA

37,052

NA

NA

Other Areas Outside UGAs
Total Net Growth

Source: Whatcom County PDS and BERK Consulting 2015

UGAs that are oversized may need to be modified to be in balance with the growth allocation.
Undersized UGAs may require increased densities or if increased densities are not feasible, then UGA
expansion. Additionally, where one UGA may be larger another may be smaller so that the countywide
UGA capacity closer to a balance at a planning level.
Most water service providers can meet demands for projected growth under the Preferred Alternative if
planned water system upgrades and improvements are implemented. The exception is Birch Bay Water
and Sewer District (BBWSD), which is in the process of updating the water plan at the time of this
writing.
It is expected that the majority of sewer service providers can meet demands for projected growth
under the Preferred Alternative if planned sewer system upgrades and improvements are implemented.
The exception is the BBWSD which is in the process of updating the sewer plan at the time of this
writing. Further sewer treatment plant upgrades could be considered by BBWSD.

Resource Lands
The Preferred Alternative has a similar potential for urban growth to occur in designated Agricultural
Lands of Long-term Significance in the Nooksack UGA as for Alternatives 2 and 3. Conversion of such
designated agricultural lands to UGAs would be weighed against GMA and county goals.
The Nooksack UGA proposals were evaluated in the Draft EIS for de-designation. Since the publication of
the Draft EIS the Nooksack UGA proposal is smaller in area to the north and continues to show an
expansion to the west.
Conversely, the land in the Nooksack UGA Reserve that is in use as agriculture could be considered for
designation as Agricultural Lands of Long-term Significance as analyzed in the Draft EIS. It is in an area
that would be difficult to develop due to the Swift Creek sediment impact area.
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A review of WAC agricultural classification criteria is presented in Table 3.6-4 for areas of UGA expansion
and agricultural de-designation, and for the area that may be changed from Reserve to Agricultural
Lands of Long-term Significance.
Table 3.6-4. Agricultural Land Criteria Evaluation – Nooksack Suitability Analysis Study Areas
WAC 365-190-050
Criteria Summary
Approach the effort as a
county-wide or area-wide
process and not solely on a
parcel-by-parcel process.
Have a transfer or purchase
of development rights
program prior to designating
agricultural resource lands in
UGAs.

Nooksack UGA Reserve

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area West

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area North

The County has considered the designation of agricultural land on a county-wide basis. The
County has calculated the land with the designation of agricultural land of long-term
commercial significance at 85,922 acres.
In an attempt to add heightened protection to agricultural lands outside the Ag zone,
Whatcom County enacted an Agriculture Protection Overlay (APO) zone in 1997. This overlay
promotes clustering of residences to maintain areas of agriculture. The APO overlay areas
are under study as Rural Study Areas, and comprise 21,950 acres. These Rural Study Areas
are considered for either continuation as APO Overlay areas or for smaller lot Ag designation
or as described in Chapter 2 and Appendix B.
The UGA Reserve is not designated as AG of long-term significance but the other suitability
analysis areas are designated as AG of long-term significance. All three areas are zoned AG40. The three areas abut lands of long-term significance for agriculture.

The land is not already
characterized by urban
growth.

The land is in agricultural
use per Map #2 Distribution
of Agricultural and Forestry
Land Use.

The land is in agricultural
use per Map #2 Distribution
of Agricultural and Forestry
Land Use.

The land is in agricultural
use per Map #2 Distribution
of Agricultural and Forestry
Land Use.

The land is used or capable of
being used for agricultural
production. Consider:

Soil capability classes for
non-irrigated property are
Class 1, 3, and 4:

The property soil capability
class is Class 4:

Soil capability classes for
non-irrigated property are
Classes 3 and 4:

Land-capability classification
system of the Natural
Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS).



Class 1 soils have slight
limitations that restrict
their use.



Class 3 soils have
severe limitations that
restrict the choice of
plants or that require
special conservation
practices, or both.

Classification of prime and
unique farmland soils as
mapped by the NRCS



Class 4 soils have very
severe limitations that
restrict the choice of
plants or that require
very careful
management, or both.

Comprehensive Plan Chapter
8 Map 19 classifies the
property with APO Soils and
Agriculture Open Space. APO
soils are based on the
NRCS's Prime Farmland
classification system and
LESA system.



Class 4 soils have very
severe limitations that
reduce the choice of
plants or that require
very careful
management, or both.

Comprehensive Plan Chapter
8 Map 19 classifies the
property with APO Soils and
Agriculture Open Space. APO
soils are based on the
NRCS's Prime Farmland
classification system and
LESA system.
Map 18 indicates property is
Prime when Drained and
Protected from Flooding.



Class 3 soils have
severe limitations that
reduce the choice of
plants or that require
special conservation
practices, or both.



Class 4 soils have very
severe limitations that
reduce the choice of
plants or that require
very careful
management, or both.

Comprehensive Plan Chapter
8 Map 19 classifies the
property with APO Soils and
Agriculture Open Space. APO
soils are based on the
NRCS's Prime Farmland
classification system and
LESA system.
Map 18 indicates property is
Prime when Protected from
Flooding.

Map 18 indicates property
has a few classifications: All
Areas Prime, Prime when
Protected from Flooding,
and Prime when Drained
and Protected from
Flooding.
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WAC 365-190-050
Criteria Summary

Nooksack UGA Reserve

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area West

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area North

The availability of public
facilities

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities.

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities.
City indicates Nooksack
Valley School District would
like to consider providing
additional recreational
facilities to serve the
adjacent Middle School.

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities.

Tax status

According to County Land
Use Element Map #9
Distribution of Current Use
Taxation, the land is
currently enrolled in the
Current Use Taxation
program with the Assessor.

Same as Reserve.

Same as Reserve.

The availability of public
services

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities.
City indicates Nooksack
Valley School District would
like to consider providing
additional recreational
facilities to serve the
adjacent Middle School.

Adjacent to territory with
public services and facilities.

Relationship or proximity to
urban growth areas (UGAs)

Abutting city limits to west.

Abutting

Abutting city limits to the
south, facing UGA to the
east across SR 9.

Predominant parcel size

The predominant lot pattern
is greater than 5 acres with
one large parcel and several
smaller parcels of 0.5, 1-2
and 2-5 acres. See Figure 334.

Approximately one parcel of
about 10.4 acres. See Figure
3-34.

The Draft EIS studied a UGA
expansion of 106 acres with
approximately six parcels,
ranging in size from 0.5 to
greater than 5 acres in size.

Land use settlement patterns
and their compatibility with
agricultural practices

Abuts city limits to west.
Homes lie across the river to
the west.

Abuts UGA and Middle
School to the east and
residences to the south.

Property to south and east is
single family residential.

Intensity of nearby uses

Abuts city limits to west.
Homes lie across the river to
the west.

Abuts UGA and Middle
School

Abutting city limits to the
south, facing UGA to the
east across SR 9.

History of land development
permits issued nearby

Development has occurred
overtime in the city limits.

Development has occurred
overtime in the city limits.

Development has occurred
overtime in the city limits.
There is a home on the site.

Land values under alternative
uses

The properties under
current use are taxed at less
than market value.

A portion of the properties
are under current use
taxation and taxed at less
than market value.

Land that is in current use
taxation is assessed at less
than market value.

Proximity of markets

Abuts city limits to west.

Abuts UGA; close to city
center.

Abutting city limits to the
south, facing UGA to the
east across SR 9.

The process should result in
designating an amount of
agricultural resource lands
sufficient to maintain and
enhance the economic

The Whatcom County
Council has established
100,000 acres as the amount
of land needed to sustain a
viable agricultural economy

See left. The removal of this
land would be a reduction of
less than a fraction of 1% in
designated agricultural land

See left. The removal of this
land would be a reduction of
less than a fraction of 1% in
designated agricultural land

FINAL | November 2015

The Preferred Alternative
studies an area of 29 acres
and 3 parcels.

3-8

WAC 365-190-050
Criteria Summary
viability of the agricultural
industry in the county over
the long term; and to retain
supporting agricultural
businesses.

Nooksack UGA Reserve
in the county (Resolution
2009-040). See Appendix B
for discussion of designated
Agricultural Land and Rural
Study Areas and land use
agricultural use.

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area West
of long-term commercial
significance.

Nooksack Suitability
Analysis Area North
of long-term commercial
significance.

The subject area is zoned
AG-40 but is not designated
as land of long-term
commercial significance in
the Comprehensive Plan.
Adding this are to the
designation of lands of longterm commercial
significance would provide a
net addition of over 115
acres to designated land.
USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture; APO = Agricultural Protection Overlay; NRCS = Natural Resources Conservation Service;
LESA = Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Source: BERK Consulting

With the Lynden UGA, two properties are under consideration for de-designation as Agricultural Land of
Long-Term Commercial Significance. As described in Table 3.6-5, the two properties are not enrolled in
current use taxation, and are small in size relative to the Agricultural zoning standards (minimum 40 acre
lots). The 33-acre site to the south is and will remain in use for public services (stormwater facility). The
smaller property was in municipal use but is anticipated to be redeveloped; it is less than half an acre in
size and the balance of the property is located in the city limits. The split boundary is likely a longstanding UGA mapping error.
Table 3.6-5. Agricultural Land Criteria Evaluation – Lynden UGA South and Southeast
WAC 365-190-050
Criteria
Approach the effort as a county-wide
or area-wide process and not solely
on a parcel-by-parcel process. Have a
transfer or purchase of development
rights program prior to designating
agricultural resource lands in UGAs.

Lynden UGA Expansion Proposal to South and Southeast
The County has considered the designation of agricultural land on a county-wide
basis. The County has calculated the land with the designation of agricultural land
of long-term commercial significance at 85,922 acres.
In an attempt to add heightened protection to agricultural lands outside the Ag
zone, Whatcom County enacted an Agriculture Protection Overlay (APO) zone in
1997. This overlay promotes clustering of residences to maintain areas of
agriculture. The APO areas are under study as Rural Study Areas, and comprise
21,950 acres. These Rural Study Areas are considered for either continuation as APO
Overlay areas or for smaller lot Ag designation or as described in the Draft EIS
Chapter 2 and Draft EIS Appendix B.
Two properties under consideration for de-designation are mapped as AG of longterm significance and zoned AG-40. The parcel with the stormwater pond appears to
have hay/pasture on a portion of it. The two properties under consideration are not
primarily used for agriculture purposes:

 Correction to a split boundary parcel: The first addition is an area of
approximately 13,000 square feet and is a remnant of a larger parcel already
within the City. The parcel, accessed from C Street and Kok Road, was formerly
the site of the City’s waste water treatment plant and was recently declared as
surplus and was sold to an adjoining property owner for re-development.

 The second proposed addition to the urban growth boundary is a 32.65 acre
parcel owned by the City and used for regional stormwater detention. The area
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WAC 365-190-050
Criteria

Lynden UGA Expansion Proposal to South and Southeast
is currently designated as agricultural land of long-term significance by the
County.

The land is not already characterized
by urban growth.

The 33 acre property is not shown as being in agricultural use per Map #2
Distribution of Agricultural and Forestry Land Use, but aerial photos appear to show
potential hay/pasture use surrounding the stormwater facility.
The smaller property is difficult to discern at the scale of Comprehensive Plan Map
#2 as it abuts the city limits and is less than 1 acre in size. As noted above, historic
use was for the wastewater treatment plant and much of the total parcel is in the
city limits. There would be a de minimis loss of acres designated agricultural land of
long term commercial significance given the property is mostly in the city limits and
the remnant is less than 1 acre in size.

The land is used or capable of being
used for agricultural production.
Consider:

Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8 Map 19 classifies property with APO Soils and
Agriculture Open Space. APO soils are based on the NRCS's Prime Farmland
classification system and LESA system.

Land-capability classification system
of the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS).

Map 18 indicates property is Prime when Drained and Prime when Drained and
Protected from Flooding.

Classification of prime and unique
farmland soils as mapped by the
NRCS
The availability of public facilities

Adjacent to city limits which has public services and facilities. The 33 acre site
contains a public facility.

Tax status

According to County Land Use Element Map #9 Distribution of Current Use Taxation,
the land is not currently enrolled in the Current Use Taxation program with the
Assessor.

The availability of public services

Adjacent to city limits which has public services and facilities. The 33 acre site
contains a stormwater facility.

Relationship or proximity to urban
growth areas (UGAs)

Abutting city limits.

Predominant parcel size

Approximately 33 acres for property on south and less than 1 acre for property on
southeast. Neither property achieves the Agriculture zone lot size of 40 acres.

Land use settlement patterns and
their compatibility with agricultural
practices

Abuts city limits; adjacent land to the south and east is in agricultural production.

Intensity of nearby uses

Abuts city limits; adjacent land to the south and east is in agricultural production.

History of land development permits
issued nearby

Development has occurred overtime in the city limits.

Land values under alternative uses

The land is or has been in municipal use. The split parcel would be taxed at a rate
consistent with location in the city limits with a redevelopment potential. The 33
acre property will stay in municipal use and no change to taxes is anticipated.

Proximity of markets

Abuts city limits; close to city center.

The process should result in
designating an amount of
agricultural resource lands sufficient
to maintain and enhance the
economic viability of the agricultural
industry in the county over the long
term; and to retain supporting
agricultural businesses.

The Whatcom County Council has established 100,000 acres as the amount of land
needed to sustain a viable agricultural economy in the county (Resolution 2009040). See Draft EIS Appendix B for discussion of designated Agricultural Land and
Rural Study Areas and land use agricultural use.
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USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture; APO = Agricultural Protection Overlay; NRCS = Natural Resources Conservation Service;
LESA = Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Source: BERK Consulting

The Preferred Alternative provides a potential to lower growth in non-UGA areas with a menu of rural
and resource land protection measures such as larger lots, lot consolidation, transfer of development
rights (TDR), purchase of development rights (PDR), and others.

Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Vision
The Preferred Alternative would predominantly focus growth in urban areas and protect rural character;
the largest share of growth would go to Bellingham, and no UGA expansion is proposed with this UGA.
Rather, intensification and infill would be a focus.
While some UGAs would be expanded for Birch Bay, Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack, the UGA
expansions would need to demonstrate they are needed to accommodate projected growth and have
adequate public facilities and services.
Added rural protection measures would help protect resource lands and maintain rural character. Since
some UGAs are oversized, there is an opportunity to modify UGA boundaries to add separation between
abutting UGA boundaries where there are such opportunities given development patterns. For example,
under the Preferred Alternative, some UGA land is transferred from Everson to Nooksack, the southern
Nooksack UGA is reduced and the northern Nooksack UGA is expanded; there would be overall a net
reduction in Nooksack UGA areas and a more servable boundary would be created.

3.7

Population, Housing, and Employment

The population and employment growth is addressed in Section 3.6. The Preferred Alternative would
have a population growth level similar to the Office of Financial Management’s most likely medium
forecast and a growth rate of 1.3%; this is similar to Alternative 2. Employment would be added similar
in level to Alternative 3 studied in the Draft EIS.
Around 30,500 households would be added with the Preferred Alternative, in the range of Alternatives 2
and 3.
The jobs-household balance would be 1.11 (approximately 120,284 total jobs and 108,830 total
households), very similar to the observed 2013 rate (1.1) and the Alternative 1 No Action rate (1.12)
described in the Draft EIS.

3.8

Cultural Resources

Similar to the Draft EIS alternatives, potential impacts to cultural resources include growth in existing
UGAs. This may include loss of, or damage to, archaeological sites and historic structures as
development occurs in previously undeveloped areas; however, federal, state, and local laws designed
to protect resources would mitigate potential impacts.
Similar to Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative would expand existing UGA boundaries at Birch Bay,
Lynden, and Nooksack, and intensification of infill areas within existing city limits and UGA boundaries
elsewhere. In addition, similar to Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative would expand the Ferndale
UGA into the Reserve in southeast Ferndale. Expanded UGA boundaries in some jurisdictions may
increase the risk for potential impacts to known and unknown cultural resources from development.

3.9

Transportation

This section summarizes the potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative on the transportation
network.
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Travel Demand Forecast Methodology
Projections of future traffic volumes within the County were estimated by WCOG using a countywide
travel demand forecasting model. The County travel demand forecasting model was developed using
TransCAD software, and calibrated based on 2013 data. The major components of the countywide
model are the same as those described for the Draft EIS alternatives.

Level of Service Methodology and Standards
Level of Service (LOS) is the primary measurement used to determine the operating quality of a road.
Level of Service designations are measures of congestion that describe operational conditions within a
traffic system and take into account such factors as volume, speed, travel time, and delay.
The County uses a common engineering methodology to evaluate level of service of roadway segments,
which are sections of roadway located between major intersections. Level of service is based the
volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C). To calculate V/C of a road segment, projected weekday PM peak hour
traffic volume is divided by the road’s hourly carrying capacity. For planning-level estimates, the County
defines a road’s capacity based primarily on its functional classification, with higher function roads
carrying a higher number of vehicles per hour, and its physical characteristics (lane width, shoulder and
median characteristics, and surrounding terrain), and the percentage of heavy vehicles. The County has
adopted a standard of LOS C (V/C≤0.75) for rural arterials and collectors, and a standard of LOS D
(V/C≤0.90) in urban areas. For all state highways in the county, the adopted standards are LOS D in
urban areas and LOS C in rural areas. The level of service methodology and standards are described in
further detail in the Draft EIS.

Level of Service Impacts on County Roads
As population and employment are projected to increase under all of the alternatives, the resulting
increase in traffic is expected to degrade the LOS on the transportation system with the Preferred
Alternative. The projected effect of the Preferred Alternative on the V/C of county roadways is
summarized in Appendix A.
Table 3.9-1 summarizes the county roads with 2036 V/C ratios that are projected to exceed adopted
standards with the Preferred Alternative. As shown, the following county road segments are projected
to exceed level of service standards:




Hannegan Road, between Van Wyck Road and Kelly Road
Lakeway Drive, between the Bellingham city limits and Terrace Avenue

The projected V/Cs with Preferred Alternative at these locations are similar or slightly lower than Draft
EIS Alternatives 2 and 3.
Table 3.9-1. County Roadways with Deficient Segments by 2036
Analysis ID

Length
(miles)

V/C Standard

Preferred
Alternative

Road Name

Location

162

Hannegan Road

Van Wyck Road –
Kelly Road

1.01

0.90

0.93

243

Lakeway Drive

Bellingham City
Limits – Lowe
Avenue

0.42

0.90

1.10

244

Lakeway Drive

Lowe Avenue –
Terrace Avenue

0.21

0.90

0.97

Source: WCOG, 2015; Heffron Transportation, Inc. 2015

Table 3.9-2 summarizes the total projected miles of roadway expected to be deficient with the Preferred
Alternative. As shown, the Preferred Alternative is projected to result in deficiencies over about 0.5% of
the total miles of arterial and collector roadways under county jurisdiction. This is similar to the
deficiencies projected with Draft EIS Alternatives 2 and 3.
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Table 3.9-2. Projected Miles of County Roadway Segment Deficiencies by 2036
Type of Roadway

Preferred Alternative

Total Deficient Miles of Roadway

1.64

Percent of Deficient Miles1

0.5%

1

Percentage of total of 358.39 miles of arterial and collector county roads.

Source: Whatcom County, 2014; WCOG, 2015; Heffron Transportation, Inc. 2015

Level of Service Impacts on State Highways
The projected effects of the Preferred Alternative on state highways are summarized in Appendix A.
Table 3.9-3 summarizes the percent of state highways projected to exceed level of service standards by
2036. The table shows that the Preferred Alternative percentage of deficiencies is similar to the
percentages projected for Draft EIS Alternatives 2 and 3; the percentage is higher than Alternative 1 (No
Action) and s lower than Alternative 4.
Table 3.9-3. Impact of Alternatives on State Highways by 2036
Length of Highway Projected to Exceed Standard
Preferred Alternative
State Highway

Total Length (miles)

Length (miles)

Percent of Total Length

SR 9

22.54

1.98

8.8%

SR 11

3.86

0.00

0.0%

SR 539

11.07

2.09

18.9%

SR 5421

45.52

8.72

19.2%

SR 544

6.11

0.00

0.0%

SR 546

8.01

3.54

44.2%

SR 547

10.15

0.00

0.0%

SR 548

11.23

0.93

8.3%

TOTAL

118.49

17.26

14.6%

1. Includes shared portion of SR 542 and SR 9
Source: WCOG; Heffron Transportation, Inc. 2015

Table 3.9-4 provides more specific locations of the highways projected to exceed their level of service
standard by 2036 with the Preferred Alternative. The projected levels of service are similar to Draft EIS
Alternative 3.
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Table 3.9-4. Location of State Highway Segments Projected to Exceed LOS Standard
LOS
Standard1

2036 Level of Service
Preferred Alternative

SR 546 – Sumas south city limit

C

E

Bellingham north city limit – Smith Road

C

E

Lynden north city limit – Badger Road

C

E

D/C

F

E Smith Road - SR 9/SR 542 north junction

C

F

SR 542/SR 9

SR 9/SR 542 north junction – Mitchell Road

C

D

SR 546

SR 539 – Northwood Road

C

E

SR 548

I-5 – Portal Way

D

F

Drayton Harbor Road - Blain south city limit

C

E

Highway

Location

SR 9
SR 539

SR 542

Bellingham north city limit – Y Road

1. State highway standard is LOS C for rural areas and LOS D for urban areas.
Source: WCOG, 2015; Heffron Transportation, Inc. 2015

Because I-5 is a limited access freeway, the County analysis focuses on the roads within its boundaries
that access the freeway –Birch Bay-Lynden Road, Grandview Road, and Slater Road – rather than the
freeway segments themselves. The County’s planning level V/C approach is not applicable to this type of
facility. However, in order to provide information about the effect of the Preferred Alternative on the
operation of I-5, forecast 2036 daily traffic volumes for I-5 segments located within the County are
provided in Table 3.9-5. As shown, the traffic volumes generated by the Preferred Alternatives on I-5 are
expected to range between 38,000 and 74,000, which is similar to Alternative 3 (within less than 1%).
Table 3.9-5. Projected I-5 Volumes with the Preferred Alternative
I-5 Segment in Whatcom County

2036 Daily Volume (Two-Way)
Preferred Alternative

Peace Portal Drive – Birch-Bay Lynden Road

38,000

Birch Bay Lynden Road – Grandview Road

46,320

Slater Road – Bakerview Road

73,732

Source: WCOG, 2015

The results presented in this section reflect planning-level estimates intended to show the relative
differences in potential impacts to state highways of the EIS alternatives, and are intended to be
conservatively high. More detailed project-level evaluation of the segments could yield different volume
or capacity projections (though the relative effects of the different Draft EIS alternatives would be
expected to remain consistent). In addition, evaluation at the segment level does not pick up more
localized issues that could occur at intersections. While WSDOT takes the lead in determining
appropriate improvements to state routes, the County will continue to work closely with WSDOT and
Cities to identify strategies and projects to maintain the function of the highway system within its
borders.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
The Preferred Alternative would increase countywide population and employment compared to existing
levels. As a result, countywide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is also projected to increase, as shown in
Table 3.9-6. Analysis indicates that the increase in VMT over existing conditions with the Preferred
Alternative would be in-between Draft EIS Alternatives 2 and 3, which is similar to its relative projected
countywide population increase. The percent VMT increase with the Preferred Alternative is close to its
corresponding population increase, similar to Draft EIS Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, and particularly
Alternative 3.
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Table 3.9-6. Forecast Countywide Population and Vehicle Travel
Alternative and Forecasting Year

Countywide Average VMT

Countywide Population

4,522,600

205,800

6,155,700
(36% increase over existing)

275,668
(34% increase over existing)

Existing (2013)
Preferred Alternative (2036)

Source: WCOG, 2015; Heffron Transportation, Inc. 2015

Impacts on Other Modes of Travel
Non-Motorized
Increases in population and employment levels are expected to increase the demand for additional
facilities; thus, all studied alternatives would affect non-motorized facilities through increased demand
for additional trails and bikeways. These bicycle and trail facilities may either be located along roadways
as bike lanes/sidewalks or as separated facilities and would provide opportunities for both recreational
and commuter users.
Planning programs for trails are maintained in trail plans, such as the Coast Millennium Trail Plan and
the Whatcom County Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan. Regular review and update of these plans
will help ensure that infrastructure and services needed to meet increased demand for non-motorized
facilities will be identified.

Transit
Transit operations and facilities will be affected by the increase in travel demand created by any of the
studied alternatives. The increases will require increase in hours of operations and some capital facilities
such as park-and-ride lots. Increased density in urban areas would most efficiently support new or
extended bus routes in addition to more frequent service. Commuter routes would also see increased
demand, affecting park-and-ride lots and transit centers.

Rail and Airports
All studied alternatives would affect demand on rail and airports in the County. In general as
employment and population increase, the requirement for these services will also increase.
Rail will be affected by an increase in commerce reflected in increased employment. Airports will see an
increase in activity as recreational and employment activities increase.

Mitigation Measures
Table 3.9-7 summarizes the roadways locations that have been identified for improvement with the
Preferred Alternative in order to meet adopted County roadway segment level of service standards
through 2036. The table shows improvement of sections of Lakeway Drive and Hannegan Road would be
needed to address V/C impacts, similar to Draft EIS Alternatives 2 or 3.
Table 3.9-7. Possible Roadway Improvements to Meet Concurrency by 2036 – Preferred Alternative
Location

Possible Improvements

Lakeway Drive, between the Bellingham
city limits and Terrace Avenue

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways and/or widen the
road to meet the urban minor arterial standard.

Hannegan Road, between Van Wyck
Road and Kelly Road

Add left-turn lanes at intersections and driveways and/or widen the
road meet the rural major collector standard.

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., 2015.

See also the summary of mitigation in Section 1.6.1 and Final EIS Appendix A.
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3.10 Public Services and Utilities
This Final EIS addresses the planning period 2013 through 2036. The analysis is based on city service
provider or special district growth allocations.
The Preferred Alternative would generate a population growth range between 67,216 and 69,868 in
2036. This range is similar to the growth target studied during the Draft EIS for Alternative 2 Historic
Shares. For the purposes of the Preferred Alternative public services analysis, the higher-end population
growth number of 69,868 is analyzed as the planned population growth. Distribution of the growth
across service providers is provided in Appendix E.

Law Enforcement
The countywide population under the Preferred Alternative would result in a countywide population
range that is within the range of populations considered in the Draft EIS. However, the level of service
and the need for facilities in 2036 would not change significantly from what was analyzed in the Draft
EIS. Table 3.10-1, Table 3.10-2, Table 3.10-3, and Table 3.10-4 show the anticipated future need in 2036
based on the proposed LOS services for law enforcement facilities. While the Table below illustrates the
results using the current Comprehensive Plan LOS, the Preferred Alternative would adopt policies that
would delete the numerical LOS standards for the Sheriff’s Office, Emergency Management, Jails and
Juvenile Detention and replace them with more generalized policies supporting these facilities.
Under the Preferred Alternative, similar to other alternatives reviewed for the Draft EIS, demand for Law
Enforcement services would increase most in those areas with the highest population growth. However,
the Sheriff’s Office only serves unincorporated parts of the County or City departments that have
contracted with the Sheriff’s Office. Therefore, while the urban areas may have the most demand for
law enforcement services, those services may potentially be requested from urban police departments.
Table 3.10-1.Preferred Alternative Law Enforcement – Sheriff’s Office
Preferred Alternative
Sheriff's Office LOS: 0.26 square feet per capita
2036 Population Served by Sheriff's Office
Total Square Feet Needed to Meet LOS in 2036

77,321
20,103

Is there sufficient Square Feet to Meet LOS in 2036?

Yes

Additional Square Feet Needed

N/A

Source: Six-Year Capital Improvement Program for Whatcom County Facilities, 2015-2020; BERK, 2015.

Table 3.10-2. Preferred Alternative Law Enforcement – Emergency Management
Preferred Alternative
Emergency Management Office LOS: 0.011 square feet per capita
Whatcom County 2036 Population
Total Square Feet Needed to Meet LOS in 2036

275,668
3,032

Is there sufficient Square Feet to Meet LOS in 2036?

Yes

Additional Square Feet Needed

N/A

Source: Six-Year Capital Improvement Program for Whatcom County Facilities, 2015-2020; BERK, 2015.
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Table 3.10-3. Preferred Alternative Law Enforcement – Jails LOS
Preferred Alternative
Jails LOS: 1.42 per 1,000 residents
Whatcom County 2036 Population
Jail Beds Needed to Meet LOS in 2036
Are there sufficient Jail Beds to Meet LOS in 2036?
Additional Jail Beds Needed

275,668
391
Yes
N/A

Source: Six-Year Capital Improvement Program for Whatcom County Facilities, 2015-2020; BERK, 2015.

Table 3.10-4. Preferred Alternative Law Enforcement – Juvenile Detention LOS
Preferred Alternative
Juvenile Jail Beds LOS: 0.125 per 1,000 residents
Whatcom County 2036 Population
Jail Beds Needed to Meet Juvenile Detention LOS in 2036
Are there sufficient Juvenile Detention Jail Beds to Meet LOS in 2036?
Additional Juvenile Detention Jail Beds Needed

275,668
34.46
No
2

Source: Six-Year Capital Improvement Program for Whatcom County Facilities, 2015-2020; BERK, 2015.

Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Several districts have updated their capital plans and associated level of service (LOS) status since the
time of the Draft EIS. The status is shown in Table 3.10-5 below.
Table 3.10-5. Whatcom County Base Year Level of Service (LOS) Analysis (2015)
Meets County LOS
Fire
WSRB
Response Rate to
Protection
Rating*
Whatcom County LOS Standard
Provider
Urban
Rural
City of
Bellingham
(Kintzele,
2014)

PC 3

City of
Lynden
(Baar, 2014)
Fire District
1 (CFP,
2015)

PC 5

Fire District
4

PC 5**

PC 7**

FINAL | November 2015

Urban: 2011: 96% of first alarm resources arrived
within 8 minutes
2012: 100% of first alarm resources arrived
within 8 minutes
2013: 100% of first alarm resources arrived
within 8 minutes
All City of Bellingham fire stations are staffed
stations.
Urban: 80% of responses within 5 minutes
City of Lynden Fire Department has one fire
station in the City of Lynden that is staffed.
Urban: Current fire response times to the
Everson and Nooksack UGAs are within the 10
minute Urban LOS standard established by the
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan for
unstaffed stations.
Rural: Current response times to the portion of
the District outside the UGAs are within the 14
minute Rural LOS standard for unstaffed
stations.
All Fire District 1 fire stations are unstaffed
stations.
2014 Response Time and WSRB LOS:

Yes, per response
time and WSRB
Rating.

N/A

Yes, per response
time and WSRB
rating.
Yes, per the
response time.

N/A

Yes, per the
response time.

Yes, per the
WSRB rating.

Yes, per the
response time
and the WSRB
rating.
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Fire
Protection
Provider

WSRB
Rating*

(Anderson,
2014)

Meets County LOS

Response Rate to
Whatcom County LOS Standard

Urban

Rural

Station 11: WSRB rating of 5
Station 12: 8 minutes more than 80% of the time
Station 13: WSRB rating of 5

Fire stations 11 and 13 serve rural areas and are
unstaffed. Station 12 serves both urban and
rural areas and is staffed.
Rural: 100% of responses within 14 minutes
All Fire District 5 fire stations are unstaffed
stations.

Fire District
5 (Carleton,
2014)

PC 6

N/A

Yes, per the
response time
and the WSRB
rating.
Yes, per the
response time
and the WSRB
rating.

Fire District
7 (CPF
2011-2029)

PC 6**

Urban and Rural: Current response times are
within the LOS limits established by the County
Comprehensive Plan.

Yes, per the
response time and
WSRB rating.

Fire District
8 (Hewett,
2014)

PC 5

No

Yes, per the
WSRB rating.

Fire District
11
(McLane,
2014)

PC 8

N/A

Yes, per the
WSRB rating.

Fire District
14 (CFP
2015 and
Moe, 2014)

PC 8**

Average Response Times include:
2012: 7 minutes and 7 seconds
2013: 7 minutes and 10 seconds
2014: 7 minutes and 32 seconds
All Fire District 8 fire stations are staffed stations.
Fire District 8 stated that they do not meet the
time requirements for some of their areas, as
outlined in the District’s Capital Facilities Plan
(CFP). However, the Fire District 8 CFP (2012)
states “It is anticipated that, with the capital
improvements proposed in this plan, the Fire
District will be able to respond to emergency
service calls and meet the Level of Service
standards in the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan” (p. 3).
Rural:
2011: 84% under 14 minutes
2012: 72% under 14 minutes
2013: 66% under 14 minutes
All Fire District 11 stations are unstaffed stations
Rural:
Fire District 14’s Capital Facilities Plan 2015
shows that each fire station is within a 10 or 1014 minute driving time from its service area. The
one exception is for property in the southern
portion of the District along Mosquito Lake Road.
In order to meet the LOS standard in the
southern portion of the District, Fire District 14
has an auto-aid agreement with neighboring Fire
District 16 for a joint response.

Yes, per the
response time.

Yes, per the
response time.

All Fire District 14 stations are unstaffed stations
The District’s CFP indicates: “The three District 14
Fire Stations are not manned 24-hours a day and
therefore do not qualify as staffed stations.

FINAL | November 2015

3-18

Fire
Protection
Provider

WSRB
Rating*

Meets County LOS

Response Rate to
Whatcom County LOS Standard

Urban

Rural

Should the station(s) become staffed on a 24hour basis during the 20-year planning period,
the Fire District will meet the appropriate LOS
standard (p. 9).
Current fire response times are within the level
of service standards established by the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan (p. 10.) Capital plans
show the addition of stations and equipment
designed to meet the Urban LOS over the life of
the capital plan.
Fire District
16
Fire District
17 (Petrie,
2014)
Fire District
18 (Crowe,
2014)

PC 8

All Fire District 16 stations are unstaffed stations.

N/A

PC 6

Rural: Average response time of 6 minutes and
40 seconds
All Fire District 17 fire stations are unstaffed.
Rural: No responses greater than 11.5 minutes.
Average response time is about 7 minutes.
All Fire District 18 fire stations are unstaffed.

N/A

Fire District
19
Fire District
21 - North
Whatcom
Fire and
Rescue
(Anderson,
2014 and
Hollander,
2014

PC 7

The Fire District 19 station is an unstaffed
station.
2014 UGA Response Time LOS (per station that
serves an UGA):

N/A

South
Whatcom
Fire
Authority
(Ralston,
2014)

PC 5**

PC 6

PC 5**

N/A

Yes, per the
response time.

Yes, per the
WSRB rating.
Yes, per the
WSRB rating.
Yes, per the
response time
and the WSRB
rating.
Yes, per the
WSRB rating.
Yes, per the
WSRB rating.

Station 61: 8 minutes more than 80% of the time
Station 62: 10 minutes more than 80% of the
time (WSRB Rating of 5)
Station 63: 8 minutes more than 80% of the time
Station 69: 8 minutes 80% of the time
Fire stations 61, 63, and 69 are staffed. Fire
Station 62 is unstaffed.

Some of the South Whatcom Fire Authority fire
stations are staffed (stations 21 and 28), while
other fire stations are unstaffed stations.

Staffed stations:
response time is
met for Urban
standard (see
note).

Yes, per the
WSRB rating.

Note: *This is the best protection class that WSRB can give this district. Evaluating a district includes the water source, fire
station staffing and equipment, and availability of water hydrants. Different addresses in the district can have different
ratings, but no address can have a rating higher than the district rating (Ferrell, 2015).
** Includes Tender Credit. Communities/Districts are evaluated and recognized for Tender Credit (water hauling). This
credit applies only to dwellings with no standard hydrant within 1000 ft. Does not apply to commercial properties.
Source: Whatcom County Fire Marshal’s Office, 2014; Whatcom County Fire Districts, 2014 and 2015; BERK, 2014 and 2015;
Whatcom County PDS 2015.
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The Preferred Alternative falls within the overall countywide population studied in the Draft EIS.
However, fire and emergency population shifts on a district-wide level can vary somewhat from the
alternatives studied in the Draft EIS. See Table 3.10-6.
Table 3.10-6. Fire Department Population Change and Percent Change
Fire Protection Provider
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Bellingham Fire Department
18,262
25,845
31,302
27,497
Lynden Fire Department
4,357
5,263
6,601
7,572
WCFD 1
2,593
3,606
3,370
4,003
WCFD 4
798
2,032
2,504
4,774
WCFD 5
134
333
229
264
WCFD 7
8,607
7,785
8,749
12,960
WCFD 8
1,079
2,302
2,413
4,905
WCFD 11
100
312
215
274
WCFD 14
1,960
3,159
2,925
3,416
WCFD 16
83
274
124
145
WCFD 17
30
468
199
280
WCFD 18
40
137
97
108
WCFD 19
38
382
283
309
WCFD 21 - North Whatcom Fire and Rescue
8,396
12,330
11,748
15,640
South Whatcom Fire Authority
2,130
3,614
3,687
3,798

Fire Protection Provider
Bellingham Fire Department
Lynden Fire Department
WCFD 1
WCFD 4
WCFD 5
WCFD 7
WCFD 8
WCFD 11
WCFD 14
WCFD 16
WCFD 17
WCFD 18
WCFD 19
WCFD 21 - North Whatcom Fire and Rescue
South Whatcom Fire Authority

Preferred
27,805
6,602
3,450
1,283
264
9,098
2,679
105
2,810
170
288
81
105
11,593
3,295

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Preferred
22%
31%
38%
33%
34%
34%
41%
52%
59%
52%
24%
33%
31%
37%
32%
8%
21%
26%
50%
13%
9%
23%
16%
18%
18%
38%
35%
39%
58%
41%
14%
30%
31%
63%
34%
10%
32%
22%
28%
11%
25%
40%
37%
43%
36%
5%
17%
8%
9%
10%
2%
34%
15%
21%
21%
2%
6%
5%
5%
4%
9%
90%
67%
73%
25%
27%
40%
38%
50%
37%
17%
28%
29%
30%
26%

Source: BERK Consulting 2015

Parks
The Preferred Alternative would result in a countywide population within the range studied in the Draft
EIS. Table 3.10-7 identifies projected parks and recreation facility need based on the proposed LOS
standards as well as projected surpluses and deficits, where available. Results are similar to the Draft EIS
Alternatives.
The LOS standard for developed parks (9.6 acres per 1,000 population) and trails (0.60 of a mile per
1,000 population) would remain the same. Under the Preferred Alternative, proposed LOS standards
would differ from existing adopted LOS standards for activity centers, which would become qualitative.
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For the purposes of comparison, the results of the current Comprehensive Plan LOS for activity centers
is noted below.
Table 3.10-7. Preferred Alternative – Parks Level of Service Analysis
Preferred Alternative
2036 Population
2036 Population (In Thousands)
2036 Population (In Hundred Thousands)

275,668
275.67
2.76

Existing Parks LOS: 9.6 acres/ 1,000 population
Existing Park Acres: 15,154
Total acres needed to meet LOS
Are there sufficient acres to meet the LOS in 2036?
Additional acres needed to meet LOS in 2036

2,646.41
Yes
N/A

Trails LOS: 0.60 miles/ 1,000 population
Existing Trail Miles: 65.46
Total miles needed to meet LOS
Are there sufficient miles to meet the LOS in 2036?
Additional miles needed to meet LOS in 2036

165.40
No
99.94

Activity Center: 5 activity centers/ 100,000 population
Existing Activity Centers: 13
Total activity centers needed to meet LOS
Are there sufficient activity centers to meet the LOS in 2036?
Additional activity centers needed to meet LOS in 2036

13.78
No
1

Source: Six-Year Capital Improvement Program for Whatcom County Facilities 2015-2020; BERK, 2015.

The Preferred Alternative would increase the demand for parks and recreation services in the BlaineBirch Bay District similar to the Draft EIS Alternatives.
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Table 3.10-8. Blaine-Birch Bay District – Preferred Alternative Park Needs
Net Growth by 2036
Population in 2036 (In Thousands)

Preferred
10,676
10.68

Neighborhood Parks LOS: 1.0 acres for every 1,000 of the population
Total acres needed

10.68

Are there sufficient acres to meet the LOS?
Additional Acres to meet the LOS

No
18.48

Community Parks LOS: 5.2 acres for every 1,000 of the population
Total acres needed
Are there sufficient acres to meet the LOS?
Additional Acres to meet the LOS

55.51
No
94.41

Regional/ Facility LOS: 7.0 acres for every 1,000 of the population
Total acres needed
Are there sufficient acres to meet the LOS?
Additional Acres to meet the LOS

74.73
No
109.85

Trail LOS: 0.5 acres for every 1,000 of the population
Total acres needed
Are there sufficient acres to meet the LOS?
Additional Acres to meet the LOS

5.34
No
3.54

Source: BERK Consulting 2015

The Preferred Alternative would increase the demand for parks in the Lynden Parks District similar to
the range of Draft EIS Alternatives.
Table 3.10-9. Lynden Parks District Demand

Preferred

Additional
Additional
Net Growth Acres of Park Meets
Acres
by 2036
Facilities Future LOS
Needed
Needed
7,015
49.11
No
111.80

Source: BERK Consulting 2015

Last, the Preferred Alternative would increase population to be served in the Point Roberts Parks District
similar to the level of Alternative 4. The Point Roberts Park District would grow by 264 in 2036, and the
growth would increase the demand for district services by 18%.

Schools
Under the Preferred Alternative, growth would fall within the range of population growth that was
studied under the Draft EIS. However, this additional growth would be distributed differently under the
Preferred Alternative than alternatives reviewed in the Draft EIS.
The methodology for estimating future enrollment and capacity needs is provided in three different
ways in the following analysis. The first analysis, Table 3.10-10, compares 2036 student projections to
future school capacity using 2013 student/household ratios; this approach was used in the Draft EIS and
results are most directly comparable to the Draft EIS Alternatives’ results. The second analysis, Table
3.10-11, compares 2036 student projections to future school capacity using 2036 student/household
ratios. The third analysis, Table 3.10-12, uses student/ household ratios provided by individual school
districts – Bellingham, Blaine, and Mt. Baker School Districts as well as 2036 student/household ratios.
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Estimated school enrollment in 2036 is district-wide, including both incorporated and unincorporated
areas. The facility need, or surplus capacity has been updated as shown in the exhibits below to identify
additional capital projects and existing portable classroom facilities that have been provided by school
districts since publication of the Draft EIS. The Bellingham School District Capital Facilities Plan 20152021, the Blaine School District Capital Facilities Preliminary Draft, 2015 and the Meridian School District
Capital Facilities Plan 2015-2021 each show that each respective school district will have more student
capacity in the future; therefore, Table 3.10-10, Table 3.10-11, and Table 3.10-12 reflect that additional
student capacity.
Table 3.10-10 compares projected 2036 student population by alternative to future projected school
capacity using 2013 student/ household generation rates. The numbers in parenthesis are where school
districts are projected to have a deficit of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space. The numbers that are not in parenthesis show
the positive or net reserve of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space.
Table 3.10-10. Schools Level of Service Analysis – Comparing 2036 Student Projections to Future
School Capacity Using 2013 Student/ Household Ratios
School District
Bellingham
Blaine
Ferndale
Lynden
Meridian
Mt. Baker
Nooksack Valley

2013 Student/
Household Ratio
0.251
0.300
0.433
0.390
0.351
0.323
0.430

Preferred Alternative
(3,373)
(938)
(176)
(79)
663
396
(11)

Source: OSPI, 2013; Personal Communication with Ron Cowan, Assistant Superintendent Finance and Operations, Bellingham
School District, 2014; Bellingham School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2015-2021; Personal Communication with Amber Porter,
Director of Finance and Operations, Blaine School District, 2014; Blaine School District Capital Facilities Plan, Preliminary Draft,
September 5th, 2015; Personal Communication with Mark Deebach, Assistant Superintendent for Business & Support Services,
Ferndale School District, 2015; Personal Communication with Jim Frey, Superintendent, Lynden School District, 2015;
Personal Communication with David Forsythe, Assistant Superintendent of Meridian School District October 15, 2014; Meridian
School District Capital Facilities Plan 2015-21; Mount Baker School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2013; Personal Communication
with Marta Rinehart, Business Manager of Nooksack Valley School District, November 4, 2014, BERK, 2015.

The Meridian and Mt. Baker School Districts show a surplus of capacity and the Bellingham, Blaine,
Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack Valley School Districts show a deficit of capacity under the Preferred
Alternative in Table 3.10-10. This is similar to Alternative 3.
Table 3.10-11 compares projected 2036 student population by alternative to future projected school
capacity using 2036 student/household generation rates. The numbers in parenthesis are where school
districts are projected to have a deficit of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space. The numbers that are not in parenthesis show
the positive or net reserve of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space.
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Table 3.10-11. Schools Level of Service Analysis – Comparing 2036 Student Projections to Future
School Capacity Using 2036 Student/ Household Ratios
School District
Bellingham
Blaine
Ferndale
Lynden
Meridian
Mt. Baker
Nooksack Valley

2036 Student/
Household Ratio
0.241
0.289
0.417
0.375
0.338
0.311
0.414

Preferred Alternative
(2,812)
(805)
79
64
723
480
68

Source: OSPI, 2013; Personal Communication with Ron Cowan, Assistant Superintendent Finance and Operations, Bellingham
School District, 2014; Bellingham School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2015-2021; Personal Communication with Amber Porter,
Director of Finance and Operations, Blaine School District, 2014; Blaine School District Capital Facilities Plan, Preliminary Draft,
September 5th, 2015; Personal Communication with Mark Deebach, Assistant Superintendent for Business & Support Services,
Ferndale School District, 2015; Personal Communication with Jim Frey, Superintendent, Lynden School District, 2015;
Personal Communication with David Forsythe, Assistant Superintendent of Meridian School District October 15, 2014; Meridian
School District Capital Facilities Plan 2015-21; Mount Baker School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2013; Personal Communication
with Marta Rinehart, Business Manager of Nooksack Valley School District, November 4, 2014, BERK, 2015.

The Ferndale, Lynden, Meridian, Mt. Baker, and Nooksack Valley School Districts show a surplus of
capacity and the Bellingham and Blaine School Districts show a deficit of capacity under the Preferred
Alternative in Table 3.10-11.
Table 3.10-12 compares projected 2036 student population by alternative to future projected school
capacity using 2036 student/ household generation rates as well as student/ household rates
determined by the school districts themselves. The school districts that provided their own student/
household generation rate are highlighted in grey. The numbers in parenthesis are where school
districts are projected to have a deficit of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space. The numbers that are not in parenthesis show
the positive or net reserve of school capacity in terms of the number of students that can be
accommodated in the future projected classroom space.
Table 3.10-12. Schools Level of Service Analysis – Comparing 2036 Student Projections to Future
School Capacity Using 2036 Student/ Household Ratios and Individual School District Student/
Household Rates
School District
Bellingham
Blaine
Ferndale
Lynden
Meridian
Mt. Baker
Nooksack Valley

Student/ Household
Ratio
0.278 (SF)
0.049 (MF)
0.209
0.417
0.375
0.338
0.322
0.414

Preferred Alternative
2,060
130
79
64
723
405
68

Source: OSPI, 2013; Personal Communication with Ron Cowan, Assistant Superintendent Finance and Operations, Bellingham
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School District, 2014; Bellingham School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2015-2021; Personal Communication with Amber Porter,
Director of Finance and Operations, Blaine School District, 2014; Blaine School District Capital Facilities Plan, Preliminary Draft,
September 5th, 2015; Personal Communication with Mark Deebach, Assistant Superintendent for Business & Support Services,
Ferndale School District, 2015; Personal Communication with Jim Frey, Superintendent, Lynden School District, 2015;
Personal Communication with David Forsythe, Assistant Superintendent of Meridian School District October 15, 2014; Meridian
School District Capital Facilities Plan 2015-21; Mount Baker School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2013; Personal Communication
with Marta Rinehart, Business Manager of Nooksack Valley School District, November 4, 2014, BERK, 2015.

All School Districts show a surplus of capacity under the Preferred Alternative in in Table 3.10-12.
All school districts that show enrollment deficiencies under the Preferred Alternative in these three
different analyses will need to add capacity by 2036. Districts have undertaken or are currently
undertaking capital facility planning efforts to identify capital facility need and resources to fund them.

Water
The Preferred Alternative is similar to Alternatives 2 and 3, with all water providers demonstrating
capacity to meet the projected growth, except for Birch Bay Water and Sewer District (BBWSD). BBWSD
is planning an update to the Water System Plan and may revise some assumptions about future
demand. BBWSD also anticipates increasing its contract for water from the City of Blaine, provided the
City’s applications for additional water are approved. Table 3.10-13 provides an ADD and MDD analysis
for urban water systems under the Preferred Alternative.

Wastewater
The Preferred Alternative is similar to Alternative 2, with all sewer providers demonstrating capacity to
meet the projected growth, except for BBWSD. Given the 20-year time period for the growth projections
and the regular capital facility planning by the BBWSD, these deficiencies should be addressed in the
next sewer plan update.

Stormwater
The amount of new impervious surface created under the Preferred Alternative is within the range of
the alternatives studied in the Draft EIS. As with the other alternatives, population and employment
growth under the Preferred Alternative would result in more impervious surface area, thereby
increasing the volume and rate of stormwater runoff. Additional stormwater drainage systems would be
required to handle this increased runoff.
Under the Preferred Alternative, four Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) would be expanded (Birch Bay,
Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack), which would increase the amount of impervious surface. This is a
greater number of UGA expansions in Alternative 3 and less than Alternative 4.
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Table 3.10-13. Urban Water Demand and Available Supply by Service Provider – Preferred Alternative
Provider Base
Year Demand

Water Supply

Water Plan Water Plan
Base Year Horizon Year
Service Provider
2010
2035
Birch Bay Water and Sewer District
2013
2032
City of Bellingham
2009
2029
City of Blaine
2013
2036
City of Everson
2010
2036
City of Ferndale
2009
2027
City of Lynden
2012
2031
City of Nooksack
2011
2030
City of Sumas
2013
2030
Columbia Valley Water District
2010
2027
Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District
PUD No.1
2004
N/A
2009
2029
Water District 2
2008
2027
Water District 7
2012
2031
Water District 13

Annual

Instantaneous

3.73
160.52
1.63
0.54
1.91
5.91
0.40
0.60
0.38
2.05
38.87
1.58
0.72
0.41

3.73
160.57
4.95
1.15
4.22
14.56
0.72
1.31
0.58
2.80
53.64
1.58
0.72
1.30

Notes

1; 2

3
4
5
6

Provider Plan
Horizon Year
Population

12,913
61,159 (ERUs)
12,492
4,241
19,531
20,120
2,159
2,030
1,242 (ERUs)
4,125 (ERUs)
N/A
1,175 (ERUs)
2,500
1,170

ADD

0.90
9.40
1.60
0.30
0.96
1.99
0.09
0.18
0.19
0.39
0.04
0.14
0.14
0.09

MDD

1.93
13.90
3.33
0.57
1.84
3.53
0.16
0.35
0.43
0.74
0.15
0.28
0.28
0.19

Preferred Alternative
2036 Demand

Provider Horizon
Year Demand
ADD

1.71
12.20
1.89
0.48
1.57
4.00
0.17
0.37
0.29
0.30
N/A
0.20
0.18
0.13

MDD

3.58
20.00
3.78
0.91
3.00
8.80
0.34
0.74
0.50
0.54
N/A
0.40
0.37
0.13

ADD

1.91
12.64
1.59
0.47
1.65
3.85
0.14
0.43
0.22
0.47
0.06
0.14
0.15
0.19

ADD Surplus
(Deficiency)

1.82
147.88
0.04
0.06
0.26
2.06
0.26
0.17
0.16
1.58
38.81
1.44
0.57
0.21

MDD

4.00
18.69
3.18
0.89
3.16
8.48
0.28
0.86
0.40
0.91
0.26
0.28
0.31
0.19

MDD Surplus
(Deficiency)

(0.27)
141.88
1.76
0.26
1.06
6.08
0.44
0.45
0.18
1.89
53.39
1.30
0.41
1.10

Notes:
*All water supply and demand metrics expressed as millions of gallons per day (mgd).
*Annual Water Supply is the sum of all water rights and contracts for water supply minus contracts to provide water to other systems.
*ADD = Annual Daily Demand; MDD = Maximum Daily Demand
1. The City of Bellingham's Water Plan Update states, "Estimated 2012 ADD was estimated to be equal to the 2011 ADD multiplied by 1.2% based on a comparison of date from the first
seven months of 2011 and 2012."
2. City of Bellingham's water treatment plant can produce up to 26.3 million gallons a day.
3. Planned supply for North Whatcom County Water Association is included in this analysis; however there is no agreement in place to guarantee supply volumes. Sumas has planned for
supply to the Association through 2030.
4. MDD is not available from consumption meter records; therefore, the Maximum Daily Production (summer) is used as an estimate for demand.
5. Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District (LWWSD) base and horizon year demand data is an average of the four study areas in their plan.
6. PUD No. 1 base year ADD and MDD figures are for the Grandview Industrial/Commercial area. 2036 demand is calculated using projected employment growth rates.
Source: BERK Consulting, 2014.
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Table 3.10-14. Wastewater Demand – Preferred Alternative

Service Provider
Birch Bay Water and Sewer District (1)
City of Bellingham
City of Blaine (2)
City of Everson
City of Ferndale
City of Lynden
City of Nooksack
City of Sumas (3)
Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District (4)
Samish Water District (5)
Water District 13 (6)

Existing
Treatment
Capacity
(mgd)

Planned
Plan Year
Horizon Year
LOS
Treatment
Average
Horizon Horizon Year
Average
Preferred Preferred
Standard
Capacity Annual Flow Plan Year Population Annual Flow
2036 Pop AAF (mgd)
(gpcd)
(mgd)
(mgd)
(mgd)
1.29
1.44
0.97
2032
11,307
1.33
70
14,467
1.70
72.00
72.00
10.20
2026
119,375
17.70
102
125,353
18.59
3.10
3.10
0.50
2025
6,280
1.30
9,237
1.91
0.29
0.44
0.29
2036
4,044
0.48
115
3,439
0.41
3.23
6.37
1.60
2034
24,600
3.36
143
18,956
2.59
2.18
2.18
1.07
2024
18,235
1.71
101
16,459
1.54
0.15
0.22
0.07
2036
2,355
0.13
56
2,321
0.13
0.40
0.40
0.27
2028
N/A
N/A
115
2,322
0.37
3.46
3.46
0.83
2032
N/A
1.20
100
12,380
1.03
0.20
0.20
0.17
2010
N/A
0.20
1,065
0.18
0.13
0.13
0.05
2029
1,595
N/A
65
1,773
0.12

Preferred
Surplus
(Deficiency)
(0.26)
53.41
1.19
0.03
3.78
0.64
0.09
0.03
2.43
0.01
0.01

Notes: MGD = millions of gallons per day.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Birch Bay Water and Sewer District Horizon Year data is from an April 2012 Engineering Report for Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements.
Horizon Year data is from 2004 General Sewer Plan and treatment capacity is from City of Blaine website on the Reclamation Facility.
Sumas provides no horizon AAF. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
LWWSD provides no horizon AAF. Therefore, 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
Samish provides no horizon AAF and its LOS standard is expressed in living unit equivalents. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus dwelling unit growth
multiplied by LOS.
6.
WD13 provides no horizon AAF. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
7.
LOS standard for Blaine and Samish Water District is not included in this table because it not calculated in gallons per capita per day unit.
Source: BERK Consulting 2015
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Solid Waste
Under the Preferred Alternative, countywide population growth would be between 67,216 and 69,868
persons. This is similar to the population growth under Alternative 2, higher than under Alternative 1,
and lower than under Alternatives 3 and 4. For the purposes of this analysis, the higher figure of 69,868
persons will be used to calculate potential impacts on solid waste.
The Draft EIS estimated future waste disposal amounts by applying the average per capita disposal rate
for the period 2008-2012, 0.68 tons (or 1,365 pounds) per year, to population increase estimates under
each alternative. Using the same methodology, the amount of solid waste generated in 2036 under the
Preferred Alternative is estimated at 47,510 tons per year, more than under Alternatives 1 and 2, and
less than under Alternatives 3 and 4, as shown in Table 3.10-15.
Table 3.10-15. Whatcom County Solid Waste Generation by Alternative in 2036

Alternative

Solid Waste
Additional Solid Waste
County Population
Generation Rate
Production
Growth
(tons per capita)
(tons/year)

Alternative 1 No Action

48,630

0.68

33,068

Alternative 2 Historic Shares
Alternative 3 MultiJurisdictional Resolution
Alternative 4 Targeted Land
Use Change
Preferred Alternative

68,111

0.68

46,315

74,781

0.68

50,851

86,149

0.68

58,581

69,868

0.68

47,510

Source: BERK 2015

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Whatcom County Comprehensive Solid and Hazardous Waste
Management Plan has been released, which contains updated figures on solid waste and recycling in the
county. This plan estimates future waste generation rates, which includes both waste disposed in MSW
landfills and recycled materials. (By contrast, the Draft EIS calculated waste disposed in MSW landfills
and waste recycled separately.)
The Draft EIS estimated future recycling production by applying the average per capita recycling rate
between 2008 and 2012, 0.56 tons (or 1,130 pounds) per year, to future population estimates under
each alternative. Using the same methodology, the amount of recycling generated in 2036 under the
Preferred Alternative is estimated at 39,474 tons per year, as shown in Table 3.10-16.
Table 3.10-16. Whatcom County Recycling Generation by Alternative, 2036

Alternative

Recycling
County Population Generation Rate
Additional Recycling
Growth
(tons per capita) Production (tons/year)

Alternative 1 No Action

48,630

0.56

27,475

Alternative 2 Historic Shares
Alternative 3 Multi-Jurisdictional
Resolution
Alternative 4 Targeted Land Use
Change

68,111

0.56

38,482

74,781

0.56

42,250

86,149

0.56

48,673

Preferred Alternative

69,868

0.56

39,474

Source: BERK 2015

Similar to the other alternatives, the population and employment growth under the Preferred
Alternative would increase the demand for solid waste and recycling capacity. Since solid waste is a
countywide service, there is no significant difference in the effect on the County’s solid waste system.
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Power, Gas, and Telecommunications
As discussed in the Draft EIS, for each private utility (electricity, gas, telecommunications), increases in
population will create increased demand for services and the need for additional system capacity, which
would be funded through user fees. Increased densities would allow for greater efficiency in providing
these services by minimizing the length of pipe or line that would need to be installed and maintained to
provide adequate service. Service providers conduct their own planning processes to ensure that
adequate supply is available to support future demand and that infrastructure is updated as necessary
to serve growth.
The Preferred Alternative is expected to result in countywide population and employment growth that
falls within the range of alternatives studied in the Draft EIS. Population growth under the Preferred
Alternative would be less than under Alternatives 3 and 4, more than under Alternative 1, and relatively
similar to that under Alternative 2. Employment growth under the Preferred Alternative would be the
second highest of all alternatives, lower than only Alternative 4. Demand for power, gas, and
telecommunications services would increase proportionally with population and employment, with
greater demand in areas with the highest share of population growth.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 84% of population growth would be in urban areas, with the remaining
16% in rural areas. This is a higher proportion of growth in urban areas than under Alternative 2, but a
lower proportion than under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. Thus development can be expected to be more
concentrated than under Alternative 2 and less than under the other alternatives.
When new development is concentrated in urban areas already served by power, gas, and
telecommunications providers, the need for construction of new infrastructure to serve this demand is
reduced. However infrastructure upgrades to handle the increased demand, such as upsized pipes,
additional power substations, and cellular transmitters will still be needed.
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4.0 DRAFT EIS CLARIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS
This Chapter includes clarifications and corrections to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
EIS). Each chapter is addressed in order of the Draft EIS. The changes are made in response to comments
or by consultant or agency staff review. The clarifications or corrections do not alter fundamental
conclusions of the Draft EIS.

4.1

Final EIS Chapter 1 Summary

Amend Table 1.6-1 Summary of Alternative Impacts and Mitigation Measures, page 1-8, as follows:
The County and cities should could require all construction contractors to implement air
quality control plans for construction activities in the study area.
The water resources section of Table 1.6-1 Summary of Alternative Impacts and Mitigation Measures on
page 1-8 has been revised to more clearly address surface water impacts in addition to groundwater
impacts as follows:
Under all alternatives, impacts to water resources may occur from increased development.
Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface water systems, forest
removal and creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably
accompany the increased development that would occur under all alternatives. It is not
practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from these
mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial
structures (e.g., pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed with
impermeable materials. Impervious surfaces can also include exposed soils compacted by
urban development that inhibit water absorption. Impervious surfaces can reduce natural
infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways by which water reaches
adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014). Stormwater that comes into contact with
artificial impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as
pesticides, metals, organic pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014). The estimated
number of impervious acre increases above the existing 60,310 acres varies by alternative
below.
Continued development and/or urbanization within watersheds can also result in different
types of impacts on wetlands. This is due to the removal of forested vegetation and a
general increase in activity within the landscape where wetlands occur, even if disturbance
activities such as the direct filling of wetlands do not occur. Direct and indirect impacts on
wetlands can be anticipated as a result of implementing development activities allowed by
the Comprehensive Plan and implementing related development regulations.
Impacts on groundwater quantity and quality may occur due to:


Changes in land use that reduce groundwater recharge, such as development, soil
compaction or other soil disturbing activities.



Changes in population that increase demand for groundwater as water supply for
drinking and other household uses.



Land uses that produce higher levels of non-point source pollution, such as runoff or
residential development with septic disposal.
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Land uses that increase the density of on-site septic systems.



Land uses that produce point source pollutants that can enter the groundwater at
specific discharge points (e.g. industrial sources).



Intrusion of saltwater from marine waters into coastal aquifers can result from overpumping of wells and reversal of groundwater flow directions from seaward to
landward.

Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface water systems, forest
removal and creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably
accompany the increased development that would occur under all alternatives. It is not
practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from these
mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.
The same factors that impact groundwater and surface water quality and availability can
also affect water supply. As described previously, changes in land use that reduces
groundwater recharge, such as development, soil compaction, or other soil-disturbing
activities, can create impervious surfaces (and reduced pervious surfaces) that prevent
precipitation from recharging groundwater aquifers. Impacts of reduced recharge can result
in lower water tables and reduced base flow to surface waters. Point source and non-point
source pollution are also major sources of water quality impacts resulting from changes in
development.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial
structures (e.g., pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed with
impermeable materials. Impervious surfaces can also include exposed soils compacted by
urban development that inhibit water absorption. Impervious surfaces can reduce natural
infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways by which water reaches
adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014). Stormwater that comes into contact with
artificial impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as
pesticides, metals, organic pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014). The estimated
number of impervious acre increases above the existing 60,310 acres varies by alternative
below.
Amend Table 1.6-1 on page 1-13, mitigation measures, as follows:
Increase regulatory guidance or limit expansions of UGAs in areas that may impact sensitive
plant species or complex wetland areas, such as Birch Bay, Ferndale, or Nooksack. Consider
mitigation banks, advanced mitigation, stormwater and vegetation enhancement.
Amend Table 1.6-1 on page 1-16 as follows:
Rural and resource land protection measures such as larger lots, lot consolidation, transfer
of development rights (TDR), purchase of development rights (PDR), or and others, are more
likely to lower future growth in agricultural resource lands and other rural lands.
Add more context about tradeoffs on page 1-17 of the Draft EIS under Alternative 3 column:
Jurisdictions pursuing UGA infill or expansion may have to update utility, transportation,
stormwater, and other plans and strategies.
The following edit is made to page 1-19 of the Draft EIS:
The County could conduct joint planning with cities to determine appropriate land use
categories in the UGA and UGA reserve through interlocal agreement to attain the
population and/or employment allocation. Until joint planning is complete, the population
or employment allocation would be held in reserve. Pre-annexation, the County could adjust
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allowable densities to retain rural character until services and annexation are assured. The
County applies five and ten acre zoning to maintain low densities consistent with lack of
public water and sewer.
Amend the following measure on page 1-19 of the Draft EIS:
retaining UGAs but disallowing urban growth until adequate capital facility planning is
completed; retaining UGA's, contingent on annexation phasing plans that do not permit
annexation until capital facility plans are established or growth thresholds are reached;
Amend Table 1.6-1, page 1.22, mitigation measures as follows:
The County could consider if there is an acceptable margin of error regarding land capacity
analysis to recognize its use as a predictive planning tool rather than as a precise method.
For example, Kitsap County has established a margin of errortolerance of 5% and UGA land
capacity results within +/-5% of the growth allocation are consideredas essentially in
balance.
The following sentence has been added the Draft EIS on Table 1.6-1 on page 1-23:
The County could implement updated Housing Element policies based on the Whatcom
County Housing Analysis October 2015, prepared by Beckwith Consulting Group and
strategies in the Bellingham/Whatcom County Housing Action Plan, 2008 to address
countywide housing needs.
The Draft EIS text is changed on page 1-23 as follows:
Transit operations and facilities will be affected by the increase in travel demand created by
any of the alternatives. The increases will require increase in hours of operations, added
investment in transit vehicles, and other some capital facilities such as park-and-ride lots.
The Draft EIS text is changed on page 1-24, the Length of State Highway Projected to Exceed Standard
(Miles), is amended for Alternatives 1 and 4 as follows:
Table 1.6-1. Summary of Alternative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Alternative 1:
No Action

Alternative 2:
Historic Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional
Resolution (Resolution
2014-013)

Length of State Highway
Projected to Exceed
Standard (Miles)

13.9812.16

17.26

17.26

19.2717.26

Percent of Total Length –
State Highway

11.810.3%

14.6%

14.6%

16.314.6%

Element of Analysis

Alternative 4:
Targeted Land
Use Change

Amend pages 1-26 and 1-27 regarding Fire and Emergency Services to read as follows:
Table 1.6-1. Summary of Alternative Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Element of
Analysis

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Historic
Shares

Alternative 3: MultiJurisdictional Resolution
(Resolution 2014-013)

Alternative 4: Targeted
Land Use Change

Fire and
Emergency
Services

Fire districts that have
the highest projected
population change
include the City of
Bellingham Fire

Fire districts that have
the highest projected
population change
include the City of
Bellingham Fire

Fire districts that have
the highest projected
population change
include the City of
Bellingham Fire

Fire districts that have
the highest projected
population change
include the City of
Lynden Fire District
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Department (22%), the
City of Lynden Fire
Department (34%), Fire
District 1 (24%), Fire
District 7 (38%), Fire
District 14 (25%), and
Fire District 21 (27%).
Fire Districts meet the
County LOS, except that
Fire District 8 does not
presently meet LOS
standards but has a
capital plan to do so as
growth occurs. 21 does
not have data in a form
to ascertain the Urban
LOS is met. The district
meets the Rural
standard. Whatcom
County has requested
that Fire District 21 start
tracking response times
to UGAs.

Department (31%), City
of Lynden Fire
Department (41%), Fire
District 1 (33%), Fire
District 7 (35%), Fire
District 8 (30%), Fire
District 11 (32%), Fire
District 14 (40%), Fire
District 17 (34%), Fire
District 19 (90%), Fire
District 21 (40%).
See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status. The
status of District 21 is
the same as for
Alternative 1. Fire
District 8 does not meet
the Urban LOS standard,
but expects to meet it
with capital
improvements in their
plan.
Fire District 19 is
unstaffed, and therefore
based on its WSRB rating
would meet the LOS
standard. The District
believes growth shares
may be higher than
warranted given the
seasonal nature of the
housing and past
employment trends.
Since this Alternative
tests higher rural growth
levels, Fire District 19
presents a bookend.

Department (38%), City
of Lynden Fire
Department (52%), Fire
District 1 (31%), Fire
District 7 (39%), Fire
District 8 (31%), Fire
District 14 (37%), Fire
District 19 (67%), and
Fire District 21 (38%).
See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS
status.Regarding District
21 see Alternative 1. Fire
District 8 conclusions are
the same as for
Alternative 2.

(59%), and Fire District 4
(50%), Fire District 7
(58%), Fire District 8
(63%), Fire District 14
(43%), Fire District 19
(73%), and Fire District
21 (50%).
See Alternative 1 for Fire
Districts’ LOS status.Fire
Districts 8, 14, 19, and
21 have a similar status
as for Alternatives 2 and
3.

Fire District 19 indicates
that the future growth
levels are likely
infeasible given the
seasonal nature of
housing occupancy and
jobs. A reallocation
among non-UGA serving
districts could be
accomplished to address
concerns.

In the Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts section, the Draft EIS text is revised to read on pp. 1-36
and 4-30:
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on regional or local air quality are anticipated if
mitigation measures outlined in the Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations
and Commitments sections are implemented as planned. The regulations, incorporated plan
features, and other potential mitigation measures described above are adequate to mitigate
any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as a result of County growth increases. Additional
air quality impact or GHG emissions reductions could be achieved by implementing other
potential mitigation measures.
Amend page 1-38, Water Resources as follows:
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Impervious surface area would increase under all four alternatives based on projected
growth. Measures are currently in place to reduce the potential impacts associated with
increases in impervious surface area and additional measures have been identified within
this section; however, increases in impervious surface area would likely have some level of
unavoidable impact on water resources. The potential degree of impact on water resources
would be dependent upon several factors, which could include where within a subbasin the
impervious surface area is located, the level of pollution that may be generated by the
impervious surface area (e.g., new road, driveway, and parking lot) and the effectiveness of
stormwater facilities in treating and detaining stormwater and mimicking the natural
conditions that exist pre-development (e.g., infiltration, groundwater discharge to surface
waters, and surface water patterns). As described in Section 4.3, it is not practical or feasible
to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from these mechanisms, so
avoidance is the most effective strategy.
This text of the Draft EIS is clarified on page 1-38:
Implementation of any of the alternatives will result in increased traffic within the county,
with the lowest VMT and V/C increases under County LOS standards expected to occur
under Alternative 1, and the highest under Alternative 4. With proposed mitigation in place,
no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are identified.

4.2

Final EIS Chapter 2 Alternatives

On page 2-21, Table 2.5-9 Urban and Rural and Resource Area Growth Tools – Offsite Mitigation Options
has been updated to read as follows:
This method would allow landowners within UGAs to create offsite mitigation using critical
area regulation procedures to mitigate UGA wetland impacts within the same basin in the
Non-UGA areas. This may serve to increase development potential within UGAs while
preserving or creating open space in the unincorporated rural county. Offsite mitigation
within the same basin may be considered after following appropriate mitigation sequencing
(e.g. to first avoid, minimize, etc.), Such opportunities for offsite mitigation would need to
be considered at a project level on a case by case basis, consistent with adopted
comprehensive plans, shoreline master programs, other adopted management plans, and
critical area regulations to assure no net loss of ecological function in the same basin.
The section titled Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying a Proposed Action on page 2-25 of the Draft
EIS has been supplemented as follows:
If predicted population and employment growth is lower than the allocations ultimately
adopted and UGAs have greater capacity than needed, it is unlikely even under the current
plan that sprawl would occur due to the limitations on urban services that cities have
adopted until annexation and County zoning rules. If unincorporated UGAs are oversized for
population and employment growth that would arrive under the current plan, it is possible
that environmental impacts could occur within UGA boundaries that would not otherwise
be needed at that size including habitat alteration and changes in water processes, as well
as greater investment in capital facilities.
If predicted population and employment growth is greater than the allocations ultimately
adopted, and UGAs are undersized, there could be greater conversion of undeveloped rural
and resource land lots and greater loss of plants and animals and potentially water
processes outside the UGAs; as described in Section 4.4, rare and sensitive plant and wildlife
habitat is more likely located outside of UGAs.
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However, the implications of either too low or too high growth such as inappropriate UGA
conversion is not anticipated to occur because the County will consider land capacity
analysis results in relation to allocations and due to eight year plan review cycles where
adaptive management may occur.

4.3

Final EIS Chapter 3 Suitability Analysis

The “Transportation” bullet on page 3-2 has been amended as follows to provide clarification:
Transportation. Based on county level of service (LOS) standards, this suitability analysis
criteria reviews areas that are served by arterials and collectors meeting the County LOS
standard and areas served by arterials or collectors failing the County LOS (see analysis in
Section 4.9 of this Draft EIS). The cities have adopted their own LOS standards within city
limits, and these standards tend to be focused on intersection operations; therefore there
may be localized impacts at intersections depending on the local LOS standard that are not
addressed in this environmental review. In the case of Bellingham, the City’s LOS is based on
person trips/multimodal indices by subarea. Each city will prepare their own Transportation
Element of the Comprehensive Plan and address transportation needs based on local
standards.
Page 3-6 has been amended as follows:
retaining UGAs but disallowing urban growth until adequate capital facility planning is
completed which may include an annexation phasing plan;
On page 3-17 the Cherry Point UGA Mapped Analysis (Critical Areas) text is updated as follows:
If consistent with Industrial UGA designation criteria, buffering surrounding uses, and
preventing encroachment of incompatible uses, consider removal from UGA of lands with a
high concentration of critical areas.
For areas of high concentrations within the UGA, protect through the critical areas
ordinance, lot clustering, low impact development standards or designation as an open
space corridor. Consider whether degraded wetlands could be appropriate locations for offsite mitigation. Offsite mitigation within the same basin may be considered after following
appropriate mitigation sequencing (e.g. to first avoid, minimize, etc.), Such opportunities for
offsite mitigation would need to be considered at a project level on a case by case basis,
consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, shoreline master programs, other adopted
management plans, and critical area regulations to assure no net loss of ecological function
in the same basin.
The following text is added to Draft EIS page 3-17 under “Biodiversity and Priority Habitats” and
referenced in mitigation measures for Water Resources on Draft EIS page 4-64 as an “Applicable
Regulation and Commitments”:
The Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan (2010) goals for state aquatic lands in
the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve are listed below, and in the plan are supported by specific
strategies. These plan goals and strategies could be considered by Whatcom County and
state and federal agencies regarding regulated activities on state aquatic lands:


Goal One: Identify, protect, restore and enhance the functions and natural
processes of aquatic nearshore and subtidal ecosystems that support endangered,
threatened and sensitive species and aquatic resources identified for conservation.



Goal Two: Improve and protect water quality to protect public health, support fish
and wildlife species and healthy functioning habitats.
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Goal Three: Protect and help recover indicator fish and wildlife species and habitats,
with primary focus on Cherry Point herring, Nooksack Chinook salmon, groundfish,
marine mammals, seabird/duck and shorebird communities, Dungeness crab, and
submerged aquatic vegetation.



Goal Four: Facilitate stewardship of habitats and species by working in cooperation
with lessees, tribes, recreational users and resource agencies to minimize and
reduce identified impacts of human activities on the species and habitats of the
Reserve.



Goal Five: Identify, respect, and protect archaeological, cultural, and historical
resources on state-owned aquatic lands.

The Ferndale UGA section on page 3-29 has been updated and reworded as follows:
If there is significant excess UGA capacity, portions of the UGA that are in the Drayton
Harbor and Birch Bay watersheds should be considered for reduction or implementation of
development standards and stormwater management plans to protect the watershed or
UGA reduction if water quality or stormwater standards would not be as protective as the
county’s standards.
The language on page 3-30 has been updated as follows:
Consider reductions in UGA where there is a significant large lot pattern of development, if
there is surplus land capacity balanced with considerations of which parcels may be
developed in an efficient manner.
The language under Alternative Objectives on page 3-31 has been amended as follows:
Identify approximate locations that 1) Conserve designated resources lands, 2) Protect
critical areas to promote environmental quality and manage growth, and 3) Are suitable for
UGA boundary changes and appropriate for residential, commercial, and industrial land use
designations to accommodate projected urban growth based on critical area, biodiversity
conservation values, status of service availability, location of adjacent transportation
corridors and other employment centers, capacity of the associated UGA, County open
space corridors and designated resource lands.
The Draft EIS language is revised to read as follows at page 3-35 and page 4-233:
In all four alternatives, the City of Lynden is able to meet the estimated population growth
demands, but only if their pending and current water rights are recognized by Ecology. In all
four alternatives, the EIS has assumed each city’s interpretation of their water rights,
including Lynden’s. Under Lynden’s interpretation reflected in their water plan, they have
sufficient water rights to meet demand under all alternatives.

4.4

Final EIS Chapter 4 Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

Section 4.1 Earth
Page 4-7 has been updated to reflect this new order of language:
The greatest amount of population growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden,
Blaine, and Birch Bay; similarly, the greatest amount of employment growth is assigned to
Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, and Blaine. Based on land capacity analysis (see Table 2.5-4
and Table 2.5-5 in Chapter 2), increased density within established UGAs will particularly
occur at Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack under Alternative 1 given less available land supply
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to accommodate growth. However, the nature of Alternative 1 is growth within the current
UGA boundaries and infill would occur in all UGAs. The greatest amount of population
growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, Blaine, and Birch Bay; similarly, the
greatest amount of employment growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, and
Blaine.
“Other Potential Mitigation Measures” page 4-9, the following mitigation measure has been added:
The County and cities could consider additional opportunities to reduce the risk of exposure
to asbestos-contaminated sediment through comprehensive plans, zoning, infrastructure
plans, and development regulations within these areas.

Section 4.2 Air Quality
Amend Mobile Source Air Toxics section of the Operational Impacts on Draft EIS page 4-19:
Mobile Source Air Toxics
Future development might require future improvements to existing roadways. When a
street is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the localized level of mobile
source air toxics (MSAT) emissions could be higher, in some cases. However, in Whatcom
County, Bellingham, and other cities with multimodal plans, reductions in traffic congestion
may help offset any potential localized increase in MSAT emissions. Localized MSAT
emissions may be offset by reducing traffic congestion and excess idling. Incorporation of
roundabouts at intersections may help offset any potential localized increase in MSAT
emissions. Furthermore, on a regional basis, the EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations (coupled
with ongoing future fleet turnover) should, over time, cause significant reductions in regionwide MSAT levels in most cases.
Amend Regional Emissions from Vehicle Travel section of the Draft EIS page 4-19:
Regional Emissions from Vehicle Travel
Tailpipe emissions from vehicles traveling on public streets are one of the largest sources of
air pollutant emissions associated with the growth in the study area. However, ongoing EPA
emission control requirements for on-road cars and trucks have dramatically improved pervehicle tailpipe emission rates. This beneficial trend is expected to continue into the future
as drivers gradually replace old vehicles with new, cleaner-burning ones. As a result, the
decrease in future per-vehicle emission rates might offset the forecasted increase in
countywide VMT. In that case, countywide emissions from on-road vehicles would remain
roughly the same as existing levels, or even gradually decrease compared to existing levels.
Further, land use alternatives that place greater emphasis on higher density mixed use
development in urban areas may help to decrease these emissions.
Amend page 4-27, first paragraph under Construction Emission Control as follows:
The County and cities should could require all construction contractors to implement air
quality control plans for construction activities in the study area. The air quality control
plans should include best management practices (BMPs) to control fugitive dust and odors
emitted by diesel construction equipment.

Section 4.3 Water Resources
This sentence on page 4-33 is corrected as follows:
The WRIA 1 Planning Unit Joint Board of Governments is beginning the preparation of a
groundwater model to determine what effect groundwater withdrawal would have on
stream flow (WRIA 1 Planning Unit December 2014).
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This sentence on page 4-33 is struck from the Final EIS:
Water rights are problematic in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA 1) in that many users
lack water rights and the seniority of the existing rights has not been established,
administered, or enforced.
Table 4.3-1 Mapped Streams Within or Adjacent to Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) in Whatcom County, on
page 4-37 has been updated in the Final EIS to include Whiskey Creek.
Table 4.3-1. Mapped Streams Within or Adjacent to Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) in Whatcom County
UGA
Bellingham

Birch Bay
Blaine
Cherry Point
Columbia Valley
Everson

Ferndale

Nooksack
Lynden

Sumas

Streams
Squalicum Creek
Whatcom Creek
Padden Creek
Chuckanut Creek
Silver Creek
Toad Creek
Terrell Creek
Dakota Creek
Terrell Creek
Kendall Creek
Nooksack River
Sumas River
Johnson Creek
Breckenridge Creek
Nooksack River
Terrell Creek
Fourmile Creek
Deer Creek
Tenmile Creek
Schell Creek
Silver Creek
Red River
Whiskey Creek
Sumas River
Breckenridge Creek
Fishtrap Creek
Nooksack River
Pepin Creek/Double Ditch
(Fishtrap)
Kamm Creek
Bertrand Creek
Sumas River
Johnson Creek

Source: Ecology, 2012; WDFW 2014a.

The following text has been added to Section 4.3, page 4-43, to address potential climate change
impacts under Impact Common to All Alternatives:
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
All of the alternatives would provide the capacity to develop lands according to various land
use categories in order to accommodate population growth. All of the alternatives provide
policy direction for the environmental protection of surface water and groundwater
resources, and the protection of public health and safety from flood hazards. In all
alternatives, Bellingham has the greatest percentage of growth. Other UGAs collectively
have the next largest share with Blaine, Birch Bay, Ferndale and Lynden greater among
them.
FINAL | November 2015
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Climate change is a phenomenon that has been cited as the cause of a wide range of
impacts to the environment including sea level rise, melting snow and ice, and extreme
weather conditions (Ecology, 2012b). There are several predictive models available that
demonstrate a wide range in potential climate change impacts to the environment.
Predictions from climate changes models range significantly. The effect of climate change
on water resources is likely to be exacerbated by development if appropriate measures are
not taken to mitigate potential impacts. Potential impacts are expected to occur at a countywide level and are not individually addressed for each UGA in this Draft EIS.
The following text has been added to Section 4.3 page 4-51 to the Marine Estuarine subsection:
All of the alternatives have the potential to increase the density along shorelines in Drayton
Harbor, Birch Bay, and Cherry Point/Strait of Georgia, which could increase the occurrence
of shoreline armoring. Currently, these marine/estuarine shorelines comprise 10%, 8%, and
5%, respectively, of man-made shoreline structures. Within Bellingham Bay and Chuckanut
Bay, the railroad corridor borders the majority of the shoreline, so further development and
shoreline armoring within these bays is limited. Bellingham Bay comprises 37% and
Chuckanut Bay comprises 22% man-made shoreline structures, with the majority of these
shorelines affected by the railroad corridor (Whatcom County Planning and Development
Services 2009). Climate change factors, such as increased sea level rise and storm surges,
may increase the risk of potential impacts to vulnerable infrastructure located along
coastlines in these areas. Developments located in low-lying coastal areas may be at a
higher risk of temporary or permanent flooding and erosion, including critical infrastructure
… (Ecology, 2012).
The following text is added to page 4-64 as an Applicable Regulation and Commitments:
The Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan (2010) goals for state aquatic lands in
the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve are listed below, and in the plan are supported by specific
strategies. These plan goals and strategies could be considered by Whatcom County and
state and federal agencies regarding regulated activities on state aquatic lands:


Goal One: Identify, protect, restore and enhance the functions and natural
processes of aquatic nearshore and subtidal ecosystems that support endangered,
threatened and sensitive species and aquatic resources identified for conservation.



Goal Two: Improve and protect water quality to protect public health, support fish
and wildlife species and healthy functioning habitats.



Goal Three: Protect and help recover indicator fish and wildlife species and habitats,
with primary focus on Cherry Point herring, Nooksack Chinook salmon, groundfish,
marine mammals, seabird/duck and shorebird communities, Dungeness crab, and
submerged aquatic vegetation.



Goal Four: Facilitate stewardship of habitats and species by working in cooperation
with lessees, tribes, recreational users and resource agencies to minimize and
reduce identified impacts of human activities on the species and habitats of the
Reserve.



Goal Five: Identify, respect, and protect archaeological, cultural, and historical
resources on state-owned aquatic lands.

Section 4.4 Plants and Animals
The following text has been added to Section 4.4 to address potential climate change impacts on page 483:
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives
All of the alternatives would provide the capacity to develop lands according to various land
use categories in order to accommodate population growth. All of the alternatives provide
policy direction for the environmental protection of plants and animals. In all alternatives,
Bellingham has the greatest percentage of growth. Other UGAs collectively have the next
largest share with Blaine, Birch Bay, Ferndale and Lynden greater among them.
Climate change is a phenomenon that has been cited as the cause of a wide range of
impacts to the environment including sea level rise, melting snow and ice, and extreme
weather conditions (Ecology, 2012b). There are several predictive models available that
demonstrate a wide range in potential climate change impacts to the environment.
Predictions from climate changes models range significantly. The effect of climate change
on plants and animals is likely to be exacerbated by development if appropriate measures
are not taken to mitigate potential impacts. Potential impacts are expected to occur at a
county-wide level and are not individually addressed for each UGA in this Draft EIS.
The following suggested text has been added to Section 4.4, page 4-84, to address impacts from clearing
forest and other native vegetation on aquatic habitats and biota:
Data from May et al. (1997), Friedrichsen (1998), and Booth et al. (2002) suggest that the
greatest cumulative threat to watersheds may be urbanization. This includes clearing forest
and other native vegetation that can have a negative impact on aquatic habitats and their
biota. Development puts greater pressure on the aquatic ecosystems that support fish
populations by potentially having a negative effect on prey species availability, water
temperatures, sedimentation rates, peak flows, low flows, groundwater recharge rates,
erosion patterns, channel and bank scour, water quality, stream bank armoring,
channelization, and riparian and wetland areas.
Language for the Mitigation Measure on page 4-93 has been reworded as follows:
Increase regulatory guidance or limit expansions of UGAs in areas that may impact sensitive
plant species or complex wetland areas, such as Birch Bay, Ferndale, or Nooksack. Consider
mitigation banks, advanced mitigation, stormwater and vegetation enhancement.

Section 4.5 Land and Shoreline Use
Change mitigation measures on page 4-107 as follows:
Rural and resource land protection measures such as larger lots, lot consolidation, transfer
of development rights (TDR), purchase of development rights (PDR), or and others, are more
likely to lower future growth in agricultural resource lands and other rural lands.

Section 4.6 Plans and Policies
Table 4.6-5. Alternative 2 Urban Growth Area (UGA) Sizing Status on page 4-121 has been corrected so
that the heading on column 5 reads “Percentage Difference Alterantive Alternative 2.”
Language under Alternative 3. Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution (Resolution 2014-013) in the section titled
Resource Lands on page 4-126 has been updated as follows:
Rural and resource land protection measures such as larger lots, lot consolidation, transfer
of development rights (TDR), purchase of development rights (PDR), or and others, are more
likely to lower future growth in agricultural resource lands and other rural lands.
Mitigation Measures text on page 4-131 has been updated to read as follows:
The County could conduct joint planning with cities to determine appropriate land use
categories in the UGA and UGA reserve through interlocal agreement to attain the
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population and/or employment allocation. Until joint planning is complete, the population
or employment allocation would be held in reserve. Pre-annexation, the County could adjust
allowable densities to retain rural character until services and annexation are assured. The
County applies five and ten acre zoning to maintain low densities consistent with lack of
services.
…
Where additional capital plans are needed, UGA sizing and capital planning options may
include:…retaining UGAs but disallowing urban growth until adequate capital facility
planning is completed; retaining UGA's, contingent on annexation phasing plans that do not
permit annexation until capital facility plans are established or growth thresholds are
reached;

Section 4.7 Population, Housing, and Employment
Language on page 4-141 has been amended as follows:
“Several national studies suggest…”
Amend page 4-162, second to last bullet, under “Other Potential Mitigation Measures” as follows:
The County could consider if there is an acceptable margin of error regarding land capacity
analysis to recognize its use as a predictive planning tool rather than as a precise method.
For example, Kitsap County has established a margin of errortolerance of 5% and UGA land
capacity results within +/-5% of the growth allocation are consideredas essentially in
balance.
The following sentence has been added the Draft EIS at page 4-162 under “Other Potential Mitigation
Measures”:
The County could implement updated Housing Element policies based on the Whatcom
County Housing Analysis October 2015, prepared by Beckwith Consulting Group and
strategies in the Bellingham/Whatcom County Housing Action Plan, 2008 to address
countywide housing needs.

Section 4.8 Cultural Resources
No changes.

Section 4.9 Transportation
Changes are made in line to the Draft EIS Transportation section and included in Final EIS Appendix A.

Section 4.10 Public Services and Utilities
No changes.

Section 4.10.1 Law Enforcement
No changes.

Section 4.10.2 Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Changes are made in line to the Draft EIS 2 Fire and Emergency Medical Services section and included in
Final EIS Appendix F.

Section 4.10.3 Parks
No changes.
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Section 4.10.4 Schools
No changes.

Section 4.10.5 Water
Text on page 4-232 concerning the City of Ferndale has been modified to read as follows:
In December 2011, Ferndale converted to a groundwater supply for its drinking water.
Previous to this, it purchased untreated water from PUD No.1 and treated it at its own
water treatment plant. In October 2014, Ferndale began using blending water treated with a
nanofiltration reverse osmosis and greens and filtration system to treat its groundwater
supply. The City no longer purchases water from PUD No. 1. The City of Ferndale provides
water treatment and distribution to its service area.
On page 4-233 under the City of Lynden section the Final EIS has been amended to say:
In all four alternatives, the City of Lynden is able to meet the estimated population growth
demands, but only if their pending and current water rights are recognized by Ecology. In all
four alternatives, the EIS has assumed each city’s interpretation of their water rights,
including Lynden’s. Under Lynden’s interpretation reflected in their water plan, they have
sufficient water rights to meet demand.
Amend Draft EIS page 4-237 as follows:
Under all alternatives, if the City of Lynden and Ecology do not resolve their water rights
dispute and a Court rules that Lynden does not have adequate water rights, the City may
experience a water supply deficit and be unable to serve its population. The City would need
to either obtain additional water to meet near-term and long-term supply needs or
significantly curtail growth. Conservation measures may not be sufficient to meet long-term
supply needs.

Section 4.10.6 Wastewater
Table 4.10-42 is updated from the version found in the Draft EIS to correct formula errors; see the table
on the following page. In the Draft EIS, Water District 13 was found to have a wastewater capacity
surplus; with the correct analysis, the demand and supply is in balance at zero surplus. Other purveyors
with errors reduced their surplus, but overall conclusions have not changed.
Text on page 4-246 concerning the City of Ferndale has been amended as follows:
The 2011 City of Ferndale Sewer Plan addresses anticipated growth through 2034. Ferndale
estimates that it will need to serve a population of 24,600 in 2034.
According to its 2011 Sewer Plan, Ferndale's collection system has 58 miles of gravity and
force main piping and 17 pumping stations. Ferndale’s Sewer Plan explains that According to
correspondence with Ferndale has enough and sewer analysis completed for Whatcom
County jail planning, Ferndale does not currently have the capacity to meet projected
growth future demand through 2034, and with construction of system improvements.
However, Ferndale can serve has planned for the UGA. necessary capacity upgrades to have
sufficient capacity in the future. Ferndale also has plans to continue with Phase III of its
WWTP improvements, which include capacity upgrades. Future expansion is required or a
development moratorium will have to be considered in 2018 to 2019. Ferndale will ensure
that the WWTP Upgrade is included in the City’s Capital Facilities Plan as part of its 2016
Capital Facilities Update.
This analysis shows Ferndale can meet wastewater demands under all studied alternatives if
capacity upgrades as planned are completed.
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Table 4.10-42. Wastewater Treatment Capacity and Projected Average Annual Flow (AAF) by Service Provider
Service Provider
Birch Bay Water and Sewer District (1)
City of Bellingham
City of Blaine (2)
City of Everson
City of Ferndale
City of Lynden
City of Nooksack
City of Sumas (3)
Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District (4)
Samish Water District (5)
Water District 13 (6)

Existing
Treatment
Capacity
(mgd)

Planned
Plan Year
Horizon Year
LOS
Treatment
Average
Horizon Horizon Year
Average
Alt 1 2036
Standard
Capacity Annual Flow Plan Year Population Annual Flow
Pop
(gpcd)
(mgd)
(mgd)
(mgd)
1.29
1.44
0.97
2032
11,307
1.33
70
11,908
72.00
72.00
10.20
2026
119,375
17.70
102 109,271
3.10
3.10
0.50
2025
6,280
1.30
8,809
0.29
0.44
0.29
2036
4,044
0.48
115
3,622
3.23
6.37
1.60
2034
24,600
3.36
143
20,145
2.18
2.18
1.07
2024
18,235
1.71
101
16,866
0.15
0.22
0.07
2036
2,355
0.13
56
2,203
0.40
0.40
0.27
2028
N/A
N/A
115
2,054
3.46
3.46
0.83
2032
N/A
1.20
100
11,755
0.20
0.20
0.17
2010
N/A
0.20
1,047
0.13
0.13
0.05
2029
1,595
N/A
65
1,400

2036 Alt. 1
AAF (mgd)
1.40
16.20
1.83
0.43
2.75
1.58
0.12
0.37
0.97
0.17
0.09

Alt. 1 Surplus
(Deficiency)
0.04
55.80
1.27
0.01
3.62
0.60
0.10
0.03
2.49
0.03
0.03

2036 Alt 1
AAF (mgd)
[LOS]

Alt 2 2036
Pop

0.83
11.15
0.42
2.88
1.70
0.12
0.24
1.18
0.09

15,454
117,846
7,521
3,408
17,962
17,772
2,327
2,093
12,855
1,155
1,773

2036 Alt. 2
AAF (mgd)
1.82
17.47
1.56
0.40
2.45
1.67
0.13
0.34
1.08
0.18
0.12

Alt. 2 Surplus Alt 3 2036
(Deficiency)
Pop
(0.38)
54.53
1.54
0.04
3.92
0.51
0.09
0.06
2.38
0.01
0.01

14,331
125,530
9,237
3,752
19,395
19,111
2,436
2,322
12,314
1,106
1,773

2036 Alt. 3
AAF (mgd)
1.69
18.61
1.91
0.44
2.65
1.79
0.13
0.37
1.02
0.18
0.12

Alt. 3 Surplus Alt 4 2036 2036 Alt. 4 Alt. 4 Surplus
(Deficiency)
Pop
AAF (mgd) (Deficiency)
(0.25)
53.39
1.19
(0.002)
3.72
0.39
0.09
0.03
2.43
0.02
0.01

15,196
130,908
9,909
3,943
20,433
20,081
2,591
2,454
12,403
1,120
1,924

1.79
19.41
2.05
0.47
2.79
1.88
0.14
0.39
1.03
0.18
0.13

(0.35)
52.59
1.05
(0.03)
3.58
0.30
0.08
0.01
2.43
0.02
(0.00)

Notes:
1. Birch Bay Water and Sewer District Horizon Year data is from an April 2012 Engineering Report for Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements.
2. Horizon Year data is from 2004 General Sewer Plan and treatment capacity is from City of Blaine website on the Reclamation Facility.
3. Sumas provides no horizon AAF. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
4. LWWSD provides no horizon AAF. The fore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
5. Samish provides no horizon AAF and its LOS standard is expressed in living unit equivalents. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus dwelling unit growth multiplied by LOS.
6. WD13 provides no horizon AAF. Therefore 2036 AAF is calculated as plan year AAF plus population growth multiplied by LOS.
7. LOS standard for Blaine and Samish Water District is not included in this table because it not calculated in gallons per capita per day unit.
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Section 4.10.7 Stormwater
No changes.

Section 4.10.8 Solid Waste
No changes.

Section 4.10.9 Power, Gas, and Telecommunications
No changes.

4.5

Draft EIS Chapter 5 References

No changes.

4.6

Draft EIS Chapter 6 Distribution List

No changes.
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5.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
5.1

Introduction

Whatcom County published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) on March 10, 2015
addressing the Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and
Urban Growth Areas (UGA) Review.
The County issued the Draft EIS with a 45-day comment period, and ultimately extended the comment
period for an approximately 60-day comment period through May 15, 2015. A public hearing was held
during the comment period.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the collected comments and responses. A list of commenters is
provided in Table 5.1-1 below. A copy of the comments received between March 10, 2015 and May 15,
2015, including hearing minutes from April 13, 2015 is included at the end of this chapter.
Comments that state an opinion or preferences are acknowledged with a statement that the comment
is noted. Comments that ask questions or request revisions to the Draft EIS are provided with a response
that either explains the approach of the EIS analysis, or offers clarifications or corrections.
Table 5.1-1. List of Commenters
Number

Author

Date of Comment

State and Regional Agencies
1.

Department of Ecology

April 23, 2015

2.

Department of Transportation

May 12, 2015

3.

Whatcom Council of Governments

March 30, 2015

4.

City of Bellingham

March 31, 2015

5.

City of Bellingham – revision

April 6, 2015

6.

City of Bellingham – revision

April 21, 2015

7.

City of Ferndale

March 11, 2015

8.

City of Ferndale

April 27, 2015

9.

City of Ferndale

May 15, 2015

10.

City of Lynden

May 4, 2015

Cities

Agencies, Organizations, and Corporations
11.

Bellingham Chamber of Commerce

May 15, 2015

12.

BP Cherry Point Refinery

May 15, 2015

13.

Common Threads Northwest

May 15, 2015

14.

Deer Creek Water Association

February 12, 2015

15.

Dykes Ehrlichman

May 15, 2015

16.

Glacier Water District

March 10, 2015

17.

Jones Engineers

May 15, 2015

18.

Northwest Jobs Alliance

April 8, 2015

19.

Northwest Jobs Alliance

April 13, 2015

20.

Pacific International Terminals

May 15, 2015

21.

Whatcom County Association of Realtors

May 15, 2015
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Number

Author

Date of Comment

Individuals
22.

Delaine Clizbe

May 15, 2015

23.

Peggy Graham

April 14, 2015

24.

Kris Halterman

May 14, 2015

25.

Wendy Harris

March 19, 2014

26.

Wendy Harris

March 23, 2014

27.

Wendy Harris

March 16, 2015

28.

Wendy Harris

April 1, 2015

29.

Larry Helm

April 13, 2015

30.

John McLaughlin

May 15, 2015

31.

David Onkels

May 15, 2015

32.

Jack Petree

April 13, 2015

33.

Jack Petree

April 13, 2015

34.

Jack Petree

May 14, 2015

35.

Gary Pettigrew

April 14, 2015

36.

Andy Ross

May 15,2015

37.

Jorja Starr-Bishop

April 14, 2015

38.

TAL Properties, Westpac Management, Cal and Bernetta Leenstra, and
Mickey and Carloe Ghio

April 13, 2015

39.

TAL Properties, Westpac Management, Cal and Bernetta Leenstra, and
Mickey and Carloe Ghio

May 15, 2015

40.

Hearing Minutes

April 13, 2015

5.2

Responses to Comments

This section provides responses to comments listed in Table 5.1-1 and as marked at the end of this
chapter. Comments that state an opinion or preferences are acknowledged with a statement that the
comment is noted. Comments that ask questions or request revisions to the Draft EIS are provided with
a response that either explains the approach of the EIS analysis or offers clarifications.
Table 5.2-1. Responses to Comments
Author

Responses

State and Regional Agencies
Department of Ecology
1-1

The comments that reducing the risk of exposure to naturally occurring asbestos through zoning and
infrastructure plans is noted.
The commenter’s quote omits the subsequent sentence that indicates “See sensitive watersheds below for
discussion of the Swift Creek sediment impact area.”
Regarding sensitive watersheds, the Draft EIS Chapter 3 provides suggestions for avoidance:
Page 3-37, Sensitive Watersheds: Nooksack UGA: Avoid expanding UGA into the UGA Reserve area.
If additional land capacity is needed to accommodate growth, consider adding land in the Suitability Analysis
Study Areas to the UGA and removing land in the UGA Reserve so that urban development avoids potential
areas of naturally occurring asbestos.
To recognize the comments that there are areas of Sumas, Nooksack, and Whatcom County inside and outside of
UGAs that may have asbestos-containing sediments, the following mitigation measure is added to the Earth
section of the Draft EIS, “Other Potential Mitigation Measures” page 4-9: The County and cities could consider
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Author

Responses
additional opportunities to reduce the risk of exposure to asbestos-contaminated sediment through
comprehensive plans, zoning, infrastructure plans, and development regulations within these areas.

1-2

In response to this comment, this sentence on page 4-33 of the Draft EIS is amended to read as follows:
The WRIA 1 Planning Unit Joint Board of Governments is beginning the preparation of a groundwater model
to determine what effect groundwater withdrawal would have on stream flow (WRIA 1 Planning Unit
December 2014).
The source is “WRIA 1 Planning Unit December 2014” as follows and listed in Draft EIS Chapter 5:
WRIA 1 Planning Unit. December 2014. Development of a Numerical Groundwater Model for the
Lynden/Everson/Nooksack/Sumas (LENS) Area of Whatcom County. Presentation by Gary Stoyka – Whatcom
County Natural Resources Manager. Available:
http://wria1project.whatcomcounty.org/uploads/PDF/Meeting%20Materials/Planning%20Unit/GW_PUMee
tingPresentation_12-17-14FINAL.pdf. Accessed: February 20, 2015
The commenter indicates that the following statement on Draft EIS page 4-33 is not wholly accurate: “Water
rights are problematic in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA 1) in that many users lack water rights and the
seniority of the existing rights has not been established, administered, or enforced.”
The commenter does not provide any corrections or data with which to consider how to make the sentence
more accurate. Thus, the sentence is stricken in the Final EIS as shown above.

1-3

Ecology requested a review of the water rights information in the Comprehensive Plan Draft EIS.
The consultant developed an analysis during the preparation of the Draft EIS listing water rights. Fields were
added in response to the comment converting the quantities as requested and submitted it to Ecology on June
11, 2015. No response was received from Ecology as of the publication of this Final EIS. The analysis is based on
the following sources:

 With the exception of the City of Lynden, BERK used RH2’s water rights information available in the first
quarter of this year to analyze water supply for each city. RH2 is working on the coordinated water system
planning process with the County.

 Lynden’s interpretation of its water rights were used; the water rights are as described in the City’s water
system plan.

 All contracts listed in the Water Supply Inventory were culled from available water system plans and
conversations with purveyors.
The table with these added fields is provided in Appendix B and is included in the Final EIS. Appendix B notes that
the water rights in the table are based on City of Lynden's interpretation which differs from the Department of
Ecology’s interpretation.
Department of Transportation
2-1

Please see Responses to Comments 2-4 and 2-5.

2-2

The Draft EIS is amended to clarify that while WSDOT takes the lead in determining appropriate improvements to
state routes, the County will continue to coordinate closely with WSDOT and cities to identify strategies and
projects to maintain the function of the highway system within its borders. The following sentence is added to
the end of this section “Level of Service Impacts on State Highways” in Draft EIS Section 4.9 pp. 4-180 and 4-181:
While WSDOT takes the lead in determining appropriate improvements to state routes, the County will continue
to work closely with WSDOT and Cities to identify strategies and projects to maintain the function of the highway
system within its borders.

2-3

Please see response to Comment 2-6.

2-4

A summary of the County’s approach for estimating roadway capacities, volume-to-capacity ratios (V/Cs), and
levels of service is explained in the Level of Service subsection of Section 4.9 Transportation: Affected
Environment of the Draft EIS on pp. 4-170+. For additional clarification, a summary of the planning-level roadway
capacity assumptions is added to the Draft EIS at page 4-180 under “Level of Service Impacts on State Highways”.
In this context, conservative means assumptions and resulting estimates that are moderately high at this
planning level.
The results presented in this section reflect planning-level estimates intended to show the relative
differences in potential impacts to state highways of the Draft EIS alternatives, and are conservative at this
plan-level evaluation. More detailed project-level evaluation of the segments could yield different volume or
capacity projections (though the relative effects of the different Draft EIS alternatives would be expected to
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Responses
remain consistent). In addition, evaluation at the segment level does not pick up more localized issues that
could occur at intersections.

2-5

Consistent with the previous Comprehensive Plan update in 2009, the County’s method for estimating roadway
capacity was applied to state highways in order to provide a consistent basis for planning-level comparison of the
relative effects of the EIS alternatives on state facilities. These are planning-level estimates that reflect a
simplified approach to approximating roadway capacity, and it is acknowledged that they are conservative (result
in moderately high estimates). Text has been added (see Response 2-4) to clarify this, to acknowledge that more
detailed evaluation of the segments could yield different results (though the relative effects of the different EIS
alternatives would be expected to remain consistent), and to acknowledge that evaluation at the segment level
does not pick up more localized issues that could occur at intersections.

2-6

SR 543 was not included in the EIS because it is located entirely within the Blaine city limits. Similarly, segments
of other state routes that are located within city boundaries are not included in the EIS assessment. Per Growth
Management Act (GMA) requirements, the potential effect of future land use plans on SR 543 should be included
in the City of Blaine’s Comprehensive Plan update, because that is the jurisdiction in which it is located.
I-5, a limited access freeway, was not included in the EIS because the County analysis focuses on the roads within
its boundaries that access the freeway rather than the freeway segments themselves, including Birch Bay-Lynden
Road, Grandview Road, and Slater Road. This approach is typical in county and city comprehensive plans.
However, in order to provide information desired by WSDOT about the relative effects of the EIS alternatives on
I-5, forecast 2036 volumes for segments of I-5 located within Whatcom County have been provided and are
added in the Draft EIS after Table 4.9-8 on page 4-181.
Because I-5 is a limited access freeway, the County analysis focuses on the roads within its boundaries that
access the I-5 freeway –Birch Bay-Lynden Road, Grandview Road, and Slater Road – rather than the freeway
segments themselves. The County’s planning level V/C approach is not applicable to this type of facility.
However, in order to provide information about the relative effects of the Draft EIS alternatives on the
operation of I-5, forecast 2036 daily traffic volumes for I-5 segments located within the County are provided
in Table 4.9-8A. As shown, the traffic volumes generated by the four alternatives on I-5 are consistent with
the growth pattern and level of each alternative. Alternative 2 has greater rural growth away from centers
and is lower than the other alternatives. Alternative 4 is highest.

Table 4.9-8A. Comparison of I-5 Volumes between Draft EIS Alternatives
2036 Daily Volume (Two-Way)
I-5 Segment in Whatcom County
Peace Portal Drive – Birch-Bay Lynden Road
Birch Bay Lynden Road – Grandview Road
Slater Road – Bakerview Road

Alt 1

Alt2

Alt 3

Alt 4

37,162
44,661
72,357

35,316
44,357
71,963

37,903
46,228
73,598

39,989
49,223
77,194

Source: WCOG, 2015
2-7

Whatcom County is committed to continued coordination with Whatcom Council of Governments (WCOG),
WSDOT, and cities regarding countywide traffic forecasts and in identifying the appropriate strategies and
projects across jurisdictions to address highway system performance needs. It is noted that coordination and
consensus between jurisdictions on projects of regional significance is not coordinated through the County
Comprehensive Plan; instead it is coordinated through the regional transportation plan (called the Whatcom
Transportation Plan) which is led by WCOG.

2-8

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

2-9

Thank you for catching this translational error – while the calculated V/Cs presented in the Draft EIS for state
highways is not affected, the translation of some V/Cs to level of service value was affected for some segments.
Corrected summary tables are included in the Final EIS, as well as a corrected appendix table that shows the V/Cs
and corresponding LOS values in more detail. See Appendix A. This correction does not change the overall
conclusions about the relative effects of the Draft EIS alternatives on state highways, or affect transportation
mitigation.

2-10

It is acknowledged that segment-level volume-to-capacity ratios (V/Cs) that the County applies for concurrency
analysis do not pick up localized operational issues that may occur at intersections within the segment. As
applied to state highways, this approach is intended to be planning-level, to show the relative effects of the EIS
alternatives on state facilities, and does not preclude identification of issues or improvements identified by
WSDOT through more detailed or more localized analysis. The County will continue to coordinate with WSDOT
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through the WCOG-led Whatcom Transportation Plan to identify and address issues on the regional highway
system.
As applied to County roadways, under the GMA, each jurisdiction is required to identify and adopt methods and
standards by which concurrency is measured, but it is at each jurisdiction’s discretion what those methods and
standards will be. Jurisdictions are required to choose methods that reflect a practical balance between land use
strategies, transportation infrastructure and services, and available financing, and these may include methods by
which concurrency is met while still allowing some operational deficiencies to occur (e.g., by averaging conditions
across corridors, or exempting locations at which further capacity improvements are infeasible or not desired).
Because such a high proportion of roadways under County jurisdiction are located in rural areas that are not
controlled by intersection operations, the County has determined that for purposes of concurrency analysis,
segment-level V/Cs are an appropriate measure. However, beyond the Comprehensive Plan analysis, it is possible
that deficiencies at intersections or along segments could be still identified and addressed by the County in the
future, using a basis other than concurrency (e.g. safety projects or project-level SEPA analysis).

2-11

Consistent with GMA (RCW 36.70A.070 (6)(c)), the County has evaluated the effect of growth on state facilities to
gauge the performance of the system. (RCW 36.70A.070 (6)(c)); The transportation element is to include an
evaluation of facilities and service needs, including for state-owned transportation facilities, level of service
standards for highways, as prescribed in chapters 47.06 and 47.80 RCW, to gauge the performance of the system.
As noted in GMA, the purposes of reflecting level of service standards for state highways in the local
comprehensive plan are to monitor the performance of the system, to evaluate improvement strategies, and to
facilitate coordination between the county's or city's six-year street, road, or transit program and the Office of
Financial Management's ten-year investment program. RCW 36.70A.103 indicates that State agencies are
required to comply with comprehensive plans. “State agencies shall comply with the local comprehensive plans
and development regulations and amendments thereto adopted pursuant to this chapter.” The model
assumptions were developed by the Whatcom Council of Governments (WCOG) and relate to regional
transportation planning assumptions. The regional transportation plan developed by the WCOG in coordination
with the County, cities and WSDOT is meant to be a link between the State Transportation Plan and local plans
and contains improvement strategies to all local and state facilities.

Whatcom Council of Governments
3-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

Cities
City of Bellingham
4-1

See response to City of Bellingham Letter 6.

City of Bellingham
5-1

The Alternatives are scenarios of different levels and patterns of growth. They were developed with input by City
and County planners. Appendix C provides email correspondence from the City of Bellingham and the consultant
team in the development of Alternative 3. These alternatives were not meant to represent adopted policy
choices, but rather a range of growth levels and patterns that provided information and analysis to help inform
the County’s and cities’ policy choices around land use. The City’s preferred plan is folded into the Final EIS
Preferred Alternative.

5-2

Comment noted. The language on page 4-141 of the Draft EIS will be amended as follows: Several national
studies suggest…

5-3

The language of the Draft EIS is revised to read as follows on page 4-184:
Proactive City Annexation of Growth Areas: The County would enter into agreements that would expedite
city annexation of growth areas, or county-controlled urban islands, for which a city is providing services. This
strategy is contingent on the willingness of cities and the County to enter into these agreements.

5-4

The Final EIS has been developed with a Preferred Alternative and considers the County’s and cities’ proposed
land use plans in the range of the Draft EIS Alternatives.

5-5

See response to City of Bellingham Letter 6.

City of Bellingham
6-1

Subsequent to the submission of this comment on April 21, 2015, the City of Bellingham prepared updated
recommendations for changes to the Whatcom County Land Capacity Analysis spreadsheet for the Bellingham
UGA (City + UGA). These updates were submitted to the County in summer/fall 2015. Based on the Bellingham
final UGA proposal dated September 25, 2015, the City recommends planning for 28,398 persons and 22,641
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jobs. The Land Capacity Analysis indicates that the existing Bellingham UGA can accommodate 32,677 people and
26,883 jobs. The changes are reflected in the Preferred Alternative land use allocation. However, because the
population capacity would exceed the population allocation by 13% the County is testing a range of population of
28,398 to 31,050. The higher allocation would bring the capacity to within 4.9% of the allocation.

City of Ferndale
7-1

In response to the City of Ferndale’s comment, page 4-246 of the Draft EIS is changed to read:
The 2011 City of Ferndale Sewer Plan addresses anticipated growth through 2034. Ferndale estimates that it
will need to serve a population of 24,600 in 2034.
According to its 2011 Sewer Plan, Ferndale's collection system has 58 miles of gravity and force main piping
and 17 pumping stations.
Ferndale’s Sewer Plan explains that According to correspondence with Ferndale has enough and sewer
analysis completed for Whatcom County jail planning, Ferndale does not currently have the capacity to meet
projected growth future demand through 2034, and with construction of system improvements. However,
Ferndale can serve has planned for the UGA. necessary capacity upgrades to have sufficient capacity in the
future. Ferndale also has plans to continue with Phase III of its WWTP improvements, which include capacity
upgrades. Future expansion is required or a development moratorium will have to be considered in 2018 to
2019. Ferndale will ensure that the WWTP Upgrade is included in the City’s Capital Facilities Plan as part of its
2016 Capital Facilities Update.
This analysis shows Ferndale can meet wastewater demands under all studied alternatives if capacity
upgrades as planned are completed.

City of Ferndale
8-1

In response to the City of Ferndale’s comment, page 4-232 of the Draft EIS is revised to read as:
In December 2011, Ferndale converted to a groundwater supply for its drinking water. Previous to this, it
purchased untreated water from PUD No.1 and treated it at its own water treatment plant. In October 2014,
Ferndale began using blending water treated with a nanofiltration reverse osmosis and greensand filtration
system to treat its groundwater supply. The City no longer purchases water from PUD No. 1. The City of
Ferndale provides water treatment and distribution to its service area.

City of Ferndale
9-1

This screening-level greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions forecast did not account for potential mitigation associated
with existing development.
Future vehicle emissions are expected to decrease due to gradual replacement of existing fleets with newer
cleaner burning vehicles. This was accounted for by calculating future Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) emissions
based on the estimated fuel economy of 54.5 miles per gallon according to the Corporate Automobile Fuel
Economy (CAFE) vehicle mileage standard for 2025. The existing conditions estimate for GHG emissions from
VMT was based on the default fuel economy of 19.8 miles per gallon.

9-2

This mitigation measure regarding wetlands was directed towards areas that may be added to UGAs and there
are multiple UGAs under consideration for expansion under various alternatives. The potential for advanced
mitigation or banks may be an option where appropriate after following mitigation sequencing. The mitigation
measure is reworded as follows on page 1-13 of the Draft EIS:
Increase regulatory guidance or limit expansions of UGAs in areas that may impact sensitive plant species or
complex wetland areas, such as Birch Bay, Ferndale, or Nooksack. Consider mitigation banks, advanced
mitigation, stormwater and vegetation enhancement.

9-3

The acres of developable land differ by alternative depending on the assumptions included in the alternatives
including the level of growth, the density of development, and corresponding need for acres of developable land.
In some case the demand for land would be greater than that found in the current UGA boundaries (often in
Alternative 4, less often in Alternative 1).

9-4

Regarding the planning level approach to land capacity analysis, a margin of tolerance that is relatively small has
been considered in other planning processes and found acceptable by the Growth Management Hearings Board
in Whatcom County and Kitsap County cases. Note that the capacity analysis already accounts for uncertainty
with a market factor.

9-5

The analysis referenced addresses compatibility with plans and policies, focusing on land capacity. Whether
growth occurs inside present UGA boundaries with greater infill or in expanded UGA areas there would be a need
for infrastructure and public service investments by the responsible jurisdiction. The following language is added
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to provide more context about tradeoffs on page 1-17 of the Draft EIS: Jurisdictions pursuing UGA infill or
expansion may have to update utility, transportation, stormwater, and other plans and strategies.

9-6

Comment noted; the following text revision is made to the Draft EIS at page 4-107 (see Final EIS Chapter 4):
Rural and resource land protection measures such as larger lots, lot consolidation, transfer of development
rights (TDR), purchase of development rights (PDR), or and others, are more likely to lower future growth in
agricultural resource lands and other rural lands.

9-7

It appears the commenter suggests a re-wording of the last sentence. The following edit is made in response to
the comment on page 1-19 of the Draft EIS:
The County could conduct joint planning with cities to determine appropriate land use categories in the UGA
and UGA reserve through interlocal agreement to attain the population and/or employment allocation. Until
joint planning is complete, the population or employment allocation would be held in reserve. Preannexation, the County could adjust allowable densities to retain rural character until services and
annexation are assured. The County applies five and ten acre zoning to maintain low densities consistent
with lack of public water and sewer.

9-8

The commenter appears to provide more context and requests a rewording. The proposed rewording below is
similar to that requested but still focuses on annexation planning. Amend the following measure on page 1-19 of
the Draft EIS:
retaining UGAs but disallowing urban growth until adequate capital facility planning is completed; retaining
UGA's, contingent on annexation phasing plans that do not permit annexation until capital facility plans are
established or growth thresholds are reached;

9-9

See Response 2-10. The analysis does show the relative difference in segment volumes and capacity among the
alternatives tested. The County’s method for estimating roadway capacity was applied to road segments
consistent with their adopted LOS in order to provide a consistent basis for planning-level comparison of the
relative effects of the Draft EIS alternatives on county and state segments. These are planning-level estimates
that reflect a simplified approach to approximating roadway capacity, and it is acknowledged that they are
conservative. In this context, conservative means assumptions and resulting estimates that are moderately high
at this planning level. More detailed evaluation of the segments could yield different results (though the relative
effects of the different Draft EIS alternatives would be expected to remain consistent), and to acknowledge that
evaluation at the segment level does not pick up more localized issues that could occur at intersections.

9-10

Comment noted. The Draft EIS text is changed on page 1-23 as follows:
Transit operations and facilities will be affected by the increase in travel demand created by any of the
alternatives. The increases will require increase in hours of operations, added investment in transit vehicles,
and other some capital facilities such as park-and-ride lots.

9-11

The WCOG provided model results to the County and consultant team. WCOG had no comments on the EIS. See
Letter 3.

9-12

Under the GMA, the County is obligated to evaluate the effect of future land use alternatives on transportation
facilities under its jurisdiction, based upon its own adopted standards, which is why the Draft EIS transportation
impact analysis and recommendations are focused on County facilities. Likewise, cities within the county have
the obligation under the GMA to evaluate potential impacts of future land use alternatives on their own facilities,
according to standards that they adopt locally – the County has no jurisdiction over those facilities. However, the
future land use plan alternatives that are evaluated for the Draft EIS and Final EIS reflect a high level of
coordination between the County and cities, and the analysis reflects the effect on the County transportation
system of future land use plans that have been defined by each of the cities for the areas within their respective
boundaries, cumulatively with the County’s future land use plan.
Regarding state facilities, the effects of growth on them have been analyzed on all but two facilities – SR 543
(wholly in Blaine) and I-5 a limited access facility. The County analysis focuses on the roads within its boundaries
that access the freeway rather than the freeway segments themselves, including Birch Bay-Lynden Road,
Grandview Road, and Slater Road. This approach is typical in county and city comprehensive plans. However, in
order to provide information desired by WSDOT about the relative effects of the EIS alternatives on I-5, forecast
2036 volumes for segments of I-5 located within Whatcom County have been provided and are added in the Final
EIS. See Response to Letter 2.

9-13

State facilities were analyzed except for SR 543 (wholly in Blaine) and I-5 a limited access facility. However, all
other state facilities in the county were analyzed. To respond to WSDOT comments additional information on
volumes along I-5 has been added; see Chapter 4 of this Final EIS. Further, the coordination on improvements
through the regional transportation plan has also been clarified. See Responses to Letter 2.
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The Law Enforcement Analysis used the Jail Planning information that was available at the time of the Draft EIS
Analysis which projected a first phase of 521 beds and a second phase of 128 beds for a total of 649 beds as
confirmed by the County Executive’s Special Project Manager (pers com Schroeder, September 24, 2015). The
Ferndale Jail Planning website includes a Community Development Department Staff Report. This report agrees
with the first phase of 521 beds but has a second phase of 140 beds, which creates an additional 12 beds. This
does not change the conclusions of the analysis that there are sufficient beds to meet the adopted level of
service and growth. Thus, no changes are proposed to the Draft EIS.
It should be noted that the County is proposing to delete its policy stating a numeric LOS standard for jails;
instead the policy would be replaced with a general policy supportive of maintaining space for corrections
facilities.

9-15

The Draft EIS analysis looks at whether the fire protection LOS Standard as adopted in the Comprehensive Plan in
2011 is currently being met, and how that could be affected by additional population growth. The LOS is based
on response times, and in some cases the WSRB rating. The County and consultant staff contacted each
provider. Growth figures were sent to each provider. Additional correspondence was sent to fire providers
particularly in areas where the current LOS status was unclear or where additional information regarding
response times or station staffing was needed. The Final EIS includes recent fire district plans and information
not available at the time of the Draft EIS.

9-16

The Parks analysis focused on growth impacts on regional facilities operated by the Whatcom County Parks and
Recreation Department as well as other Parks and Recreation Districts.
Section 4.10.3 of the Draft EIS acknowledges the increased demand for services in cities and UGAs in proportion
to population allocations. This means that Alternative 4 has the greatest impact in the cities and UGAs as it has
the greatest growth, Alternative 3 is the next highest. Alternatives 1 and 2 have less impact on cities and UGAs in
terms of parks demand. Each jurisdiction may need to update their parks plans or investment strategies – this is
also acknowledged in mitigation measures. The Draft EIS states the following on page 4-208:
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under all alternatives, growth would increase in city limits, unincorporated UGAs and non-UGA areas. The
focus of growth will be in UGAs, both city limits and unincorporated UGAs, and the need for parks and
recreation services will be proportion to the population allocations presented in Chapter 2.
The remainder of the LOS analysis focuses on special districts and Whatcom County parks and recreation
services that are regional in nature.
Also see Draft EIS page 4-214:
Applicable Regulations and Commitments
•
Cities and special districts would periodically prepare and update Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Plans to direct parks and recreation investments.

9-17

During the preparation of the Draft EIS information was sought through secondary sources such as websites and
published documents supplemented by email or phone contact as appropriate. Various utilities were provided a
notice of availability per the Draft EIS distribution list. No responses were received.

9-18

See Response 9-12. It is anticipated that the relative impacts of the alternatives based on differences in volumes
are accurate at a planning level. More detailed analysis or use of alternative LOS standards may yield different
results. The Draft EIS is clarified on page 1-38 as follows:
Implementation of any of the alternatives will result in increased traffic within the county, with the lowest
VMT and V/C increases under County LOS standards expected to occur under Alternative 1, and the highest
under Alternative 4. With proposed mitigation in place, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are
identified.

9-19

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

9-20

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

9-21

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

9-22

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers. The language on Draft EIS page 3-2 is clarified in the
Final EIS as follows:
Transportation. Based on county level of service (LOS) standards, this suitability analysis criteria reviews
areas that are served by arterials and collectors meeting the County LOS standard and areas served by
arterials or collectors failing the County LOS (see analysis in Section 4.9 of this Draft EIS). The cities have
adopted their own LOS standards within city limits, and these standards tend to be focused on intersection
operations; therefore there may be localized impacts at intersections depending on the local LOS standard
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that are not addressed in this environmental review. In the case of Bellingham, the City’s LOS is based on
person trips/multimodal indices by subarea. Each city will prepare their own Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan and address transportation needs based on local standards.

9-23

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

9-24

The text can be changed to re-order the language on Draft EIS page 3-29 as follows:
If there is significant excess UGA capacity, portions of the UGA that are in the Drayton Harbor and Birch Bay
watersheds should be considered for reduction or implementation of development standards and
stormwater management plans to protect the watershed or UGA reduction if water quality or stormwater
standards would not be as protective as the county’s standards.

9-25

The maps in Draft EIS Chapter 3 (Figure 3-29 to Figure 3-37) illustrate the lots that meet each range of lot sizes in
each UGA. The pattern of lots shows which are developed or platted at a more dense levels than others.

9-26

The language on Draft EIS page 3-30 is amended as follows:
Consider reductions in UGA where there is a significant large lot pattern of development, if there is surplus
land capacity balanced with considerations of which parcels may be developed in an efficient manner.

9-27

The Draft EIS language on page 3-6 is amended as follows:
•
retaining UGAs but disallowing urban growth until adequate capital facility planning is completed which
may include an annexation phasing plan;

9-28

The language on Draft EIS page 3-31 is amended as follows:
Identify approximate locations that 1) Conserve designated resources lands, 2) Protect critical areas to
promote environmental quality and manage growth, and 3) Are suitable for UGA boundary changes and
appropriate for residential, commercial, and industrial land use designations to accommodate projected
urban growth based on critical area, biodiversity conservation values, status of service availability, location of
adjacent transportation corridors and other employment centers, capacity of the associated UGA, County
open space corridors and designated resource lands.

9-29

The maps are based on available County GIS data. The City’s critical areas map (available:
http://www.cityofferndale.org/cdd/gis/CriticalAreasMap.pdf) is included in the Final EIS Appendix D. Further, the
Final EIS adds Whiskey Creek to Draft EIS Table 4.3-1 in Chapter 4 Clarifications and Corrections of this Final EIS.

9-30

See response 9-29.

9-31

Floodplains and associated impacts are addressed in Section 4.3 – Water Resources.

9-32

Comment noted. Impacts in Draft EIS Section 4.1 are not bolded to keep formatting commensurate with
formatting in other sections of the EIS.

9-33

Comment noted. Page 4-7 of the Draft EIS is amended to show the following changed order:
The greatest amount of population growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, Blaine, and Birch
Bay; similarly, the greatest amount of employment growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, and
Blaine. Based on land capacity analysis (see Table 2.5-4 and Table 2.5-5 in Chapter 2), increased density
within established UGAs will particularly occur at Ferndale, Lynden, and Nooksack under Alternative 1 given
less available land supply to accommodate growth. However, the nature of Alternative 1 is growth within the
current UGA boundaries and infill would occur in all UGAs. The greatest amount of population growth is
assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, Blaine, and Birch Bay; similarly, the greatest amount of
employment growth is assigned to Bellingham, Ferndale, Lynden, and Blaine.

9-34

Greenbelts are presented here as an example of areas that may be at risk of erosion due to their generally
undeveloped nature. Development in or adjacent to these areas would be regulated on a case-by-case basis.

9-35

In the Mobile Source Air Toxics section of the Operational Impacts on (Draft EIS page 4-19) it is now
acknowledged that, “Localized MSAT emissions may be offset by reducing traffic congestion and excess idling.
Incorporation of roundabouts at intersections may help offset any potential localized increase in MSAT emissions

9-36

This is true and reflected to the extent possible in land use alternatives that place greater emphasis on higher
density mixed use development in urban areas. In the Regional Emission from Vehicle Travel section of the
Operational Impacts on (Draft EIS page 4-19) it is now acknowledged that, ” Further, land use alternatives that
place greater emphasis on higher density mixed use development in urban areas may help to decrease these
emissions.”

9-37

For the purpose of this screening-level GHG emissions forecast it was assumed there would be no change in
mobile home usage. While the EIS authors recognize there may be some change in mobile home usage in the
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future, we anticipate the overall effect of that change on this screening-level GHG emissions forecast would be
negligible.

9-38

Refer to the Forecast Emissions section of Draft EIS Table 4.2-5 for comparison of potential increase with and
without mitigation measures. Existing GHG emissions were calculated and presented in Draft EIS Table 4.2-5 in
the row titled “Existing Population Area Source Emissions.”

9-39

This screening-level GHG emissions forecast did not account for potential retrofits of existing development.

9-40

It is not possible with the planning-level tools available to determine VMT per capita with any precision.

9-41

It is true that land use decisions that enable workers to work closer (and shoppers to shop closer) to their
residences would likely further decrease emissions.

9-42

EIS authors acknowledge that expanding transit systems to smaller jurisdictions may help to reduce commuter
VMT. This is incorporated as another potential measure for reducing GHG emissions listed in the Transportation
section of Draft EIS Table 4.2-7.

9-43

Development of shuttle systems around urban business district parking garages is just one of many potential
urban-focused mitigation measures that could reduce idling and VMT. The mitigation measure list in Draft EIS
Table 4.2-7 is not meant to be exhaustive, but it does highlight potential measures that could be implemented.

9-44

See Response to Comment 9-29.

9-45

Mitigation measures for limiting septic use are already included in Draft EIS Section 4.3 in the “Mitigation
Measures” section on page 4-66 under the mitigation measures described for protection of groundwater
resources.

9-46

Comment noted. The following correction to Draft EIS Table 4.6-5 is made:
Percentage Difference Alterantive Alternative 2

9-47

Updates to the land capacity analysis (LCA) are addressed in the Preferred Alternative studied in this Final EIS.

9-48

The “Multi-Family Units” represented in Draft EIS Figure 4.7-8 include all housing units that are attached to other
housing units, including townhomes.

9-49

Comment noted. WCOG used multiple sources and field checks to address employment sources. This includes
InfoUSA, Dunn and Bradstreet, and direct business contacts.

9-50

The referenced description of transportation level of service accurately discusses general factors that can be
reflected in level of service measures – volume, speed, travel time and delay – these can be applied to vehicle or
person travel, and can also be applied differently than the County’s method. It is acknowledged that the level of
service discussion in the EIS focuses on the County’s definition and method of level of service, though the unique
methods applied by the Cities of Ferndale and Bellingham are also described.

9-51

Under the GMA, the County is obligated to evaluate the effect of future land use alternatives on transportation
facilities under its jurisdiction, based upon its own adopted standards, which is why the EIS transportation impact
analysis and recommendations are focused on County facilities. Likewise, cities within the county have the
obligation under the GMA to evaluate potential impacts of future land use alternatives on their own facilities,
according to standards that they adopt locally – the County has no jurisdiction over those facilities. However, the
future land use plan alternatives that are evaluated for the Draft EIS and Final EIS reflect a high level of
coordination between the County and cities, and the analysis reflects the effect on the County transportation
system of future land use plans that have been defined by each of the cities for the areas within their respective
boundaries, cumulatively with the County’s future land use plan.

City of Lynden
10-1

The commenter is quoting language in the Draft EIS in response to Ecology comments. No Final EIS changes are
requested by the City of Lynden.

10-2

In responses to the City of Lynden’s comment, the Draft EIS language is revised to read as follows at page 3-35
and page 4-233:
“In all four alternatives, the EIS has assumed each city’s interpretation of their water rights, including Lynden’s.
Under Lynden’s interpretation reflected in their water plan, they have sufficient water rights to meet demand
under all alternatives.”
Instead of the following:

FINAL | November 2015

5-10

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Author

Responses
Page 3-35 and page 4-233, language to be deleted and replaced with above: In all four alternatives, the City of
Lynden is able to meet the estimated population growth demands, but only if their pending and current water
rights are recognized by Ecology.
Page 4-233 language to be deleted and replaced with above: In all four alternatives, the City of Lynden is able to
meet the projected population growth demands, but only if their pending and current water rights are
recognized by Ecology.

Agencies and Organizations
Bellingham Chamber of Commerce
11-1

The EIS addresses a wide range of topics including the ability of the alternatives to accommodate projected
employment growth.

BP Cherry Point Refinery
12-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to County decision makers.

Common Threads Northwest
13-1

The County’s Capital Facilities Element will address infrastructure and public facilities for the UGAs. Additionally
Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS addresses services and infrastructure for major providers serving the UGAs. The
ability of each provider to address facilities necessary to support urban growth are a focus, including but not
limited to, sewer and water. For each alternative the ability of system capacity and each system’s plan for
provision of services are identified.
GMA requires that the County plan for homes and jobs over a 20-year planning period; the County must also
provide plans for public services and facilities to support the growth. However, the County does not provide
public water and sewer and has no ability to mandate that Cities extend water and sewer prior to annexation.
Likewise the County creates a coordinated Capital Facilities Plan consistent with its land use plan and growth
projections. The County is responsible to plan and implement the services under its purview in unincorporated
areas (e.g. roads, criminal justice), and responsible to ensure that other service provides have plans to serve
growth such as municipal sewer, water, fire protection, schools, etc. The County has prepared such land use and
capital facilities plans in its 2009 Comprehensive Plan and is doing so again with the 2016 Comprehensive Plan
Update. If market forces do not result in growth occurring in the cities and UGAs to the level projected, the
County can revisit its policies every 8 years or sooner to see what Comprehensive Plan and development
regulation updates are needed to remove policy or regulatory barriers to achieving growth management goals.
The process involves developing a plan with appropriate information and projections, and reassessing and
amending the plan in accordance with the GMA review cycles.

13-2

The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS examines current conditions and alternative growth patterns,
intended to help the County and cities determine if changes to land use or capital facilities plans are needed in
order to accommodate growth over the 2016-2036 period. See Response to Comment 13-1 regarding the
County’s responsibilities and the plan preparation, review, and evaluation cycle. The County is evaluating its
current Comprehensive Plan in Alternative 1 – what would happen if the current plan were extended to 2036?
Can it accommodate growth? Are there services and infrastructure to support growth? The other Alternatives
examine potential changes to plans and policies, including an Alternative that considers carrying forward
observed trends in urban and rural areas (Alternative 2) and other options (Alternatives 3 and 4) to
accommodate the majority of growth inside UGAs. Alternatives 3 and 4 consider land use, capital facility and
regulatory changes, for example see the Revision of Annexation and Utility Extension Policies at Draft EIS Table
2.5-9.

13-3

The EIS must be prepared prior to action being taken. Some actions are proposed by June 2016, such as the
Comprehensive Plan Update, including the Capital Facility Plan, and necessary associated development
regulations. Regarding the Columbia Valley UGA, see Comprehensive Plan Policy 2S-3 that allows the phasing of
development through use of holding districts. Regarding Bellingham, the City’s growth proposal is included as
part of the Final EIS Preferred Alternative.

13-4

The Draft EIS provides analysis on a range of alternatives across a number of environmental topics to inform
policy choices that the County and cities may make. The County and cities are developing preferred plans that
are addressed in the Final EIS. See also Response to Comment 13-3.

13-5

The Draft EIS analyzed four alternatives, and the Final EIS an additional alternative. The County has the latitude
with this legislative Comprehensive Plan Update proposal to adopt an alternative within this range. Alternative 3
assumes an approach focused on infill whereas Alternative 4 assumes greater UGA territory. These alternatives
represent different potential futures conditions based on County and City input. These alternatives do not
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necessarily represent specific adopted plans but rather different futures that can help inform the development of
a preferred alternative. See Response to Comment 5-1 and Appendix C showing correspondence with Bellingham
planners.

13-6

See Response to Comment 13-5. Possible measures are listed in Draft EIS Table 2.5-9.

13-7

SEPA rules do not require or specify historic trends review periods. Additionally, there are multiple factors that
affect growth, including economic cycles. Please see the following document which looks not just at the
recession period alone but other periods as well regarding different shares of growth: Whatcom County
Population and Employment Projections and Urban Growth Area Allocations - Phase I Technical Report (2013),
available at this page: http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1177/Population-Employment-Projections.

13-8

The four Draft EIS alternatives are designed to test a range of potential employment growth and land use
scenarios in order to identify potential impacts. Alternative 4 assumes that the Lummi Nation land will be
developed as specified in the note below Figure 2.5-5, and that the employment allocations to the Lummi
property would be added on top of the allocations to Ferndale and Bellingham. The other alternatives do not
make this assumption and assume land that is private or tribal would draw from each city’s employment
allocation. However, none of the four alternatives proposed would prevent the Lummi Nation from developing
their land.

13-9

Table 2.5-5 represents total capacity for employment growth by UGA on all parcels that are contained within the
UGA, including those owned by the Lummi Nation. Alternative 4 anticipates greater employment growth on
several Lummi Nation trust parcels within City of Ferndale and in the Bellingham UGA based on the Lummi
Nation’s preliminary conceptual development plans available in fall 2014; this employment was on top of each
city’s allocations in Alternative 4 and did not reduce the growth studied for the cities. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, on
the other hand, treat these parcels as any other privately owned parcels that could potentially see development
before the year 2036. Therefore it would not be appropriate to subtract the capacity of these parcels from the
aggregate land capacity for the first three alternatives. In any case, based upon City proposals, the Preferred
Alternative studied in this Final EIS adjusts the employment growth allocation of Ferndale to account for the
Lummi’s conceptual proposal as of spring 2015, and divides the growth based on the latest Lummi conceptual
plan as of summer 2015 and assigns it accordingly to each jurisdiction and based on expected phasing. The
development is treated like a pending development consistent with the Land Capacity Analysis methodology.

13-10

The purpose of the EIS is to address cumulative growth across the county, and address topics of concern to
tribes, agencies and public such as cultural resources, water resources, and plants and animals, land use,
population and employment, transportation and public services.
RCW 43.21C and WAC 197-11 require that the County invite comments from agencies, which includes tribes, by
providing tribes notice of environmental documents such as the notice of scoping/Determination of Significance,
Draft EIS, etc. The County has notified the tribes. The tribes were sent copies of a scoping notice and the Draft
EIS and comments were not received.
The EIS is intended to support planning by the County and cities in accordance with the GMA. However, Tribes
are not subject to the GMA and are included as part of the overall countywide analysis.

13-11

The Draft EIS addresses different unit types, affordability, and a jobs-housing balance. See Draft EIS Section 4.7.
This analysis is consistent with the type of questions in the SEPA Checklist – units added, units to be eliminated,
and affordability in WAC 197-11-960. SEPA rules do not require detailed housing market analysis or an
assessment of vacancy rates. (WAC 197-11-232(1)(d) and WAC 197-11-448)
Further, each jurisdiction is required to prepare a housing needs assessment as part of their Housing Element
updates and would likely address additional detailed housing needs. For example, see Whatcom County’s needs
assessment: Whatcom County Housing Analysis October 2015, prepared by Beckwith Consulting Group.
Further, the Final EIS adds to Section 4.7 mitigation measures by referencing the strategies in the
Bellingham/Whatcom County Housing Action Plan prepared under the direction of the Countywide Housing
Affordability Taskforce in 2008: http://www.cob.org/government/public/chat/ and the above Whatcom County
Housing Analysis October 2015 which describes housing policy implications.

13-12

See Response to Comment 13-11 regarding the need for each community to prepare a housing needs assessment
with their housing element and the added housing tables. Greenhouse gas estimates and compatibility with plans
and policies such as the GMA goal to avoid sprawl are addressed for each alternative in Draft EIS Sections 4.2 and
4.6. The Draft EIS analyzes Alternative 2 which shows a greater trend of housing outside of UGAs without
additional measures to attract housing to UGAs as proposed in Alternatives 3 and 4.
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13-13

See Response to Comment 5-1 and Appendix C that shows the correspondence between the City, County and
consultants in the development of the alternatives, and the purpose of the alternatives as growth scenarios not
formal policy choices.

13-14

Draft EIS Section 4.7 addresses Employment projections for Commercial and Industrial purposes and the land
capacity to accommodate such growth under each Alternative and by UGA per the land capacity analysis. The
land capacity methodology is a planning level analysis taking into account deductions of critical areas, lands for
public purposes and a market factor. According to RCW 36.70A.070, an economic element is optional, but not
required, until “funds sufficient to cover applicable local government costs are appropriated and distributed by
the state at least two years before local government must update comprehensive plans as required in RCW
36.70A.130.”

13-15

The GMA requires the comprehensive plan to address land needed for a 20-year planning period in RCW
36.70A.110 (2): “Based upon the growth management population projection made for the county by the office of
financial management, the county and each city within the county shall include areas and densities sufficient to
permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city for the succeeding twenty-year period.”
The Cherry Point UGA was planned based on the need for large parcels, suitability for port and industrial uses,
and inclusion of buffer areas among other requirements. Under some alternatives (1, 2 and 3), the Cherry Point
UGA would have more than sufficient capacity for 20-year projections and in other alternatives the capacity
analysis shows a deficiency (4). Whatcom County would choose a growth level consistent with its preferred vision
for the future and with consideration to land capacity, availability of services, etc.

13-16

The Biodiversity analysis was a publicly funded document prepared on behalf of Whatcom County. Because it
uses data regarding the location of sensitive species its distribution is limited by Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) (and other agencies for example, DNR for information on rare plants). Publicly available
data from WDFW is also shown in the Draft EIS in Figure 4.4 2. Another publicly available source of WDFW data is
located at this website: http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/maps_data/.
Agencies and landowners may request sensitive data based on a signed confidentiality agreement as described:
Sensitive Data
Information on specific locations of some fish and wildlife species is considered sensitive by the Director of
WDFW and will be released in a standard format only. This format may be either tabular, digital, and/or
displayed on a 1:24,000 scale map. WDFW standard map format consists of fish, wildlife, and habitat
information displayed for an individual section with a one square mile buffer (nine square miles total).
WDFW will release sensitive fish and wildlife information under its Releasing Sensitive Fish and Wildlife
Information Policy – 5210. Sensitive species are listed in Appendix A of Policy – 5210 and will be released
to the following parties in conjunction with the signing of a Release Agreement.

Government agencies;

Tribes;

Researchers affiliated with an accredited college or university;

Private landowners (for their lands), or other parties with permission from the landowner; or

Agents of the above parties (e.g., consultants, realtors, etc.).
Sensitive fish and wildlife information for less than thirty-six square miles (one Township) may be provided
to these parties along with a request for a signed Sensitive Fish and Wildlife Information Release
Agreement. WDFW will grant subsequent sensitive information only to those parties from whom the
signed agreement has been obtained. The Release Agreement indicates that the signatory (person or
organization) recognizes the appropriate guidelines for disseminating Sensitive Fish and Wildlife
Information and has agreed to the provisions of the policy. For additional information or questions contact
WDFW at (360) 902-2543.

13-17

Policy 2U-11 of the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan is a commitment to leave Geneva and Hillsdale as
UGAs for a period of time, and does not require the County to remove them. The EIS studies the UGAs, UGA
Reserves, and Suitability Study Areas along with Non-UGA areas per Draft EIS Figure 2.2-1. See also Draft EIS
Figure 3-38. The areas in the Bellingham UGA are identified as well as areas of Reserve. The Geneva Area is in the
UGA but served by the Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District.

13-18

While there are agriculture and rural forestry zones in the UGAs, they are not designated lands of long-term
commercial significance but rather zoning applied until such time as services are extended. See the following
policies and maps that set forth this County planning approach:

Land Use Policy 2S-3, bullet 2: Recognizing that UGAs are sized to accommodate urban growth over a
20 year period and that all land within UGAs will not be required to meet urban land needs
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immediately, allow Agriculture and Rural Forestry zoning designations, on an interim basis, within
UGAs. These zones function as holding districts that will allow continued resource land uses in the near
term while protecting these areas from suburban sprawl. It is anticipated that they will be rezoned to
allow phased urban development within the 20-year planning period when public facilities and services
can be provided at urban levels of service.
Page 8-3 of the Resource Lands Element indicates: “Map 18 shows prime agricultural soils, and the
Agricultural Comprehensive Plan designation. Those lands designated as Agriculture in the
comprehensive plan are Designated Agricultural Lands for GMA planning purposes.” Map 18 in the
Resource Lands Element shows a map legend for “Agriculture Comprehensive Plan Designation” which
is not applied in UGAs.
The Resource Lands Element, Map 20 Forestry states: “Rural Forestry and Commercial Forestry lands,
outside of Urban Growth Areas are designated as Natural Resource Lands of Long-term Significance,
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170.”

13-19

Much of the Rural Study Areas is already in agricultural use, and is using water presently. See Draft EIS Appendix
B. See also the Whatcom County Agricultural Land Cover Analysis available at
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/4146.

13-20

See Response to Comment 13-1. Bellingham has an adopted set of functional plans addressing water, sewer,
transportation, and other plans that cover the geography of the City’s planning area.

13-21

See Response to Comment 13-1. The County intends to adopt a Capital Facilities Plan by June 30, 2016 to plan for
adequate capital facilities for the 2016-2036 period for all UGAs. The Draft EIS includes a public services and
facilities analysis in section 4.10.

13-22

Draft EIS section 4.2 addresses greenhouse gas emissions for Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 each with different growth
levels and patterns. An alternative similar to that described by the commenter includes Alternative 2 showing
how historic growth rates inside and outside of UGAs could be carried forward. Alternative 2 assumes a relatively
higher share of rural population growth and more economic growth in cities, particularly Bellingham.

13-23

See Response to Comment 13-7.

13-24

See Response to Comments 10-1 and 10-2. The difference of opinion is described on Draft EIS page 4-237, as
amended with clarifications:
“Under all alternatives, if the City of Lynden and Ecology do not resolve their water rights dispute and a Court
rules that Lynden does not have adequate water rights, the City may experience a water supply deficit and be
unable to serve its population. The City would need to either obtain additional water to meet near-term and
long-term supply needs or significantly curtail growth. Conservation measures may not be sufficient to meet
long-term supply needs.”

13-25

See Response to Comment 13-15.

13-26

The County has amended the Rural Element in response to a Growth Management Hearings Board case. There is
no GMA requirement to appropriately “supply” rural lands and the County must protect rural character and
avoid sprawl. See RCW 36.70A.020 and 070.

13-27

Whatcom County’s Comprehensive Plan establishes a Level of Service Standard (LOS) for fire protection for both
rural and urban areas. Each area has a response time standard for staffed stations and unstaffed stations. For
unstaffed stations, either the response time or the WSRB Rating is sufficient to meet the LOS standard. Staffed
stations are fire stations that are staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year.
For the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan EIS, the fire districts are subject to the County LOS Standards.
Draft EIS Table 4.10-12 identifies which fire districts are meeting County LOS Standards. The table identifies
which fire districts have rural and urban standards, and if the LOS Standards are being met. Additional personnel
and equipment may be needed with additional population growth. The Impacts section identifies population
growth by alternative and the Mitigation Measures section identifies ways to mitigate impacts. The Final EIS
updates the analysis with recent fire district plans and information received since the Draft EIS was issued.

13-28

The comments are noted and forwarded to county decision makers. The County acquisition of resource lands is a
past action and not part of the policy decisions before the County presently. The County parks plan and budget
hearings would be appropriate places to address preferences for how the County prioritizes acquisition.

13-29

There are currently 186,243 acres of Commercial Forestry and 35,638 of Rural Forestry designated in the adopted
Comprehensive Plan. The County is not proposing reclassification of its designated forest lands of long-term
significance. See the County Comprehensive Plan Update Resource Lands Element for the County’s information
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on forest land, the condition of the industry, and protective policies. The County does not have to redesignate
the land.

13-30

Consistent with RCW 36.70A.031, the County considered new information in its evaluation of its Mineral
Resource Lands with this report by Element Solutions, Aggregate Resource Inventory 2014 Study Update
Whatcom County, Washington. The County is not proposing reclassification of its designated mineral lands of
long-term significance. See the County Comprehensive Plan Update Resource Lands Element for the County’s
information on mineral lands and designation policies. In Whatcom County, there are currently 4,155 acres of
MRL, 3,954 of these acres are within ten miles of a UGA or city (this means 95% of MRLs acres are within ten
miles of a UGA or city).

13-31

The four alternatives vary the shares of countywide growth allocated to occur within UGAs and the shares
allocated to non-UGA portions of the county, including non-city UGA and rural lands which may be known for
their recreational opportunities. In particular, Alternative 2 allocates 24% of population growth to non-UGA
areas, a significantly greater share than the other alternatives. The Draft EIS compares the environmental and
transportation impacts of the land use pattern assumed by Alternative 2 to those assumed by each of the other
alternatives.
See also Response to Comment 13-11.

13-32

See Response to Comment 13-15. Also, the Cherry Point economic analysis referenced is included in the
comment letters in this Final EIS Chapter 5.

Deer Creek Water Association
14-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to appropriate decision makers. The comments will be beneficial to the
County’s capital facility planning and coordinated water system planning efforts.

Dykes Ehrlichman
15-1

The Anchor QEA 2010 and 2012 riparian assessments conducted for Whatcom County are summarized in Section
4.4 of the Draft EIS. Potential sources of degradation of functions and values of wetlands and marine/estuarine
areas and suggested mitigation measures are described in both Sections 4.3 and 4.4.
The remaining comments in 15-1 are specific to the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan area and
other plans and policies that pertain to the Cherry Point UGA.
Draft EIS Page 3-17 does summarize the applicability of the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan in
the UGA – it applies to state aquatic lands:
The Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan (2010) applies to certain state aquatic lands in order to
protect the significant environmental resource of aquatic lands; it applies to state-owned lands not already
under a lease agreement. To ensure long-term environmental protection, DNR and its partners established
a 90-year-management plan for the area, outlining specific goals that will protect the health and unique
aquatic environment.
The following text is added to Draft EIS page 3-17 under “Biodiversity and Priority Habitats” and referenced in
mitigation measures for water resources on Draft EIS page 4-64 as an Applicable Regulation and Commitments:
The Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan (2010) goals for state aquatic lands in the Cherry Point
Aquatic Reserve are listed below, and in the plan are supported by specific strategies. These plan goals and
strategies could be considered by Whatcom County and state and federal agencies regarding regulated
activities on state aquatic lands:









Goal One: Identify, protect, restore and enhance the functions and natural processes of aquatic
nearshore and subtidal ecosystems that support endangered, threatened and sensitive species and
aquatic resources identified for conservation.
Goal Two: Improve and protect water quality to protect public health, support fish and wildlife species
and healthy functioning habitats.
Goal Three: Protect and help recover indicator fish and wildlife species and habitats, with primary focus
on Cherry Point herring, Nooksack Chinook salmon, groundfish, marine mammals, seabird/duck and
shorebird communities, Dungeness crab, and submerged aquatic vegetation.
Goal Four: Facilitate stewardship of habitats and species by working in cooperation with lessees, tribes,
recreational users and resource agencies to minimize and reduce identified impacts of human activities
on the species and habitats of the Reserve.
Goal Five: Identify, respect, and protect archaeological, cultural, and historical resources on stateowned aquatic lands.
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The EIS alternatives do not propose changes to the industrial land use designations of properties within the
Cherry Point UGA. Future development actions will be reviewed on an individual project basis and will be subject
to local, state, and federal policies.

15-2

Regarding offsite mitigation language in Draft EIS Chapter 2, the text is revised to add the need to consider
mitigation sequencing:
Table 2.5-9. Urban and Rural and Resource Area Growth Tools – Offsite Mitigation Options: This method
would allow landowners within UGAs to create offsite mitigation using critical area regulation procedures to
mitigate UGA wetland impacts within the same basin in the Non-UGA areas. This may serve to increase
development potential within UGAs while preserving or creating open space in the unincorporated rural
county. Offsite mitigation within the same basin may be considered after following appropriate mitigation
sequencing (e.g. to first avoid, minimize, etc.), Such opportunities for offsite mitigation would need to be
considered at a project level on a case by case basis, consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, shoreline
master programs, other adopted management plans, and critical area regulations to assure no net loss of
ecological function in the same basin.
Similarly in Draft EIS Chapter 3, page 3-17 the following text has been modified:
If consistent with Industrial UGA designation criteria, buffering surrounding uses, and preventing
encroachment of incompatible uses, consider removal from UGA of lands with a high concentration of
critical areas.
For areas of high concentrations within the UGA, protect through the critical areas ordinance, lot clustering,
low impact development standards or designation as an open space corridor. Consider whether degraded
wetlands could be appropriate locations for off-site mitigation. Offsite mitigation within the same basin
may be considered after following appropriate mitigation sequencing (e.g. to first avoid, minimize, etc.),
Such opportunities for offsite mitigation would need to be considered at a project level on a case by case
basis, consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, shoreline master programs, other adopted
management plans, and critical area regulations to assure no net loss of ecological function in the same
basin.

15-3

Whatcom County‘s Shoreline Master Program includes a policy about considering a multi-agency and stakeholder
forum for addressing aquatic and upland resources in Cherry Point; this would apply only in shoreline jurisdiction;
the County’s SMP Update is due in 2020 and the County could consider this policy at that time. It should be
noted that Whatcom County has adopted an Ordinance (2015-031) to form a Wildlife Advisory Committee to
advise the County on the value of wildlife and habitat management issues as they relate to the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan, with the goal of integrating wildlife management and protection, including reviewing
wildlife corridors, into the community planning process. This committee could potentially address the policy in
the SMP (SMP 23.100.017.A.1.d). See the committee website, here:
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/2100/Wildlife-Advisory-Committee.

15-4

See Response 15-1.

15-5

Cherry Point is a Major Industrial Urban Growth Area / Port Industrial that has been addressed in past
Comprehensive Plan reviews and associated SEPA documents. The Cherry Point UGA was planned based on the
need for large parcels, suitability for port and industrial uses, and inclusion of buffer areas among other
requirements.
The County is not proposing to change uses of the UGA, and no specific boundary changes are proposed. Rather,
the County is considering an allocation of growth and how that may be accommodated in the UGA consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan review process in the GMA. The County’s zoning in the Cherry Point UGA is light
and heavy impact industrial and focused on port and other industrial uses per the County’s land use plan. The
zoning does not preclude green jobs.
The County may choose to allocate growth to the UGA within the range of alternatives. Draft EIS Section 4.7
addresses Employment projections for Commercial and Industrial purposes and the buildable capacity of land to
accommodate such growth under each Alternative and by UGA. The land capacity analysis uses a professionally
accepted methodology to apply job density to buildable acres.

15-6

See the analysis of PUD #1 in Section 4.10.5, Water, in the Draft EIS. The analysis compares expected demand to
available water supply and indicates adequate capacity.
PUD No. 1 does not serve residential population and does not experience net dwelling unit additions under
any of the alternatives. In this analysis, 2036 water supply demand for PUD No.1 is calculated using
projected employment growth rates. PUD No.1 can serve growth under all four alternatives.
The use of water for multiple uses is addressed through WRIA 1 watershed planning and the coordinated water
system plan underway.
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The following text has been added to Draft EIS Section 4.3 at page 4-52 to include Ecology’s sea level rise
response analysis in terms of vulnerable infrastructure located in marine and estuarine areas:
All of the alternatives have the potential to increase the density along shorelines in Drayton Harbor, Birch
Bay, and Cherry Point/Strait of Georgia, which could increase the occurrence of shoreline armoring.
Currently, these marine/estuarine shorelines comprise 10%, 8%, and 5%, respectively, of man-made
shoreline structures. Within Bellingham Bay and Chuckanut Bay, the railroad corridor borders the majority
of the shoreline, so further development and shoreline armoring within these bays is limited. Bellingham
Bay comprises 37% and Chuckanut Bay comprises 22% man-made shoreline structures, with the majority of
these shorelines affected by the railroad corridor (Whatcom County Planning and Development Services
2009). Climate change factors, such as increased sea level rise and storm surges, may increase the risk of
potential impacts to vulnerable infrastructure located along coastlines in these areas. Developments
located in low-lying coastal areas may be at a higher risk of temporary or permanent flooding and erosion,
including critical infrastructure … (Ecology, 2012).

Glacier Water District
16-1

After reviewing the spreadsheet provided by the commenter (based on Draft EIS Appendix G information) the
consultants have confirmed the results shown are accurate.
The main question is why the UGA numbers are very high compared to non-UGA numbers. The reason is that the
alternatives fundamentally have high UGA shares compared to non-UGA shares:






Alternative 1, No Action: 86% UGA, 14% non-UGA
Alternative 2, Historic Shares: 76% UGA, 24% non-UGA
Alternative 3, Multijurisdictional Resolution: 85% UGA, 15% non-UGA
Alternative 4, Targeted Land Use Change: 85% UGA, 15% non-UGA
Employment is similarly weighted more towards UGAs than non-UGAs per Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.
As the commenter notes the water system UGA shares are particularly high. The reasons for this include:
 The analysis begins with the population numbers and splits for each alternative documented in Chapter
2 of the Draft EIS and listed generally above. It is also assumed that existing City or UGA water district
boundaries expand to provide service to most growth within UGAs.
 While there are a number of non-UGA water purveyors, many are quite small and there is a great deal
of rural land area in the county that is not served by any purveyor. Furthermore, the analysis assumes
that all non-UGA water purveyors maintain their current boundaries rather than expand to serve new
customers. There is also greater capacity for new non-UGA development in those areas not currently
served by water purveyors. As a result, a large portion of non-UGA growth is anticipated not to be
served by any purveyor.
Jones Engineers
17-1

Since the EIS is non-project in nature it provides a planning level analysis of 20-year growth patterns and growth
levels. The document provides a cumulative analysis of growth across the county while also trying to provide
UGA specific information. For example Chapter 3 provides a UGA-specific analysis.
The EIS must be prepared prior to action being taken. Some actions are proposed by June 2016, such as the
Comprehensive Plan Update and necessary associated development regulations. The Draft EIS provides analysis
on a range of alternatives across a number of environmental topics to inform policy choices that the County and
cities may make. The County and cities are developing preferred plans that would be addressed in the Final EIS.
The Draft EIS was prepared in order to provide a range of growth and policy options to inform policy choices. The
Final EIS will be completed prior to action, and, though not required, will contain a Preferred Alternative.
The City of Bellingham has been seeking local input to provide its proposals to the County consistent with GMA
and the Countywide Planning Policies and its preferred proposal is folded into the Final EIS Preferred Alternative.
Whatcom County released Comprehensive Plan Chapters at the time of the Draft EIS issuance but has been
responsive to comments and has iterated its draft policy proposals, and has developed a Preferred Alternative.

17-2

The County and cities are required to adopt plans to accommodate projected growth; the County is required to
allocate the population in consultation with the cities. The County and city plans are reviewed no less frequently
than every eight years per GMA. The plans and regulations can be amended to address changed conditions.

17-3

The comments are noted and forwarded to County decision makers. The alternatives present a range of
population and employment projections to test different futures. The population forecasts studied are in the
Office of Financial Management (OFM) range and are not at the extremes of the OFM range, but represents
bookends around the medium forecast.
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Additional analysis that informed the range of alternatives is found here: Whatcom County Population and
Employment Projections and Urban Growth Area Allocations - Phase I Technical Report, available at this page:
http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1177/Population-Employment-Projections.

17-4

Draft EIS alternatives were intended to test different futures conditions based on County and City input. These
alternatives do not necessarily represent specific adopted plans but rather different futures that can help inform
the development of a preferred alternative. See Response to Comment 5-1 and Appendix C showing
correspondence with Bellingham planners.
The county Land Capacity Analysis methodology assumes a “market factor” deduction in aggregate capacity
which is meant to account for parcels that are unavailable for development. That is in addition to the +/- 5%
margin of tolerance referenced in the Draft EIS. See Response to Comment 9-4.

17-5

While the City of Bellingham has land capacity that supports a large share of multifamily, its capacity for single
family development would still produce the greatest total single family units of any city in the county. Further,
Alternative 4 addresses the potential for UGA expansion to accommodate single family development.

Northwest Jobs Alliance
18-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to county decision makers for consideration in the Economics Element
Update.

18-2

Under some Alternatives (1, 2 and 3), the Cherry Point UGA would have more than sufficient capacity for 20-year
projections and in other alternatives the capacity analysis shows a deficiency (Alternative 4). Whatcom County
would chose a growth level consistent with its preferred vision for the future. See also Response to Comment 155.
The EIS addresses a variety of environmental topics. SEPA does not require an analysis of fiscal impacts in an EIS
(see 197-11-448).

Northwest Jobs Alliance
19-1

Please see responses to Letter 18.

Pacific International Terminals
20-1

Figure 4.3-2 was developed using available Whatcom County data used to support County-wide planning efforts.
The data includes Cherry Point as part of the Birch Bay watershed. As described in the Washington Department
of Natural Resources Cherry Point Environmental Aquatic Reserve Management Plan (WDNR 2010), Whatcom
County places Cherry Point in the Birch Bay Watershed Management Unit (WMU), a 31 square mile coastal
watershed between Drayton Harbor and Lummi Bay, for watershed planning purposes. The Pilot Study 1
referenced in the comment recommends protecting areas that include highly functioning watershed processes.
Note that Draft EIS Section 4.3 mitigation measures suggest implementing recommendations outlined the Pilot
Study on a countywide basis; the mitigation measure proposed for consideration is not limited to specific UGAs
or watershed boundaries.

20-2

See Response to Comment 13-16. The Biodiversity Relative Conservation Values maps represent relative
conservation value of lands within Whatcom County. The Draft EIS supplements these maps with Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species data, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National
Wetland Inventory, and other publically funded and available data used for planning-level analysis. Future
development will be reviewed on an individual project basis and will be subject to local, state, and federal
policies. Analysis at a site-specific level is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS.

20-3

Draft EIS Figure 4.3-1, Water Resources – Critical Areas, was developed using available Whatcom County data
used to support County-wide planning efforts. The maps are used as a guide to potential critical areas but the
County code critical area definitions and mapping criteria control, and are considered at a site specific level.
Future development will be reviewed on an individual project basis and will be subject to local, state, and federal
policies. Analysis at a site-specific level is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS.
The analysis in Draft EIS Chapter 3, page 3-17, regarding the Cherry Point UGA sets up some options to reduce
UGAs in areas with high concentrations of critical areas or to apply protective regulations, but the qualifiers
include whether such actions are consistent with Industrial UGA designation criteria, preventing encroachment of
incompatible uses, etc.:

1

Birch Bay Watershed Characterization and Watershed Planning Pilot Study, Prepared By: ESA Adolfson In association with:
Washington Department of Ecology, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Puget Sound Partnership, and EPA, Prepared for: October
2007 Whatcom County Planning and Development Services Client.
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If consistent with Industrial UGA designation criteria, buffering surrounding uses, and preventing
encroachment of incompatible uses, consider removal from UGA of lands with a high concentration of
critical areas.
For areas of high concentrations within the UGA, protect through the critical areas ordinance, lot clustering,
low impact development standards or designation as an open space corridor. Consider whether degraded
wetlands could be appropriate locations for off-site mitigation.
With the Preferred Alternative no boundary changes to the Cherry Point UGA are proposed. Rather the County is
considering an allocation of growth and how that may be accommodated in the UGA consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan review process under GMA. Under some Alternatives (1, 2 and 3), the Cherry Point UGA
would have more than sufficient capacity for 20-year projections and in Alternative 4 the capacity analysis shows
a deficiency. Whatcom County would chose a growth level consistent with its preferred vision for the future.

20-4

The referenced map of open space corridors is adopted in the County Comprehensive Plan. The comment to
change it can be considered by the County as part of the Comprehensive Plan Update process. However, the
County has adopted an ordinance to form a Wildlife Advisory Committee to advise the County on the value of
wildlife and habitat management issues as they relate to the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, with the
goal of integrating wildlife management and protection, including reviewing wildlife corridors, into the
community planning process. See the committee’s website: http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/2100/WildlifeAdvisory-Committee.

20-5

Draft EIS Figure 4.4-1 was developed using available Whatcom County data used to support County-wide
planning efforts. The salmonid distribution mapping relies on the WDFW SalmonScape data which shows salmon
distribution, status, and habitats. If any of the data presented therein is inaccurately portrayed based on sitespecific data and/or observations, a formal report can be submitted to WDFW to release the data from the
database.

20-6

See Response to Comment 13-15.

Whatcom County Association of Realtors
21-1

See Response to Comment 13-1.

21-2

See Response to Comments 13-3 and 13-5.

21-3

See Response to Comment 17-1.

21-4

See Response to Comment 5-1.

21-5

See Response to Comment 13-9 regarding planning for Lummi employment proposals. The use of water for
multiple purposes is addressed through WRIA 1 watershed planning and the coordinated water system plan
underway.

21-6

See Response to Comment 13-11.

21-7

See Response to Comment 13-16.

21-8

See Response to Comment 13-17.

21-9

See Response to Comment 13-19.

21-10

See Response to Comment 13-31.

21-11

See Response to Comment 13-15.

21-12

See Responses to Letter 13.

Individuals
Delaine Clizbe
22-1

The purpose of the rental housing registration program is to ensure there are basic livable units. If the units are
not habitable it is possible they may be rehabilitated. The allowances for new or replacement units are based on
the zoning.

22-2

Under the City’s policies, urban growth can occur in UGAs. See also Draft EIS Chapter 2, Table 2.5 9. Urban and
Rural and Resource Area Growth Tools, regarding the potential for agreements between the County and cities to
extend services in UGAs.

Peggy Graham
23-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to County decision makers.
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Kris Halterman
24-1

See Responses to Comments 13-1 (infrastructure), 13-5 (range of growth options in present or expanded UGAs),
13-11 (housing costs and vacancy rate), 17-3 (population forecasts and OFM) and 17-5 (Bellingham share of
single family and multifamily housing).

24-2

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers. See also Response to Comment 13-17.

24-3

The Draft EIS studied a range of 655 to 1,025 new jobs in the UGA over the 20-year planning period. See
Response to Comment 13-15.

24-4

See Response to Letter 13.

Wendy Harris
25-1

This is a planning-level EIS that relies on publically available data including County-wide assessment of local
wildlife and habitats. Agricultural and watershed issues potentially affected by future development are reviewed
on an individual project basis and are subject to local, state, and federal policies. Analysis at this level is outside
of the scope of this planning-level EIS.
It should be noted that in March 2015, Whatcom County approved the formation of a Wildlife Advisory
Committee to advise the County on the value of wildlife and habitat management issues as they relate to the
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan, with the goal of integrating wildlife management and protection,
including reviewing wildlife corridors, into the community planning process. See the website for the committee:
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/2100/Wildlife-Advisory-Committee.

Wendy Harris
26-1

The No Action / Current Comprehensive Plan with the 2029 growth extended to 2036 is a lower range alternative
with an annual average growth rate (0.9%) similar to the lowest rates the County has experienced over the last
five years during the recession and recovery (2008-2013, 0.8%, the only 5-year period with growth lower than
the OFM Medium projection in the last 30 years).
The land capacity analysis is compared to this growth allocation in the EIS as it is to all alternatives. The County
can revisit the population projections every 8 years and after the next OFM projections (2017). See also
responses to Letter 30.

26-2

See responses to Letter 30.

Wendy Harris
27-1

A nonproject EIS on a Comprehensive Plan is broad, qualitative, and cumulative in nature; field review is not
required for this planning level review. Information on fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas was
considered from county, state, and federal sources. See also Response to Comment 25-1.

Wendy Harris
28-1

See Responses to Comments 25-1 and 27-1.

Larry Helm
29-1

Alternatives show different growth levels and growth patterns, which is common in a nonproject EIS on a
Comprehensive Plan. See for example: Clark County 2007, Kitsap County 2006 and 2012, Snohomish County
2005, and others. SEPA does not require an analysis of fiscal impacts in an EIS (see WAC 197-11-448). See also
Response to Comment 17-5.

John McLaughlin
30-1

2

The commenter is correct to point out that there is a high degree of uncertainty in any effort to project future
population. Due to this uncertainty, the County developed four alternatives that reflect a range of possible
growth scenarios in order to analyze the potential impacts of accommodating different levels of growth. These
projections are informed by, and fall within the range of, OFM’s 2012 County Growth Management Population
Projections by Age and Sex: 2010 – 20402.
The commenter offers four primary critiques of the projections reflected in the four alternatives. Each is
discussed below.

Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM). 2012. 2012 Projections: County Growth Management

Population Projections by Age and Sex: 2010-2040.
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/Pop/gma/projections12/GMA_2012_county_pop_projections.pdf
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(1) Biased calculation of growth “averages”
The commenter suggests that Alternatives 2 – 4 each project growth at a rate that is higher than historic trends.
This is true if historic trends are measured from 1960 – 2015. However when compared to trends between 1990
and 2015 Alternatives 2 and 3 both project less average annual growth, as shown in the table below.

The commenter implies that looking at historic trends starting in 1990 reflects a decision to select years with the
highest growth. It is true that the 1990s did include a historic peak in annual growth. However the historic trends
used in this analysis also include a prolonged period of economic recession beginning in 2008 during which there
was a significant downturn in annual growth and net migration. Additionally, it is reasonable to assume that the
future is more likely to reflect trends in the more recent past (1990-2015) than those of the more distant past
(1960-1990). OFM analyzes trends between 1980 and 2010 when projecting future net migration. Average
annual population growth in Whatcom County between 1980 and 2015 was 2,955, or essentially the same as
projected in Alternative 2.
In the commenter’s prior comments submitted on March 2, 2014, he suggests that projected net migration
should be compared to historic trends over a span of time equal to that of the 23 year projection period. The
following table compares the projected growth and net migration of each alternative to historic trends between
1990 (23 years prior to the 2013 baseline) and 2015 (the latest year for which data is available). These
projections take as given the natural components of population growth projected by OFM (births – deaths) and
vary the population growth due to net migration. As this table shows, Alternative 1 projects annual net migration
that is 34% less than the historic average while Alternative 4 projects migration that is 32% greater than the
historic average. Alternative 2 is consistent with the historic trend and Alternative 3 is 12% higher. Further it
should be noted that all alternatives, regardless of the migration percentage are in the OFM range of projections,
and allowed to be considered or adopted per the GMA as described above.

Note: Projected in Column 5 refers to the 2013-2036 period. Source: BERK, 2015
(2) Failure to include growth data beyond 2010
This critique is inaccurate. When developing the population projections BERK analyzed data through 2013, the
most recent available at the time of analysis. BERK subsequently analyzed two additional years of data (20142015) to develop the comparison tables shown above.
(3) Invalid assumption of exponential population growth at constant exponential growth rates
This critique is inaccurate. Alternatives 2-4 do not assume exponential growth countywide and growth rates were
not used to project future population growth. Average annual growth rates are provided in the Draft EIS for
reference only.
(4) Erroneous application of the term “most likely.”
OFM uses the term “most likely” to describe the medium population forecast because “it is the best foreseeable
future based on assumptions that have been validated with past and current information” (OFM, 2012, p. iii). The
term “most likely” only appears in the Draft EIS in reference to OFM’s description of the medium forecast. See
also RCW 43.62.035: “The middle range shall represent the office's estimate of the most likely population
projection for the county.”
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See Draft EIS page 2-25, Section 2.8 which discusses the tradeoffs of delaying the proposed action. Some
additional discussion is added to provide additional context, as follows:
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires a discussion of the benefits and disadvantages of
reserving, for some future time, the implementation of a proposal compared to possible approval at this time.
The County must consider the possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the proposal.
There are several benefits to adopting comprehensive plan amendments that include new growth forecasts,
revised Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries, and updated policies and programs:








Compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA)
Greater range of housing choices and a diversified employment base
Coordinated planning among jurisdictions
Updated capital facility plans that respond to future growth
Opportunities for grants and funding of needed projects and facilities
Guidance of development and County resource allocations to meet forecast trends along with the
community vision
Delaying implementation would allow for growth to occur on the basis of the current Comprehensive Plan and
zoning regulations and would not complete the GMA-required eight-year Plan review. County and city plans
would also remain out of date.
Delaying implementation of the proposals could delay natural environment impacts on lands where growth
could occur. However, the delay could also increase development pressure and adverse impacts on rural lands
if alternative growth policies are not implemented. The current plans would not provide an opportunity to
consider more recent trends nor would they refine the long-range plan course.
If predicted population and employment growth is lower than the allocations ultimately adopted and UGAs
have greater capacity than needed, it is unlikely even under the current plan that sprawl would occur due to
the limitations on urban services that cities have adopted until annexation and County zoning rules. If
unincorporated UGAs are oversized for population and employment growth that would arrive under the
current plan, it is possible that environmental impacts could occur within UGA boundaries that would not
otherwise be needed at that size including habitat alteration and changes in water processes, as well as
greater investment in capital facilities.
If predicted population and employment growth is greater than the allocations ultimately adopted, and UGAs
are undersized, there could be greater conversion of undeveloped rural and resource land lots and greater
loss of plants and animals and potentially water processes outside the UGAs; as described in Section 4.4, rare
and sensitive plant and wildlife habitat is more likely located outside of UGAs.
However, the implications of either too low or too high growth such as inappropriate UGA conversion is not
anticipated to occur because the County will consider land capacity analysis results in relation to allocations
and due to eight year plan review cycles where adaptive management may occur.
30-3

If the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIS Section 4.2 Air Quality Incorporated Plan Features and
Applicable Regulations and Commitments sections are implemented as planned, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts are anticipated on regional or local air quality. Additional reductions could be achieved by
implementing mitigation measures listed in the Other Potential Mitigation Measures section. Note, many of the
potential mitigation measures listed are commonly used and implemented by public and private entities (e.g.,
best management practices used to control fugitive dust from construction sites). In the Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts section, the Draft EIS text is revised to read on pp. 1-36 and 4-30:
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on regional or local air quality are anticipated if mitigation
measures outlined in the Incorporated Plan Features and Applicable Regulations and Commitments sections
are implemented as planned. The regulations, incorporated plan features, and other potential mitigation
measures described above are adequate to mitigate any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as a result of
County growth increases. Additional air quality impact or GHG emissions reductions could be achieved by
implementing other potential mitigation measures.

30-4

For all alternatives, future increases in population and employment would result in an increase in GHG emissions
in Whatcom County. These emissions would contribute to global GHG atmospheric concentrations, but would be
a very small fraction of the worldwide GHG emissions. By themselves, none of the alternatives would cause
discernible changes to global climate change. However, increased worldwide GHG emissions are expected to
cause global climate change, and the effects will likely impact Whatcom County and the Pacific Northwest
region.
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Local impacts are expected to include changes in seasonal temperatures, seasonal precipitation patterns, or local
seawater rise. The report titled “Sea Level Rise in the Coastal Waters of Washington State,” 3 prepared by the
University of Washington Climate Impacts Group and the Washington Department of Ecology in 2008 indicates
sea level is expected to rise within the Puget Sound between 3 and 22 inches by 2050 and between 6 and 50
inches by 2100.
The following text has been added to Draft EIS Sections 4.3 and 4.4 to address potential climate change impacts:
“Climate change is a phenomenon that has been cited as the cause of a wide range of impacts to the
environment including sea level rise, melting snow and ice, and extreme weather conditions (Ecology, 2012b).
There are several predictive models available that demonstrate a wide range in potential climate change impacts
to the environment. Predictions from climate changes models range significantly. The effect of climate change
on water resources is likely to be exacerbated by development if appropriate measures are not taken to mitigate
potential impacts. Potential impacts are expected to occur at a county-wide level and are not individually
addressed for each UGA in this Draft EIS.”
The following text has also been added to Draft EIS Section 4.3 to include Ecology’s sea level rise response
analysis in terms of vulnerable infrastructure located in marine and estuarine areas: “Climate change factors,
such as increased sea level rise and storm surges, may increase the risk of potential impacts to vulnerable
infrastructure located along coastlines in these areas. Developments located in low-lying coastal areas may be at
a higher risk of temporary or permanent flooding and erosion, including critical infrastructure… (Ecology,
2012b).”

30-5

See Response to Comment 30-4.

30-6

A description of the suggested impacts is described in the impacts subsection of Draft EIS Section 4.3, with a
more thorough description located in the streams subsection. In terms of addressing these impacts by
watershed, future development will be reviewed on an individual project basis and will be subject to local, state,
and federal policies. Analysis at this level is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS.

30-7

As described in Draft EIS Section 4.3, additional potential impervious surface area coverage was calculated by
determining the average impervious surface area coverage by zone and applying that variable to developable
lands within the UGA Study Areas. This planning-level EIS is not intended to replace watershed planning efforts
that include more rigorous analysis to mitigate site-specific impacts. Analysis at this level is outside of the scope
of this planning-level EIS.

30-8

The Draft EIS describes existing goals, policies, and regulations intended to protect water resources that are
currently being implemented by local, state, and federal agencies. Addressing the effectiveness of such plans and
policies is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS. Future development will be reviewed on an individual
project basis; effectiveness of these plans and policies is determined by the agencies overseeing them. For
example, the County and cities are subject to periodic review of development regulations and have the
opportunity to adaptively manage the application of regulations accordingly.

30-9

This planning-level EIS provides a description of impacts from development to aquatic organisms and their
habitat. These impacts are addressed separately through watershed planning efforts that include more rigorous
analysis to mitigate impacts of development activities on fish and other aquatic species. Analysis at this level is
outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS.

30-10

The following suggested text has been added to Draft EIS Section 4.4 to address impacts from clearing forest and
other native vegetation on aquatic habitats and biota: “This includes clearing forest and other native vegetation
that can have a negative impact on aquatic habitats and their biota.”
As described in the Response to Comment 30-9, this planning-level EIS is not intended to replace watershed
planning efforts that include more rigorous analysis to mitigate impacts of development activities on fish and
other aquatic species. Analysis at this level is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS.

30-11

This is a planning-level EIS that relies on publically available data including countywide assessment of local
wildlife and habitats. Whatcom County has adopted an ordinance to form a Wildlife Advisory Committee to
advise the County on the value of wildlife and habitat management issues as they relate to the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan, with the goal of integrating wildlife management and protection, including reviewing

3

UWCIG and Ecology. 2008. Sea Level Rise in the Coastal Waters of Washington State. University of Washington Climate
Impacts Group and Washington State Department of Ecology. January.
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wildlife corridors, into the community planning process. See the committee website, here:
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/2100/Wildlife-Advisory-Committee.

30-12

This planning-level EIS describes existing goals, policies, and regulations intended to protect plants and animals
that are currently being implemented by local, state, and federal agencies (e.g., critical areas, priority habitats
and species, habitat conservation plans, Endangered Species Act). Addressing the effectiveness of such plans and
policies is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS. Future development will be reviewed on an individual
project basis; effectiveness of these plans and policies is determined by the agencies overseeing them as
described further in Response to Comment 30-8.

30-13

The affected environment section includes discussion of traditional cultural properties and cultural landscapes,
which could include locations associated with traditional tribal fishing. The approach of identifying potential for
significant properties – as opposed to social and economic systems - is consistent with guidance from The
Washington State Department of Ecology and the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation for the analysis of historic and cultural resources under SEPA. It is also appropriate for planninglevel EIS dealing strictly with UGAs, where identification of specific properties is outside of the scope of the
document.

David Onkels
31-1

See Responses to Comments 5-1 and 13-5. The City of Bellingham has developed a preferred plan that is folded
into the Final EIS. The Draft EIS tested a range of options of greater infill (Alternative 3) or UGA expansion for
Bellingham (Alternative 4). The EIS also tested the implications if the rural areas grew at historic rates and less in
UGAs (Alternative 2) with attendant traffic, air quality, natural environment and other impacts. The GMA
requires the County and cities to conduct more thorough reviews every eight years so that if conditions that are
projected differ, plans may be altered.

31-2

See the discussion of alternatives and capacity in EIS Section 4.7. Regarding Cherry Point, see Response to
Comment 13-15.

31-3

See Responses to Comments 13-18 and 13-29. Within UGAs there are no designated lands of long-term
commercial significance for agriculture or forestry.

31-4

The County’s Capital Facility Plan will be updated in association with the County’s UGA review by June 2016. See
also the Draft EIS Section 4.10.

31-5

See Response to Comment 31-1 regarding Bellingham. See Response to Comment 13-31 regarding growth in
rural areas and recreation homes.

31-6

It is beyond the scope of the EIS to speculate on a future court decision. In any case, to ensure proper use and
availability of water, the County is addressing water supply through the Coordinated Water System planning
efforts under way; watershed planning also continues. In any case, future development would need to
demonstrate the availability of water in accordance with regulations and requirements at the time of application.

31-7

The Rural Study Areas are currently predominantly in agricultural use already, and the classification would not
change their contribution to rural character consistent with RCW 36.70A.070(5). See Draft EIS Appendix B. See
also the Whatcom County Agricultural Land Cover Analysis available at
http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/4146.

31-8

See Response to Comment 13-30.

Jack Petree
32-1

See Responses to Comments 5-1, 6-1, and 13-5.

32-2

Looking at a narrow window of 2010-2014 would not inform a long-term trend change necessarily. Please see the
following document which looks not just at the recession period alone but other periods as well regarding
different shares of growth: Whatcom County Population and Employment Projections and Urban Growth Area
Allocations - Phase I Technical Report, available at this page: http://wawhatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1177/Population-Employment-Projections.
Bellingham would have the highest allocation of population of all UGAs under all alternatives of between 41-48%
of the growth; since GMA promotes urban growth and the City has the greatest capacity for all unit types and has
infrastructure plans, policies may direct growth into the UGA. The County and City will periodically review plans
and may implement strategies such as those on Table 2.5-9 to redirect non-UGA growth into urban areas.

32-3

See Response to Comment 17-5.
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32-4

See Response to Comment 32-2. The effect of greater rural growth and lesser urban growth is addressed in
Alternative 2. Alternative 4 assumes that some response to providing urban single family growth could occur in
an UGA expansion area rather than the rural area.

32-5

See Response to Comment 31-7.

32-6

See Response to Comment 13-11.

Jack Petree
33-1

The Draft EIS tests a range of growth scenarios that are meant to allow for decision maker and public
consideration of different tradeoffs on growth levels, growth patterns, and UGA infill and expansion possibilities,
as well as non-UGA protection measures.
All alternatives are within the range of OFM projections for a 20-year planning period. All are considered in the
context of a common land capacity methodology.
Aside from the No Action representing the current plan, the other alternatives are not adopted plans. They are
nonproject alternatives. The EIS includes alternatives in the Draft EIS that can be modified and combined into a
preferred plan (addressed in this Final EIS) after public comment – it is responsive to public input and provides
information on which informed decisions can be made.

Jack Petree
34-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

34-2

See Responses to Comment in Letters 5, 13, and 33.

Gary Pettigrew
35-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

Andy Ross
36-1

The water resources section of Draft EIS Table 1.6-1 has been revised to more clearly address surface water
impacts in addition to the groundwater impacts described therein.
Under all alternatives, impacts to water resources may occur from increased development. Two mechanisms
that have significant influence on natural surface water systems, forest removal and creation of impervious
surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably accompany the increased development that would occur under
all alternatives. It is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water resources from
these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial structures (e.g.,
pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed with impermeable materials. Impervious surfaces
can also include exposed soils compacted by urban development that inhibit water absorption. Impervious
surfaces can reduce natural infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways by which water
reaches adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014). Stormwater that comes into contact with artificial
impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as pesticides, metals, organic
pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014). The estimated number of impervious acre increases above the
existing 60,310 acres varies by alternative below.
Continued development and/or urbanization within watersheds can also result in different types of impacts
on wetlands. This is due to the removal of forested vegetation and a general increase in activity within the
landscape where wetlands occur, even if disturbance activities such as the direct filling of wetlands do not
occur. Direct and indirect impacts on wetlands can be anticipated as a result of implementing development
activities allowed by the Comprehensive Plan and implementing related development regulations.
Impacts on groundwater quantity and quality may occur due to:
 Changes in land use that reduce groundwater recharge, such as development, soil compaction or other
soil disturbing activities.
 Changes in population that increase demand for groundwater as water supply for drinking and other
household uses.
 Land uses that produce higher levels of non-point source pollution, such as runoff or residential
development with septic disposal.
 Land uses that increase the density of on-site septic systems.
 Land uses that produce point source pollutants that can enter the groundwater at specific discharge
points (e.g. industrial sources).
 Intrusion of saltwater from marine waters into coastal aquifers can result from over-pumping of wells
and reversal of groundwater flow directions from seaward to landward.
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Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface water systems, forest removal and
creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably accompany the increased development
that would occur under all alternatives. It is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on
surface water resources from these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.
The same factors that impact groundwater and surface water quality and availability can also affect water
supply. As described previously, changes in land use that reduces groundwater recharge, such as
development, soil compaction, or other soil-disturbing activities, can create impervious surfaces (and reduced
pervious surfaces) that prevent precipitation from recharging groundwater aquifers. Impacts of reduced
recharge can result in lower water tables and reduced base flow to surface waters. Point source and nonpoint source pollution are also major sources of water quality impacts resulting from changes in development.
Impervious surface areas are generally defined as those areas developed with artificial structures (e.g.,
pavement or buildings) that are covered by or constructed with impermeable materials. Impervious surfaces
can also include exposed soils compacted by urban development that inhibit water absorption. Impervious
surfaces can reduce natural infiltration and increase surface runoff by altering the pathways by which water
reaches adjacent or nearby waterbodies (USEPA, 2014). Stormwater that comes into contact with artificial
impervious surfaces has increased potential for exposure to pollutants such as pesticides, metals, organic
pollutants, and oil and grease (USEPA, 2014). The estimated number of impervious acre increases above the
existing 60,310 acres varies by alternative below.
Impacts to surface water and mitigation measures are also addressed more fully in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIS,
on pages 4-42 through 4-66.

36-2

The three non-bulleted paragraphs in Draft EIS Table 1.6-1 under water resources are described in further detail
in Section 4.3 – Water Resources. See revisions to Draft EIS Table 1.6-1 under water resources in Response to
Comment 36-1 to more clearly address surface water impacts in addition to the groundwater impacts described
therein. Note that no specific details regarding why the commenter believes they are inadequate are provided in
the comment.

36-3

See revisions to Draft EIS Table 1.6-1 in Response 36-1, and revisions to Section 1.7 (below) to more explicitly
state that there will be unavoidable impacts to surface water and groundwater. Impacts to quantity and quality
of surface water and groundwater are described in detail in Section 4.3. Furthermore, impacts to quantity and
quality of surface water to fish are further described in Draft EIS Section 4.4.
Amend Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS, Water Resources, as follows:
Impervious surface area would increase under all four alternatives based on projected growth. Measures
are currently in place to reduce the potential impacts associated with increases in impervious surface area
and additional measures have been identified within this section; however, increases in impervious surface
area would likely have some level of unavoidable impact on water resources. The potential degree of
impact on water resources would be dependent upon several factors, which could include where within a
subbasin the impervious surface area is located, the level of pollution that may be generated by the
impervious surface area (e.g., new road, driveway, and parking lot) and the effectiveness of stormwater
facilities in treating and detaining stormwater and mimicking the natural conditions that exist
pre-development (e.g., infiltration, groundwater discharge to surface waters, and surface water patterns).
As described in Section 4.3, it is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the impacts on surface water
resources from these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective strategy.

36-4

The Draft EIS describes existing goals, policies, and regulations intended to protect water resources that are
currently being implemented by local, state, and federal agencies. Addressing the effectiveness of plans and
policies is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS. Future development will be reviewed on an individual
project basis; effectiveness of these plans and policies is be determined by the agencies overseeing them.

36-5

See Response to Comment 31-6.

36-6

See Response to Comment 31-6. The impacts section currently describes potential impacts associated with future
development and population increase associated with water rights. Water rights are regulated on an individual
basis which is outside of the scope of this planning-level EIS. It should be noted that Whatcom County is initiating
an update of the Whatcom County Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP). The CWSP is a plan for public water
systems within a critical water supply service area which identifies the present and future needs of the systems
and sets forth means for meeting those needs in the most efficient manner possible. Please see
http://www.whatcomcounty.us/1035/Coordinated-Water-System-Plan-Update for more details.

36-7

The Draft EIS notes that the City of Lynden should continue working with Ecology to address water rights. Other
measures include updating water plans, new strategies to attain additional water rights, contracts, or changes to
UGAs until such matters are resolved. See page 4-241 of the Draft EIS.
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Potential impacts to stream and river channels associated with increased stormwater runoff, such as
aggradation, incision, and/or a less stable channel are described in Section 4.3. Assessing the effectiveness of
stormwater facilities at attenuating peak flows and pollutant loadings is outside of the scope of this planninglevel EIS. The Washington State Department of Ecology is responsible for updating plans and policies related to
stormwater (e.g., stormwater management manuals), and Whatcom County is responsible for adopting and
enforcing a consistent stormwater manual. These plans and policies include stormwater controls to be
implemented at a site-specific level including Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans and Temporary Erosion and
Sediment Control Plans.

Jorja Starr-Bishop
37-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers.

TAL Properties, Westpac Management, Cal and Bernetta Leenstra, and Mickey and Carloe Ghio
38-1

The comments on preferences on the Yew Street UGA are noted and forwarded to decision makers. Alternative 4
includes the Yew Street Urban Reserve as a possible UGA expansion area.

TAL Properties, Westpac Management, Cal and Bernetta Leenstra, and Mickey and Carloe Ghio
39-1

The comments are noted and forwarded to decision makers. The commenter cites this Ecology report 06-03-017
which is a general study of farmed fish and persistent organic pollutants. It does not mention Lake Padden:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/0603017.pdf.
An Ecology sampling document is here and relates to PCBs in Lake Padden and elsewhere:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/0803102.pdf. Publication Number 08-03-102.

Hearing Minutes
40-1

Please see Response to Comment 29-1.

40-2

Please see responses to Letter 18.

40-3

Please see Response to Comment 17-5.

40-4

The Draft EIS addresses compatibility with plans and policies and population, employment, and housing capacity
in sections 4.6 and 4.7. Please note that the City of Bellingham is responsible for land use within its city limits and
how it wishes to balance GMA goals regarding reducing sprawl and promoting urban growth as is Whatcom
County within its jurisdiction. Alternative 3 addresses an infill scenario whereas Alternative 4 considers the
possibility of both infill and UGA expansion. These alternatives consider housing variety.

40-5

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers.

40-6

The County is studying a range of population and employment growth. The County is not proposing to reduce its
acreage of industrial land. See Response to Comment 13-15.

40-7

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers.

40-8

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. Note that Alternative 4 tests greater
UGA boundaries with the intent for greater urban housing options.

40-9

Social policy and similar matters are not required discussion topics in an EIS (WAC 197-11-448). However, issues
regarding policy choices that implement GMA recommendations for physical activity and land use,
transportation, and parks that promote such activity are part of the Comprehensive Plan Update. Consistency
with Plans and Policies is addressed in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS. A purpose of designating resource lands such
as agriculture is related to having local food production which relates to the commenter’s topic, and addressed in
Chapter 2 and Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the Draft EIS.

40-10

For each environmental topic the Draft EIS provides existing conditions in the “affected environment.” See
Responses to Comment in 13 and 32 regarding the range of alternatives. Nonproject EIS documents have
flexibility in terms of the level of information and type of alternatives including analyzing alternatives that are not
formally proposed as follows (emphasis added):
197-11-442 Contents of EIS on nonproject proposals.
(1) The lead agency shall have more flexibility in preparing EISs on nonproject proposals, because there is
normally less detailed information available on their environmental impacts and on any subsequent project
proposals. The EIS may be combined with other planning documents.
(2) The lead agency shall discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the
nonproject proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In
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particular, agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing a
stated objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3)). Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at a
roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits (this does not require
devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each alternative).
(3) If the nonproject proposal concerns a specific geographic area, site specific analyses are not required, but
may be included for areas of specific concern. The EIS should identify subsequent actions that would be
undertaken by other agencies as a result of the nonproject proposal, such as transportation and utility
systems.
(4) The EIS's discussion of alternatives for a comprehensive plan, community plan, or other areawide zoning or
for shoreline or land use plans shall be limited to a general discussion of the impacts of alternate proposals for
policies contained in such plans, for land use or shoreline designations, and for implementation measures. The
lead agency is not required under SEPA to examine all conceivable policies, designations, or implementation
measures but should cover a range of such topics. The EIS content may be limited to a discussion of
alternatives which have been formally proposed or which are, while not formally proposed, reasonably
related to the proposed action.
Regarding Alternatives for the Bellingham UGA, Alternative 4 provides for potential expansion of Bellingham
UGA.

40-11

See Responses to Comment 5-1. Alternative 4 provides for potential expansion of Bellingham UGA.

40-12

See Response to Comment 40-10. Further the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS will be based on each local
government’s proposals and updated land capacity analysis as appropriate.

40-13

Market and fiscal analysis are not required discussion topics in an EIS (WAC 197-11-448). Please see the
discussion of housing in Responses to Comment 17-5.

40-14

See Response to Comment 13-11.

40-15

See Response to Comment 13-11 regarding housing. Taxes are not an EIS topic (WAC 197-11-448). However,
employment is a topic of the Comprehensive Plan and EIS. See Section 4.7 of the Draft EIS.

40-16

The County is updating the Economic Development Element and streamlining data and policies, but the overall
intent to support jobs is retained. The County and cities have allocated jobs to appropriately plan for such uses.
See Draft EIS Sections 4.6 and 4.7 regarding plans and employment capacity.
Water resources are addressed in Draft EIS Section 4.3 and water supply in Section 4.10.5. Agricultural land is
addressed in Chapter 2 and Section 4.6 of the Draft EIS.

40-17

As with all cities and the County, the City of Bellingham is required to define a level of service for transportation,
and adopt a concurrency process to ensure planned improvement are in place at the time of development or
within six years. The City has a transportation plan.

40-18

See Response to Comments 13-4 and 13-5 regarding the purpose of reviewing a range of alternatives. Regarding
housing, please see Response 13-11, and the capacity for single family development in Bellingham in Response
17-5.

40-19

See Responses to Comments 13-1(service extension and growth goals), 13-8 (agriculture zoning), 13-31 and 32-4
(Alternative 2 addressing continuation of rural growth trends), and 17-4, 30-1, and 33-1 (growth range).
SEPA affords a lead agency like Whatcom County flexibility in defining the No Action Alternative. (WAC 197-11442) As noted in the SEPA Handbook Section 3.3.2.1:
SEPA requires the evaluation of the no-action alternative, which at times may be more environmentally costly
than the proposal, or may not be considered "reasonable" by other criteria. Still, it provides a benchmark from
which the other alternatives can be compared.
The identification of a no-action alternative can sometimes be difficult. It is typically defined as what would be
most likely to happen if the proposal did not occur. If a rezone is proposed, what is the most likely
development on the site under existing zoning? If the proposal involves conversion of forestland to another
use, this can be compared to the impacts of continued use of the site for timber production.
There are other methods of defining the no-action alternative, such as "no new government action," or the
"lock the gate and walk away" scenario where all current activities are also ceased. As the SEPA Rules do not
define what the no-action alternative must look like, the lead agency has some discretion in its design.
Please note that annexation of UGAs and rezones of agricultural zones (not considered lands of long-term
significance) could occur with the present plan – Alternative 1 No Action.

40-20

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers.
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40-21

Market analysis, cost-benefit, economic analyses, etc. are not part of the EIS per WAC 197-11-448. The
distinction of Urban Reserves from UGAs is defined in the Comprehensive Plan and summarized in the Draft EIS
in Table 4.5-2.

40-22

The EIS provides environmental information. SEPA indicates other information can be considered:
197-11-448 Relationship of EIS to other considerations. (1) SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic, and other requirements and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. However, the environmental impact
statement is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects and considerations of a
decision or to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision makers. Rather,
an environmental impact statement analyzes environmental impacts and must be used by agency decision
makers, along with other relevant considerations or documents, in making final decisions on a proposal. The
EIS provides a basis upon which the responsible agency and officials can make the balancing judgment
mandated by SEPA, because it provides information on the environmental costs and impacts.
SEPA does not require that an EIS be an agency's only decision making document.

40-23

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. See Responses to Comment 13-15.

40-24

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. See Responses to Comment 40-16.

40-25

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. See Response to Comment 13-11.

40-26

Please see Responses to Comments 13-19 (agriculture in rural study areas and water use) and 31-7 (rural study
areas and rural character), 30-1 (growth rate), and 13-3, 13-5 and 17-1 (timing of Final EIS).

40-27

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers.

40-28

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers.

43-29

Economic analyses are not part of the EIS per WAC 197-11-448. However, as noted SEPA indicates other
information can be considered in decision-making processes.

40-30

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. Land capacity is addressed in Sections
4.6 and 4.7 of the Draft EIS. Infrastructure is addressed in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIS.

40-31

The comment is noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers.
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Comment Letter: 1

April 23, 2015

Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
Whatcom County Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
Re:

Whatcom County Draft EIS for 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Ecology SEPA 201501134

Dear Mr. Aamot:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and Urban
Growth Area Review. The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the Draft EIS and offers
the following comments.

Toxics Cleanup Program
Cris Matthews, Bellingham Field Office (360) 715-5232
The DEIS acknowledges concern for human health effects from naturally-occurring asbestos
in Swift Creek sediments (page 3-2, Sensitive watersheds).
The Nooksack UGA Critical Areas Comments (page 3-37) refer to a critical area along the
Sumas River within the UGA. The Options response is: “Critical areas within the UGA
should be protected through the critical areas ordinance and low impact development
standards where applicable.”
While Whatcom County’s critical areas ordinance and low impact development standards
address potential flooding and other natural hazards as physical risks, they do not account for
potential human health hazards presented by historic or possible future deposition of
asbestos-containing sediments in areas along the Sumas River. This includes areas within
incorporated areas and the UGAs for the Cities of Sumas and Nooksack, as well as areas
outside these UGAs. Past flooding events have resulted in sometimes significant over-bank
sediment deposition and asbestos concentrations on properties within the Sumas River
floodplain and the Swift Creek alluvial fan. This has been documented in several sampling
events, as described in the Swift Creek EIS adopted by Whatcom County in June, 2013.

1:1

Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
April 23, 2015
Page 2

1:1

And while critical areas ordinances and low impact development standards are good steps,
Ecology urges Whatcom County and other affected jurisdictions to take an inclusive look at
their comprehensive plan, zoning, infrastructure plans, and development regulations within
these areas and seek additional opportunities to reduce the risk of exposures to asbestoscontaminated sediment.

Water Resources Program
Kasey Cykler, Bellingham Field Office (360) 715-5222
The following statement on page 4-33 is not accurate: “The WRIA 1 Planning Unit is
beginning the preparation of a groundwater model to determine what effect groundwater
withdrawal would have on stream flow (WRIA 1 Planning Unit December 2014).” This
work is being done at the direction of the WRIA 1 Joint Board of Governments (WRIA 1
Joint Board).

1:2

The following statement on page 4-33 is not wholly accurate: “Water rights are problematic
in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA 1) in that many users lack water rights and the
seniority of the existing rights has not been established, administered, or enforced.”
The water rights shown in Table 4.10-36 for the City of Lynden should show Ecology’s
interpretation, rather than the city’s.
Please provide a full listing of the water rights and their respective quantities (both QA,
annual, and Qi, instantaneous) used to calculate these amounts shown in Table 4.10-36.
Please provide this information in acre-feet per year (AFY) for QA and cfs (cubic ft per
second) or gpm (gallons per minute) for Qi.
Pages 4-228+: Water rights are discussed in units of million gallons per day (MGD).
Although this is a standard way for treatment plants to discuss demand/flows, it is not a
standard way to discuss water rights and is difficult to interpret. Please redo water right
quantities in AFY and cfs/gpm units.
General comment: Water use within WRIA 1 may be subject to minimum instream flows or
may be unavailable (year-round or seasonally), in accordance with WAC 173-501.

1:3

Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
April 23, 2015
Page 3

If you have questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate
reviewing staff listed above. Thank you for considering these comments from the Department of
Ecology.

Alice Kelly
Regional Planner
Department of Ecology
Northwest Regional Office
cc:

Josh Baldi, Ecology
Doug Allen, Ecology
Cris Matthews, Ecology
Kasey Cykler, Ecology
Tammy Sacayanan, Ecology

Comment Letter: 2
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Comment Letter: 3

TechnicalMemoOutliningProposedChanges&CorrectionsforCityofBellinghamLandCapacityAnalysisfor
theWhatcomCountyComprehensivePlanDRAFTEIS.

CommentLetter:4
To:
GregAucuttͲAsst.Director,CityofBellinghamPCD
From: ChrisBeheeͲSr.GISAnalyst,CityofBellinghamPCD
Date: March31st,2015

ThismemodocumentschangesmadetoassumptionsandassociatedvariablevaluesintheWhatcomCountyLand
CapacityAnalysis(LCA)MSͲExcelsummaryspreadsheetfortheBellinghamUGA(City+UGA).Beginningwiththe
originalspreadsheetdatedDecember2013,thenarrativeoutlineschangesrecommendedbyCityofBellingham(COB)
staffinMarch2014,andagaininDecember2014.ThesechangesshouldbereviewedbyWhatcomCountystaffand
thenincorporatedintotheanalysisforthefinalEIS.

TheLCAdatedDecember2013showedBellinghamabletoaccommodate28,600peopleand23,318jobs.Modifications
tothemodelassumptionsmadebyCOBstaffinMarch2014changedthatcapacityto32,093peopleand23,950jobs.
Changeswereasfollows:theWaterfrontDistrictmarketfactorwaschangedfrom67%to50.79%tomatchtherecently
adoptedplannedactionordinance,phasingplan,andassociatedfinancialmodelassumptions.Thisresultedinanet
increaseof267housingunitsaccommodating323residents,andanadditional632jobsduringtheplanningperiod.The
DowntownSubareamethodologywaschangedfromahistorictrendmodeltoamodelbasedonspecificstaffͲidentified
opportunitysitesthatwerealreadythesubjectofproposedredevelopment,orwerejudgedtohavehighpotentialfor
redevelopment.AssumeddevelopmentintensitiesbasedonrecentlyadopteddevelopmentregulationsinDowntown
SubareaPlan(seeattachedopportunitysitesmap).TotalunitsestimatedforeventualbuildͲout(beyond2036)=5,200
to7,400units.Current(2014/2015)developmentactivity&inquiriessupportassumedrateofdevelopment.ForLCA
staffrecommendallocating52%ofmidͲrangebuildͲoutonidentifiedopportunitysitesduringthe2013Ͳ2036planning
period(3,300housingunits).Revisionresultsinanetincreaseof1,838housingunits,accommodating3,171residents.
4:1

AdditionalmodificationstothemodelassumptionsmadebyCOBstaffinDecember2014changedtheLCAcapacityto
32,921peopleand23,950jobs.Changeswereasfollows:DevelopablepropertiesintheunincorporatedUGAthathave
arangeofpotentialdensities(6Ͳ10,or6Ͳ12unitsperacrewereincorrectlyassignedmultiͲfamilyoccupancyandpersons
perhouseholdrates.Themodelassumestheseareasdevelopatthelowendofthedensityrange(6unitsperacre)
whichshouldbeassignedsinglefamilyoccupancyandpersonsperhouseholdrates.Inaddition,thesezonesallowupto
25%multiͲfamilyhousingformssoa25%fractionofthecapacitywereassignedmultiͲfamilyoccupancyandpersonsper
householdrates.Also,developablepropertiesinsidetheexistingcitylimitsintheproposedE8/E9subdivision(Cordata
area)andtheapprovedKingMtnPhaseIsubdivisionhavebeenassignedmultiͲfamilyoccupancyandpersonsper
householdrates(basedonzoningintheseareas).TheE8/E9subdivisionincludes171singlefamilyunits,andtheentire
KingMtnPhaseIsubdivision(119units)willbesinglefamilyaswell.Theoccupancyandpersonsperhouseholdratesfor
theseunitswerechangedinthemodel.Thetotalnetchangefortheseadjustmentswascapacityforanadditional828
residentsandachangeinthemixoffuturehousingtypesfrom25%SF/75%MFto33%SF/67%MF.

Note:IntheLCAspreadsheetforBellingham,onthe"LandCapacityDetail"tabthepercentSF/MFhousingbreakoutin
cellsI74toK74,andI75toK75shouldberemovedbecausesomecolumnshaveamixofSF/MFhousingtypesandan
accuratetabulationisdifficultgiventheformatofthetable(andthecurrenttabulationisreallyshowingpopulation).

Incorporatingthesechangesresultsinalandcapacitytotalof32,921peopleand23,950jobs.Comparedagainst
forecastdemandof35,918peopleand22,641jobsthereisaremainingshortfallinpopulationcapacityof2,997people
(Ͳ8.3%),andasurplusinemploymentcapacityof1,309jobs(+5.8%).

Comment Letter: 5

From: Aucutt, Gregory R. [mailto:gaucutt@cob.org]
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:15 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: DEIS comments

The language for the next several statements is misleading, as the city has not yet developed a UGA
boundary recommendation (discussion starting on 4/23 with a joint City Council Planning
Committee and Planning Commission meeting):
- Pg. 1 - 4: "Bellingham would accommodate its higher allocations through intensification of its
land use thorough upzones…"
- Pg. 2 - 15: "Under Alt. 3, Bham would adopt measures to increase growth capacity to fit
growth within present UGA…"
- Pg. 4-105: "Alternative 3 assumes all growth allocated to Bellingham would occur within
present UGA boundaries."
- Pg. 4-125: "In some communities the emphasis studies in Alternative 3 includes infill, such as
Bellingham and Ferndale, and in other the growth would likely be accommodated through a
combination of infill and UGA expansion measures…"
- Pg. 4-156: "However, Bellingham anticipates the development of urban village plans and
higher densities in newly-annexed areas and existing UGAs…. Nevertheless, there would be
a few UGAs that would be undersized if boundaries are unchanged: "Bellingham (though the
deficit could be reduced significantly if it enacts density changes)…"
Missing a word here:
- Pg. 4-141: "Several national suggest…"
Could you include a disclaimer of sorts here, stating something like: "This strategy is contingent on
the willingness of cities to enter into these agreements."?
- Pg. 4-184: "Proactive City Annexation of Growth Areas: The County would enter into
agreements that would expedite city annexation of growth areas, or county-controlled
urban islands, for which a city is providing services."
When will an EIS be finalized? It would be helpful/makes the most sense if it wasn't finalized until
after the cities have had a chance to finalize their UGA boundary recommendations and, hence, get
those folded into the FEIS.

5:1

5:2

5:3

5:4

Technical Memo Outlining Proposed Changes & Corrections for City of Bellingham Land Capacity Analysis for
the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan DRAFT EIS.
To:
Greg Aucutt - Asst. Director, City of Bellingham PCD
From: Chris Behee - Sr. GIS Analyst, City of Bellingham PCD
Date: March 31st, 2015
This memo documents changes made to assumptions and associated variable values in the Whatcom County Land
Capacity Analysis (LCA) MS-Excel summary spreadsheet for the Bellingham UGA (City + UGA). Beginning with the
original spreadsheet dated December 2013, the narrative outlines changes recommended by City of Bellingham (COB)
staff in March 2014, and again in December 2014. These changes should be reviewed by Whatcom County staff and
then incorporated into the analysis for the final EIS.
The LCA dated December 2013 showed Bellingham able to accommodate 28,600 people and 23,318 jobs. Modifications
to the model assumptions made by COB staff in March 2014 changed that capacity to 32,093 people and 23,950 jobs.
Changes were as follows: the Waterfront District market factor was changed from 67% to 50.79% to match the recently
adopted planned action ordinance, phasing plan, and associated financial model assumptions. This resulted in a net
increase of 267 housing units accommodating 323 residents, and an additional 632 jobs during the planning period. The
Downtown Subarea methodology was changed from a historic trend model to a model based on specific staff-identified
opportunity sites that were already the subject of proposed redevelopment, or were judged to have high potential for
redevelopment. Assumed development intensities based on recently adopted development regulations in Downtown
Subarea Plan (see attached opportunity sites map). Total units estimated for eventual build-out (beyond 2036) = 5,200
to 7,400 units. Current (2014/2015) development activity & inquiries support assumed rate of development. For LCA 5:5
staff recommend allocating 52% of mid-range build-out on identified opportunity sites during the 2013-2036 planning
period (3,300 housing units). Revision results in a net increase of 1,838 housing units, accommodating 3,171 residents.
Additional modifications to the model assumptions made by COB staff in December 2014 changed the LCA capacity to
32,921 people and 23,950 jobs. Changes were as follows: Developable properties in the unincorporated UGA that have
a range of potential densities (6-10, or 6-12 units per acre were incorrectly assigned multi-family occupancy and persons
per household rates. The model assumes these areas develop at the low end of the density range (6 units per acre)
which should be assigned single family occupancy and persons per household rates. In addition, these zones allow up to
25% multi-family housing forms so a 25% fraction of the capacity were assigned multi-family occupancy and persons per
household rates. Also, developable properties inside the existing city limits in the proposed E8/E9 subdivision (Cordata
area) and the approved King Mtn Phase I subdivision have been assigned multi-family occupancy and persons per
household rates (based on zoning in these areas). The E8/E9 subdivision includes 171 single family units, and the entire
King Mtn Phase I subdivision (119 units) will be single family as well. The occupancy and persons per household rates for
these units were changed in the model. The total net change for these adjustments was capacity for an additional 828
residents and a change in the mix of future housing types from 25% SF / 75% MF to 33% SF / 67% MF.
Note: In the LCA spreadsheet for Bellingham, on the "Land Capacity Detail" tab the percent SF/MF housing breakout in
cells I74 to K74, and I75 to K75 should be removed because some columns have a mix of SF/MF housing types and an
accurate tabulation is difficult given the format of the table (and the current tabulation is really showing population).
Incorporating these changes results in a land capacity total of 32,921 people and 23,950 jobs. Compared against
forecast demand of 35,918 people and 22,641 jobs there is a remaining shortfall in population capacity of 2,997 people
(-8.3%), and a surplus in employment capacity of 1,309 jobs (+5.8%).
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Technical Memo Outlining Proposed Changes & Corrections for City of Bellingham Land Capacity Analysis for
the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan DRAFT EIS.
Comment Letter:6
To:
Greg Aucutt - Asst. Director, City of Bellingham PCD
From: Chris Behee - Sr. GIS Analyst, City of Bellingham PCD
Date: April 21st, 2015
[NOTE: This memo is a revised version of DEIS comments previously submitted by the City in March of 2015. Subsequent
discussions between City & County staff have resulted in corrections to population figures totaling 5 people (32,921 to
32,926). This version should replace the previously submitted memo.]
This memo documents changes made to assumptions and associated variable values in the Whatcom County Land Capacity
Analysis (LCA) MS-Excel summary spreadsheet for the Bellingham UGA (City + UGA). Beginning with the original spreadsheet
dated December 2013, the narrative outlines changes recommended by City of Bellingham (COB) staff in March 2014, and
again in December 2014. These changes should be reviewed by Whatcom County staff and then incorporated into the
analysis for the final EIS.
The LCA dated December 2013 showed Bellingham able to accommodate 28,600 people and 23,318 jobs. Modifications to
the model assumptions made by COB staff in March 2014 changed that capacity to 32,093 people and 23,950 jobs. Changes
were as follows: the Waterfront District market factor was changed from 67% to 50.79% to match the recently adopted
planned action ordinance, phasing plan, and associated financial model assumptions. This resulted in a net increase of 267
housing units accommodating 323 residents, and an additional 632 jobs during the planning period. The Downtown Subarea
methodology was changed from a historic trend model to a model based on specific staff-identified opportunity sites that
were already the subject of proposed redevelopment, or were judged to have high potential for redevelopment. Assumed
development intensities based on recently adopted development regulations in Downtown Subarea Plan (see attached
6:1
opportunity sites map). Total units estimated for eventual build-out (beyond 2036) = 5,200 to 7,400 units. Current
(2014/2015) development activity & inquiries support assumed rate of development. For LCA staff recommend allocating 52%
of mid-range build-out on identified opportunity sites during the 2013-2036 planning period (3,300 housing units). Revision
results in a net increase of 1,838 housing units, accommodating 3,170 residents.
Additional modifications to the model assumptions made by COB staff in December 2014 changed the LCA capacity to 32,926
people and 23,950 jobs. Changes were as follows: Developable properties in the unincorporated UGA that have a range of
potential densities (6-10, or 6-12 units per acre were incorrectly assigned multi-family occupancy and persons per household
rates. The model assumes these areas develop at the low end of the density range (6 units per acre) which should be
assigned single family occupancy and persons per household rates. In addition, these zones allow up to 25% multi-family
housing forms so a 25% fraction of the capacity were assigned multi-family occupancy and persons per household rates. Also,
developable properties inside the existing city limits in the proposed E8/E9 subdivision (Cordata area) and the approved King
Mtn Phase I subdivision have been assigned multi-family occupancy and persons per household rates (based on zoning in
these areas). The E8/E9 subdivision includes 171 single family units, and the entire King Mtn Phase I subdivision (119 units)
will be single family as well. The occupancy and persons per household rates for these units were changed in the model. The
total net change for these adjustments was capacity for an additional 833 residents and a change in the mix of future housing
types from 25% SF / 75% MF to 33% SF / 67% MF.
Note: In the LCA spreadsheet for Bellingham, on the "Land Capacity Detail" tab the percent SF/MF housing breakout in cells
I74 to K74, and I75 to K75 should be removed because some columns have a mix of SF/MF housing types and an accurate
tabulation is difficult given the format of the table (and the current tabulation is really showing population).
Incorporating these changes results in a land capacity total of 32,926 people and 23,950 jobs. Compared against forecast
demand of 35,918 people and 22,641 jobs there is a remaining shortfall in population capacity of 2,992 people (-8.3%), and a
surplus in employment capacity of 1,309 jobs (+5.8%).
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Cc:
Subject:
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Matt Aamot
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Claire Miccio
Ferndale Comments on Wastewater Section of DEIS
Wednesday, March 11, 2015 4:34:49 PM
Jail Sewer tech memo9-6-13.pdf

From: Mark Personius
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 4:07 PM
To: Jack Louws
Cc: Tyler Schroeder; Suzanne Mildner; Matt Aamot
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

OK. Looks like the Ferndale WWTP Upgrade project description in the CEDS list should be revised to
read “Future plant expansion is required or a development moratorium will have to be considered in
2017-2018 2018-2019” . Plus we will amend the FEIS text to reflect the WWTP capacity constraints
and ensure that the WWTP Upgrade is included in the City’s Capital Facilities Plan as part of their
2016 CP Update.
From: Matt Aamot
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Mark Personius
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

From: Jori Burnett [mailto:JoriBurnett@cityofferndale.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:36 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

Matt – it looks to us like the matrix in the DEIS is correct but that the text is not wholly accurate.
We do not, today, have the capacity to meet the future demand through 2036. However we have
long-planned for the necessary capacity upgrades that will give us sufficient capacity in our sewer
treatment plant. The CEDS is roughly accurate – please see the technical memorandum (Page 11)
developed by our sewer consultants (Wilson Engineering) for the jail, in 2013. That memorandum
estimates that the City would reach flow capacity between 2018 and 2019.
The issue, of course, is whether or not the City has a significant new group of developments that
reduce our capacity more or less quickly.
Please let me know if you have additional questions. We are confident that the City will have
sufficient capacity through the time period, but we recognize (and have always recognized) that
during the time period we’ll need to expand.
From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:54 PM

7:1

To: Jori Burnett
Subject: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

Section 4.10.6, Wastewater (specifically pages 4-244 and 4-246).
From: Jori Burnett [mailto:JoriBurnett@cityofferndale.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

Matt- what section of the DEIS am I looking for?
From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 10:13 AM
To: Jori Burnett
Subject: Preliminary Draft CEDS Project List (Feb. 2015)

Hi Jori:
As you know, the WCOG was tasked with updating the CEDS, including the
project list (attached). Can you review the Ferndale “wastewater treatment
plan upgrades” projection on page PL-9. Is this consistent with the description
in the Draft EIS?
Thanks,
Matt

From: Bob Wilson [mailto:bob@wcog.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:06 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Cc: Tawni Helms; Suzanne Mildner
Subject: RE: Final Draft - CEDS document

The draft CEDS and Project List are attached, Matt.
Bob
From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 8:39 AM
To: Bob Wilson
Subject: Final Draft - CEDS document

Thanks Bob. Could you e-mail me a copy of the draft CEDS that you sent to the Executive’s Office?
Matt
From: Bob Wilson [mailto:bob@wcog.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 2:04 PM
To: Matt Aamot

Subject: RE: Timeline for Final CEDS document

Hi Matt:
I submitted it to Executive Louws on February 21 st . I'm not sure where the draft will be routed
before it goes to the Council for adoption, so you may want to touch base with Tawni Helms
and/or Suzanne Mildner.
Thanks again for all of your assistance in its preparation; I really appreciate it!
Bob
From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:48 AM
To: Bob Wilson
Subject: Timeline for Final CEDS document

Hi Bob:
Can you provide me with an update on the status of the CEDs?
Thanks,
Matt
From: Bob Wilson [mailto:bob@wcog.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 4:51 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: RE: Final CEDS document

Hi Matt:
Happy New Year. I'm still waiting on some of the jurisdictions to send me their list of projects,
which I had originally asked for by December 11 th but, not having received many by then, have
given them until tomorrow to get to me. (That sort of makes it sound like I have even a little bit
of control over them, which, of course, I don’t!) If I don’t have everyone’s by tomorrow I'll
cajole the slackers one more time.
As soon as I have all those projects I'll send the CEDS to you.
Bob
From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 11:09 AM
To: Bob Wilson (bob@wcog.org)
Subject: Final CEDS document

Hi Bob:

Do you have the final CEDS document yet? If so, can you e-mail it to me?
Also, when will it go to the County Council for approval?
Thanks,
Matt
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lisa Grueter
Matt Aamot
Claire Miccio
RE: DEIS - City of Ferndale - Review of Water and Sewer Sections
Monday, April 27, 2015 10:42:56 AM
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Thanks Matt,
Seems straightforward.
Lisa Grueter, AICP
206.493.2367 | DIRECT
www.berkconsulting.com
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From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 10:38 AM
To: Lisa Grueter
Cc: Mark Personius; Claire Miccio
Subject: DEIS - City of Ferndale - Review of Water and Sewer Sections

From: Jori Burnett [mailto:JoriBurnett@cityofferndale.org]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:32 AM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: FW: DEIS - City Review of Water and Sewer Sections

Good morning, Matt. Please see the comment from Mike Olinger, below in regard to the discussion
of water in the DEIS. I have not yet had a chance to read over the DEIS myself, but in this matter
Mike is certainly the expert. Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks – Jori (ps – I
think osmosis is spelled the way I spell it).
From: Mike Olinger
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Jori Burnett; Greg Young
Subject: RE: DEIS - City Review of Water and Sewer Sections

Jori,
I review the pages listed below and only have one change to page 4-232
In December 2011, Ferndale converted to a groundwater supply for its drinking water. Previous to
this, it purchased untreated water from PUD No.1 and treated it at its own water treatment plant.

In October 2014, Ferndale began blending water treated with a reverse osmoses and greensand
filtration system to treat its groundwater supply. The City no longer purchases water from PUD No.
1. The City of Ferndale provides water treatment and distribution to its service area.
Take out: using a nanofiltration
Replace: blending water treated with a reverse osmoses and greensand filtration

Thanks
Mike

From: Jori Burnett
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Greg Young; Mike Olinger
Subject: FW: DEIS - City Review of Water and Sewer Sections
Greg and Mike – Whatcom County is requesting that you go through the Whatcom County DEIS for
the Comprehensive Plan and take a look at the pages that Matt lists below. The deadline for
comments has been pushed back but if you can get me your comments by next Friday I would
appreciate it. I’ll also take a look and see if I spot any concern. The DEIS can be accessed here:
http://www.whatcomcounty.us/DocumentCenter/View/7062

From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 11:02 AM
To: Jori Burnett
Cc: Mark Personius
Subject: DEIS - City Review of Water and Sewer Sections

Hi Jori:
As mentioned at this morning’s meeting of the City/County Planner Group, we
are asking each city to take a close look at the water and sewer sections of the
EIS to ensure that these sections are accurate and up-to-date.
For Ferndale, we would request review of the following:
Water – Pages 4-227, 4-229, 4-230, 4-232 and 4-236.
Wastewater – Pages 4-241 through 4-244, 4-246 and 4-250.
Thanks,
Matt

From: Jori Burnett [mailto:JoriBurnett@cityofferndale.org]
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 10:21 AM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: DEIS

Matt – Can you guide me to the specific sections of the DEIS that you would like our PW Department
to review? I see Page 4-232 discusses Ferndale briefly and there are other pages as well. Is there a
section that I’m not seeing? Here’s the discussion on 4-232:
City of Ferndale The City of Ferndale’s 2010 Water System Plan addresses anticipated growth
through 2026. In addition to the Plan, Ferndale has developed demand projections through 2060.
Projections for 2036 were used in this analysis. Ferndale estimates that it will need to serve a
population of 19,531 in 2036. In December 2011, Ferndale converted to a groundwater supply for
its drinking water. Previous to this, it purchased untreated water from PUD No.1 and treated it at its
own water treatment plant. In October 2014, Ferndale began using a nanofiltration system to treat
its groundwater supply. The City no longer purchases water from PUD No. 1. The City of Ferndale
provides water treatment and distribution to its service area. The City of Ferndale 2010 Water
System Plan is an update to the 2006 plan. The plan indicates that the City has adequate water
rights and contracts in place to meet water system demands through its planning period of 2026. In
the plan, the City identifies water storage capacity and distribution system improvements that are
necessary to meet demand and fire-flow requirements. Ferndale experiences growth under all four
alternatives and the analysis shows that Ferndale is able to meet projected growth demands under
all four alternatives with available water supply.
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Comment Letter: 11

May 15, 2015
Whatcom County Planning Department
Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
To County Planning Director & Staff, County Planning Commission, and County Council,
On behalf of the Board of Directors and members of the Bellingham/Whatcom Chamber of Commerce
and Industry, we ask you to strongly consider the needs of a robust business community while adopting
the upcoming County Comprehensive Plan (along with the more timely Draft EIS for the document).
It is and has always been the Chamber’s prerogative to insist our local elected officials and policy makers
contribute to the creation and ongoing support of a community that is a great place to live, work and
play. To accomplish this, we must value the importance of our business climate as well as the
importance of our environment — and we shouldn’t sacrifice either for the other.
In the most recent draft EIS for the Comprehensive Plan, our community is presented with a 600 page
document that outlines environmental concerns and regulations with very little acknowledgment of the
impacts on the business community. A healthy business community is one that includes a diverse
accompaniment of industries, sectors and geographical locations.
In this county, we pride ourselves on our environmental awareness. We are not proposing to change
this attribute, but rather encourage all of you to have the same passion regarding our business
community — from our industries to our local “mom-and-pops.” The diversity of our community is one
of our greatest assets, and it is important that we protect the diversity of our business community as
well. Just as we want to protect the diversity of thoughts, ideas, and cultures throughout this
community, it is important to diversify our employment options. We can only do this by being willing to
have a conversation. So when you are adopting policies that will lead this community for decades,
please be willing to listen to all sides and seek out those perspectives.
We respect the time you have put into this and we want to make sure adequate time is provided to
review it. Chamber staff and other business organizations are working collaboratively to make sure this
review is thoughtful and timely.

119 N. Commercial St. Bellingham, WA 98225
PO Box 958 Bellingham, WA 98227
www.bellingham.com
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As the Chamber, we are committed to working towards building a community we all want, and doing so
while having a factually grounded dialogue with both the business community and our municipalities
and agencies.
Best Regards.

Guy Occhiogrosso
President & CEO
Bellingham Whatcom Chamber of Commerce & Industry

119 N. Commercial St. Bellingham, WA 98225
PO Box 958 Bellingham, WA 98227
www.bellingham.com
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Comment Letter: 13

Common Threads NW
A Non Profit Public Interest Organization

Whatcom County Planning Department
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham WA 98226
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

Attn: Matt Aamot:
Dear Mr Aamot:

Please enter our attached Commentary into the record on the DEIS of behalf of our
organization. We are registered with the state as a non-profit corporation.
We are made up of local organizations and individuals who are concerned with the
negative effects of over regulation in our corner of the state on economic vitality,
economic opportunities for businesses and individuals, and personal rights.
We also value the generally high level of environmental quality and natural resources in
our area, and acknowledge and support the need for planning and rules to help
conserve and protect these values. We do want the plans and rules to be reasonable,
clear, not in conflict with other, and to actually accomplish a valid public purpose.
Its common knowledge that our current “system” of overlapping, often arbitrary and/or
subjective rules and administration on land use and business often fails to meet this four
part test.
We engaged the local consulting firm Public Policy Perspectives to help us analyze the
DEIS and make these comments.
Please contact me if you have questions.

Dick Donahue, Chair

/s/ Dick Donahue
________________________________________

1200 Fairhaven Parkway, Suite 303, Bellingham WA 98225

Common Threads NW
a Non Profit Public Interest Organization
1200 Fairhaven Parkway, Suite 303, Bellingham WA 98225

May 15 2105
Commentary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for
The Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update
and
Urban Growth Areas Review
Decision makers are required to make GMA (Growth Management Act) compliant decisions as they review and
revise County and City Comprehensive Plans and Development Regulations. Adoption of the revisions is due
June 30, 2016. That means the entire task of the Draft EIS (EIS) is to provide decision makers with the
information they need to make the informed decisions they must make to satisfy the Act’s mandates.
Here is what the Washington State Growth Management Act requires per RCW 36.70A.130:
(3)(a) Each county that designates urban growth areas under RCW 36.70A.110 shall review, according to
the schedules established in subsection (5) of this section, its designated urban growth area or areas, and
the densities permitted within both the incorporated and unincorporated portions of each urban growth
area. In conjunction with this review by the county, each city located within an urban growth area shall
review the densities permitted within its boundaries, and the extent to which the urban growth occurring
within the county has located within each city and the unincorporated portions of the urban growth areas.
(b) The county comprehensive plan designating urban growth areas, and the densities permitted in the
urban growth areas by the comprehensive plans of the county and each city located within the urban
growth areas, shall be revised to accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in the county for the
succeeding twenty-year period. The review required by this subsection may be combined with the review
and evaluation required by RCW 36.70A.215.
1. Comment and Question:
The GMA requires that the infrastructure planned to accommodate growth be in place and ready to
accommodate growth within the 20-year timeframe a comprehensive plan addresses. This timeframe is not
reset when plans are updated. In Whatcom County’s case the original GMA compliant Comprehensive Plan was
not adopted until 1997, creating a first timeframe of 1997 through 2017. As both Hearings Boards and Courts at
all levels have cautioned cities and counties, plans made must be funded and executed.
This is a central issue the DEIS and FEIS must address; after all, if densities are not allowed, densities are not
permitted; capital facilities deficiencies mean accommodation of growth cannot take place. The hearings board
ŚĂƐƐƚĂƚĞĚ͕ΗdŚĞůĂĐŬŽĨĂĨƵůůǇĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĐĂƉŝƚĂůĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƉůĂŶŝƐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůƐŚŽƌƚĐŽŵŝŶŐоŝƚŝƐĂ
fatal legal defect in a comprehensive plan. It alone is sufficient cause for the Board to find that the land use
13:1
element and every other component of a plan violates the requirements of the Act. [Bremerton, 95-3-0039c,
FDO, at 77.]"
A valid EIS cannot be written absent an analysis of deficiencies (lack of infrastructure in place and ready to
accommodate urban levels of growth) in each city, each unincorporated UGA, and in the remainder of the
unincorporated county. The analysis must include the capital facilities and services required to accommodate
planned urban levels of growth, in terms of serving the various UGAs, but also to encourage that growth, by the
end of the original deadline here. In Whatcom County the deadline for infrastructure planned to accommodate
growth in the UGAs established in 1997 is 2017.

Public Policy Perspectives, Bellingham WA
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Question: Where is the GMA required analysis of existing capital facilities deficiencies (lack of infrastructure in
place and able to accommodate urban levels of growth in the original UGAs) currently existing in each city, each
unincorporated UGA, and in the unincorporated county?
2. Comment and Questions:
Also required as part of the review and update is the GMA requirement per 36.70A.130:
Comprehensive plans—Review procedures and schedules—Amendments. (1)(a) Each comprehensive
land use plan and development regulations shall be subject to continuing review and evaluation by the
county or city that adopted them. Except as otherwise provided, a county or city shall take legislative
action to review and, if needed, revise its comprehensive land use plan and development regulations to
ensure the plan and regulations comply with the requirements of this chapter according to the deadlines
in subsections (4) and (5) of this section.
In other words, when analysis is done and shortcomings found, the County and its cities are required to include
solutions in their planning documents before a compliant new plan can be adopted. If the cities have not done
their jobs in the original UGAs (provided the services necessary to assure urban levels of growth can be
13:2
encouraged), the Boards and Courts have found it is the county’s duty to accommodate urban growth.
In the unincorporated UGAs, it is solely the county’s job to assure that urban levels of growth can take place by
the end of the original planning periods, ie for Columbia Valley and for Birch Bay.
It appears that some large expanses of urban land meant to accommodate urban levels of growth are unable to
meet GMA requirements that growth be accommodate in UGA, particularly in Bellingham, due to highly
restricted regulations and lack of urban infrastructure. What are the environmental impacts of that failure to
achieve the planning approaches put forward in previous city and county Comprehensive Plans?
Question: Where is the mapping and discussion regarding the issue of the county’s and the cities’ failure to
encourage urban levels of growth in the UGAs by providing the services planned for and necessary to allow
urban levels of growth to take place?
3. Comment and Question:
Comprehensive Plans must be complete, enabled by appropriate rules as contained in codes, and consistent
with one another prior to final adoption. Current and past plans have relied extensively, and in violation of the
GMA, on the assumption that enabling legislation will be passed long after the actual plans are adopted. Much
of the failure of local plans has come as a result of that failure to assure plans are complete, consistent with one
another, and capable of being implemented on adoption, as is required by law.
Many of the approaches put forward in the DEIS assume future actions will be taken long after the adoption of
new plans and development regulations (for example, rural forestry lands in the Columbia Valley UGA may at
some point be rezoned to industrial and Bellingham may look into new Urban Villages).
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Question A: What are the environmental implications of assuming in an EIS that actions necessary to fulfill the
mandates of the law can be addressed at some time well after adoption of the plans and codes?
Question B: What are the consequences of A) if there is no political will to enact these assumed future actions?

Public Policy Perspectives, Bellingham WA
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4. Comment and Question:
On page 1 – 1 under “Purpose of Proposed Action”, the cooperative effort by the cities and the County is
pointed to, and the fact that this DEIS is to be usable by the cities in their efforts to meet GMA mandates is
stressed; in fact, the EIS was jointly funded for just that purpose.
On page 1 – 2 this DEIS says, the document’s purpose is to “…provide(s) the county, cities, public, and other
agencies with environmental information to be considered in the decision-making process…” and, “It also allows
residents, businesses, and other government agencies to Comment and Question on proposals and
alternatives.”
Cities are to have their proposals into the County in June or July 2015. City planning commissions are already
meeting to discuss their proposals. The County Planning Commission and staff are already well into drafting
revisions to the Comprehensive Plan; in fact, the full text of the proposed new plan is already up on the Planning
Commission website.
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However, due to the May 15 deadline for comment on the DEIS, there will be no opportunity for comment in the
context of the SEPA EIS process on any new proposals that deviate from the four contained in the DEIS, such as a
change in the population to job allocation ratio.
Question: How can this DEIS inform either the public or decision makers if key decisions are being made after
the comment period ends? How can the public provide informed input to decision makers today when
important information required is not provided until tomorrow?
5. Comment and Question:
On page 1 – 2 this DEIS rightly says, the document’s purpose is to “…provide(s) the county, cities, public, and
other agencies with environmental information to be considered in the decision-making process…” and, “It also
allows residents, businesses, and other government agencies to Comment and Question on proposals and
alternatives.”
Having said the function of an EIS is to provide information needed by decision makers, this EIS then takes the
decision making function into “its own hands.” Dozens of examples exist. Consider page 1-4 where, the
document declares, under alternative 2, “Two UGAs would expanded: Birch Bay and Nooksack.” Under
Alternative 3, “Bellingham would accommodate its higher allocations through intensification of its land use
through upzones…..etc.” and, UGAs would be expanded at Birch Bay, Lynden, and Nooksack.”
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These statements, repeated in one form or another throughout the DEIS (page 3-7 for example), amount to
inappropriate policy decisions by the writers of the DEIS. Bellingham has made no decision to support this
contention. Policy makers are supposed to make policy decisions; the writers and consultants creating an EIS
are supposed to provide the information needed to make informed policy decisions.
Policy decisions regarding GMA updates are supposed to be made by those charged with decision making for the
people of the County and cities, eg Planning Commissions, Councils, and others. Policy decisions are not
supposed to be made by planning staff or hired consultants, and most especially, policy decisions are not
supposed to be made in a way that herds decision makers through the corrals of information and opinion, and
then into the holding pens where they will be told which predetermined decisions they are to make.
Question: Where in this DEIS is data found to support, for example, the contention that Bellingham would
accommodate its higher allocations through intensification of its land use through upzones… etc. and, where is
Public Policy Perspectives, Bellingham WA
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analysis of the environmental impacts on the county if Bellingham chooses not to address its accommodation
responsibilities in that way?
6. Comment and Question:
The discussion of Alternative 3 (pages 1-16 and 1-17) inaccurately represents County Council Resolution 2014 –
013 in its "Impacts of each Alternative discussion". The Resolution deals only with a series of non-binding
population projections. Not one word in the resolution deals with “emphasis on infill,” how communities will
choose to deal with the accommodation of growth, nor some of the other items discussed under the Impacts of
13:6
Alternatives discussion.
The discussion is another example of the DEIS writers’ attempts to create policy rather than present alternatives
for policy makers to utilize in making informed decisions; referring to the resolution as containing this
information creates the illusion that the resolution actually addressed these matters.
Question: Where are any of the possible measures cities might choose to adopt to accommodate growth in their
jurisdictions discussed in Resolution 2014 – 013?
7. Comment and Question:
The required 2016 review of the Comp Plans of Whatcom County and its cities is supposed to disclose
information regarding the impact of previous Comp Plans on the ability of the Urban Growth Area’s ability to
capture growth. Once we’ve seen what has worked and what has not worked, we are to make adjustments
designed to help us do a better job and, apply the new approaches to our planning for our next twenty years of
growth.
The EIS relies mostly on purportedly discerning trends in growth 1990 – 2000 and 2000 – 2010. While the GMA
was passed in 1990 – 1991, the first GMA required Comprehensive Planning efforts in Whatcom County did not
begin to impact growth until the 1995, with the passage of plans like Bellingham’s Comprehensive Plan.
Whatcom County’s first GMA compliant plan was passed in 1997.
1995 – 2002: Bellingham adopts its Comp Plan and, seven years later begins a mandated review in conjunction
with a County review.
13:7
2002 – 2006: Bellingham, the smaller cities, and the County review and revise their Comp Plans.
2008: The County accomplishes its ten year review. For the most part the cities ignore the GMA requirement
that their Comp Plans be updated to be consistent with the County’s plan; The new County plan is adopted in
Nov. 2009.
2010 – 2014 – New County Comp. plan is adopted late in 2009 and begins to influence growth patterns
throughout the county.
The first U.S. Census to measure actual Urban Growth Area populations took place in 2010. OFM reports on
UGA populations annually.
The EIS “Shares of Population Growth by Growth Area” analysis (Table 4.7-2) lumps in 5+ years of growth not
affected by GMA planning (1990 – 1995 or ’97). The second segment ignores all of the five years of growth
that’s taken place since the last major update of the County Comprehensive plan.
As an example of the skewing of the growth data the writers of the DEIS chose to examine, the lowest
percentage of growth as a part of total county growth reported for Bellingham in the DEIS is 41.6%.
Examining Bellingham’s capture of growth since the last County Comp plan process (2009) it can be seen that
Bellingham has only captured 28% of all growth 2010 – 2014.
It is easy to see that very different conclusions regarding Bellingham’s performance under the new County Plan
would be drawn, if more recent growth data linked to new plans or lack of plans was considered.
Public Policy Perspectives, Bellingham WA
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Question: What are the environmental implications of ignoring the most recent 24% of Whatcom County’s
growth period under the GMA (and all of the experience since the 2009 County Comp Plan update) while
including as much as 35% (7 years) of the time frame that was pre-GMA (taking place prior to the County’s first
compliant Comprehensive Plan, 1997).
8. Comment and Question:
Page 2-14 contains Figure 2.5-5. The figure details the number of jobs to be accommodated under the four
Alternatives put forward in the DEIS. A note accompanying the charting says, “Alternative 4 models [predicts]
954 jobs on Lummi Nation land around I-5 and Slater Road between Bellingham and Ferndale, and 80 jobs on
the Lummi Reservation, where a mixed use marina is planned, in addition to the growth shown above.
This would appear to be an overt example of the desires of the EIS writers driving the data rather than of the
data determining likely environmental impacts and outcomes.
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Question: Why would 954 jobs magically appear on the Lummi land near I-5 only if Alternative 4 is adopted and
not under the other Alternatives? Will the Lummi Nation choose not to use the land if Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 are
adopted?
9. Comment and Question:
Page 2 – 16 of the EIS details land capacity implications of the various alternatives. Once again the impact of
Lummi Nation ownership of employment land is ignored save for Alternative 4. The EIS recognizes that 954 jobs
depend on the land the Lummi Nation owns near I-5.
Most of that land was formally controlled by Bellingham. Bellingham, under Alternative 3, is said to have an
excess land capacity of 677 jobs. Because the Lummi Nation now controls this land, formerly controlled by
Bellingham, Bellingham’s capacity has been reduced by 954 job meaning Bellingham’s actual capacity should be
recorded as a negative 277 jobs.
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Question A: Because the Lummi Nation now controls said lands near I-5 in the Bellingham UGA, why isn’t that
fact reflected in the capacity supply for Bellingham, no matter which alternative is chosen.
Question B: The Lummi nation have provided the County with testimony that its zoning does not match their
zoning, and that the Lummi have authority over their lands, not Whatcom County or Bellingham. Why is
Bellingham/Whatcom zoning being used on lands owned by Lummi in the Bellingham UGA?
10. Comment and Question:
Aside from the footnotes dealing with the Lummi Nation as a jobs creator at I-5 and Slater, the Lummi Nation is
virtually ignored in the EIS. A significant percent of the county’s population consists of members of the Lummi
Nation, and the Nation has become an economic powerhouse in recent years as an employer.
13:10
Question: Where is the data required to assess the Lummi and Nooksack nations in terms of their impact on the
economic, social, and environmental life of Whatcom County contained in the EIS?
11. Comment and Questions:
A discussion of “Land Capacity by Alternative,” is offered on page 2 – 15 of the EIS. A capacity analysis is offered
(Table 2.5-4). The capacity analysis is inadequate because it only compares capacity under the four alternatives
to Growth Levels selected for examination. For example, Bellingham is said to have a deficiency of 7,318
persons of its assigned growth under Alternative 3. But residents expected to arrive over the next 20 years
represent only a portion of the housing need in Bellingham.
Public Policy Perspectives, Bellingham WA
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The GMA requires, for example, analysis of a variety of housing needs, per RCW 36.70A.070:
(2) A housing element ensuring the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods that: (a)
Includes an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs that identifies the number of
housing units necessary to manage projected growth; (b) includes a statement of goals, policies,
objectives, and mandatory provisions for the preservation, improvement, and development of housing,
including single-family residences; (c) identifies sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to,
government-assisted housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured housing, multifamily
housing, and group homes and foster care facilities; and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing
and projected needs of all economic segments of the community.
13:11
Bellingham’s Consolidated [housing] Plan points to a total of 4,451 households facing “severe housing cost
burdens” in the city. The plan also points to housing needs for other segments of the community including the
homeless, overcrowded households, and a general lack of affordability throughout the community.
No jurisdiction by jurisdiction analysis of housing deficiencies (housing needs that must be addressed before the
need to house future populations is even considered) appears to have been considered, created, or provided to
inform this EIS. Bellingham has also been shown to have an extremely low vacancy rate for housing of all kinds
widely considered to represent an unhealthy housing market.
The County Wide Planning Policies put forward a number of requirements regarding affordable housing. Among
them: “Low income housing shall no be concentrated in only a few communities or neighborhoods.”
Question A: A reasonable EIS must ask the question, “If not one single person moved to Whatcom County over
the next twenty years, what would have to be done to correct existing deficiencies? How many housing units
and at what economic levels must they be? How much buildable land for employment do we need for the
existing and planned for residents?
Question B: How many more units of housing of the various types called out for analysis by GMA must be
developed in each city and county jurisdiction just to address existing deficiencies. What are the environmental
implications in terms of not providing sufficient buildable land necessary to address present deficiencies, in
addition to accommodating future growth?
Question C: How many units of housing are required in each jurisdiction just to bring the housing vacancy rate of
today in each market area into balance with the vacancy rate assumed in the County’s land capacity analysis for
those jurisdictions? Also, what are the environmental implications of a failure to maintain an adequate vacancy
rate in each jurisdiction? (Sprawl, long commutes, etc.)
Question D: What has each jurisdiction determined a healthy vacancy rate to be for available rental housing
(Single Family and Multi Family) and for available owner occupied housing? What are the environmental
implications of a too low vacancy rate?
12. Comment and Question:
GMA RCW 36.70A.070 requires cities and counties consider:
…preservation, improvement, and development of housing, including single-family residences; (c)
identifies sufficient land for housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted housing, housing
for low-income families, manufactured housing, multifamily housing, and group homes and foster
care facilities; and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic
13:12
segments of the community.
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Question: How does this joint city/county DEIS account for, on a UGA by UGA basis, the housing needs of each
segment of the community, as required by the GMA, and what are the environmental considerations (sprawl,
increased greenhouse gas emissions, etc.) of a failure to assure the provision of adequate housing supplies for
each economic segment of the community?
13. Comment and Questions:
This DEIS is supposed to also be the DEIS utilized by Whatcom County’s cities. As such it is supposed to be based
on agreed upon data. Testimony by the City of Bellingham points to land capacity analysis differences between
Bellingham and the County’s capacity analysis. As the City also pointed out, the city’s Planning Commission has
yet to even make recommendations regarding how the city will accommodate growth. The City and the County
are using different capacity analysis in their deliberations. The City’s analysis was sent to the County in early
2014.

13:13
Question A: What are the environmental implications in terms of dispersion of population and employment for
the cities and the county use of different capacity information to arrive at conclusions about UGA sizing, rural
area standards etc? Can this EIS function as a common EIS for both cities and counties if the jurisdictions
disagree about fundamental data points used in the document?
Question B: If this EIS is a joint EIS usable by both cities and the county in decision making, why does a city like
Bellingham have to submit testimony criticizing the EIS for attempting to be a policy setting document rather
than an informational document? How are the citizens of Bellingham to use this document for comment on the
Bellingham public process?
14. Comment and Question: The whole purpose of this EIS process is to provide the information regarding the
environmental impacts of various approaches to growth necessary to allow informed decision making as the
county and its cities update their Comprehensive Plans.
Regarding employment, the GMA requires, per RCW 36.70A.070:
“(7) An economic development element establishing local goals, policies, objectives, and provisions for
economic growth and vitality and a high quality of life.”
And 36.70A.115:
Comprehensive plans and development regulations must provide sufficient land capacity for
development. Counties and cities that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall ensure
that, taken collectively, adoption of and amendments to their comprehensive plans and/or development
regulations provide sufficient capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions to
accommodate their allocated housing and employment growth, including the accommodation of, as
13:14
appropriate, the medical, governmental, educational, institutional, commercial, and industrial facilities
related to such growth, as adopted in the applicable countywide planning policies
and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from the office of financial management.
An Economic Development Element is not optional once a Comprehensive Plan already contains such an
element, such as Whatcom County’s. Only a broad brush analysis of jobs land capacity is provided in the
city/county Land Capacity Analysis (LCA). Land supplies are delineated, but no analysis of the kinds of economic
activity, city by city, allowed on those lands, is provided for in the EIS.
Question A: City by city and UGA by UGA, what is the projected need for each of the economic sectors called out
by the GMA calculating in both existing deficiencies and, future accommodation requirements.
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Question B: Is an adequate supply of properly zoned and actually buildable land available to meet economic
needs for the 20 year life of the plan? What, if any deficiencies exist in each jurisdiction; what are the
environmental implications of failing to address deficiencies that may exist?
15. Comment and Question:
The GMA calls County Wide Planning Policies (CWPP), already adopted by the County and all cities, “the
framework” upon which a Comprehensive Plan is constructed. The Growth Management Hearings Board,
Washington State courts and other decisions emphasize that words like must, shall, etc. contained in CWPPs
impose an imperative on both cities and counties.
CWPP I – 3 requires that industrial land designations in both cities and in the county “must” not only provide
sufficient land for development within the 20 year life of the plan but, “must” also provide for lands “…sufficient
13:15
to permit the concentration of industry in appropriate locations beyond 20 years.
CWPP E – 3 requires that at Cherry Point, “Additional large scale development shall be encouraged,” yet Cherry
Point has only a 61 job capacity to accommodate growth beyond the 20 year horizon.
Question: While the EIS points to the requirement that industrial land supplies must be planned to provide
supplies beyond the 20 years of the 2016 plan, the EIS does not appear to account for that need in its capacity
analysis. How much additional land supply in each county jurisdiction is required to meet CWPP requirements
that Industrial supplies be planned for “beyond” 20 years?
16. Comment and Question:
Regarding the “Suitability Analysis” segment of the EIS, the “Biodiversity” analysis relies on studies accomplished
by Conservation Northwest (CN); a well-known political activist organization. The methodology utilized to
determine the presumed biodiversity characteristics utilized in the EIS is described in an available CN report.
However, the DEIS states that the actual data used to arrive at conclusions as well as information about how the
data was actually utilized to arrive at those conclusions is "…stored on a hard-drive at CN’s Bellingham office.
Direct access to the database is limited, due to license agreements signed between the author of this report and 13:16
various natural resource agencies who oversee the location and distribution of species presence records in
Washington State."
Question: How can informed comment be made regarding the purported biodiversity characteristics of an area
if the data used in the EIS to "determine" those characteristics is closely held (unavailable to the public) by an
activist organization dedicated to influencing public policy on the very issues being discussed by the EIS?
17. Comment and Question:
Page 3-6 purports to analyze Bellingham’s water and sewer service areas. The analysis contains a misstatement
in terms of the former Geneva UGA. County Comprehensive Plan policy 2U – 11 unequivocally removed both the
Hillsdale and Geneva unincorporated UGAs from the Bellingham UGA inventory at the expiration of the year
2012. While Hillsdale is still in the city’s water service area it is no longer a UGA.
If the 2012 removal of Geneva and Hillsdale from the Bellingham UGA was not considered in the Bellingham land
capacity analysis then the entire EIS is invalidated due to the dominant role Bellingham has in the entire
13:17
county’s ability to accommodate growth.
Question: Was the removal of the Geneva and Hillsdale UGAs, as required by adopted policy, considered in
developing the DEIS?
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18. Comment and Question:
The Suitability Analysis is in outright error in declaring that various UGAs are adjacent to designated Resource
Lands (ag, forest, and mineral), but have no such resource lands within them. Ferndale, Lynden, Everson, Sumas,
and Columbia Valley all contain designated and zoned resource lands of long term commercial significance
within their boundaries. None have the transfer of development rights programs in place that would allow
resource lands inside a UGA. GMA makes no provision for pretending lands of long term commercial significance
may be contained inside a UGA as “holding zones.” GMA says growth must be “encouraged” inside of UGAs!
Question: What are the environmental consequences of discouraging growth inside several UGAs in the county
by restricting growth through designation of resource lands?

13:18

19. Comment and Question:
Because designated resource lands in UGAs are assumed to be available for growth under the law, the lands
must be rezoned at some point to allow that growth. Such a rezone will reduce the acreage of land dedicated to
resource lands.
Question: What are the environmental consequences of reducing the acreage of designated resource lands?
20. Comment and Question: The county will be required to remove designated Ag resource lands from the
UGAs containing them unless the lands are zoned for urban uses, or a TDR program complete with sending areas
is negotiated and put in place between the county and the various cities prior to adoption of the 2016
Comprehensive Plan.
Question: What are the environmental consequences of removing Ag and other resource lands of long term
commercial significance from the UGAs containing them?
21. Comment and Question:
Studies show that agriculture, especially berry and dairy, represents one of Whatcom County’s largest
13:19
consumers of water. The DEIS points to the potential for adding thousands of acres of new land to the AG zones
of the county. The DEIS does not appear to address the potential need for new water resources to serve that AG
land.
Question: What are the potential or probable impacts on the water resources of Whatcom County of adding
those thousands of acres of new land to the AG zones of the county?
22. Comment and Question:
No data nor comment appears to be provided regarding deficiencies in Bellingham’s ability to provide planned
for public infrastructure inside the city but, also in the unincorporated UGAs within the “non-rolling” original 20
year timeframe, ie 1997 to 2017. Hearings Boards and other legal entities have warned cities and counties about
this requirement for years, in their decisions.

13:20

Bellingham and Whatcom County have a joint obligation, under law, to assure that urban services, with minor
exceptions, are available throughout the entire UGA and that growth planned for in 1997 can take place by
2017. If infrastructure cannot be provided, it is the County’s obligation to provide other options to assure that
planned urban levels of growth can take place inside of unincorporated UGAs. The same is true of the county’s
other city like UGAs, Birch Bay and Columbia Valley.
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Question A: Does this EIS address deficiencies needed to allow previously planned for growth to occur?
Question B: What are the environmental impacts of not having the capacity to provide for already planned for
growth and then planning for additional growth on top of that?
23. Comment and Question
Throughout the Suitability Analysis section of the EIS, the “options” discussion speaks to “reserving” portions of
growth allocations, keeping UGAs in place until adequate capital facilities planning is in place, and other options.
This policy would allow the cities and the county to continue business as usual until some, as of yet, unknown
formal action takes place to make the plan we adopt today compliant in the world of tomorrow.
The GMA does not allow counties and cities to plan based on acknowledging the plan adopted today is flawed 13:21
but will be fixed in the future. The Whatcom County plan (including for their two UGA areas), once adopted in
2016, must be fully complete and must have strategies and requirements to be realized within the 20 year
framework it purports to address. The plan adopted today cannot perpetuate existing deficiencies.
Question: What are the environmental consequences, including but not limited to potential sprawl, of assuming
a plan that is not fully complete will be adopted in 2016, perhaps fixed later.
24. Comment and Question:
The EIS discusses carbon emission issues at length as well as county and city targets for reducing emissions. At
the same time, the assumptions the DEIS is based on assume that all Alternatives assume population growth will
be dispersed, while jobs growth will mostly take place in Bellingham.
13:22
Question: What are the environmental impacts, including but not exclusive to transportation caused pollution,
associated with the dispersion of population growth throughout the county combined with the concentration of
economic growth within the City of Bellingham?
25. Comment and Question:
The capture of total growth percentages reported in Table 4.7-2 represent a complete disconnect when
compared to population growth actually occurring 2010 – 2014. For example, Bellingham captured only about
28% of total growth 2010 – 2014, while Ferndale and Lynden are capturing in excess of 20% each of the entire
county’s growth. Using part of the approach put forward in the EIS, it can be seen that since the year 2000
Bellingham is only capturing 39.6% of the county’s population growth (2000 – 2014).

13:23
Question A: What are the environmental implications of assigning growth allocations to cities that are grossly
out of step with what is actually happening in the County since the last, 2009 update of the County Comp. Plan?
Question B: What are the environmental consequences of allocating more population and jobs to the cities,
including Bellingham, while assuming no significant changes to Bellingham’s plan to increase its capture rate to
levels achieved in the past?
26. Comment and Question:
The City of Lynden water rights issue, as described in the EIS, only reports on Lynden’s take on the
dispute. Ecology has submitted comments, essentially saying the EIS should assume Ecology's take on the issue
should be reflected in the plan. To plan effectively decision makers should be exposed to both sides of the
discussion so they have the context necessary to make an informed rather than a guided decision.

13:24
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Question: Shouldn’t both sides of the water rights issue be analyzed and reported upon in the EIS? What are
the environmental implications should either side prevail?
27. Comment and Questions:
The Cherry Point UGA is in close proximity to three population centers (UGAs): Birch Bay, Blaine, and
Ferndale. Based on actual capture of growth since the last update and review of the various Comp. Plans, the
combined populations of Birch Bay, Blaine, and Ferndale are under-allocated for employment.
Because of its proximity to these UGAs and its status as a major industrial center Cherry Point is a logical place to
focus on for jobs growth.
If future growth in Whatcom County follows the trends of the past ten years, Ferndale and Birch Bay will capture
significantly more population growth than is allocated to them; Bellingham will capture significantly less growth,
well under its population targets.
13:25
Given the CWPP’s calling for planning for industrial expansion beyond the twenty year horizon and the
demonstrated lack of capacity at Cherry Point it seem the Cherry Point UGA should be a prime candidate for
expansion.
Question A: Does a purported excess capacity of only 61 jobs at Cherry Point meet CWPP requirements that
expansion capacity beyond the 20 year planning horizon be provided for?
Question B: What are the environmental implications of not providing for employment growth consistent with
actual population growth in and near rapidly growing UGAs, while projecting for employment growth well
beyond actual population growth in urban areas like Bellingham?
28. Comments and Questions:
The GMA spends more time discussing the need for a healthy rural character than it does on almost any other
issue. “Opportunities to both live and work in rural areas” are to be provided. Rural areas of the county are
those areas under county control that are not designated agricultural, mineral resource, or forest lands though
the use of rural lands for agriculture or forests cannot be forbidden. The county then has an obligation to assure
opportunities to live and work in rural areas is provided meaning an adequate supply of land to support those
opportunities must be provided.

13:26
Question A: The EIS supports extensive conversion of rural lands to other uses, especially designated AG
lands. What are the environmental impacts of a too tight supply of rural lands?
Question B: Where is the discussion of the various land supplies available in the rural lands of the county in
terms of their adequacy to allow the county to achieve GMA goals and other requirements providing for a
traditional rural lifestyle?
29. Comments and Questions:
Most of the cities and many of the rural fire districts have LOS standards for fire and emergency response times.
By way of example Bellingham’s response time is met in less than 10% of the city segments analyzed in a recent
report by the fire department due to long travel times from fire stations remote from the areas they must serve.
The EIS is completely inadequate in measuring fire and emergency response times as it relies on WSRB ratings
or, worse, lack of data to determine adequacy. Fire and emergency response for Whatcom County should be
judged on achieving adopted LOS levels where they exist not on a standard that satisfies the state’s insurance
companies.

13:27
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Question A: Why weren’t LOS standards adopted by each jurisdiction in the County used to determine whether
or not fire and emergency services are being provided at appropriate levels?
Question B: How do the various districts and jurisdictions measure up to their adopted LOS standards for fire
and emergency response?
Question C: What capital facilities needs for fire and emergency services are revealed when actual LOS
standards are used and what are the environmental consequences of failing to provide services at those levels?
30. Comment and Question:
Whatcom County Parks has a surplus acreage of nearly 12,500 acres over the Level of Service (LOS) called out in
the Comprehensive Plan. Roughly 12,000 acres of park land consists of resource lands, most of that forest lands
of long term commercial significance. The Parks department not only has not developed harvest plans for those
12,000 acres, it has indicated the lands are not intended to ever be utilized as required by law. Newly planted
13:28
forests are important carbon sinks while old growth forests slowly become carbon contributors to the
atmosphere.
Question: What are the environmental implications of effectively withdrawing about 12,000 acres of land from
the lands set aside under Growth Management law to support the long term health of the Whatcom County
forest industry?
31. Comment and Questions:
The EIS is almost completely silent regarding Whatcom County’s forest resource lands of long term commercial
significance, despite the emphasis the GMA puts on assuring adequate attention has been paid to establishing
and preserving those forests for harvest, ie “working forests”.
Question A: How many acres of forest lands of long term commercial significance are now available for use in
Whatcom County?

13:29

Question B: How many acres has the county determined are needed to support the industry? The County has
adopted a goal of 100,000 acres for commercial ag.
Question C: If a serious shortfall in the number of acres of forest lands of long term commercial significance
exists, what are the environmental implications?
32. Comments and Questions:
Mineral Resource lands are among the most important of all the resource lands in terms of the everyday life of
the people of Whatcom County. They are also the most limited of the three types. Housing affordability, land
use patterns, and the vitality of the economy are all reliant on adequate supplies, especially sand and gravel. As
with forest resource lands, the EIS gives short shrift to the GMA required examination and protection of mineral
resource lands.

13:30
Question A: What is the likely demand for the major mineral resources over the next twenty years?
Question B: Are the lands set aside as mineral resource lands of long term commercial significance adequate to
serve the needs of Whatcom County, and to meet the requirements set out in the Comprehensive Plan goals
and policies for mineral resource lands?
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Question C: For purposes of preventing environmental degradation, among other concerns, the County Comp
Plan requires that 50% of MRL lands be located within ten miles of UGAs. Are sufficient lands to fulfill that need
for the next twenty years in the inventory?
Question D: What are the environmental implications, including employment and transportation, of an
inadequate supply of mineral resources lands during the next 20 years, in place and located in proximity to
Urban Growth Areas as is called out in the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan?
33. Comment and Questions:
An analysis of housing trends over the 18 years in Whatcom County indicates a good deal of the housing
capacity in the county has been created in the county’s older “recreational housing” areas; housing once
supplying the recreational market has been converted to permanent housing. This was largely due to the lack of
affordable housing, especially in Bellingham.
Housing units and vacant lots formerly serving the recreational marketplace are typically at a long distance from
cities, and are poorly served by the shopping, employment opportunities, and other services full time
households require. That means long commutes and long commutes mean large carbon footprints. Examples
of the many areas long considered to be mostly recreational areas that have been converted to full time housing
include Glenhaven, Sudden Valley, Columbia Valley, and Birch Bay.
13:31
Cities like Bellingham have benefitted by not having to build infrastructure; they have been able to avoid
encouraging growth in their UGAs by shifting growth they once captured to formerly recreational areas and rural
areas.
Comparison of data from the 2008 Comp Plan process indicates the conversion of recreational housing to full
time housing is drying up as a source of housing for new populations arriving in Whatcom County.
Question A: What are the environmental implications of consuming our one time recreational housing units by
converting them to full time housing, especially but not limited to the county’s carbon footprint?
Question B: What are the environmental impacts if the conversion of recreational developments to full time
residential use is no longer possible due to lack of supply?
Question C: What are the likely impacts on the Whatcom County, in terms of jobs and transportation, of the
conversion of onetime recreational areas into full time housing areas?
Question D: On housing issues in general, why has the DEIS ignored the valuable information and ideas in the
detailed “County-wide Housing Affordability Taskforce” (CHAT) report? This report was completed in 2008 with
diverse community input and at considerable public expense by Bellingham and the County.
34. Comment For All Action Alternatives:
The DEIS, on page 1-2 states, "...allows residents, businesses, and other government agencies to comment on
proposals and alternatives." This comment is a request to improve all of the action alternatives and supported
by Section I of the County Wide Planning Policies.
One of the most important components missing from this DEIS is a suitability analysis as to which lands around
the Cherry Point Industrial Urban Growth Area would be best suited for inclusion as part of the Cherry Point
UGA in the near future, 5 to 40 years out.
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CWPP Policy I-2 states, "New business development and expansion of existing businesses are key factors in
providing “family wage” jobs and a strong tax base. Economic development that pays family wage rates should
be encouraged. Industrial land designations must be sufficient to permit the concentration of industry in
appropriate locations beyond 20 years. In order to attract new industry and provide for expansion of existing
industries, the county and the cities will designate land supply of sufficient size and diversity to provide a range
of suitable locations for industrial development. The designation of this land shall be established in a way that
preserves natural resource based industries and critical areas. "
A recent study by Econ Professor Hart Hodges et al demonstrates that Cherry Point is one of the County’s
biggest suppliers of both family wage and living wage jobs while strengthening the tax base greatly.

13:32

Cherry Point has special requirements for project proposals, such as a minimum project master site plan size of
160 acres and secondary size of 40 acres. Additional lands around the Cherry Point UGA should be identified
that would fulfill CWPP I-2 and offer increased opportunity for primary uses that do not require direct access to
deep water, such as "large scale high technology businesses" and secondary uses complimentary to primary
uses.
The FEIS, as part of the preferred alternative and all of the DEIS action alternatives, should identify UGA Reserve
lands, or the adoption of a Long Term Planning UGA designation that provides all needed analysis and policy
support to include new lands into the Cherry Point UGA for at least 10 to 20 years beyond the GMA required 20
years.
Cherry Point is extremely important to job creation and retention in Whatcom County and has NO resource
lands located adjacent to it, is very close to the Ferndale, Birch Bay, and Blaine UGA areas, has rail and state
highway access, and must be protected now and into the future.
Question: Why does the DEIS ignore the 2014 study “Employment at Cherry Point” by Professors Hart Hodges of
WWU and Bill Beyers of UW. It contains valuable current information and analysis on employment patterns etc.
-end-
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Comment Letter:16
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Matt Aamot
Lisa Grueter
Kevin Ramsey
FW: Draft EIS - Non-UGA water purveyor, 30 year growth projections
Wednesday, March 11, 2015 10:28:01 AM
Whatcom CompPlan DRAFT EIS Water Purveyors UGA-NonUGA Growth 3-11-15 eb.xlsx

Do you have any comments on this?

From: Ellen Baker [mailto:orion@telcomplus.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:41 AM
To: Matt Aamot; Mark Personius
Cc: Jan Eskola GWD
Subject: RE: Draft EIS - Non-UGA water purveyor, 30 year growth projections

I took a moment to run up a quick comparison spreadsheet of UGA and Non-UGA purveyor growth
based on those alternatives - it’s very interesting. The non-UGA purveyor growth projections are
16:1
extremely low compared to cities and UGA’s. Let me know if that looks correct.
Thanks again,
Ellen

From: Ellen Baker [mailto:orion@telcomplus.net]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:08 AM
To: 'Matt Aamot'
Cc: 'Mark Personius'; Jan Eskola GWD (glacierwater@wildblue.net)
Subject: RE: Draft EIS - errata or comment? / Glacier Water District

Thanks for the reply, Matt. I’ll assume that our district’s capacity is included in the “Non-UGA
Water Purveyors” line, then? All associations are included as well - in the line that begins with Alt 1.
No Action, DU 716... Would that be correct?
I’m participating on the WUCC/CWSP process - just want to understand what the figures relay about
growth - percentage/ratio-wise.
Ellen

From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:29 AM
To: Ellen Baker
Cc: Mark Personius
Subject: Draft EIS - errata or comment? / Glacier Water District

Hi Ellen:
In the EIS, there are growth projections for individual water purveyors when
they provide service to an urban growth area (UGA). Rural water purveyor
capacity for growth and ability to provide water will be addressed through the
Coordinated Water System Plan process, where there is more interaction with
individual purveyors.
Matt

From: Ellen Baker [mailto:orion@telcomplus.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 4:00 PM
To: Becky Boxx
Subject: RE: Draft EIS - errata or comment?
Importance: High

I don’t know if this would be an official comment or an “errata” - but I think Glacier Water District
was inadvertently deleted from the list of water purveyors shown on Page 9 of Appendix G.
Perhaps you can pass this note along to Matt Aamot.
Thanks!
Ellen Baker, Glacier Water District commissioner
599-2544

From: Becky Boxx [mailto:rboxx@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Becky Boxx
Subject: Draft EIS

Notice of Availability and Public Hearing
Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and
Urban Growth Areas Review
Environmental Impact Statement
Notice is hereby given under WAC 197-11-455 and 510 that Whatcom County is issuing a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the proposed adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan and Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth Area (UGA) Review. The Draft EIS
describes the existing conditions and identifies probable significant environmental impacts,
mitigation measures to mitigate these impacts, and any significant unavoidable adverse impacts
from the proposal, in accordance with RCW 43.21C.031. Four alternatives are studied in the Draft
EIS addressing a range of population and employment growth levels and patterns.

In addition to the Draft EIS there is a Draft Comprehensive Plan Update document that has been
prepared regarding the proposal.
Written comments will be accepted by Whatcom County from March 10, 2015 to 4:30 pm April 24,
2015. Please send comments to:
Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
E-mail: pds@co.whatcom.wa.us
To learn more about the proposal, agencies, affected tribes, and members of the public may consult
the project website for project information, meetings and hearings:
http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1178/Environmental-Impact-Statement
A public hearing to consider comments on the Draft EIS will be held by the SEPA Responsible Official
as follows: 7 PM, April 13, 2015, Whatcom County Courthouse, 311 Grand Avenue, Bellingham, WA
98225.
The purchase price of a copy of the Draft EIS is based on reproduction costs of printed documents
or compact disks (CDs). Copies may be purchased at:
Applied Digital Imaging
1803 North State Street
Bellingham, WA 98226
Hard copies of the Draft EIS are available for review at:
Whatcom County Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
The document is also posted on the project website:
http://wa-whatcomcounty.civicplus.com/1178/Environmental-Impact-Statement

Publication Date: March 10, 2014

Comment Letter:17
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0U0DWW$DPRW6HQLRU3ODQQHU
:KDWFRP&RXQW\3ODQQLQJDQG'HYHORSPHQW6HUYLFHV
1RUWKZHVW'ULYH
%HOOLQJKDP:DVKLQJWRQ

5(5HVSRQVHWR:KDWFRP&RXQW\'UDIW(,6IRU&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQ8SGDWH

'HDU0U$DPRW
7KDQN\RXIRUWKLVRSSRUWXQLW\WRSURYLGHFRPPHQWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW
6WDWHPHQW '(,6 IRUWKH&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQ8SGDWH:HDSSUHFLDWH\RXUHIIRUWVWRLQIRUPWKH
SXEOLFDWWKHKHDULQJKHOGRQ$SULO,WZDVDQLQIRUPDWLYHPHHWLQJDQGKHOSHGXVIXUWKHUIRUPXODWH
RXUFRPPHQWVUHODWHGWRWKHGUDIW(,6
General
7KLV  SDJH GRFXPHQW LV LQWHQGHG WR LQIRUP ERWK WKH SXEOLF DQG FRXQW\ DQG PXQLFLSDO GHFLVLRQ
PDNHUVRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVHTXHQFHVUHODWHGWRWKH&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQXSGDWH7KH'(,6
DWWHPSWVWRSURYLGHDUDQJHRISRVVLEOHSRSXODWLRQRXWFRPHVDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVIRUIRXU  
DOWHUQDWLYH SRSXODWLRQ SODQQLQJ HVWLPDWHV 7KHVH HVWLPDWHV DUH HYDOXDWHG IRU HDFK RI VHYHQ  
PXQLFLSDOLWLHV WKUHH   UXUDO XUEDQ JURZWK DUHDV DQG WKH :KDWFRP &RXQW\ QRQ8*$ DUHD
$OWRJHWKHUWKH'(,6HYDOXDWHVIRUW\  SRSXODWLRQLPSDFWVFHQDULRV
2QSDJH±WKH'(,6VD\VWKHGRFXPHQW¶VSXUSRVHLVWR³«SURYLGH V WKHFRXQW\FLWLHVSXEOLF
DQG RWKHU DJHQFLHV ZLWK HQYLURQPHQWDO LQIRUPDWLRQ WR EH FRQVLGHUHG LQ WKH GHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
SURFHVV«´DQG³,WDOVRDOORZVUHVLGHQWVEXVLQHVVHVDQGRWKHUJRYHUQPHQWDJHQFLHVWR&RPPHQWDQG
4XHVWLRQRQSURSRVDOVDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV´
+RZHYHULWDSSHDUVWKDWWKH'(,6ZLOOEHDUHSRVLWRU\IRUGHFLVLRQVDQGDVVXPSWLRQVWKDWKDYHEHHQ
PDGH E\ PXQLFLSDO DQG FRXQW\ VWDII 7KH '(,6 VKRXOG EH D WRRO WR EH XVHG IRU HYDOXDWLQJ WKH
FRQVHTXHQFHVRISDUWLFXODUDFWLRQVRUSROLFLHV
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)RUH[DPSOHWKH&LW\RI%HOOLQJKDP3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQKDVDOUHDG\KHOGDWOHDVWSXEOLFPHHWLQJV
RQ%HOOLQJKDP8*$UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGLVKROGLQJDSXEOLFKHDULQJRQWKHWRSLFRQ-XQH
7KH &LW\ &RXQFLO ZLOO OLNHO\ KROG LWV RQ SXEOLF KHDULQJ DQG WDNH DFWLRQ WKLV VXPPHU RQ LWV
&RPSUHKHQVLYH 3ODQ XSGDWH DQG 8*$ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV DOO EHIRUH FRPSOHWLRQ RI WKH )(,6 7KH
)(,6 VKRXOG EH FRPSOHWHG EHIRUH QRW DIWHU SXEOLF SURFHVV DQG &LW\ GHFLVLRQ RQ WKH 8*$
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV
,QDGGLWLRQWKH:KDWFRP&RXQW\3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQLVSUHVHQWO\UHYLVLQJSROLF\WH[WIRUPDQ\RI
WKH&RXQW\&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQFKDSWHUVSULRUWRFRPSOHWLRQRIWKH)(,6-XVWODVWQLJKWRQ0D\
WKHFRPPLVVLRQUHYLHZHGWKHSROLF\WH[WIRUWKH&RXQW\&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQ&KDSWHU±³+RXVLQJ´

 0HULGLDQ 6WUHHW h 6XLWH  h %HOOLQJKDP :DVKLQJWRQ  h 3KRQH   


ZLWKRXWEHQHILWRIDQ)(,6'HVSLWHWKHEHVWLQWHQWLRQVRI&RXQW\DQG0XQLFLSDOGHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQG
VWDIILWDSSHDUVWKDWWKH6(3$SURFHVVIRUWKLVPDMRUDFWLRQKDVEHHQGLVWRUWHG
,QSUHYLRXVXSGDWHSURFHVVHVWKHSRSXODWLRQVHOHFWLRQDQGDOORFDWLRQGHFLVLRQVKDYHEHHQDVHSDUDWH
SURFHVV IURP WKH 8*$ UHYLVLRQ UHTXHVWV  (DFK MXULVGLFWLRQ SUHSDUHG LWV RZQ HQYLURQPHQWDO
GRFXPHQWDWLRQIRUSURSRVHGDFWLRQVVXFKDV8*$H[SDQVLRQ$WWHPSWLQJWRSURYLGHDVLQJOH'(,6
WKDW DWWHPSWV WR GHVFULEH FRQGLWLRQV IRU VR PDQ\ MXULVGLFWLRQV DQG DOWHUQDWLYHV LQ VXIILFLHQW GHWDLO
UHVXOWVLQDFRPSOH[DQGFRQIXVLQJGRFXPHQW
7KH'(,6LVIUHTXHQWO\YDJXHRUQRQVSHFLILFLQLWVGHVFULSWLRQRISURSRVHGLPSDFWPLWLJDWLRQ7KH
OLVWRISRWHQWLDOPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVSURYLGHGIRUHDFKRIWKHSRWHQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVLVQRW
WLHG WR VSHFLILF DOWHUQDWLYHV 7KH\ VHHP WR UHSUHVHQW D PHQX RI EHVW SUDFWLFHV PDQ\ RI ZKLFK DUH
DOUHDG\UHTXLUHGE\HLWKHUIHGHUDOVWDWHRUORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQV
)RU H[DPSOH RQ SDJHV  DQG  PLWLJDWLRQ PHDVXUHV IRU &KDSWHU  (DUWK DUH GHVFULEHG 7KH
PLWLJDWLRQSURSRVHGLV WKHVDPHIRUDOODOWHUQDWLYHV $QRWKHUH[DPSOHLVPLWLJDWLRQIRUSRWHQWLDODLU
TXDOLW\LPSDFWVRQ3DJHVWR7KHVHSRWHQWLDOPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHGHWDLOHGEXWGRQRW
LQGLFDWHWRZKLFKDOWHUQDWLYHWKH\DSSO\$6XPPDU\RI$OWHUQDWLYH,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
LV SUHVHQWHG LQ 7DEOH  3DJHV  WR   $OWKRXJK LPSDFWV DUH WDEXODWHG IRU LQGLYLGXDO
$OWHUQDWLYHVWRWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHWKHVDPHIRUDOODOWHUQDWLYHV
Preferred Alternative
$VWKH'(,6LVQRZZULWWHQWKHUHLVQRLGHQWLILHGSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH:LWKRXWDSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH
LWLVGLIILFXOWWRFRPSDUHDQGFRQWUDVWWKHIRUW\HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVFHQDULRVLGHQWLILHGDERYH7KH
'(,6VKRXOGXVHDOWHUQDWLYH³0XOWLMXULVGLFWLRQDO5HVROXWLRQ´DVDSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHEHFDXVHLW 17:2
ZDVDGRSWHGE\DOOWKHMXULVGLFWLRQVLQYROYHG SJ +RZHYHULWVKRXOGEHQRWHGWKDWWKLVUHVROXWLRQ
ZDV QRQELQGLQJ DQG PD\ EH DGMXVWHG E\ WKH LQGLYLGXDO FLWLHV The DEIS should address the
environmental impacts should a jurisdiction fail to achieve its population projection.
Population
5HIHUHQFHVWR³KLJKSRSXODWLRQSURMHFWLRQ´VFHQDULRVLQWKH'(,6DUHUHIHUHQFHVWRWKH³KLJK´2IILFH
RI )LQDQFLDO 2IILFH 0DQDJHPHQW 2)0  SURMHFWLRQ DV LGHQWLILHG LQ DOWHUQDWLYH  RI WKH '(,6
$OWHUQDWLYHLVFORVHUWRWKH³PHGLXP´2)0SURMHFWLRQ SJ 
$OWHUQDWLYHVDQGVXJJHVWWKDWWKH2)0PHGLXPWRORZSURMHFWLRQFRXOGEHDGRSWHG SJDQG
 ,QVXSSRUWRIDGRSWLQJWKHORZHUSURMHFWLRQVLWLVVXJJHVWHGE\VRPHWKDWWKH&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQ
FRXOGEHPRQLWRUHGDQGDGMXVWHGVKRXOGWKH&RXQW\¶VSRSXODWLRQJURZWKUDWHH[FHHGWKH2)0ORZ
JURZWKUDWH7KH&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQDPHQGPHQWSURFHVVLVDQLPSUDFWLFDODSSURDFKWRUHVSRQGWR
PDUNHWFKDQJHV
+LVWRULFDOO\ WKH PDUNHW PRYHV VLJQLILFDQWO\ IDVWHU WKDQ ORFDO JRYHUQPHQWV FDQ FKDQJH WKHLU
&RPSUHKHQVLYH 3ODQV &RPSUHKHQVLYH 3ODQ DPHQGPHQWV DUH XQGHUWDNHQ RQO\ RQFH D \HDU DQG WKH
SURFHVVWDNHWLPH7KHHFRQRPLFERRPWLPHVFRPHIDVW7KHHFRQRPLFGRZQWXUQVPD\FRPHHYHQ
IDVWHU  %RWK PD\ EH GULYHQ E\ D P\ULDG RI IDFWRUV DUH XQSUHGLFWDEOH  'HPRJUDSKLFV FKDQJH
DFFRUGLQJO\ %HUN :KDWFRP &RXQW\ 3RSXODWLRQ DQG (PSOR\PHQW 3URMHFWLRQV DQG 8UEDQ *URZWK
$UHD$OORFDWLRQV±3KDVH,7HFKQLFDO5HSRUW1RYHPEHU 
:HKDYHWRKDYHDSODQLQSODFHDKHDGRIWLPH  7KHORFDOHFRQRP\QHHGVDVWDEOHSODWIRUPWREH
KHDOWK\&RQVWDQWWLQNHULQJZLWKWKHODQGEDVHRIWKHFRPPXQLW\FUHDWHVXQFHUWDLQW\DQGDVLWXDWLRQRI
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WUHQG ZHZLOOEHLQDSRVLWLRQWRDGRSWD&RPSUHKHQVLYH3ODQWKDWFDQDFFRPPRGDWHWKRVH KLJKHU
GHQVLWLHVWRDFFRPPRGDWHJURZWKZKLOHVHWWLQJDVLGHODQGVIRUVFKRROVSDUNVURDGVSXEOLFVDIHW\
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHHWF,IWKHDFWXDOJURZWKLVOHVVWKDQWKHSURMHFWLRQWKH&RXQW\ZLOOQRWQHFHVVDULO\KDYH
ORVWDQ\WKLQJDQGXQXVHGODQGZLOOEHUHVHUYHGIRUWKHIXWXUH(VWDEOLVKPHQWRIIXWXUHODQGXVHVGRHV
QRW QHFHVVDULO\ SURPRWH JURZWK IRU JURZWK V VDNH LW SURPRWHV ORJLFDO DQG RUGHUO\ JURZWK DQG
SUHVHUYDWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWFRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHUDQGTXDOLW\RIOLIHZKHQJURZWKGRHVRFFXU
$OWHUQDWLYH  VKRXOG EH DGRSWHG  ,W LV QHDU WKH 2)0 ³PHGLXP´ SRSXODWLRQ JURZWK UDWH ZKLOH
EDODQFLQJWKHH[SHFWHGJURZWKDQGWKHODQGEHVWDYDLODEOHIRU8*$H[SDQVLRQ
City of Bellingham
7KH '(,6 VWDWHV WKDW XQGHU DOWHUQDWLYHV  DQG  WKH &LW\ RI %HOOLQJKDP FRXOG DFFRPPRGDWH LWV
SURMHFWHGSRSXODWLRQDOORFDWLRQZLWKLQLWVH[LVWLQJ8*$ SJSJDQG +RZHYHURQ$SULO
  0U 5LFN 6HSOHU 3ODQQLQJ DQG &RPPXQLW\ 'HYHORSPHQW 'LUHFWRU IRU WKH &LW\ RI
%HOOLQJKDP DGYLVHG WKH &LW\ 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ WKDW LQILOO XUEDQ YLOODJH GHYHORSPHQW DQG
QHLJKERUKRRG GHQVLILFDWLRQ ZRXOG QRW EH VXIILFLHQW WR DFFRPPRGDWH %HOOLQJKDP¶V SURMHFWHG
SRSXODWLRQJURZWKXQGHUVFHQDULRVDQG+HH[SODLQHGWKDWWKHFLW\PXVWFRQVLGHUHLWKHUUHGXFLQJ
LWVSRSXODWLRQDOORFDWLRQRUH[SDQGLWVXUEDQJURZWKERXQGDU\7KLVLQFRQVLVWHQF\EHWZHHQWKH'(,6
DQG%HOOLQJKDP¶VMXULVGLFWLRQKDVEHHQDGGUHVVHGE\WKH&LW\RI%HOOLQJKDPLQWKHLUFRPPHQWOHWWHUWR
WKH&RXQW\GDWHG 0DUFK $FFRUGLQJWRWKH&LW\RI%HOOLQJKDP¶VVXLWDELOLW\DQDO\VLVWKHUH
DUHWZRDUHDVEHVWVXLWHGIRU8*$H[SDQVLRQ7KHVRXWKHUO\SRUWLRQRI/DUUDEHH6SULQJVDQGWKH<HZ
6WUHHW5HVHUYHDUHD$SSHQGL[$RIWKH$SULO&LW\RI%HOOLQJKDP3ODQQLQJ6WDIIUHSRUWIRU
WKH&LW\3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQVWDWHVWKDW´ZLWKIHZH[FHSWLRQVPRVWRIWKHUHPDLQLQJUHVLGHQWLDOO\
]RQHGODQGLQWKH8*$KDVDOUHDG\EHHQGHYHORSHGDQGWKHUHIRUHKDVOLWWOHFDSDFLW\WRDFFRPPRGDWH
DGGLWLRQDOSRSXODWLRQJURZWK´
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2Q3DJHVKRZVWKDWXQGHU$OWHUQDWLYH%HOOLQJKDPKDVDVKRUWIDOOLQWKHODQGVXSSO\
QHHGHGWRFDSWXUH JURZWK1RDQDO\VLVLVSURYLGHG UHJDUGLQJWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVLIDFLW\LV
VKRUW DQ DPRXQW RI DFFRPPRGDWLRQ  $Q DQDO\VLV RI WKH LPSDFWV WKDW FRXOG RFFXU LI D SDUWLFXODU
MXULVGLFWLRQIDLOVWRDFKLHYHLWVSRSXODWLRQDFFRPPRGDWLRQJRDOVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH'(,6
'XULQJ WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH '(,6 WKH 'RZQWRZQ 6XEDUHD PHWKRGRORJ\ ZDV FKDQJHG IURP D
KLVWRULF WUHQG PRGHO WR D PRGHO EDVHG RQ VSHFLILF VWDII LGHQWLILHG RSSRUWXQLW\ VLWHV WKDW ZHUH WKH
VXEMHFW RI SURSRVHG UHGHYHORSPHQW RU ZHUH MXGJHG E\ FLW\ SODQQHUV WR KDYH KLJK SRWHQWLDO IRU
UHGHYHORSPHQW7KHFLW\SODQQLQJVWDIIH[SHFWVDWRWDORIEHWZHHQDQGQHZGZHOOLQJXQLWV
WREHFRQVWUXFWHGGRZQWRZQZLWKLQWKHSODQQLQJSHULRG &LW\&RPPHQW/HWWHUGDWHG$SULO 
:HEHOLHYHWKDWWKDWYHU\RSWLPLVWLFJLYHQWKHKLVWRULFDOWUHQGV
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WKURXJKRXWWKH'(,6:HH[SHFWWKDWWKHUHLVDOUHDG\VLJQLILFDQWHUURULQWKHODQGFDSDFLW\ DQDO\VLV
EHFDXVHRIWKHPHWKRGRORJ\HPSOR\HG7KHFRXQW\KDVLPSOHPHQWHGDQDJJUHJDWH*,66SUHDGVKHHW
SURFHGXUHIRUODQGFDSDFLW\DQDO\VLV,QRUGHUWRLQFUHDVHWKHDFFXUDF\RIWKHODQGFDSDFLW\DQDO\VLVD
SDUFHOOHYHODQDO\VLVDSSURDFKWRWKHXUEDQDUHDVZRXOGVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHXQFHUWDLQWLHV
7KHUHDUH³PDUNHWIDFWRUV´LQFOXGHGLQWKHODQGVXSSO\DQDO\VLVUHIHUHQFHGLQWKH'(,6,IZHZLVKWR
SURYLGHVWDIIDQGGHFLVLRQPDNHUVZLWKDGGLWLRQDOIOH[LELOLW\LQDFKLHYLQJWKH\HDUODQGVXSSO\WKH
PDUNHWIDFWRUVFRXOGEHDGMXVWHG
Housing
7KH'(,6DVVXPHVDKRXVLQJPL[RIXUEDQDQGUXUDO,QRUGHUWRDFKLHYHWKLVDOORFDWLRQWKH
&LW\ RI %HOOLQJKDP IRU H[DPSOH KDV DVVXPHG WKDW  RI WKH QHZ SRSXODWLRQ ZLOO LQKDELW PXOWL
IDPLO\XQLWVDQGRIWKHQHZSRSXODWLRQZLOOOLYHLQVLQJOHIDPLO\KRPHV
:H DUH FRQFHUQHG WKDW PRVW SHRSOH ZDQW WR OLYH LQ D VLQJOH IDPLO\ KRPH  7KH :KDWFRP &RXQW\
+RXVLQJ$QQXDO5HSRUWVKRZVWKDWRIVDOHVZHUHVLQJOHIDPLO\KRPH2WKHUUHVHDUFKE\
WKH1$+%DQG$$53LQGLFDWHWKDWWKHUHLVDVWURQJSUHIHUHQFHIRUVLQJOHIDPLO\KRXVLQJ
:LWKRXW HQRXJK ODQG IRU VLQJOH IDPLO\ KRXVLQJ ZLWKLQ RXU FLWLHV WKRVH QHZ UHVLGHQWV ZLOO VLPSO\
E\SDVVRXUPDMRUDFWLYLW\FHQWHUVDQG³EXLOGRXW´WKH&RXQW\¶VUXUDODUHD7KHSURSRVHGKRXVLQJPL[
RIXUEDQDQGUXUDOLVOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQXQH[SHFWHGJURZWKLQUXUDODUHDVXQOHVVWKHFLWLHV
SURYLGHVXIILFLHQWVSDFHHLWKHUE\LQILOORUH[SDQVLRQIRUDQLQFUHDVHGVKDUHRISRSXODWLRQJURZWKRI
SUHIHUUHGKRXVLQJW\SHV
,QDGGLWLRQWKHODQGVXSSO\DQDO\VLVXVHGLQWKH'(,6VKRZVWKDWRQO\RIWKHODQGFDSDFLW\LQ
%HOOLQJKDPSURYLGHVIRUVLQJOHIDPLO\KRXVLQJ0RVWRIWKDWFDSDFLW\LVLQWKHXQLQFRUSRUDWHG8*$
DQG LV SUHVHQWO\ XQDYDLODEOH IRU KRXVLQJ 7KDW PHDQV  RI WKH FDSDFLW\ LQ %HOOLQJKDP
DFFRPPRGDWHVPXOWLIDPLO\KRXVLQJ7KHKRXVLQJLPEDODQFHLQ%HOOLQJKDPVKRXOGEHWKHVXEMHFWRI
DQDO\VLVUHJDUGLQJWKHDELOLW\RIWKH&LW\WRPHHWLWVSRSXODWLRQDFFRPPRGDWLRQJRDOV
7KH &LW\KDVGHFODUHGDQDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ HPHUJHQF\%HOOLQJKDP V FXUUHQW³&RQVROLGDWHG3ODQ´
SUHVHQWVDVWUDWHJLFYLVLRQIRUKRXVLQJKXPDQVHUYLFHVDQGFRPPXQLW\GHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKH&LW\
7KHSODQLQGLFDWHVDVHULRXVXQGHUVXSSO\RIKRXVLQJIRUGLVDGYDQWDJHGSHUVRQVLQWKHFLW\+RXVLQJLV
QHHGHGWRUHOLHYHVRFLDOO\GLVDGYDQWDJHGSHRSOH,IQRDGGLWLRQDOSHRSOHPRYHWR:KDWFRP&RXQW\
RYHUWKHQH[WWZHQW\\HDUVWKHFLW\ZLOOVWLOOKDVDQDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJHPHUJHQF\7KH'(,6VKRXOG
GLUHFWO\DGGUHVVWKLVPDWWHU
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Comment Letter:20
1131 SW Klickitat Way
Seattle Washington
98134
800/422-3505 tel
206/623-0179 fax

May 15, 2015

Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
Whatcom County Planning & Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
RE: Comments on Whatcom County’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Dear Mr. Aamot:
I am writing on behalf of Gateway Pacific Terminal (GPT) and Pacific International
Terminals, Inc. regarding concerns about the County’s Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update (Comp Plan update) as it
relates to GPT’s property in the Cherry Point Industrial Urban Growth Area (UGA). Our
concerns specifically relate to inaccurate or unverifiable mapping in the DEIS that affects
GPT’s property; DEIS options which include removal of land from the Cherry Point UGA
based on inaccurate and unverifiable mapping of “critical areas” and “biodiversity”;
issues with the identification of GPT’s private property as appropriate for recreation;
and issues with the County’s failure to properly analyze its 20-year supply of industrial
land.
Issue No. 1:
The DEIS contains incorrect mapping of the Cherry Point watershed and includes
associated language that could subject the Cherry Point watershed to increased
regulation based on documents created specifically for the Birch Bay watershed. Figure
4.3-2, Watersheds (DEIS, page 3 – 35), incorrectly maps the Birch Bay Watershed as
including the Cherry Point Watershed.
The Birch Bay watershed is listed as a “Whatcom County Water Resource Special
Management Area” (DEIS, page 4 – 34) with best management practices designated in
Whatcom County Code and is therefore subject to special regulations. An option for
addressing “Sensitive Watersheds: Cherry Point UGA” (DEIS, page 3-18) is to “Consider
the Birch Bay Watershed Characterization and Watershed Planning Pilot Study” (The
Pilot Study) document. Mapping of the watershed in the Pilot Study clearly excludes the
Cherry Point Watershed (See e.g. page 3 of the Pilot Study).
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The Cherry Point Watershed is NOT part of the Birch Bay Watershed and cannot be
subject to special regulations specific to Birch Bay. While the Birch Bay Watershed
boundaries are well delineated in other documents and it is unlikely that an inaccurate
map could be the basis for the imposition of special regulations on Cherry Point, it is
also true that approving a document that becomes part of the public record could be
the basis for confusion and a good deal of unnecessary work to undo the error. The
mapping in the DEIS should be corrected to accurately reflect watershed boundaries,
and GPT respectfully requests that the County make the necessary corrections.
Issue No. 2:
The DEIS contains “Biodiversity” mapping that has been created by a leading, highly
active, Washington State conservation advocacy group known as Conservation
Northwest. Conservation Northwest is a nonprofit organization who has come out in
active
opposition
of
the
project
on
the
GPT
site.
See
http://www.conservationnw.org/what-we-do/wildlife-habitat/proposal-fuels-coalpollution/?searchterm=coal%20trains. Conservation Northwest’s mapping assigns the
highest “Conservation Value” to significant areas of the GPT property. Figure 3-15 (PDF
page 502) delineates purported “Biodiversity Relative Conservation Values” at Cherry
Point as being among the highest value lands in Whatcom County, concentrated on or
adjacent to GPT’s industrial property. This is of particular concern to GPT, since the DEIS
discusses options for “…removal from the UGA of lands with a high concentration of
critical areas (and areas of high value for biodiversity).” (DEIS, p. 3-17).
Problematically, according to the DEIS citation included with the mapping, the
assignment of “Conservation Value” is based on a report by a Conservation Northwest
employee, and the actual database used for “Conservation Value” assignments is
proprietary and unavailable to the public. This makes it impossible for GPT or anyone
else to verify or comment on the accuracy of the work. It also makes it impossible for
GPT and others to provide an informed opposing scientific viewpoint on the work. The
County’s dependence on and failure to disclose this work violates SEPA and applicable
case law.
RCW 43.21C.030 requires all branches of government to “(u)tilize a systematic,
interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural and social
sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in decision making which
may have an impact on the environment.” WAC 197-11-030 requires agencies, to the
fullest extent possible, to “(p)repare environmental documents that are concise, clear,
and to the point, and are supported by evidence that the necessary environmental
analyses have been made.” (emphasis added). The procedural requirements of SEPA
have been described as an environmental “full disclosure” law. Okanogan Highlands
Alliance v. State of Washington, 2000 WL 194022, at *2 (internal citations omitted).
“The procedural rules do not dictate any particular result but do require fully informed
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decision making by government bodies on actions that will significantly impact the
environment.” Id. (emphasis added)
An EIS must candidly disclose the risks and any scientific uncertainty. Seattle Audubon
Soc'y v. Moseley, 798 F. Supp. 1291, 1479 (1994); Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Espy, 998 F.2d
699, 703-05 (1993) (internal citations omitted). An EIS must also disclose responsible
scientific opinion in opposition to the proposed action, and make a good faith, reasoned
response to it. Moseley at 1479; California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753, 773 (1982).
An EIS is adequate under the rule of reason when it presents decision makers with a
“reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable
environmental consequences.” Brinnon Grp. v. Jefferson Cnty., 159 Wn. App. 446, 480,
245 P.3d 789 (2011) (internal citations omitted). An EIS is insufficient when it fails to
provide sufficient information to satisfy the fundamental SEPA policy of fully informed
decisions affecting the environment. Okanogan at *2. When an EIS’s technical
appendices do not support or contradict the conclusions set forth in the text, the court
must invalidate the EIS in question. Friends of the Earth v. Hall, 693 F. Supp. 904, 930-32
(W.D. Wash. 1988) (internal citations omitted). Moreover, an EIS is insufficient when its
text fails to disclose and address scientific uncertainty concerning the validity and
accuracy of test results included in the EIS and safety and environmental risks. Id.
The court in Moseley found that an EIS must inform the decisionmaker of the full range
of responsible opinion on environmental effects:
“An EIS that fails to disclose and respond to the opinions held by wellrespected scientists concerning the hazards of the proposed action is
fatally deficient. This does not mean that the court must decide whether
the statement is based on the best scientific methodology available, or
resolve disagreements among experts. Rather, the court's task is to
ensure that the procedure followed by the agency resulted in a reasoned
analysis of the evidence before it, and that the agency made the evidence
available to all concerned. As the First Circuit has held: The requirement
of a detailed statement helps insure the integrity of the process of
decision by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being
swept under the rug. A conclusory statement unsupported by empirical
or experimental data, scientific authorities, or explanatory information of
any kind not only fails to crystallize issues, but affords no basis for a
comparison of the problems involved with the proposed project and the
difficulties involved in the alternatives.” 798 F. Supp. 1473, 1478-79 (1992
W.D. Wash.) (internal citations omitted). (emphasis added).
The County is including a Conservation Northwest-generated “biodiversity” map of
GPT’s property as if it is the only opinion on the matter and as if it is based on
responsible scientific data. Parallel to the Mosely facts, in our case, the County’s
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“biodiversity” mapping is not based on any empirical data, scientific authority, or
explanatory information. The EIS contains no technical appendices supporting the
“biodiversity” mapping, meaning there is no scientific basis for the “high value”
“biodiversity” assignation on GPT’s property by an advocacy group that is clearly
opposed to the property’s development. The County has adopted a Critical Areas
Ordinance which to our knowledge is sufficient to protect critical areas, including areas
of “biodiversity”, and which should not be trumped by biased and unsupported material
in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The County’s simple acceptance of Conservation
Northwest’s work without evidentiary support and disclosure violates statute and
caselaw. Based on the Mosely holding, the EIS would be invalidated on those bases.
GPT opposes the County’s use of an activist organization’s work for “Biodiversity”
mapping in the DEIS, which is not only likely biased; it is unsupported by any evidence in
the record. Based on applicable law, the County should remove the mapping from the
EIS.
Issue No. 3
The DEIS includes crudely delineated “critical areas” mapping with associated language
suggesting that major critical areas could be removed from the Cherry Point Urban
Growth Area. (DEIS, page 3-17) Figure 3-5 depicts the “Critical Areas” at Cherry Point
and shows areas of five acres or greater with more than 75% critical areas. The basis for
the mapping is unclear. The discussion of options for critical areas is on page 3-17 of the
DEIS and provides:
“If consistent with Industrial UGA designation criteria, buffering
surrounding uses, and preventing encroachment of incompatible uses,
consider removal from the UGA of lands with high concentration of
critical areas.” Further, “(f)or areas of high concentrations within the
UGA, protect through the critical areas ordinance, lot clustering, low
impact development standards or designation as an open space corridor.
Consider whether degraded wetlands could be appropriate locations for
off-site mitigation.”
The above language is referred to in the DEIS as also applicable to those areas
delineated as having high “Biodiversity” values. This means that the DEIS provides
potential options for removing areas of the Cherry Point UGA if they are delineated as
having a high concentration of critical areas and/or a high value for biodiversity, both of
which are based on mapping that is not supported by technical appendices or any other
scientific evidence in the record. This is problematic for the same reasons outlined for
Issue No. 2, above, and GPT incorporates those arguments by reference here. The
County’s crude critical areas mapping and unverified “Biodiversity” mapping are based
on dubious, unsupported mapping techniques and are in violation of statute and
caselaw.
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The option for removal of land from the Cherry Point UGA based on this unsupported
mapping is also inconsistent with Comp Plan language emphasizing the importance of
retaining the Cherry Point UGA as an industrial area. The Comp Plan designates the
Cherry Point UGA as having “regional significance for the siting of large industrial or
related facilities.” (Comp Plan, p. 2-70). The Comp Plan also states that because of the
large acreage demands of the industries likely to locate in the Cherry Point UGA, the
remaining undeveloped acreage “…will likely be absorbed during the 20 year planning
period.” Id. The implication of course is that the acreage still available in the Cherry
Point UGA should remain available for the siting of industrial interests. The Comp Plan
further states: “The County and industrial users have long recognized that the Cherry
Point area exhibits a unique set of characteristics that makes land there not only locally
but regionally important for the siting of major industrial developments especially
where deep water access for shipping is a critical locational factor.” Id. The very
purpose of the Major Industrial Area/UGAs is “(t)o reserve appropriate areas to attract
heavy industrial manufacturing uses and provide employment opportunities…” (DEIS, p.
4-99).
Retaining UGA status for Cherry Point should be paramount, and the DEIS should not
provide options for removal of land necessary to the County’s industrial land base.
Protection of critical areas is certainly important, but again, there is no evidence that
the County’s existing critical areas regulations are insufficient to protect those resources
in the Cherry Point area. Why should different critical areas rules apply here? GPT
respectfully requests that the County eliminate options for removal of any acreage from
the Cherry Point UGA based on “critical areas” and “biodiversity.”
Issue No. 4:
The DEIS includes mapping of the Cherry Point shoreline with an “Open Space Corridors”
identifier of “Public Shoreline Potential.” Map #10, “Open Space Corridors” identifies
sites at Cherry Point as having “Public Shoreline Potential” and depicts a proposed trail
wending its way through what appears to be a portion of GPT’s property (PDF, page
520). Map #10 shows an orange dot that is a potential park site as well as a red dotted
line representing a potential public trail (The Coast Millennial Trail). This goes hand-inhand with the Whatcom County Parks Plan (PROS Plan), which is up for adoption later
this year or early next year. The PROS Plan includes the mapping of trails through the
middle of the Cherry Point Industrial area on private property as well as a regional park
with tenting and other camping facilities in the central Cherry Point area. (see PROS Plan
and associated graphics).
The majority of the Cherry Point UGA is inappropriate for recreational use, and GPT’s 20:4
property is private and is not available or appropriate for a public trail, park, or any
public access. GPT respectfully requests that the County revise Map #10 and the PROS
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Plan to remove any references to possible public access or park sites within GPT’s
property.
Issue No. 5:
The DEIS includes mapping of the streams on or near GPT’s property as being
“Presumed Potential Historical Distribution” for Salmonid/Steelhead species. Figure 4.41 (DEIS, page 4 -73) maps the two streams on or near the GPT property as being streams
presumed to have once had Salmonid/Steelhead populations. We do not have any
information that would verify this assumption, and the DEIS does not appear to cite any 20:5
supporting documentation. Again, this is problematic for the same reasons outlined for
Issue No. 2 (and referenced in Issue No. 3), above, and GPT incorporates those
arguments by reference here. If there is no existing historical data to support the
mapping assumptions asserted in Figure 4.4-1, the County must, by law, remove it or
provide scientific evidence supporting it. GPT respectfully requests that this information
be removed from the DEIS. If supporting documentation exists, GPT requests that it be
referenced in the DEIS and made available for review and comment before the DEIS is
finalized.
Issue No. 6:
Finally, GPT is concerned because the DEIS includes no analysis of the County’s 20-year
supply of industrial lands, as required by the County-wide Planning Policies (CWPPs).
(Comp Plan, Appendix C). The CWPPs provide:
“New business development and expansion of existing businesses are key
factors in providing “family wage” jobs and a strong tax base. Economic
development that pays family wage rates should be encouraged.
Industrial land designations must be sufficient to permit the
concentration of industry in appropriate locations beyond 20 years. In
order to attract new industry and provide for expansion of existing
industries, the county and the cities will designate land supply of
sufficient size and diversity to provide a range of suitable locations for
industrial development. The designation of this land shall be established
in a way that preserves natural resource based industries and critical
areas.” (emphasis added).
The current Comp Plan clearly states that the current acreage in the Cherry Point UGA
will be absorbed within the 20-year planning period. (Comp Plan, p. 2-70). The current
planning period runs to 2036. This means that as part of the current Comp Plan Update,
the County must analyze land outside the current Cherry Point UGA boundaries to
ensure that sufficient land is available for industrial siting beyond what is needed by
2036. This is mandated in the CWPPs. It does not appear that the DEIS addresses this
issue at all, and GPT respectfully requests that the DEIS contain analysis related to the
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CWPP mandate to provide sufficient industrial land supply beyond the 20-year planning
period.
In sum, we have noted significant issues with the County’s EIS approach which we
believe are untenable and/or violate state law. We request that the County carefully
consider our comments and act accordingly. Please feel free to contact me with any
questions or if you require additional information.
Sincerely,

Skip Sahlin
Vice President, Project Development
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Comment Letter:22
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

PDS
Becky Boxx
FW: Comp Plan draft EIS
Friday, May 15, 2015 11:34:55 AM

From: Delaine Clizbe [mailto:delaine918@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 9:26 AM
To: PDS
Subject: Comp Plan draft EIS

Dear Sirs:
Please accept the following comments regarding the Whatcom County's draft
EIS, written to inform the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update.
1. Where is the analysis of the effect of the new Bellingham Rental Housing
Registration and Inspection program? This new program will very likely
remove rental housing units from the market. Have the numbers for how
much capacity the City has for growth been adjusted for this program? If
they lose housing units due to this program how and where will those be
replaced. Specifically, how will the removal of single family rental units effect
multi-family vacancy rates, traffic patterns and quality of life in multi-family
zoned areas?

22:1

2. How can the County continue to rely on the City of Bellingham UGA as a
place where growth can happen when the City will not allow water and sewer
hookups in those areas (even when services are already in the street).
22:2
Growth cannot happen in the Bellingham UGA so where is the analysis of
where that growth will be accommodated?
Thank you for your attention to these questions.

Delaine Clizbe
Whatcom County

Comment Letter:23

Comment Letter:24
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Kris Halterman
PDS_Planning_Commission
Whatcom County Draft EIS Public Comment Submission
Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:46:24 AM
Final DEIScommentsl1 - Petree 2015-05.docx
High

Dear Whatcom County Planning;
I am submitting my public comment regarding what I perceive to be inadequacies within the DEIS
submitted to Whatcom County for the use of our County’s comprehensive planning update due in
2016. There are a number of issue brought to light in the attached document put together by Jack
and Clayton Petree, of Public Policy Perspectives, which I submit to you for this DEIS to answer.
Within the DEIS document I would highlight three significant issues of importance to me:
1. The lack of adequate planning for growth due to inadequate designation for UGA growth in
Bellingham and the other cities within Whatcom County, and the plan to provide the needed
capital improvements for the infrastructure needed to assure that this land can be used for
needed long-term vision that will assure Whatcom County remains economically vital and
vibrant. With the very recent attention given to the lack of affordable housing for both
single-family and multi-family, must be addressed within the DEIS. Planning for the same or
less growth than was experienced in a recession is foolish. Whatcom County and her cities
will are faced with as severe an outcome as is currently happening in Seattle and King
24:1
County, due to inadequate plans for growth. The public has an 80% preference for singlefamily housing and this DEIS does not provide for the wants and needs of the community
which will have to lower their quality of life if proper planning for growth is not planned for.
How will the Whatcom County, the City of Bellingham and her other cities cope is our levels
of service do not provide for the needs of the people living here? How will the residents
cope with the rising costs to live in Bellingham with a ‘0’ vacancy rate? This fact is affecting
Whatcom County and her cities already, which means that the planning process has already
failed us. The DEIS submitted does nothing to address this and needs to.
2. The removal of previously designated UGA land within Hillsdale and Geneva that have a
huge impact not only on the people who live there, but the City of Bellingham’s housing 24:2
capacity as well. If these areas do not receive adequate attention for future growth and the
capital spending to service the people living there, how will does that impact them, the City
of Bellingham, and Whatcom County overall?
3. The apparent lack of attention addressed to the Cherry Point Industrial area is a gross
affront to the existing industries there, and to the potential for future family wage jobs in 24:3
Whatcom County. Why was this vital resource to our County given such a low priority in the
DEIS? Sixty-one jobs? The DEIS does not fully address, nor support their position that the
future of Cherry Point industrial development holds a potential for job growth so low. Why?
Respectfully submitted,

Steve and Kris Halterman
Whatcom County / Bellingham / Geneva District

Comment 24-4
Subject:
Comment and Questions regarding Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and
Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) Review Draft
Environmental impact Statement (Draft EIS or DEIS)
Comment and Question:
Decision makers are required to make GMA (Growth Management Act) compliant
decisions as they review and revise County and City Comprehensive Plans and
Development Regulations. Adoption of the revisions is due June 30, 2016.
That means the entire task of the Draft EIS (EIS) is to provide decision makers with
the information they need to make the informed decisions they must make to satisfy
the Act’s mandates.
Here is what the Washington State Growth Management Act requires:
RCW 36.70A.130

 D (DFKFRXQW\WKDWGHVLJQDWHVXUEDQJURZWKDUHDV
XQGHU5&:$VKDOOUHYLHZDFFRUGLQJWRWKHVFKHGXOHV
HVWDEOLVKHGLQVXEVHFWLRQ  RIWKLVVHFWLRQLWVGHVLJQDWHG
XUEDQJURZWKDUHDRUDUHDVDQGWKHGHQVLWLHVSHUPLWWHG
ZLWKLQERWKWKHLQFRUSRUDWHGDQGXQLQFRUSRUDWHGSRUWLRQVRI
HDFKXUEDQJURZWKDUHD,QFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKWKLVUHYLHZE\
WKHFRXQW\HDFKFLW\ORFDWHGZLWKLQDQXUEDQJURZWKDUHD
VKDOOUHYLHZWKHGHQVLWLHVSHUPLWWHGZLWKLQLWVERXQGDULHVDQG
WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHXUEDQJURZWKRFFXUULQJZLWKLQWKH
FRXQW\KDVORFDWHGZLWKLQHDFKFLW\DQGWKHXQLQFRUSRUDWHG
SRUWLRQVRIWKHXUEDQJURZWKDUHDV
E 7KHFRXQW\FRPSUHKHQVLYHSODQGHVLJQDWLQJXUEDQ
JURZWKDUHDVDQGWKHGHQVLWLHVSHUPLWWHGLQWKHXUEDQJURZWK
DUHDVE\WKHFRPSUHKHQVLYHSODQVRIWKHFRXQW\DQGHDFKFLW\
ORFDWHGZLWKLQWKHXUEDQJURZWKDUHDVVKDOOEHUHYLVHGWR
DFFRPPRGDWHWKHXUEDQJURZWKSURMHFWHGWRRFFXULQWKH
FRXQW\IRUWKHVXFFHHGLQJWZHQW\\HDUSHULRG7KHUHYLHZ
UHTXLUHGE\WKLVVXEVHFWLRQPD\EHFRPELQHGZLWKWKHUHYLHZ
DQGHYDOXDWLRQUHTXLUHGE\5&:$

Comment and Question
The GMA requires that the infrastructure planned to accommodate growth be in
place and ready to accommodate growth within the 20-year timeframe a plan
addresses. This timeframe is not reset when plans are updated. In Whatcom
County’s case the original GMA compliant Comprehensive Plan was not adopted
until 1997, creating a first timeframe of 1997 through 2017. As both Hearings
Boards and Courts at all levels have cautioned cities and counties, plans made must
be plans funded and executed.

This is a central issue the DEIS and FEIS must address; after all, if densities are not
allowed, densities are not permitted; capital facilities deficiencies mean
accommodation of growth cannot take place. The hearings board has stated, "The
lack of a fully completed capital facilities plan is more than a conceptual
 Ϋ  Ǥ  
cause for the Board to find that the land use element and every other component of
a plan violates the requirements of the Act. [Bremerton, 95-3-0039c, FDO, at 77.]"
A valid EIS cannot be written absent an analysis of deficiencies (lack of
infrastructure in place and ready to accommodate urban levels of growth) in each
city, each unincorporated UGA, and in the remainder of the unincorporated county
in terms of serving, by the end of the original deadline, the various UGAs with the
capital facilities and services required to not only accommodate urban levels of
growth but to encourage that growth.
In Whatcom County the deadline by which infrastructure planned to accommodate
growth in the UGAs established in 1997 is 2017.
Question:
Where is the GMA required analysis of existing capital facilities deficiencies (lack of
infrastructure in place and able to accommodate urban levels of growth in the
original UGAs) currently existing in each city, each unincorporated UGA, and in the
unincorporated county?
Comment and Questions:
Also required as part of the review and update is the GMA requirement that:
$

$&RPSUHKHQVLYHSODQV²5HYLHZSURFHGXUHV
DQGVFKHGXOHV²$PHQGPHQWV  D (DFKFRPSUHKHQVLYH
ODQGXVHSODQDQGGHYHORSPHQWUHJXODWLRQVVKDOOEH
VXEMHFWWRFRQWLQXLQJUHYLHZDQGHYDOXDWLRQE\WKHFRXQW\RU
FLW\WKDWDGRSWHGWKHP([FHSWDVRWKHUZLVHSURYLGHGD
FRXQW\RUFLW\VKDOOWDNHOHJLVODWLYHDFWLRQWRUHYLHZDQGLI
QHHGHGUHYLVHLWVFRPSUHKHQVLYHODQGXVHSODQDQGGHYHORSPHQW
UHJXODWLRQVWRHQVXUHWKHSODQDQGUHJXODWLRQVFRPSO\
ZLWKWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKLVFKDSWHUDFFRUGLQJWRWKHGHDGOLQHV
LQVXEVHFWLRQV  DQG  RIWKLVVHFWLRQ

In other words, when analysis is done and shortcomings found, the County and its
cities are required to include solutions in their planning documents before a
compliant new plan can be adopted.
If the cities have not done their jobs in the original UGAs (provided the services
necessary to assure urban levels of growth can be encouraged) the Boards and
Courts have found it is the county’s duty to assure urban growth can be encouraged.

In the unincorporated UGAs it is solely the county’s job to assure urban levels of
growth can take place by the end of the original planning periods for Columbia
Valley and for Birch Bay.
Question:
Large expanses of land meant to accommodate urban levels of growth are unable to
meet GMA requirements that growth be “encouraged” in Urban Growth Areas. What
are the environmental impacts of that failure to achieve the planning approaches
put forward in previous city and county Comprehensive Plans?
Question:
Where is the mapping and discussion regarding the issue of the county’s and the
cities’ failure to encourage urban levels of growth in the UGAs by providing the
services planned for and necessary to allow urban levels of growth to take place?
Comment and Question:
Comprehensive Plans must be complete, enabled by appropriate rules and
regulations as contained in County Code, and consistent with one another prior to
final adoption.
Current and past plans have relied extensively, and in violation of the GMA, on the
assumption that enabling legislation will be passed long after the actual plans are
adopted. Much of the failure of our plans has come as a result of that failure to
assure plans are complete, consistent with one another, and capable of being
implemented on adoption, as is required by law.
Question
Many of the approaches put forward in the DEIS assume future actions will be taken
long after the adoption of new plans, development regulations, and codes (for
example, Columbia Valley may at some point rezone their rural forestry lands to
Industrial and Bellingham will look into new Urban Villages, for example).
A) What are the environmental implications of assuming in an EIS that actions
necessary to fulfill the mandates of the law can be addressed at some time well after
adoption of the plans and codes?
B) What are the consequences of A if there is no political will to enact these assumed
future actions?
Comment and Question:

On page 1 – 1 under “Purpose of Proposed Action” the cooperative effort by the
cities and the County is pointed to and the fact that this DEIS is to be usable by the
cities in their efforts to meet GMA mandates is stressed; in fact, the EIS was jointly
funded for just that purpose.
On page 1 – 2 this DEIS says, the document’s purpose is to “…provide(s) the county,
cities, public, and other agencies with environmental information to be considered
in the decision-making process…” and, “It also allows residents, businesses, and
other government agencies to Comment and Question on proposals and
alternatives.”
Cities are to have their proposals into the County in June or July. City planning
commissions are already meeting to discuss their proposals. The County Planning
Commission is already well into suggesting changes to the Comprehensive Plan; in
fact, except for housing, the full text of the proposed new plan is already up on the
Planning Commission website.
There will be no opportunity for comment in the context of the SEPA EIS process on
any new proposals that deviate from the four contained in the DEIS, such as a
change in the population to job allocation ratio.
Question:
How can this DEIS inform either the public or decision makers if decisions have to
be made before the EIS is even made available? How can the public provide
informed input to decision makers today when the information required is not
provided until tomorrow?
Comment and Question:
On page 1 – 2 this DEIS rightly says, the document’s purpose is to “…provide(s) the
county, cities, public, and other agencies with environmental information to be
considered in the decision-making process…” and, “It also allows residents,
businesses, and other government agencies to Comment and Question on proposals
and alternatives.”
Having said the function of an EIS is to provide information needed by decision
makers this EIS then takes the decision making function into “its own hands.”
Dozens of examples exist. Consider page 1-4 where, the document declares, under
alternative 2, “Two UGAs would expanded: Birch Bay and Nooksack.” Under
Alternative 3, “Bellingham would accommodate its higher allocations through
intensification of its land use through upzones…..etc.” and, UGAs would be expanded
at Birch Bay, Lynden, and Nooksack.”

These statements, repeated in one form or another throughout the DEIS (page 3-7
for example) amount to inappropriate policy decision by the writers of the DEIS.
Bellingham has made no decision to support this contention. Policy makers are
supposed to make policy decisions; the writers and consultants creating an EIS are
supposed to provide the information needed to make informed policy decisions.
Policy decisions regarding GMA updates are supposed to be made by those charged
with decision making for the people of the County; Planning Commissions, County
Councils, and others. Policy decisions are not supposed to be made by planning staff
or hired consultants and, most especially, policy decisions are not supposed to be
made in a way that herds decision makers through the corrals of information and
into the holding pens where they will be told what predetermined decisions they
are to make.
Question:
Where in this DEIS is data found to support, for example, the contention that
Bellingham would accommodate its higher allocations through intensification of its
land use through upzones… etc. and, where is analysis of the environmental impacts
on the county if Bellingham chooses not to address its accommodation
responsibilities in that way?
Comment and Question:
The discussion of Alternative 3 (pages 1-16 and 1-17) inaccurately represents
Resolution 2014 – 013 in its "Impacts of each Alternative discussion".
The Resolution deals only with a series of non-binding population projections. Not
one word in the resolution deals with “emphasis on infill,” how communities will
choose to deal with the accommodation of growth, UGA expansion measures, TDRs
and PDRs, nor any of the other items discussed under the Impacts of Alternatives
discussion.
The discussion is another example of the writers of the DEIS’ attempts to create
policy rather than present alternatives for policy makers to utilize in making
informed decisions; referring to the resolution as containing this information
creates the illusion that the resolution actually addressed these matters.
Question:
Where are any of the possible measures cities might choose to adopt to
accommodate growth in their jurisdictions discussed in Resolution 2014 – 013?
Comment and Question

The required 2016 review of the Comp Plans of Whatcom County and its cities is
supposed to reveal information regarding the impact of previous Comp Plans on the
ability of the Urban Growth Area’s ability to capture growth.
Once we’ve seen what has worked and what has not worked, we are to make
adjustments designed to help us do a better job and, apply the new approaches to
our planning for our next twenty years of growth.
The EIS relies mostly on purportedly discerning trends in growth 1990 – 2000 and
2000 – 2010.
While the GMA was passed in 1990 – 1991, the first Comprehensive Planning efforts
in Whatcom County did not begin to impact growth until the 1995 or so passage of
plans like Bellingham’s Comprehensive Plan.
Whatcom County’s first GMA compliant plan was passed in 1997.
1995 – 2002: Bellingham adopts its Comp Plan and, seven years later begins a
mandated review in conjunction with a County review;
2002 – 2006: Bellingham, the smaller cities, and the County review and revise their
Comp Plans;
2008: The County accomplishes its ten year review. For the most part the cities
ignore the GMA requirement that their Comp Plans be updated to be consistent with
the County’s plan; the new County plan is adopted in Nov. 2009.
2010 – 2014 – New County Comp. plan is adopted late in 2009 and begins to
influence growth patterns throughout the county;
The first U.S. Census to measure actual Urban Growth Area populations takes place
in 2010. OFM reports on UGA populations annually.
The EIS “Shares of Population Growth by Growth Area” analysis (Table 4.7-2) lumps
in 5+ years of growth not affected by GMA planning (1990 – 1995 or ’97). The
second segment ignores all of the five years of growth that’s taken place since the
last major update of the County Comprehensive plan.
As an example of the skewing of the growth data the writers of the DEIS chose to
examine, the lowest percentage of growth as a part of total county growth reported
for Bellingham in the DEIS is 41.6%. Examining Bellingham’s capture of growth
since the last County Comp plan process it can be seen that Bellingham has only
captured 28% of all growth 2010 – 2014.

It is easy to see that much different conclusions regarding Bellingham’s
performance under the new County Plan would be drawn were more recent growth
data linked to new plans or lack of plans considered.
Question
What are the environmental implications of ignoring the most recent 24% of
Whatcom County’s growth experience under the GMA (and all of the experience
since the last County Comp Plan update) while including as much as 35% (7 years)
of the time frame that is examined was pre-GMA (taking place prior to the County’s
first compliant Comprehensive Plan).

Comment and Question
Page 2-14 contains Figure 2.5-5. The figure details the number of jobs to be
accommodated under the four Alternatives put forward in the DEIS.
A note accompanying the charting says, “Alternative 4 models 954 jobs on Lummi
Nation land around I-5 near Bellingham and Ferndale, and 80 jobs on the Lummi
Reservation, where a mixed use marina is planned, in addition to the growth shown
above.
This would appear to be an overt example of the desires of the EIS writers driving
the data rather than of the data determining likely environmental impacts and
outcomes.
Question
Why would 954 jobs magically appear on the Lummi land near I-5 only if Alternative
4 is adopted and not under the other Alternatives? Will the Lummi Nation choose
not to use the land if Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 are adopted?
Comment and Question
Page 2 – 16 of the EIS details land capacity implications of the various alternatives.
Once again the impact of Lummi Nation ownership of employment land is ignored
save for Alternative 4.
The EIS recognizes that 954 jobs depend on the land the Lummi Nation owns near I5. Most of that land was formally controlled by Bellingham. Bellingham, under
Alternative 3, is said to have an excess land capacity of 677 jobs.
Because the Lummi Nation now controls the land supply formerly controlled by
Bellingham, Bellingham’s capacity has been reduced by 954 job meaning
Bellingham’s actual capacity should be recorded as a negative 277 jobs.

Question A
Because the Lummi Nation controls the lands near I-5 in the Bellingham UGA, no
matter which alternative is chosen why isn’t that fact reflected in the capacity
supply for Bellingham.
Question B
The Lummi nation have provided you with testimony that your zoning does not
match their zoning, and that the Lummi have authority over their lands, not
Whatcom County or Bellingham. Why are you using Bellingham/Whatcom zoning
on lands owned by Lummi in the Bellingham UGA?
Comment and Question
Aside from the footnotes dealing with the Lummi Nation as a jobs creator at I-5 and
Slater, the Lummi Nation is virtually ignored in the EIS. A significant percent of the
county’s population consists of members of the Lummi Nation, and the Nation has
become an economic powerhouse in recent years as an employer.
Question
Where is the data required to assess the Lummi and Nooksack nations in terms of
their impact on the economic, social, and environmental life of Whatcom County
contained in the EIS?
Comment and Questions
A discussion of “Land Capacity By Alternative,” is offered on page 2 – 15 of the EIS.
A capacity analysis is offered (Table 2.5-4).
The capacity analysis is inadequate because it only compares capacity under the
four alternatives to Growth Levels selected for examination. For example,
Bellingham is said to have a deficiency of 7,318 persons of assigned growth under
Alternative 3.
But residents expected to arrive over the next 20 years represent only a portion of
the housing need in Bellingham. The GMA requires, for example, analysis of a
variety of housing needs:
RCW 36.70A.070
“(2) A housing element ensuring the vitality and character
of established residential neighborhoods that: (a) Includes an
inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing

needs that identifies the number of housing units necessary to
manage projected growth; (b) includes a statement of goals,
policies, objectives, and mandatory provisions for the preservation,
improvement, and development of housing, including
single-family residences; (c) identifies sufficient land for
housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted
housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured
housing, multifamily housing, and group homes and foster
care facilities; and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing
and projected needs of all economic segments of the community.”
Bellingham’s Consolidated Plan points to a total of 4,451 households facing “severe
housing cost burdens” in the city. The plan also points to housing needs for other
segments of the community including the homeless, overcrowded households, and a
general lack of affordability throughout the community.
No jurisdiction by jurisdiction analysis of housing deficiencies (housing needs that
must be addressed before the need to house future populations is even considered)
appears to have been considered, created, or provided to inform this EIS.
Bellingham has also been shown to have a vacancy rate for housing of all kinds
widely considered to represent an unhealthy housing market.
The County Wide Planning Policies put forward a number of requirements
regarding affordable housing. Among those requirements is the requirement that,
“Low income housing shall no be concentrated in only a few communities or
neighborhoods.”
A legitimate EIS must ask the question, “If not one single person moved to Whatcom
County over the next twenty years, what would have to be done to correct existing
deficiencies? How many housing units and at what economic levels must they be at?
How much job land do we need developed for the existing residents at a (planned
for)?
Question
How many units of housing of the various types called out for analysis by GMA must
be created in each city and county jurisdiction just to address existing deficiencies
and what are the environmental implications in terms of land supply of adding the
land necessary to address deficiencies in addition to accommodating future growth?
Question
How many units of housing are required in each jurisdiction just to bring the
housing vacancy rate of today in each market into balance with the vacancy rate
assumed in the capacity analysis for those jurisdictions and what are the

environmental implications of a failure to maintain an adequate vacancy rate in each
jurisdiction? (Sprawl, long commutes, etc.)
Question
What has each jurisdiction as well as the county determined a healthy vacancy rate
to be for both available rental housing (Single Family and Multi Family) and for
available owner occupied housing? What are the environmental implications of a
too low vacancy rate?
Comment and Question
GMA RCW 36.70A.070 requires cities and counties consider:
“…preservation,
improvement, and development of housing, including
single-family residences; (c) identifies sufficient land for
housing, including, but not limited to, government-assisted
housing, housing for low-income families, manufactured
housing, multifamily housing, and group homes and foster
care facilities; and (d) makes adequate provisions for existing
and projected needs of all economic segments of the community.”
Question
How does this joint city/county EIS account for, on a UGA by UGA basis, the housing
needs of each segment of the community as required by the GMA and, what are the
environmental considerations (sprawl, increased greenhouse gas emissions, etc.) of
a failure to assure the provision of adequate housing supplies for each economic
segment of the community?
Comment and Questions
This EIS is supposed to also be the EIS utilized by Whatcom County’s cities. As such
it is supposed to be based on agreed upon data.
A testimony submission by the City of Bellingham points to land capacity analysis
differences between Bellingham and the County’s capacity analysis. As the City also
pointed out in its submission, the city’s Planning Commission has yet to even make
recommendations regarding how the city will accommodate growth.
The City and the County are using different capacity analysis in their deliberations.
The City’s analysis was sent to the County in early 2014.
Question

What are the environmental implications in terms of population and employment
dispersion of the cities and the county utilizing different capacity information to
arrive at conclusions about UGA sizing?
Can this EIS function as a common EIS for both cities and counties if the jurisdictions
disagree about the fundamental data points used in the document?
Question
If this EIS is a joint EIS usable by both cities and the county in decision making, why
does a city like Bellingham have to submit testimony criticizing the EIS for
attempting to be a policy setting document rather than an informational document?
How are the citizens of Bellingham to use this document for comment on the
Bellingham public process?

Comment and Question
The whole purpose of this EIS process is to provide the information regarding the
environmental impacts of various approaches to growth necessary to allow
informed decision making as the county and its cities update their Comprehensive
Plans.
Regarding employment, the GMA requires;
RCW 36.70A.070
“(7) An economic development element establishing local
goals, policies, objectives, and provisions for economic
growth and vitality and a high quality of life.”
And;
“36.70A.115 Comprehensive plans and development
regulations must provide sufficient land capacity for
development. Counties and cities that are required or choose
to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall ensure that, taken collectively,
adoption of and amendments to their comprehensive
plans and/or development regulations provide sufficient
capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions
to accommodate their allocated housing and employment
growth, including the accommodation of, as appropriate,
the medical, governmental, educational, institutional,
commercial, and industrial facilities related to such growth,
as adopted in the applicable countywide planning policies
and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from

the office of financial management.”
An Economic Development Element is not optional once a Comprehensive Plan
already contains such an element. The Whatcom County Comprehensive plan
already contains an Economic Development Element.
Only a broad brush analysis of jobs land capacity is provided in the city/county Land
Capacity Analysis (LCA). Land supplies are delineated but, no analysis of the kinds
of economic activity, city by city, allowed on those lands is provided for in the EIS.

Question:
City by city and UGA by UGA, what is the projected need for each of the economic
sectors called out by the GMA calculating in both existing deficiencies and, future
accommodation requirements.
Is an adequate supply of properly zoned land available to meet accommodation
needs for the 20 year life of the plan; what, if any deficiencies exist in each
jurisdiction; what are the environmental implications of failing to address
deficiencies that may exist?
Comment and Question:
The GMA calls County Wide Planning Policies (CWPP) “the framework” upon which
a Comprehensive Plan is constructed.
The Growth Management Hearings Board, Washington State courts and other
decisions emphasize that words like must, shall, etc. contained in CWPPs impose an
imperative on both cities and counties.
CWPP I – 3 requires that industrial land designations in both cities and in the county
“must” not only provide sufficient land for development within the 20 year life of
the plan but, “must” also provide for lands “…sufficient to permit the concentration
of industry in appropriate locations beyond 20 years.
CWPP E – 3 for example, requires that at Cherry Point, “Additional large scale
development shall be encouraged,” yet Cherry Point has only a 61 job capacity to
accommodate growth beyond the 20 year horizon.
Question
While the EIS points to the requirement that industrial land supplies must be
planned to provide supplies beyond the 20 years of the 2016 plan the EIS does not
appear to account for that need in its capacity analysis. How much additional land

supply in each county jurisdiction is required to meet CWPP requirements that
Industrial supplies be planned for “beyond” 20 years?
Comment and Question:
Regarding the “Suitability Analysis” segment of the EIS, the “Biodiversity” analysis
relies on studies accomplished by Conservation Northwest; a well known political
activist organization.
While the methodology utilized to determine the presumed biodiversity
characteristics utilized in the EIS is described in a report the actual data used to
arrive at conclusions as well as information about how the data was actually utilized
to arrive at those conclusions is "…stored on a hard-drive at Conservation
Northwest’s Bellingham office. Direct access to the database is limited, due to
license agreements signed between the author of this report and various natural
resource agencies who oversee the location and distribution of species presence
records in Washington State."
Question
How can informed comment be made regarding the purported biodiversity
characteristics of an area if the data used in the EIS to "determine" those
characteristics is closely held (unavailable to the public) by an activist organization
dedicated to influencing public policy on the very issues being discussed by the EIS?
Comment and Question
Page 3-6 purports to analyze Bellingham’s water and sewer service areas. The
analysis contains a misstatement in terms of the former Geneva UGA.
County Comprehensive Plan policy 2U – 11 unequivocally removed both the
Hillsdale and Geneva unincorporated UGAs from the Bellingham UGA inventory at
the expiration of the year 2012.
While Hillsdale is still in the city’s water service area it is no longer a UGA.
If the 2012 removal of Geneva and Hillsdale from the Bellingham UGA was not
considered in the Bellingham land capacity analysis then the entire EIS is
invalidated due to the huge impact Bellingham has on the rest of the county’s ability
to accommodate growth.
Question
Was the removal of the Geneva and Hillsdale UGAs, as required by adopted policy,
considered in developing the DEIS?

Comment and Question
The Suitability Analysis is in outright error in declaring that various UGAs are
adjacent to Resource Lands but have no resource lands within them.
Ferndale, Lynden, Everson, Sumas, and Columbia Valley all contain designated lands
of long term commercial significance within their boundaries within their
boundaries. None have the transfer of development rights programs in place that
would allow resource lands inside a UGA.
GMA makes no provision for pretending lands of long term commercial significance
may be contained inside a UGA as “holding zones.”
GMA says growth must be “encouraged” inside of UGAs
Question
What are the environmental consequences of discouraging growth inside of many of
the UGAs in the county by restricting growth through the use of resource lands?
Comment and Question
Because designated lands of long term commercial significance are assumed to be
usable for growth under the law, the lands must be rezoned at some point to allow
that growth.
Such a rezone will reduce the acreage of land dedicated to resource lands.
Question
What are the environmental consequences of reducing the acreage of dedicated
resource lands?
Comment and Question
The county will be required to remove designated Ag lands from the UGAs
containing them unless the lands are zoned and the land is removed now or, a TDR
program complete with sending areas is negotiated and put in place between the
county and the various cities prior to adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan.
Question
What are the environmental consequences of removing the Ag and other resource
lands of long term commercial significance from the UGAs containing them?
Comment and Question

Studies show that agriculture, especially berry and dairy, represents one of
Whatcom County’s largest consumers of water.
The DEIS points to the potential for adding thousands of acres of new land to the AG
zones of the county.
The DEIS does not appear to address the need for new water resources to serve that
AG land.
Question
What are the impacts on the water resources of Whatcom County of adding those
thousands of acres of new land to the AG zones of the county?
Comment and Question
No data nor comment appears to be provided regarding not only deficiencies in
Bellingham’s ability to provide planned for public infrastructure inside the city but,
also in the unincorporated UGAs within the non-rolling original 20 year timeframe.
Hearings Boards and other legal entities have warned cities and counties about this
requirement for years, in their decisions.
Bellingham and Whatcom County have a joint obligation, under law, to assure
services, with minor exceptions, are available throughout the entire UGA and that
growth planned for in 1997 can take place by 2017.
If infrastructure cannot be provided, it is the County’s obligation to provide other
options to assure that urban levels of growth can take place inside of
unincorporated UGAs.
The same is true of the county’s other city like UGAs, Birch Bay and Columbia Valley.
Question
A) Does this EIS address deficiencies needed to allow previously planned for growth
to occur?
B) What are the environmental impacts of not having the capacity to provide for
already planned for growth and then planning for additional growth on top of that?
Comment and Question
Throughout the Suitability Analysis section of the EIS the “options” discussion
speaks to “reserving” portions of growth allocations, keeping UGAs in place until

adequate capital facilities planning is in place, and other options that would allow
the cities and the county to continue business as usual until some, as of yet,
unknown formal action takes place to make the plan we adopt today compliant in
the world of tomorrow.
The GMA does not allow counties and cities to plan based on acknowledging the
plan adopted today is flawed but will be fixed in the future.
The Whatcom County plans (including for their two UGA areas), once adopted in
2016, must be fully complete and must have strategies and requirements that it be
realized within the 20 year framework it purports to address. The plan adopted
today cannot perpetuate existing deficiencies.
Question
What are the environmental consequences, including but not exclusive of increased
sprawl, of assuming a plan that is not fully complete will be adopted then, perhaps,
fixed later.
Comment and Question
The EIS discusses carbon emission issues at length as well as county and city targets
for reducing emissions. At the same time the assumptions the DEIS are based on, no
matter the Alternative chosen, assume population growth will be dispersed while
jobs growth will mostly take place in Bellingham.
Question
What are the environmental impacts, including but not exclusive to transportation
caused pollution, associated with the dispersion of population growth throughout
the county combined with the concentration of economic growth within the City of
Bellingham.
Comment and Question
The capture of total growth percentages reported in Table 4.7-2 represent a
complete disconnect when compared to growth actually occurring 2010 – 2014.
For example, Bellingham is only capturing about 28% of total growth 2010 – 2014
while both Ferndale and Lynden are capturing in excess of 20% each of the county’s
growth.
Using part of the approach put forward in the EIS it can be seen that since the year
2000 Bellingham is only capturing 39.6% of the county’s population growth 2000 2014.

Question
What are the environmental implications of assigning growth allocations to cities
that are grossly out of step with what is actually happening in the County since the
last update of the County Comp. Plan?
Question
What are environmental consequences of allocating more population and jobs to
cities, including Bellingham, while assuming no significant changes to Bellingham’s
plan to increase capture rate to levels achieved in the past?
Comment and Question
The Lynden water rights issue, as described in the EIS, only reports on Lynden’s
take on the dispute. Ecology has submitted comments essentially saying the EIS
should assume Ecology's take on the issue should be reflected in the plan.
To plan effectively decision makers should be exposed to both sides of the
discussion so they have the context necessary to make an informed rather than a
guided decision.

Question
Shouldn’t both sides of the water rights issue be analyzed and reported upon in the
EIS? What are the environmental implications should either side prevail?

Comment and Questions
The Cherry Point UGA is in close proximity to three population centers
(UGAs): Birch Bay, Blaine, and Ferndale.
Based on actual capture of growth since the last update and review of the various
Comp. Plans the combined populations of Birch Bay, Blaine, and Ferndale are underallocated for employment.
Because of its proximity and its status as a major industrial center Cherry Point is a
logical place to focus on for jobs growth.
If future growth in Whatcom County follows the trends of the past ten years
Ferndale and Birch Bay will capture significantly more population growth than is
allocated to them while Bellingham will capture significantly less growth while
Bellingham will capture well under its population targets.

Given Countywide Planning Policies calling for planning for industrial expansion
beyond the twenty year horizon and the demonstrated lack of capacity at Cherry
Point it seem the Cherry Point UGA should be a prime candidate for expansion.
Question
Does a purported excess capacity of only 61 jobs at Cherry Point meet CWPP
requirements that expansion capacity beyond the 20 year planning horizon be
provided for?
Question
What are the environmental implications, of not providing for employment growth
consistent with actual population growth in and near rapidly growing UGAs while
projecting for employment growth well beyond actual population growth in centers
like Bellingham?
Comments and Questions
The GMA spends more time discussing the need for a healthy rural character than it
does on almost any other issue. “Opportunities to both live and work in rural areas”
are to be provided.
Rural areas of the county are those areas under county control that are not
designated agricultural, mineral resource, or forest lands though the use of rural
lands for agriculture or forests cannot be forbidden.
The county then has an obligation to assure opportunities to live and work in rural
areas is provided meaning an adequate supply of land to support those
opportunities must be provided.
Question
The EIS supports wholesale conversion of rural lands to other uses, especially
designated AG lands. What are the environmental impacts of a too tight supply of
rural lands?
Question
Where is the discussion of the various land supplies available in the rural lands of
the county in terms of the adequacy of those supplies to allow the county to achieve
the goals and other requirements providing for a traditional rural lifestyle?

Comments and Questions

Most of the cities and many of the rural fire districts have LOS standards for fire and
emergency response times.
By way of example Bellingham’s response time is met in less than 10% of the city
segments analyzed in a recent report by the fire department due to long travel times
from fire stations remote from the areas they must serve.
The EIS is completely inadequate in measuring fire and emergency response times
as it relies on WSRB ratings or, worse, lack of data to determine adequacy.
Fire and emergency response for Whatcom County should be judged on achieving
adopted LOS levels where they exist not on a standard that satisfies the state’s
insurance companies.
Question
Why weren’t LOS standards adopted by each jurisdiction in the County used to
determine whether or not fire and emergency services are being provided at
appropriate levels?
Question
How do the various districts and jurisdictions measure up to their adopted LOS
standards for fire and emergency response?
Question
What capital facilities needs for fire and emergency services are revealed when
actual LOS standards are used and what are the environmental consequences of
failing to provide services at those levels?
Comment and Question
Whatcom County Parks has a surplus acreage of nearly 12,500 acres over the LOS
level called out in the Comprehensive Plan.
Roughly 12,000 acres of park land consists of lands of long term commercial
significance; most of that being forest lands of long term commercial significance.
The Parks department not only has not developed harvest plans for those 12,000
acres, it has indicated the lands are not intended to ever be utilized as required by
law.
Newly planted forests are important carbon sinks while old growth forests slowly
become carbon contributors to the atmosphere.

Question
What are the environmental implications of effectively withdrawing about 12,000
acres of land from the lands set aside under Growth Management law to support the
long term health of the Whatcom County forest industry?
Comment and Questions
The EIS is almost completely silent regarding Whatcom County’s forest resource
lands of long term commercial significance despite the emphasis the GMA puts on
assuring adequate attention has been paid to establishing and preserving those
forests for harvest.
Question
How many acres of forest lands of long term commercial significance are available
for use in Whatcom County?
Question
How many acres has the county determined are needed?
Question
If a serious shortfall in the number of acres of forest lands of long term commercial
significance exists, what are the environmental implications?
Comments and Questions
Mineral Resource lands are among the most important of all the resource lands in
terms of the everyday life of the people of Whatcom County. Housing affordability,
land use patterns, and the vitality of the economy are all reliant on adequate
supplies of, especially, sand and gravel.
As is the case with forest resource lands, the EIS gives short shrift to the GMA
required examination of mineral resource lands.
Question
What is the likely demand for mineral resources over the next twenty years?
Question
Are the lands set aside as mineral resource lands of long term commercial
significance adequate to serve the needs of Whatcom County and to meet the

requirements set out in the Comprehensive Plans goals and policies for mineral
resource lands?
Question
For, among other things, purposes of preventing environmental degradation the
County Comp Plan requires that 50% of MRL lands be located within ten miles of
UGAs. Are sufficient lands to fulfill that need for the next twenty years in the
inventory?
Question
What are the environmental implications of an inadequate supply of mineral
resources lands, in place and located in proximity to Urban Growth Areas as is called
out in the existing Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan?
Comment and Questions
Analysis of housing trends over the 18 years Whatcom County has had
Comprehensive Plans created under the mandates of the GMA indicate a good deal
of the housing capacity in the county has been created as lack of growth in markets
like Bellingham has put pressure on the county’s recreational areas; housing once
supplying the recreational market has been converted to permanent housing.
Housing units formerly serving the recreational marketplace are typically at a
distance from cities and are poorly served by the shopping, employment
opportunities, and other services full time households require. That means long
commutes and long commutes mean large carbon footprints. Examples of areas
long considered to be mostly recreational areas that have been converted to full
time housing include Glenhaven, Sudden Valley, Columbia Valley, and Birch Bay.
Cities like Bellingham have benefitted as they have been able to avoid encouraging
growth in their UGAs by shifting growth they once captured to formerly recreational
areas.
Comparison of data from the 2008 Comp Plan process indicates the conversion of
recreational housing to full time housing is drying up as a source of housing for new
populations arriving in Whatcom County.
Question
What are the environmental implications of consuming our one time recreational
housing units by converting them to full time housing especially, but not limited to,
the county’s carbon footprint?
Question

What are the environmental impacts if the on-going conversion of housing units
from recreational use to full time use is no longer possible due to lack of supply in
the former recreational areas?
Question
What are the likely impacts on the Whatcom County economy, especially in terms of
jobs, of the conversion of onetime recreational areas into full time housing areas?
Comment For All Action Alternatives
The DEIS, on page 1-2 states, "...allows residents, businesses, and other government
agencies to comment on proposals and alternatives." This comment is a request to
improve all of the action alternatives and supported by Section I of the County Wide
Planning Policies.
One of the most important components missing from this DEIS is a suitability
analysis as to which lands around the Cherry Point Industrial Urban Growth Area
would be best suited for inclusion as part of the Cherry Point UGA in the near future,
5 to 40 years out.
Whatcom County County-wide Planning Policy (CWPP) I-2 states, "New business
development and expansion of existing businesses are key factors in providing
“family wage” jobs and a strong tax base. Economic development that pays family
wage rates should be encouraged. Industrial land designations must be sufficient to
permit the concentration of industry in appropriate locations beyond 20 years. In
order to attract new industry and provide for expansion of existing industries, the
county and the cities will designate land supply of sufficient size and diversity to
provide a range of suitable locations for industrial development. The designation of
this land shall be established in a way that preserves natural resource based
industries and critical areas. "
A recent study by Hart Hodges demonstrates that Cherry Point is one of the County’s
biggest suppliers of both family wage and living wage jobs while strengthening the
tax base tremendously.
Cherry Point has special requirements for project proposals, such as a minimum
project master site plan size of 160 acres and secondary size of 40 acres. Additional
lands around the Cherry Point UGA should be identified that would fulfill CWPP I-2
and offer increased opportunity for primary uses that do not require direct access to
the deep water areas such as "large scale high technology businesses" and
secondary uses complimentary to primary uses.
The FEIS, as part of the preferred alternative and all of the DEIS action alternatives
should identify UGA Reserve lands, or the adoption of a Long Term Planning UGA

designation that provides all needed analysis and policy support to include new
lands into the Cherry Point UGA for at least 10 to 20 years beyond the GMA required
20 years.
Cherry Point is monumentally important to job creation and retention in Whatcom
County and has NO resource lands located adjacent to it, is very close to the
Ferndale, Birch Bay, and Blaine UGA areas, and must be protected now and into the
future.

Comment Letter:25
March 16, 2015

Thank you for your prompt response and attention to my concerns. I appreciate it,
Matt. And I am so glad we can have these discussions now, before the EIS contract is
finalized.
The problem I have with the information the consultant intends to use is that it is
generally focused on a few priority species and is very fish centric. It is not a
quantifiable, comprehensive county-wide assessment of all local wildlife and habitat
necessary to protect biodiversity, connectivity corridors, or even the local species that
were added to the county HCA for protection. And after contacting FWS and WDFW on
different matters over the years, I know that very little is being done to protect bird
species or habitat. I also know that there is huge gap in our knowledge regarding
terrestrial species. In other words, this information alone is not adequate for purposes
of meeting GMA requirements for determining comp plan policy and zoning.
I do not believe the information developed for the SMP and the HCA provides a
baseline standard for determining net loss of ecological function. If it does, please
25:1
provide me with the information that the county is relying upon. Is there prior and
current data that indicates trends and changes in species, populations and available
habitat? I suspect that we are unable to make any such determination as part of
this update process because this information was never sufficiently developed and
quantified during the last process to permit monitoring and assessment. And this goes
to the heart of my concern. This is a problem that should be corrected during the
current update process.
Habitat connectivity has never been assessed on a county wide basis, and is a primary
problem. The county wishes to develop on an off-site wetland mitigation program.
Without a more specific and detailed plant and wildlife assessment, the county will not
know if it is filling areas of higher conservation value and recreating wetlands that will
become low value isolated habitat islands, contrary to the requirements of the
GMA. Connectivity also remains a primary concern with new park development, such
as the 8000 new acres from the Lake Whatcom watershed, or for any development that
requires roads and utilities and infrastructure. Again, these are not issues that can be
resolved limited to a site specific review, and these are not issues that can be resolved
with finality through a large scale GIS review.
Without knowing exactly what species, in what numbers, are in what areas of the
county, we have no idea how to dedicate open space and parks, or appropriate buffers
and habitat patch sizes, or where roads, fences and utilities do the most harm and
create barriers to wildlife movement. We have no for basis for decisions to kill
"nuisance" beavers, elk, starlings, geese, coyotes, or whatever species the Parks
Department or the Executive decides to pay Wildlife Services to exterminate. In other
words, we can not make development decisions without ensuring no net loss standards
are met.

I know that Ann Eissinger started a wildlife and habitat assessment for the Birch Bay
Watershed Characterization Pilot Study, and it probably contains the most
comprehensive information for this area of the county, but the study ran out of money
and the wildlife and habitat assessment was never completed, although this did not stop
the county and state from finalizing the pilot project. And that is very emblematic of the
situation.. wildlife always comes last, and as a result, we have no good, current on-theground information. (This is also seen in how the county often relies upon wetland
studies to determine site specific habitat value, rather than requiring an
independent HCA assessment and report as required under the CAO.)
25:1
I request that the county reevaluate the scope of its plant and wildlife
review. A comprehensive wildlife and habitat review and assessment, based on current
field investigation, should be incorporated into the EIS process, and used to provide a
quantifiable baseline standard from which to monitor and measure many of the county's
planned mitigation projects, such as the off-site wetland mitigation proposal, or the
market place approach for Ag/watershed issues. It could be used to institute a
comprehensive conservation strategy that would have benefit to all county
stakeholders. This information would protect the county's comp. plan and UGA updates
from legal challenge with regard to wildlife and habitat issues. And most importantly, we
need this information to save our valuable natural resources and protect larger scale
ecological functions.
Thank you for considering my concerns. In the meantime, I would be interested in
reviewing the inventory and characterization for each shoreline reach developed for the
SMP and the HCA information. Could you please send this to me via email?
Wendy Harris

Tuesday, April 01, 2014 9:36 AM
Subject: FW: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan

Hi Wendy:
We asked the EIS consultant to provide a brief description of the proposed wildlife
approach in the EIS (see below).
The EIS will provide information to the public, staff and decision-makers in the
Comp Plan update, UGA review and development regulation update processes. As
you know, the GMA includes a planning goal, critical areas and other provisions
relating to wildlife. These will be considered in the update processes.
Matt

From: Lisa Grueter [mailto:Lisa@berkconsulting.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: RE: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan

Hi Matt,
Thank you for forwarding this comment.
The scoping document identified a planning-level qualitative approach to identifying plant and animal
habitat and habitat alteration based on existing County and State sources. To give more background on
our approach, we intend to contact the State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and obtain the
latest Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) Map. We also intend to contact the WDFW area biologist to
review the PHS information and other sources of information they may recommend relevant to
considering fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, including their input on habitat corridors. We
also would review the State Department of Natural Resources Washington Natural Heritage Program
information for high quality terrestrial and wetland plant communities that may provide habitat.
Regarding County sources, we would review County Shoreline Master Program inventories and analysis,
as well as any information the County has mapped or defined in terms of its designated Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Conservation areas.
The available State and County information and mapping would be incorporated into the EIS analysis.
We would then review the alternatives and their growth patterns in relation to Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Conservation areas, noting areas that are considered to function as corridors. County policies and codes
that protect habitat, and other mitigation measures can be identified to help mitigate impacts.
If you have further questions, please let me know. Thank you,
Lisa Grueter
206.493.2367 | DIRECT
www.berkconsulting.com
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From: Matt Aamot [mailto:maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 8:16 AM
To: Lisa Grueter
Subject: FW: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan

From: w.harris2007@comcast.net [mailto:w.harris2007@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 9:36 PM
To: Matt Aamot
Subject: Re: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan

Matt, certain matters, such as wildlife planning ,require a landscape
approach at a detailed level..such a migration corridors and habitat
connectivity. This can not be addressed through a site specific approach,
nor do I ever see the type of factual development at the site specific level
that addresses matters of ecosystem function that extend beyond the site
borders. This makes much mitigation ineffective. For example, the
Parks Director only reviews wildlife and habitat issues on a park specific
basis. How are these kinds of problems resolved?
From: "Matt Aamot" <maamot@co.whatcom.wa.us>
To: "Wendy Harris" <w.harris2007@comcast.net>
Cc: "Tyler Schroeder" <tschroed@co.whatcom.wa.us>, "Mark Personius"
<MPersoni@co.whatcom.wa.us>
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 3:50:27 PM
Subject: RE: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan
Hi Wendy:
The order of magnitude analysis simply recognizes that a non-project proposal to
adopt comprehensive plan policies and development regulations is different from a
project proposal to develop a particular site. Non-project proposal alternatives may
result in a range of impacts, depending on the specific nature of developments
proposed over the 20-year planning period. The Washington Administrative Code
(WAC) recognizes this characteristic of non-project proposals in WAC 197-11-442,
which states:
“(1) The lead agency shall have more flexibility in preparing EISs on nonproject
proposals, because there is normally less detailed information available on their
environmental impacts and on any subsequent project proposals. . .
2) The lead agency shall discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail
appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the level of planning for
the proposal. Alternatives should be emphasized. In particular, agencies are
encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing
a stated objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3)). Alternatives including the proposed
action should be analyzed at a roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to
evaluate their comparative merits . . .
(3) If the nonproject proposal concerns a specific geographic area, site specific
analyses are not required, but may be included for areas of specific concern. . .
(4) The EIS's discussion of alternatives for a comprehensive plan, community
plan, or other areawide zoning or for shoreline or land use plans shall be limited to
a general discussion of the impacts of alternate proposals for policies contained in
such plans, for land use or shoreline designations, and for implementation
measures. The lead agency is not required under SEPA to examine all conceivable

policies, designations, or implementation measures but should cover a range of
such topics. The EIS content may be limited to a discussion of alternatives which
have been formally proposed or which are, while not formally proposed, reasonably
related to the proposed action.”
The “order of magnitude” statement was simply recognizing that we can
approximate impacts associated with policies and development regulations, but
may not be able to pin down impacts to the extent that you could with project
actions.
Matt
From: Wendy Harris [mailto:w.harris2007@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2014 5:04 PM
To: Matt Aamot; PDS
Subject: EIS scoping on Comp. PLan
Matt: Please explain what you mean by an order of magnitude analysis. Although you state this as a
matter of fact with regard to an programmatic EIS, I do not understand what this terms means in the
context of an EIS, and I can find no easily available reference or discussion about this in SEPA
information or through a google search.
Please be more specific and detailed about your intentions regarding quantification and analysis in the
EIS. I do not understand what order of magnitude means.
Thank you
Wendy Harris

Comment Letter:26

From: Wendy Harris
To: Matt Aamot
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 9:48 PM
Subject: Public Comment On EIS Scoping... EIS alternative analysis request

I am requesting two EIS alternatives for the 2016 Comp Plan.
The first alternative should reflect growth that is at least as low as the lowest
OFM figures. It is likely that the county has justification for adopting figures
that are even lower than the OFM range.
In February, the Planning Department published its 2014 Non-Urban Growth
Monitoring Report. This report, which is required under the Comprehensive Plan,
estimates population growth using residential permit data and compares that
estimate with the population growth allocated to the non-urban areas in the
Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 1, Table 4). The 2014 report shows the estimated
population growth over the past year -- and over the past six years overall -- has
been below the Comprehensive Plan's allocation. In other words, the Planning
Department’s own work shows that the no action alternative would result in too
much development in rural areas.

26:1

With regard to the urban areas as well as rural areas, the validity of the Berk
report has been effectively refuted by defects in the migration assumptions, as
reflected in the analysis of Professor John McLaughlin, supported by his letter of
March 2, 2014. This analysis indicates that the Berk population projections are
inflated, and unlikely, and therefore, should not be relied upon.
And the population figures used in each EIS alternative (including no action) need
to account for the thousands of developable lots are already exist in the rural and
urban areas, including those in sensitive watersheds, such as Lake Whatcom,
Drayton Harbor and Birch Bay.
The second alternative should be to abandon the usual approach where
population figures are determined first, and then policy developed. Instead,
community planning goals should be determined first, and thereafter, the
population figures could be plugged in to support these goals, as long as the
figures are within the OFM range.

26:2

This is the approach suggested by Dr. McLaughlin based on his analysis, but
interestingly enough, this is also the approach that I suggested during a public
hearing on population projections in 2009. At the time, I was new to GMA issues,
but I saw the empty buildings in city downtown areas and the Birch Bay Plaza
26:2
along 1-5. The need for more growth advocated by some simply made no
common sense, and I stated that too much significance was being placed on
population projections when the real issue is land use patterns. I continue to hold
that point of view. Please consider this as an alternative analysis that is truly
meaningful in reflecting a new approach.
Sincerely,
Wendy Harris

Comment Letter:27
From: Wendy Harris
To: Matt Aamot
Cc: council@co.whatcom.wa.us
Sent: Sunday, March 23, 2014 9:21 PM
Subject: Public comment on scope of EIS for 2016 Comp. Plan. for plants and animals.

Scope of EIS for Plants and Animals
The scope of review for plants and animals is inadequate and requires greater assessment and review,
including field research by an experienced field biologist. The county lacks the scientific information
needed to protect CAO habitat conservation areas to ensure no net loss of ecological functions
and values.
As drafted, it appears that the county intends to review GIS information that is available from state
and federal databases and engage in some sort of non-specific analysis. There are areas in the county
where a more site specific analysis is appropriate, even for a SEPA nonproject review, and the
analysis should be specific for the species and plants that are documented. (For example, it is known
that herons require access to three types of habitat, and that they require buffers of a certain width
when breeding.)
Please expand the scope of your review to specifically include the three subcomponents of the SEPA
WAC 197-11-444 (d) plants and animals element, including:
WAC 197-11-444 (d)(i): habitat for and numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish or other
wildlife.
x The county has not focused on issues of biodiversity and it lacks basic information
documenting the number of species, the size of each species or subpopulation,
migration paths and core habitat. This information can not be determined solely by
GIS data, which is a large scale review based on presumptions from the landscape,
habitat and ground cover. Only on-site observation confirms the actual presence
and numbers of plants, animals and habitat.
o A wildlife assessment and review must be done on-site by an experienced
field biologist with a background in terrestrial animals and birds. The county
staff does not have wildlife management training and has worked only on fish
projects. Please use the EIS process as an opportunity to hire an appropriate
wildlife consultant.
o See the 1995 and 2003 Wildlife and Habitat Report and Assessment by the
Nakheeta Northwest (Ann Eissinger) for Bellingham. This remains the gold
standard for plant and wildlife review.
x The work that has been done to date largely focuses on salmon, streams and near
shores, and, to a more limited extent, marine life. There is a large data gap for birds
and terrestrial species. We need documentation of anything upland, overhead or in
the forest.
x Without this information, the county lacks a quantifiable baseline standard
from which to monitor status and determine whether there is net loss in plants
and animals. The baseline standard is the starting point for determining appropriate
mitigation, and for measuring biodiversity.
o We need this information to determine minimum habitat patch sizes. We
know that without habitat of a certain size, which is animal specific, species
will not survive.
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This baseline information is necessary for determining appropriate buffers,
which are also species and lifecycle specific.
o This baseline information is crucial for determining the adequacy of ground
cover and plants for species needs.
A crucial component of biodiversity is missing. The county relies upon state and
federal lists of protected species, but biodiversity requires protecting of the entire
food chain, which also includes the common and abundant species. We need
quantifiable information regarding the common plants and animals in Whatcom
County. The County review process is largely driven by the ESA, ignoring larger
issues of biodiversity.
The county intends to convene a two year citizen task force and a TAG to review the
CAO and BAS and make changes. It is crucial that any changes be made pursuant
to an accurate and detailed understanding of the current status of our critical areas.
This includes assessment of the location, number, and diversity of plant, animals
and habitats, such as wetlands, shorelines and riparian zones. This is necessary to
ensure that CAO revisions comply with BAS, and do not create compliance
problems.
Special attention and review is needed for Cherry Point. This area is sited for two
conflicting uses… heavy industrial and deep sea port, and a marine reserve for
aquatic wildlife. While there is a stated belief that both things can be accomplished,
it will clearly require a great deal of analysis, review, planning, mitigation and
protection, and how this will be balanced and achieved should be reflected in the
Comp. Plan policies and goals. The potential impacts from the GPT application
need to be considered as well, given the scope of this project.
This analysis provides an opportunity to identify invasive species, and allows a more
immediate response to any threats that are posed.
o It is estimated that Asian clams infested Lake Whatcom for about five years
before this was detected.
o Invasive purple varnish shells have been seen on Whatcom County beaches.
o It is possible that the EIS consultant can obtain some of this information from
the work done through WRIA 1 and MRC, but this would allow a consolidated
and comprehensive approach for all plant and animal species to be reflected
in Comp. Plan policy.
Quantification of species numbers is important for those invasive species which the
county attempts to control through annual extinguishment (starlings, beavers, geese,
etc.) This is an annual public cost that is often conducted in an inhumane manner
without any proof of effectiveness.
The new 8000 acre Lake Whatcom Forest Preserve will be planned for a park that
allows bike trails, hiking trails and equestrian use. It is important to do a wildlife and
habitat assessment of the entire forested area before park planning begins so that
trails can be directed away from areas of high conservation value and avoid blocking
connectivity corridors and fragmenting habitat, isolating species.
Information and analysis is necessary to determine if there is adequate protection for
the Chuckanut Corridor. This is county land of regional significance, and the county
is permitting development without wildlife friendly restrictions. We need to determine
if there is adequate protection against net loss of ecological function.
Plant and animal information needs to be incorporated into park planning. The
proposed April 2014 plan simply lists state and federally protected species and
plants (the plant list is still incomplete) reflected for Whatcom County. (Pages 18-24)
o

x

x
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It does not connect these species to individual county parks and open space (with a
few limited exceptions, such as eagle nests in Semiahmoo Park) and it does not
consider wildlife needs when planning for parks. Listing and reflecting habitat and
species looks good on paper, but if that information is not incorporated into the
planning for each park and open space area under county jurisdiction, it
accomplishes nothing.
o The GMA intends for open space to be used, in part, for wildlife and habitat,
but the parks department has jurisdiction over open space and does not
dedicate any portion of the open space to biodiversity needs. Special
attention is needed for county open space.
o The parks department asserts that it only addresses wildlife needs at a site
specific scale, yet site specific information does not exist, so wildlife and
habitat is not being protected. That is why site specific park specific
information should be developed as part of this EIS.
WAC 197-11-444 (d)(ii): Unique Species
x The county is home to several genetically unique species that are of ecological
importance. This needs to be documented so that special protections can be
considered.
o The native North/Middle Fork stock and South Fork stock of Chinook
salmon are genetically unique with respect to each other and to Chinook
throughout the Puget Sound region and are listed under the federal
Endangered Species Act as "threatened" with extinction.
o Cherry Point herring are the most genetically divergent species of herring
in Washington. In contrast to herring that migrate out to sea, the Cherry
Point herring travel inland to freshwater environments, like estuaries, to
feed and spawn. And they do so at an unusual time of year, providing a
vital food source to other local wildlife.
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01079/. According to WDFW, this unique
variation should be preserved through careful management.
x Since the county last did an analysis under the Endangered Species Act, three
new rockfish species have been added to the ESA list, including Boccaccio
(endangered), yellow eye and canary rockfish (threatened) for Puget Sound and
Georgia Basin populations. Bellingham Bay was specifically mentioned in the
documentation supporting the new listing. 50 CFR Parts 223 and 224. It is known that
the juvenile rockfish come closer to the nearshore within SMA jurisdiction for
shelter and food.
WAC 197-11-444 (d)(iii): Fish or wildlife migration routes.
x Currently, the County lacks information reflecting terrestrial migration routes or
specific migration routes for birds using the Pacific Flyway. Yet without this
information, the county is unable to determine if habitat connectivity exists, or needs
to be re-established. Habitat that is isolated has low conservation value and
threatens the survival of that subpopulation of species. Not only are animals
prevented from fleeing in the event of danger (fire, dogs, cats, tidal wave, etc.) but
they are prevented from engaging in genetic diversity exchange which keeps
species healthy and strong. Moreover, most species require the use of more than
one kind of habitat during their life cycle, and access to fresh water.
o This information is crucial is permitting new development and roads, and
other infrastructure to minimize or avoid wildlife impacts. Without this

o
o

information, the county is unable to engage in mitigation sequencing, which is
a state law requirement.
By identifying areas of core habitat that must be protected, the county can
determine where habitat corridors must be protected or created.
This can be a benefit to developers because it creates greater certainty. This
can be a benefit to farmers who are looking to sell credits in the market place
of natural resources. This could be a benefit to the city and county in creating
offsite wetland mitigation projects by ensuring that the selected mitigation site
has high conservation value and good connectivity.

Finally, although not listed as a SEPA element, the county is not prohibited from adding additional
items. The county lacks, but needs, wildlife management polices and procedures to protect
biodiversity and habitat. The Parks Director makes the decision to kill species he considers a
nuisance without any public process, or public input. An important component of protecting
biodiversity should be procedures and policies that guide issues of human/wildlife conflicts. As we
lose more land to development, wildlife will become more dependent on public land and greater
conflicts between wildlife and people will develop. We can not protect plants and animals without
management guidelines and policy that indicate how conflicts are to be handled, how much public
land will be set aside for species needs, and how to resolve conflicting land uses.
In conclusion, the scope of the suggested EIS is too restrictive with regard to plants and animals and
should be expanded to provide better quantifiable information that is verified by a field biologist or
someone with experience in conservation and wildlife management. The county needs to create a
baseline standard from which to measure and monitor the health of local species and habitat and to
ensure no net loss of ecological function.
Sincerely,
Wendy Harris

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

PDS
PDS_Planning_Commission
FW: public comment for posting on comp. plan update page
Monday, March 16, 2015 8:01:47 AM

Comment Letter:28

From: WENDY [mailto:w.harris2007@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 10:47 PM
To: PDS
Cc: Matt Aamot
Subject: public comment for posting on comp. plan update page

Please post this with the public comments for the comp. plan process.

From: "Wendy" <w.harris2007@comcast.net>
To: "Wendy" <w.harris2007@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2015 10:04:01 PM
Subject: Fw: scope of EIS on plants and animals #2

----- Original Message ----From: Wendy Harris
To: pds@co.whatcom.wa.us
Cc: Matt Aamot
Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 6:51 PM
Subject: scope of EIS on plants and animals #2

SCOPE OF EIS PLANT AND ANIMAL REVIEW
Please expand the scope of the plant and animal EIS review to include: 1)
habitat, numbers and diversity of species and plants throughout the county,
with special emphasis on county owned parks and open space: 2) unique
species, and: 3) bird and wildlife migration routes and habitat connectivity.
Whatcom County lacks a comprehensive, county-wide, quantifiable wildlife and
habitat review and assessment, supported by field investigation. Wildlife
issues can not be reviewed on a site-specific basis and require detailed analysis
on a comprehensive landscape scale.
We need data to create a baseline standard that can measure and monitor the
status of local plants and animals to protect against a loss in ecological
function. The proposed scope of the EIS review is not sufficient to create a
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functional baseline standard.
We need to expand the EIS scope to determine the following types of issues:
• whether county comprehensive plans and zoning protect against a net
loss of biodiversity. This should be quantifiable and measurable.
• whether adequate and/or appropriate mitigation is being required for
development.
• Whether we are protecting genetically distinct and biologically
significant local species, such as Cherry Point herring, and the
North/Middle Fork and South Chinook Salmon, or regionally significant
habitat such as the Chuckanut Wildlife Corridor.
• Where and to what extent aquatic invasive species are a threat.
• Whether County policies to remove and/or kill “nuisance” species such
as beaver, elk, deer, starlings and geese are appropriate, effective or an
appropriate public expense.
• Whether the Parks Department is dedicating and protecting adequate
open space and habitat for local species and habitat connectivity.
• Whether roads, fences, trails, infrastructure and utilizes are being sited
in a location that creates a barrier for wildlife and a habitat sink.
• Whether adequate information is available during site specific permit
reviews to protect larger ecosystem functions.
• Data is needed to develop wildlife management policies and
procedures. The county current has none and we need to protect
wildlife while avoiding human/wildlife conflicts.
Thank you for considering my concerns as part of the EIS analysis for the 2016
county comprehensive plan update process.
Sincerely,

Wendy Harris

Comment Letter:29

Comment Letter:30
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

PDS
Becky Boxx
FW: comments: DEIS for Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan update
Monday, May 18, 2015 9:21:18 AM
deis_uga_2015_com_JM.pdf
appendixA_JM.pdf
appendixB_JM.pdf

-----Original Message----From: john mclaughlin [mailto:jmcl.cascades@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:29 PM
To: PDS
Subject: comments: DEIS for Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan update
Matt Aamot, Senior Planner
Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98226
pds@co.whatcom.wa.us
Dear Matt,
Thank you for accepting and considering public comment on the DEIS for the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan update. I am attaching my comments in three documents. The first contains my
main comments for this comprehensive plan update. The second and third are appendicies cited in the
first document; they contain material previously submitted, but that also apply to the current DEIS. If
you have any questions regarding information in those documents, please ask.
Given the importance of the Comprehensive Plan, which you must recognize more than most, I hope
you received much public input. I wish you well in reviewing it.
Best,
John
John McLaughlin
jmcl.cascades@gmail.com

To:

Matt Aamot, Senior Planner,
Planning and Development Services
From:
John McLaughlin
Subject: Draft EIS, Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations
Update and Urban Growth Areas Review
Date:
15 May 2015
Thank you for providing opportunity for public comment on planning decisions so important to
Whatcom County. My comments below address six broad topics.
1
2
3
4
5
6

Alternatives considered in the DEIS
Impacts to air quality
Compounding impacts of climate change and UGA development
Impacts to water resources
Impacts to plants and animals
Impacts to cultural resources

In the comments below, material quoted from the DEIS appears in Arial font.
Chapter 2: Alternatives
The entire DEIS, including every alternative considered, was developed on the basis of population
projections generated using invalid or erroneous analysis. Alternative 1, “No Action,” would carry
forward prior projections generated from an invalid model. In comments for the prior
comprehensive plan update, I described errors in those projections and the associated model. The
most recent set of my comments are attached as Appendix A. The model, originally developed in
2002 by ECONorthwest and applied in 2008 by Berk & Associates to extend population
projections to 2031, contains serious statistical errors by every measure considered. There never
was any apparent effort to correct those errors. Rather, the Comprehensive Plan update process
proceeded as if such errors did not exist or matter.
30:1
Alternatives 2-4 were developed as part of the ongoing Comprehensive Plan update. These
alternatives are based on population projections developed from biased or erroneous analysis,
compounded by erroneous interpretation. I described several of these errors in my 2 March 2014
comments, which are attached as Appendix B. Among the errors in these projections are: (1)
biased calculation of growth “averages,” (2) failure to include growth data beyond 2010, (3) invalid
assumption of exponential population growth at constant exponential growth rates, (4) and
erroneous application of the term “most likely.” For example, the DEIS compares growth under
several alternatives to historical “average” growth rates in Whatcom County. As Figure 1
demonstrates, alternatives 2-4 apply projections that exceed the historical average, unless one
calculates “average” using data cherry-picked from years with highest growth. Growth averages
used by BERK for “historical” comparisons were calculated over years of the highest growth:
1990-2000, 1990-2010, and 2000-2010. Those alternatives are equivalent to basing the
comprehensive plan on an assumption that Whatcom County will experience another real estate
bubble that lasts for 20 years. Hence, these projections support growth beyond what our own
population data imply. Consequently, alternatives 2-4 are not “reasonable alternatives” as defined
by SEPA [WAC 197-11-786, 197-11-440(5)]: “a reasonable alternative is a feasible alternative

1

Draft EIS, Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Areas Review
course of action that meets the proposal’s objective at lower environmental cost.” For this reason,
UGA proposals and the DEIS reviewing impacts of those proposals have dubious justification.
With this serious caveat, the remainder of my comments address particulars of the DEIS.
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Figure 2: Whatcom County annual population growth: historical averages and projections.
Open circles plot historical averages calculated from the year on the x-axis to 2014. Solid
triangles plot average annual growth projected under DEIS alternatives 1-4. For
comparison, the large asterisk (*) plots the average annual “allocated” growth.

Foreclosed Options
The DEIS fails to mention foreclosed options, as suggested in my EIS scoping comments and as
required by SEPA (WAC 197-11-440 (5)(c)(vii):
“Particular attention should be given to the possibility of foreclosing future options by
implementing the proposal.”

30:2
Options that would be foreclosed under UGA expansion and development include:
(1) Restoring quality of drinking water sources, including Lake Whatcom and Nooksack River.
(2) Mitigating hydrologic impacts of climate change, including options to avoid destructive
increases in flood frequency and severity, to maintain summer stream flows above threshold
minima, and to maintain summer stream temperatures below values lethal to salmon and other
stream biota.
2
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(3) Restoring wild salmon populations, or preventing further declines or extinctions.
(4) Restoring wild (spring) Nooksack Chinook salmon to harvestable abundances.
(5) Creating greenbelts around cities to prevent urban centers from merging continuously.
(6) Urban transportation planning within currently adopted LOS standards.
(7) Restoring the county’s agricultural landbase to an extent that would support a viable
agricultural economic sector indefinitely.
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A large scientific literature demonstrates that development of forests, wetlands, streams, and
agricultural lands in UGAs is irreversible. Developing UGAs in the near term forecloses options
for other uses to future generations. These foreclosed options should be addressed in the EIS.
For example, measures to address pending climate change may be among the options foreclosed by
UGA development. Maintaining water quality and salmonid populations in the face of forecasted
reductions in summer stream flow may require protecting wetlands and surrounding forest in an
undeveloped state. This would be particularly important for headwater streams and wetlands,
which residential development tends to destroy disproportionately often (Kilmore and Kaushal
2008). For example, maintaining water quality in Lake Padden and salmon in Padden Creek during
hydrologic shifts due to climate change may not be possible if Bellingham’s Yew Street UGA is
developed. Protecting Lake Padden and Padden Creek salmon would be options foreclosed by the
proposal to develop the Yew Street UGA. Clearly, SEPA [WAC 197-440 (5)(c)(vii)] requires the
EIS to discuss the benefits and disadvantages of retaining these options (i.e., not developing for
now the Yew Street UGA and similar headwater areas). As written, the DEIS dos not meet this
SEPA requirement.

Section 4.2. Air Quality
Under “Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” page 4-30 states: "... other potential mitigation
measures described above are adequate to mitigate any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as a
result of County growth increases." In reality, the "potential" or recommended mitigation measures
are not adequate because many will not be implemented if they are not required and enforced.
30:3
Many measures listed are not applied even in projects conducted by government (e.g., City of
Bellingham Public Works, Whatcom County Public Works) departments. If agencies responsible
for creating the Comprehensive Plan do not implement mitigation measures, it is not reasonable to
expect for-profit businesses to implement them, either.
Compounding Impacts of Climate Change and UGA Development
Sections 4.3 and 4.4 fail to consider or even mention impacts of climate change,
which are cumulative or compounded with direct and indirect impacts of UGA development.
Because SEPA requires evaluation of cumulative impacts, this omission is a serious deficiency in
the DEIS.
30:4
The DEIS justifies omission of climate change impacts with the following logic (page 4-15):
"On February 19, 2010, the Council on Environmental Quality issued a draft National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance document on the consideration of the effects of
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climate change and GHG emissions. ... That guidance document also advises that when
determining the effects of climate change on a proposed action, an agency should start with an
identification of the future condition of the affected environment for the “no action” alternative,
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which should serve as the basis for evaluating and comparing the incremental effects of other
action alternatives. However, this method has no standing for State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) reviews."
This argument does not obviate consideration of cumulative impacts of development and climate
change. Climate change impacts will compound impacts of UGA development; dismissing them
by assumed legal fiat will not prevent them. Rather compounded impacts of climate change and
development will occur without consideration, evaluation, or planning. Due to the SEPA
requirement to consider cumulative impacts, the DEIS is seriously incomplete.
Given the extent and magnitude of climate change impacts forecast to affect Whatcom County in
coming decades, the utter silence about climate change impacts in the DEIS represents a severe
failure. In this regard, the DEIS amounts to a climate change denial document. That deficiency
must be remedied. Otherwise, the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan would be based on
climate change denial, which would be irresponsible and unacceptable.

Section 4.3. Water Resources
This entire section of the DEIS does not consider hydrologic shifts due to ongoing climate change,
which are expected to be large. As glaciers continue to recede, summer base flows in the north and
middle forks of the Nooksack will decrease from current levels. Warmer winter temperatures will
cause more precipitation to fall as rain (Kim et al. 2002; Mote 2003), leading to snowpack
reductions by mid-century of 50% (Leung and Ghan 1999) to 60% (Leung and Wigmosta 1999).
Consequently, many water managers are expecting water runoff to become a (winter) threat,
instead of a (summer) resource (Karl et al. 2009). The DEIS fails to consider three ways impacts of
the development alternatives will compound hydrologic impacts due to climate change. First,
30:5
UGA development will increase water demand at the same time that climate-induced hydrologic
shifts will markedly reduce water supply. Second, forest clearing, impervious surface construction,
and other development impacts will increase flood risk, frequency, and severity, which will
increase over current conditions due to climate change alone. The DEIS fails to address the
combined impacts of climate change and UGA development on flood regimes, which likely will be
nonlinear. Third, forest clearing, soil disturbance, and impervious surface construction will reduce
stream flow during summer, which is predicted to decrease substantially due to climate change.
The DEIS fails to address the combined impacts of climate change and UGA development on
minimal stream flows, which will degrade water quality (lakes and streams), increase water
temperature, and threaten fish populations. By not considering the combined effects of UGA
development and climate change on water resources, the DEIS fails to meet the SEPA requirement
to address cumulative impacts.
Surface Waters
The section provides only a cursory description of surface water impacts. These impacts have been 30:6
studied extensively, and the References chapter of the DEIS cites several of the relevant
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publications. The EIS should be revised to include a more comprehensive description of the
impacts that would occur under the development alternatives, including:
Changes in river and stream hydrographs
Increases in flood severity and frequency
Decreases in minimum flow volumes and lengthening of minimum flow periods
Increases in water temperature
Decreases in dissolved oxygen concentrations
Increases in lotic and lentic nutrient concentrations
Increases in heavy metal contaminations
Increases in aromatic hydrocarbon contaminations
Increases in sediment runoff and deposition
Changes in stream bed structure
Decreases in channel stability
Decreases in large woody debris inputs and associated functions
Decreases in hydrologic connectivity
Decreases and compositional changes in aquatic biota

30:6

Given the diversity of watersheds in the County and the differing amounts of development
proposed among them, these impacts will vary considerably across the analysis area. The EIS
should assess these impacts by watershed. The cursory summary provided in the DEIS is not
adequate, particularly given that most of these impacts would be irreversible.
Impervious Surface Area
The DEIS does not provide quantitative details about how impervious surface area was calculated.
Impervious surface calculations require several assumptions (e.g., Booth and Jackson 1997; Brabec
et al. 2002; Powell et al. 2008), including decisions about which surfaces are defined as
"impervious" and the development intensity considered. These assumptions can affect impervious
surface area calculations by
as much as an order of magnitude. Given such great sensitivity to the calculation method, the
impact assessments in this section are of limited value without these methodological details. The
DEIS is incomplete without such information, which must be included in revisions.
30:7
Even in the absence of methodological details, it is clear that estimates of impervious surface area
in the DEIS are very course or crude. For examples of more careful approaches, see Davis and
Schaub (2005) or especially Peterson (2006).
This section describes the 10% impervious surface threshold, it mentions the likelihood of impacts
below the 10% coverage, and it lists buildout scenarios by watershed (Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4).
Unfortunately, the DEIS does not combine these points to derive the obvious conclusion: under the
alternatives considered, how many of the watersheds will be severely and irreversibly impaired,
and how many additional watersheds will be severely degraded to or beyond the point of potential
restoration? Even watersheds not developed beyond those “thresholds” will be impacted, including
increased impervious surface cover in the Lake Whatcom watershed.
In short, this section provides estimates on impervious surface development that would impact
surface waters, but it does not interpret those estimates. To provide a clear and honest assessment,
5
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the EIS must state that the development alternatives would seriously degrade most County
watersheds to or beyond the point of no return (restoration).

30:7

Mitigation Measures
The stated goals, policies, and regulations intended to protect water resources (page 4-61) will not
prevent water resource degradation, as preceding impact assessments outline and extensive
scientific literature documents (e.g., Booth and Jackson 1997; Booth et al. 2002; Booth 2005; Roni
et al. 2008). With the magnitudes of UGA development summarized in tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4,
30:8
impacts to streams, wetlands, lakes, and estuaries will be large and irreversible in most cases. The
scientific evidence (see citations above) clearly shows that these impacts will occur regardless of
“Best Management Practices,” “Low Impact Development” measures, critical areas buffers, or
other mitigation measures implemented.

Section 4.4 Plants and Animals
Fish and Other Aquatic Species
This section mentions aquatic biota and potential impacts to them in general terms, but it does not
assess those impacts to aquatic organisms clearly. The scientific literature provides compelling
evidence that, with the extent of UGA development (impervious surface coverage) proposed,
salmonids (Jorgensen et al. 2009; Lohse et al. 2008; Moscrip and Montgomery 1997; Pess et al.
2002) and aquatic invertebrates that salmon feed on (Booth and Jackson 1997; Booth et al. 2002;
30:9
Brabec et al. 2002; Lohse et al. 2008; Schiff and Benoit 2007) will suffer severe declines or
extinctions (Jorgensen et al. 2009; Limburg and Schmide 1990; Stranko et al. 2008). As described
above for section 4.3.2, impacts to surface waters will degrade between seven and 12 of 20
watersheds to a degree where they likely could not support wild salmon over the long term. The
DEIS does not state this impact clearly; the EIS must if it is to provide an honest impact
assessment.
In addition, this section fails to consider impacts of clearing forest and other native vegetation on
aquatic habitats and their biota. There is extensive scientific literature demonstrating that both
30:10
forest clearing and impervious surface coverage affect streams and fish (e.g., Pess et al. 2002).
Development of many UGAs would remove forest from their watersheds, compounding impacts of
impervious surfaces on fish and other aquatic biota. The EIS must consider these impacts, which
will differ among the watersheds considered.
Wildlife
The DEIS fails to consider impacts to wildlife at the landscape level. Landscape-level impacts may
be among the most important wildlife impacts because they could cause regional extirpations.
Such impacts may result from habitat fragmentation, disruption or elimination of routes for
dispersal and migration, creation of sink habitats, and loss of core habitat areas. This EIS likely
30:11
provides the only opportunity to consider landscape level impacts, because project-specific
assessments rarely are required to consider actions far from their boundaries or cumulative impacts
of development in many UGAs. In addition, landscape-level impacts may differ substantially
among alternatives, because those alternatives vary in extent and locations of UGA development.
6

John McLaughlin
15 May 2015

Draft EIS, Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Areas Review
Without a careful analysis of these impacts and their variation among alternatives, the EIS must be
considered seriously incomplete.

30:11

Mitigation Measures
All policies listed are voluntary or “encouraged.” Even the “regulations” listed subsequently are
vulnerable to errors in interpretation or lax implementation, such as errors in wetland categorization
or ineffective measures to restore wetland hydrology.
The “mitigation measures” listed amount to wishful thinking. The policies and regulations may
appear reasonable at first glance, but they have not and will not mitigate for impacts of the
development alternatives. Most “measures” listed are recommendations or guidelines; few are
requirements. For fish and other aquatic organisms, the scientific literature also shows clearly that
mitigation measures fail to “minimize or avoid impacts” (Booth and Jackson 1997; Booth et al.
30:12
2002; Booth 2005; Konrad and Booth 2005).
Sensitive and priority wildlife have been declining in abundances and distributions under the very
policies and regulations listed. Further habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation that would
occur under the development alternatives will accelerate those declines as more wildlife
populations are pushed below thresholds of habitat area, as remaining habitats become more
isolated, and as dispersal and migration routes become more obstructed.

Section 4.8. Cultural Resources
Impacts considered do not include salmon. As described above, the development alternatives
likely would extirpate salmon from many or most watersheds considered. Given the central role of
salmon in the cultural identity of Coast Salish peoples, extinction of salmon runs would cause
immense cultural impacts. Both the Lummi and Nooksack have invested considerable resources
and hope in efforts to restore wild salmon, including in-stream LWD placements, tree planting in
riparian zones, foregone harvests, and hatchery management. Other groups, particularly the
Nooksack Salmon Enhancement Association and the Whatcom Land Trust, have invested heavily
in salmon habitat protection and restoration. Most County children learn about salmon during
several periods in their formal education, often via direct experience that nurtures deep value for
wild salmon. The loss of salmon from so many watersheds under the UGA development
alternatives must be considered as great cultural impacts. A credible EIS must assess these
impacts, which should include at minimum direct interviews of Lummi and Nooksack
representatives.
The DEIS limits consideration of “cultural resources” to “archaeological sites” and other artifacts
and structures used by native peoples. No consideration is given to cultural importance of living
“resources” or the role that stewardship of those resources plays in contemporary native culture.
Finfish and shellfish have been integral to coast Salish cultures since time immemorial, and we
have no indication that their cultural importance ever will wane. By ignoring current and future
importance to Lummi and Nooksack peoples of fish and shellfish, and their continuing cultural
practices of harvesting, protecting, and restoring fish and shellfish, the DEIS relegates native
"Cultural Resources" to artifacts of prior centuries. Hence, the DEIS ignores contemporary native
7

John McLaughlin
15 May 2015

30:13

Draft EIS, Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Areas Review
culture, fails to consider impacts to contemporary native culture, and reinforces historical
oppression of native peoples. In this regard, the DEIS perpetuates racist suppression of native
claims to aquatic resources. No responsible planning document should perpetuate racist injustice,
and hence, the DEIS is unacceptable as written. Revisions toward a credible EIS must address
cultural impacts of fish and wildlife declines that would result under the alternatives described,
particularly impacts of declines in wild salmon and shellfish to the Lummi and Nooksack peoples.
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Kate Koch, Whatcom 2031 Public Involvement Coordinator
John McLaughlin
David Stalheim, Planning and Development Services Director
Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Update, Phase 1
31 October 2008

Thank you for providing opportunity for public comment on planning decisions so
important to Whatcom County. While giving serious consideration to public input will
make your work even more difficult, doing so surely will improve the results. My
comments below address four topics.
1
2
3
4

The relationship between public input and population projections
The relationship between the vision statement and population projections
Population forecast accuracy
Concerns about the model used to generate population forecasts

1 Relationship between public input and population projections
The Comprehensive Plan update process would benefit greatly from a clear statement of
how public input will influence the final results. In particular, both quality and quantity
of public input are likely to increase if people understand how their participation will
shape the updated Plan. This need is acute regarding the population projections that will
be used to guide the update process. Currently, the schedule and structure of the
Whatcom 2031 Public Involvement Plan suggest that public input will have minimal
influence on projections used at all stages of the process. In the schedule, population
projections were developed and delivered prior to all of the public workshops. The
structure of the Public Involvement Plan does not specify a mechanism whereby
population projections might be adjusted with public input. Given the central role of
population projections in the Comprehensive Plan, public involvement would be crippled
if public influence on the projection were limited or excluded. Instead, the perceived
validity of the process would be improved if the projections were developed with active
public participation. This should include both projections being used now for discussion
and projections that will be recommended later to the County Council.

2 Relationship between the vision statement and population projections
The Comprehensive Plan update process would be improved if the population projections
were developed as a tool to realize the vision statement. Currently, the relationship
between the vision statement and the projections is vague at best, and in opposition at
worst. Since the current vision statement was developed, policies to accommodate the
current projection often have contradicted the vision. Urban growth areas for Bellingham
and Ferndale would not have expanded into rural zones and merged if “urban growth
[was] concentrated in urban areas” and those UGAs would not have expanded so
consistently if “there [was] a distinct boundary between urban and rural uses.”
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The consultant that developed the current 2002-2022 population projection
acknowledged the relationship between vision and projections in its report on population
projections for the Foothills subarea:
One final comment on forecasts: population forecasts are often viewed as
“self-fulfilling prophecies.” In many respects they are intended to be; local
governments create land use, transportation, and infrastructure plans to
accommodate the growth forecast. Those planning documents represent
a series of policy decisions. Thus, how much population a local
government (particularly cities) chooses to accommodate is also a policy
decision. In short, the forecast and the plans based on the forecast
represent the city’s future vision.
 ECONorthwest (2006) Foothills Subarea Population Forecast, p.18

Unfortunately, the “policy” inherent in the current and proposed (2011-2031)
population projection is exponential growth. Such unlimited exponential growth would
sacrifice or severely degrade all or most “Community Values” identified in the Whatcom
2031 Comprehensive Plan Update questionnaire. This is not a “future vision,” but rather
a profound lack of vision. The Update would produce a better outcome by clarifying the
vision and then developing population projections to fulfill that vision.
The Whatcom 2031 Public Involvement Plan and Public Vision process are
compromised by a false premise. The Comprehensive Plan Update presents a large
population projection as a given, and then asks for input on how to achieve it. This is
equivalent to asking people which route we should follow to reach Los Angeles. It does
not consider that we might not want to go there. The Update would be improved
markedly if public input determined both the route and the destination.

3 Population forecast accuracy
The Berk & Associates report (23 Sept. 2008) to the Whatcom County Comprehensive
Planning Team argues that forecast accuracy provides justification for using the 2002
ECONorthwest model to generate 2011-2031 population forecasts. This argument is
faulty for three reasons: (1) a deceptive measure of forecast accuracy, (2) conflation of
near-term forecast accuracy with longer term performance, and (3) evidence that the
population projection is functioning as a self-fulfilling prophecy. These reasons are
explained below.
3.1 Measuring Forecast Accuracy
The Berk & Associates report asserts that the 2002-2022 population forecast has
accurately predicted actual population growth in Whatcom County. In particular, page
A-4 of the Technical Addendum states:
As shown in Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7, ECONorthwest’s baseline forecast
has been accurate in predicting Whatcom County’s actual population
growth from 2002-2008. It differed by a maximum of 1.04% in 2004, but
was less than 0.5% different over the past three years.
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Indeed, discrepancies between forecasted population and OFM estimated
population plotted in Exhibit 6 and tabulated in Exhibit 7 appear to be small. These
values and the conclusion of accuracy are misleading because they are based on a
deceptive method of calculating accuracy. The Technical Addendum calculated accuracy
using the following formula.

Accuracy

(forecasted population)  (population estimate)
population estimate

(1)

With current county population estimates in excess of 170,000, this formula makes
forecast errors appear miniscule. This is analogous to claiming superior athletic
performance for jumping to 10,799 feet elevation, without mentioning that one jumped
from the 10,778 foot summit of Mt. Baker.
A more honest way to calculate forecast accuracy would be to use the following formula.

Accuracy

(forecasted growth)  (population growth)
population growth

(2)

With this method, forecast errors range up to 79%, as shown below in Table 1.
Table 1: Reported vs. actual Whatcom County population forecast errors.
“Reported error” is as stated in Berk & Associates (2008), Exhibit 7, and calculated using
equation (1) above. “Actual error” uses the more honest method described above,
equation (2).
Year
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

OFM
Data
170600
172200
174500
177300
180800
184300
188300

Forecast

Discrepancy

173471
176062
178973
181996
185004
187980

1271
1562
1673
1196
704
-320

Actual
growth
1600
3900
6700
10200
13700
17700

Forecasted
growth

Reported
error (%)

Actual
error(%)

2871
5462
8373
11396
14404
17380

0.74
1.02
1.04
0.68
0.37
-0.17

79.4
40.1
25.0
11.7
5.1
-1.8

3.2 Conflation of near-term forecast accuracy with longer term performance

Any near-term accuracy in population forecasts probably is coincidental because
substantial discrepancies are unlikely to appear until some years later. Even qualitatively
different population models (e.g., models containing a carrying capacity) generate similar
forecasts initially. The problem is that the projections do extend 20 years into the future,
when large discrepancies due to model flaws would appear. To use another athletic
metaphor, it is easy to predict the path of a pitched baseball a short distance from the
pitcher’s arm. It is more difficult to predict where the ball will be when it crosses the
plate, far from the pitcher. The Berk & Associates report conflates these two.
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3.3 Population Projection a Self-Fulfilling Prophecy

Population forecasts become self-fulfilling prophecies, as ECONorthwest acknowledged
in its report on population projections for the Foothills Subarea:
One final comment on forecasts: population forecasts are often viewed as
“self-fulfilling prophecies.” In many respects they are intended to be; local
governments create land use, transportation, and infrastructure plans to
accommodate the growth forecast. Those planning documents represent
a series of policy decisions. Thus, how much population a local
government (particularly cities) chooses to accommodate is also a policy
decision. In short, the forecast and the plans based on the forecast
represent the city’s future vision.
 ECONorthwest (2006) Foothills Subarea Population Forecast, p.18

Population estimates for Whatcom County (OFM) suggest that ECONorthwest’s 20022022 projections have met this description. As seen in Table 1, the magnitude of
discrepancies between OFM population estimates and the ECONorthwest’s projection
has been declining over time. The projection (“prophecy”) is being fulfilled by planning
policies and decisions, including upzoning and UGA expansions.
The Whatcom 2031 Questionnaire assures the public that population projections
are not targets:
Since citizens can choose where they wish to live, the projections are
not exact targets that the County is attempting to achieve. Rather,
selection of a projection can help the County guide and manage growth
in a way that maintains the county’s way of life.
 Whatcom 2031 Questionnaire (October 2008)

Confidence in this assurance is reduced by another statement in ECONorthwest’s report
on the Foothills:
In summary, the longer the forecast, the greater the potential that actual
population growth will vary from the forecast. This implies that cities
should closely monitor actual population growth so that either (1) plans
can be modified to account for variations, or (2) policies can be
implemented that increase the likelihood of achieving the population
growth.
 ECONorthwest (2006) Foothills Subarea Population Forecast, p.18

ECONorthwest’s conclusion implies that population projections really are targets. When
the population deviates from the projection (target), city governments impose policies to
achieve the projection (hit the target).
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4 Concerns about the model used to generate population forecasts
The most important concern about the population forecast model is that it ignores, even
contradicts, most community values as discussed above in sections 1 and 2. In addition,
many technical problems undermine confidence in the model. Most citizens and public
officials will not want to study such technical details, but they and you should know that
the problems exist, the problems are legion, and the problems seriously affect the forecast
results.
The assumed relationship between employment and forecasted population is
problematic. The draft population forecasts (2011-2031) extend forecasts used to
develop the current (2002-2022) population projections. These forecasts depend in part
on employment variables, as summarized in Berk & Associates’ 23 September 2008 draft
report:
ECONorthwest forecasted population using models where population
forecasts flow from employment forecasts. This is based on an economic
theory that says people follow employment opportunities.
 Berk & Associates (2008) Technical Addendum, p. A-1.

In his 22 October 2008 comments to you, Hart Hodges described several flaws in
that “theory.” In addition, information in Berk & Associates’ own report undermines
confidence in this approach. On pages 5-8 of their report, Berk & Associates described
how the current (2002-2022) employment forecasts have performed poorly. This
performance has been so poor that they advise against using those forecasts, and
recommend instead (page 8) that employment forecasts be developed from the population
forecast. Given that the model forecasts population itself from employment variables,
that logic is a circular exercise in compounding errors. We can do much better.
Previously, I sent your office technical assessments of flaws in the model used to
develop current (2002-2022) population projections. Because the proposed projections
were developed from the same model, my earlier comments apply directly and entirely. I
am submitting them with this document, along with the consultant’s (ECONorthwest)
reply.

Finally, I urge you to call on some of the many people who can help develop
better population models and forecasts. They include state agency staff, WWU faculty,
and other knowledgeable residents. You can enlist our help without additional cost. The
benefits, measured in strengthened public support and improved outcomes, would be
immense.
Sincerely,
John McLaughlin
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Honorable County Council Members
John McLaughlin
Population Projections and Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan
2 March 2014

Thank you for providing opportunity for public input on planning decisions so important
Whatcom County. I have reviewed reports from Washington’s Office of Financial
Management (OFM) and BERK and associates, and I have conducted my own analyses
independently. Based on this work, I prepared the comments below to provide information
to assist you in your decisions.
Importance of Migration in Population Projections
In Whatcom County, population growth has been dominated by “net migration.”
Whatcom County population data from Washington’s Office of Financial Management
(OFM 2013) show that migration accounted for 75% of population growth here. Due to
demographic shifts, migration is expected to account for 100% of our population growth
within the next 20 years. This means credible population projections must address
migration appropriately. The report you received from the BERK consulting firm (BERK
2013) does not, and it should not be used to inform your decisions. OFM projections are
similarly problematic, although the OFM report (2012a) describes population projection
uncertainty more truthfully. In this document, I summarize statistical and other technical
details justifying these conclusions, and I suggest an approach you can take to make
responsible decisions regarding population projections.
Projections Used Inflated Migration Rates
First, projected net migration rates in medium projections provided by both BERK and
OFM exceed the historical average for Whatcom County, contrary to statements in
BERK’s technical report. These inflated migration rates contribute 19,000 in excess of
projections using the historical average over the span of the intermediate projection. The
historical average migration rate itself likely would be an inflated estimate of future
migration, because the historical average is biased upward by boom years in 1990s and the
recent real estate bubble. Hence, the medium projection is doubly inflated, which is
evident below in Figure 1 by the sharp rise in projected migration from recent values. This
sudden increase in migration to Whatcom County, absent any mechanism in BERK’s
memo to generate it, amounts to magical thinking. Responsible planning decisions should
reject magical thinking, given substantial infrastructure costs, social consequences, and
environmental impacts associated with such growth.
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Figure 1: Annual net migration data and projections for Whatcom County.
Historical migration data (•) are 3-year averages, as recommended by OFM
(2013). OFM low, medium, and high projections (∆) are from OFM (2012b),
converted to annual rates. BERK low and high projections ( ) are from BERK
(2013), converted to annual rates.

The Problem of Migration Uncertainty
The greatest problem associated with BERK’s population projections is that they are not
reliable because migration uncertainty is so large. Population projections are forecasts, and
the information content of a forecast is inversely proportional to uncertainty (Clark et al.
2001). Migration rates in Whatcom County have been exceptionally volatile (Figure 1),
with a coefficient of variation equal to 60%. OFM quantified projection uncertainty by
bracketing the medium projection with high and low projections. OFM warned about
projection uncertainty in planning decisions with the following statements (OFM 2012a,
p.1).
“The future does not always follow past trends, and uncertainty exists
because current conditions change in ways that are unforeseeable. For
planning purposes, uncertainty must be considered, and the OFM high
and low series represent a measure of this uncertainty.”
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For Whatcom County, this uncertainty manifests in the exceptionally wide range between
OFM low and high migration projections (Figure 1), and the resulting 105,289 range
between OFM low and high population projections by 2036. Such large uncertainty
renders the information content of these projections so low that they cannot inform
planning decisions. Projecting the future (population) under such large uncertainty
amounts to statistical shooting in the dark. State law requires OFM to generate population
projections, regardless of uncertainty. You have a different responsibility: to select an
appropriate projection within the range of OFM’s uncertainty. Because the information
content of the projections is so low, they are not useful for informing planning decisions
and an alternative approach to planning is required. The alternative described below would
help you select an appropriate projection within the OFM range, without using unreliable
models.

Medium Population Projection is Not “Most Likely”
Closer examination of Whatcom County’s migration data reveals the medium projection is
not “most likely,” contrary to statements in BERK’s technical report. Because migration
dominates Whatcom County population growth, the “most likely” projection corresponds
to the most likely migration rate. Due to “unforeseeable” future changes cited by OFM,
we have only historical migration data to anticipate future migration rates. Hence, the
“most likely” migration rate is the most frequent prior rate, or the peak in the migration
data distribution. That distribution is shown below in Figure 2, which also plots migration
rates used for the medium projection as a solid bar. Figure 2 shows the medium projection
is not “most likely” for several reasons. First, the distribution contains two peaks higher
(more likely) than migration rates used in the medium projection. Both of those peaks
correspond to lower migration rates, reinforcing conclusions above that medium projection
migration rates are inflated. Second, migration rates used in the medium projection are
skewed toward the right (upper) end of the distribution, suggesting they often will exceed
actual migration rates by large margins. Hence medium projection migration rates are both
inflated and less likely than lower values. Third, migration data differ markedly from the
distribution generated using the medium projection as the “most likely” value. If the
medium projection is “most likely,” one would expect migration data to resemble a
humped distribution centered on medium projection migration rates. Such a distribution is
plotted as a normal curve (– - –) in Figure 2. The mismatch between that curve and the
migration data (bars in Figure 2) shows the medium projection is not “most likely,” but
rather is substantially inflated. Fourth, a uniform (flat) distribution fits migration data
much better than the distribution centered on migration rates in the medium projection.
Figure 2 plots the uniform distribution as a straight dashed line (– –). In the uniform
distribution, all migration rates are equally likely. Visual inspection of Figure 2 suggests
the uniform distribution fits the data better (the dashed line is closer to the bars) than the
normal distribution centered on migration rates used in the medium projection.
Quantitative comparison of the two distributions (using Akaike Information Criterion,
Burnham and Anderson 2002) shows the uniform distribution describes migration data
more than 8,000,000 times better than normal distribution centered on migration rates used
in the medium projection. In summary, the medium projection is not “most likely.”
Rather, the data show it is inflated and highly unlikely.
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Figure 2: Distribution of Whatcom County annual net migration data, from OFM
(2013). Bar heights are number of years migration rates were within the given
interval. Migration rates assumed for the medium projection fall within the solid
bar. Curved line (– - –) plots a normal distribution with mean (µ) equal to the
average migration rate assumed under the medium population projection, and a
standard deviation calculated from the data. Straight dashed line (– –) plots a
uniform distribution, where all migration rates are equally likely.

BERK’s Flawed Approach to Uncertainty
BERK’s manipulation of projection uncertainty further undermines confidence in the
consultant’s work. BERK arbitrarily assumed Whatcom County migration will range
between 20% below and 30% above those in OFM’s medium projection. BERK provided
no justification for these 20% and 30% fudge factors. BERK’s approach is analogous to
pretending we can predict nothing bad will happen in the future, and therefore we should
reduce our insurance coverage. Because uncertainty and forecast information content are
inversely related, BERK’s projections represent a 350% increase in information content.
This increase is fictitious, however, because BERK obtained it without adding any
information. Deriving a 350% increase in information content without adding information
amounts to hubris. Given the large consulting fee BERK charged for this work, it is
properly considered expensive snake oil. Although spending public funds on snake oil is
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regrettable, applying snake oil to solve important problems would be much more
damaging. You should reject BERK’s fallacious projections and use a better approach.
A More Reliable and Responsible Approach
Great uncertainty in migration data translates into great uncertainty in population
projections. If the bars in Figure 2 formed a sharp peak, you could generate population
projections using that peak with high confidence. Instead, migration data are relatively
evenly (uniformly) distributed, leaving us with little confidence in any particular migration
rate or population projection. For that reason, projections generated from the data are not
useful – their information content is low. As decision makers, you need a more reliable
approach to make responsible planning decisions.
Prior Councils selected population projections and then made planning decisions to
accommodate them. For you, this practice would be irresponsible because current
projections are so unreliable. Instead, you should make planning decisions first and then
select a population projection to support your planning goals. In this context, selecting a
population projection is a policy decision itself, which should follow from your desired
future conditions for Whatcom County and its constituent cities. As a Council working
with planning staff, you understand better than most what kinds of factors should be
considered as you determine planning goals. I suggest you include the following.
(1) How much Whatcom County’s population centers should grow in density and
spatial extent.
(2) How and where Whatcom County’s population centers can or should grow.
(3) Magnitudes and distributions of employment potential and housing capacity.
(4) Constraints to growth, including:
-- Transportation infrastructure (recall Bellingham’s LOS F debate),
-- Funding, including limits on tax increases to subsidize development,
-- Water available to serve growth in targeted locations,
-- Impacts to salmon and other environmental elements.
To illustrate the kinds of constraints you should consider, if the 2011-2031 projections and
associated growth allocations are realized, wild salmon extinctions are highly likely
throughout most of western Whatcom County (McLaughlin 2009). Under combined
impacts from 2011-2031 projected development and forecasted climate change, extinction
of wild Chinook salmon in the Nooksack River is almost certain by 2050 (McLaughlin
2014). Given their iconic status in our region, driving salmon extinct is not an outcome
most county residents would welcome, nor would it be a legacy you likely would want to
leave. Your decision about population projections could seal the demise of salmon or
provide opportunities for our shared future with them.
In conclusion, population projections provided by BERK contain so much uncertainty that
they cannot be used to make responsible planning decisions. Instead, you should decide on
planning goals first and then select population projections to support those goals. This
approach would comply with Washington’s Growth Management Act as long as the
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projections lie within the wide range between OFM low and high projections. More
importantly, this approach would be more reliable, more representative of your
constituents’ interests, and more responsible to future generations who will inherit your
legacy. As a taxpayer, I am upset that you paid substantial public funds for BERK’s
rubbish, but I am more concerned about the tax increases you would have to impose to pay
for growth they recommend. As a citizen, I insist you make responsible population policy
decisions based on community values rather than bogus models. As a Ph.D. in population
biology, I offer my expertise to help you do so.
Thank you for your consideration and your service.

John McLaughlin
Dept. Environmental Sciences
Huxley College of the Environment
Western Washington University
Bellingham, WA 98225-9181
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-----Original Message----From: David Onkels [mailto:david@onkels.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:27 PM
To: PDS
Subject: Comp Plan draft EIS comment
Please accept the following comments and questions concerning the draft EIS for the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan update. I wish to be considered a party of record.
David Onkels
2154 E Birch St
Bellingham, WA 98229
1. The City of Bellingham has captured only 28% (2010-2014) of recent population growth, the
contents of its comprehensive plan notwithstanding. Where is the analysis of the environmental impacts,
including low-density sprawling development patterns that may have resulted from this failure, together
with the impact of longer commutes for workers in Bellingham who reside in rural Whatcom County or
in other cities' UGAs? What have been the impacts on LOS in those jurisdictions for urban services,
including arterials and other roads, fire protection services, and provision of water and sewer? What
are the effects on water quality in other jurisdictions and in rural Whatcom County that result from this
failure? What are the effects on air quality and CO2 production that result?
2. Under alternative 3, "Bellingham anticipates the development of urban village plans and higher
densities in newly-annexed areas and existing UGAs." (DEIS, p.
1-20) This approach, in simplified form has been Belllingham's approach during the present planning
period, and it has failed, as noted earlier. What will be the environmental effects of Bellingham's
probable continued failure to capture additional population? Where will those effects be felt? What
political or statutory changes in Bellingham provide support for Bellingham's assertion that it can
capture additional population?
3, What actions has Bellingham undertaken, other than the designation of additional urban villages, to
compete for additional population allocation sufficient to meet population projections?
4. What are the environmental implications of Bellingham's failure to plan to undertake future actions
to capture this growth?
5. Greenfield development within Bellingham's city limits has proven to be nearly politically impossible.
Densification and other infill strategies have encountered similar difficulties. What have been the
environmental implications of the resulting export of growth to jurisdictions that might not have planned
for it?
6. If Bellingham's growth is allocated in large part to urban villages, is the demolition of existing
housing to accommodate new development included in the analysis? If not, what are the environmental
implications, and what are the implications for Bellingham's population and employment allocations?
7. There are inconsistencies between Bellingham's population deficiency figures and those of
Bellingham's deficiency in Whatcom County's plan. How will those inconsistencies be resolved?
8. If Bellingham fails to capture it's wished-for population allocation, then workers for its claimed
employment allocation will have to commute from outlying jurisidictions. What will be the environmental
effects of this? Should employment allocations in other UGAs be adjusted accordingly? If they aren't,

31:1

will there not be increased traffic impacts resulting from the increasing number of commuters by
automobile? What will be the impact on the resulting potential carbon emissions?
9. Is an adequate supply of appropriately-zoned land available in all jurisdictions and all UGAs to meet
anticipated needs during the life of the plan? Is an adequate supply of industrial land available for the
life of the plan and beyond? What are the environmental implications of failing to identify any
deficiencies in that supply?
Is there an analysis of land adjacent to or near the Cherry Point Industrial area that might serve to
expand the industrial area should that need arise? What are the environmental implications of failing to
plan for that expansion?
10. In the Lynden UGA, much of the land is zoned as and designated in the Comprehensive plan as
AG. What are the environmental implications of removing these lands of long-term commercial
significance from the supply of resource land? Are TDR programs in place for these lands?
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11. Other UGAs contain resource lands, mainly land designated CF.
What are the environmental implications of the potential removal of these lands from the resource land
inventory?
12. Where is the data concerning plans for public infrastructure in both city UGAs and unincorporated
UGAs?
13. Does this EIS address existing deficiencies, especially those of the City of Bellingham, in planning
for new growth? What are the environmental implications of failing to correct those flaws in creating
and adopting a new plan? Is not one potential consequence the creation of low-density sprawling
development patterns? Isn't another the conversion of recreational developments to full-time residential
use, in locations quite distant from cities such as Bellingham? What are the environmental impacts of
such conversion? Once again, are we not creating long commutes and high traffic impacts, especially
since commercial services and employment opportunities are not commonly available in those areas?
14. The ongoing water-rights issue, presently appealed to the Washington State Supreme Court, will
have important implications for this plan, whichever side prevails. What are the environmental
implications for Whatcom County should the petitioners prevail?
15. What will be the environmental implications of the redesignation of rural land to "small Ag",
presently being considered by Whatcom County? Does this plan include sufficient opportunities to live
and work in rural lands? Does the potential conversion satisfy the GMA requirement to preserve rural
character?
16. It is the opinion of many experts that insufficient MRL land has been designated in Whatcom
County. Recent efforts by applicants to change the Comprehensive Plan designation of suitable land to
MRL did not receive the required support by the Whatcom County Council. Has adequate land, 50% of
which must be located within ten miles of a UGA, been so designated? If it has not, what are the
environmental implications of the failure to do so, including the impact on rural roads that might result
from heavy truck traffic used to import the necessary material?
Thank you for your attention.
David Onkels

-Phone: 360-389-2519
Cell:
360-296-1243
Alt #
415-685-5236
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(3)(a) Each county that designates urban growth areas
under RCW 36.70A.110 shall review, according to the schedules
established in subsection (5) of this section, its designated
urban growth area or areas, and the densities permitted
within both the incorporated and unincorporated portions of
each urban growth area. In conjunction with this review by
the county, each city located within an urban growth area
shall review the densities permitted within its boundaries, and
the extent to which the urban growth occurring within the
county has located within each city and the unincorporated
portions of the urban growth areas.
(b) The county comprehensive plan designating urban
growth areas, and the densities permitted in the urban growth
areas by the comprehensive plans of the county and each city
located within the urban growth areas, shall be revised to
accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in the
county for the succeeding twenty-year period. The review
required by this subsection may be combined with the review
and evaluation required by RCW 36.70A.215.
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36.70A.130 Comprehensive plans—Review procedures
and schedules—Amendments. (1)(a) Each comprehensive
land use plan and development regulations shall be
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county or city shall take legislative action to review and, if
needed, revise its comprehensive land use plan and development
regulations to ensure the plan and regulations comply
with the requirements of this chapter according to the deadlines
in subsections (4) and (5) of this section.
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Comment Letter: 35

Comment Letter:36
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

PDS
Becky Boxx
FW: Comments on the March 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whatcom County 2016
Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth Areas Review.
Monday, May 18, 2015 9:22:06 AM

-----Original Message----From: Andy Ross [mailto:salixenv@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:51 PM
To: PDS
Subject: Comments on the March 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whatcom County
2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth Areas Review.
May 15, 2015
Delivered via Email
Dear Mr. Aamot,
This email contains comments on the 2015 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Whatcom County 2016 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Update and Urban Growth
Areas Review (Comp Plan or Comprehensive Plan).
Please apply the comments I am making to the relevant sections. I am not sure that I’ve captured
everywhere they should be applied.
The format for my comments is to list DEIS page number and Section with comments following.
Comments are preceded by an asterix (*).
Pages 1-8 to 1-11, Table 1.6-1, under Water Resources:
* The focus appears to be on ground water, surface water is mentioned in passing. Address surface
water explicitly in this section of the Table. Please note that not all surface water is storm water.

36:1

* The three non-bulleted paragraphs on page 1-9 (the first two are quoted below) are not
meaningfully addressed in the DEIS. They need to be. The unavoidable impacts to surface and ground
water quantity and quality need to be made explicit in the DEIS. Subsequent comments provide some
guidance for where to place the information.
“Two mechanisms that have significant influence on natural surface water systems, forest removal and
creation of impervious surfaces (Booth et al. 2002), will unavoidably accompany the increased
development that would occur under all alternatives. It is not practical or feasible to fully mitigate all the
impacts on surface water resources from these mechanisms, so avoidance is the most effective
strategy.”

36:2

“The same factors that impact groundwater and surface water quality and availability can also affect
water supply. As described previously, changes in land use that reduces groundwater recharge, such as
development, soil compaction, or other soil disturbing activities, can create impervious surfaces (and
reduced pervious
surfaces) that prevent precipitation from recharging groundwater aquifers. Impacts of reduced recharge
can result in lower water tables and reduced base flow to surface waters. Point source and non-point
source pollution are also major sources of water quality impacts resulting from changes in
development.”
* These two paragraphs are also found on page 4-44 in Section 4.3, under the Surface Water and
Water Supply subsections with some text added to the end of the second paragraph (quoted below):

36:3

“Point source and non-point source pollution can be exacerbated by development if not properly
managed (USEPA, 2012). Additionally, changes in population can increase demand for water for public
water supplies, domestic use, irrigation, industrial processing, energy production, or other needs. This
can limit the availability of water supplies in various parts of the County.”
* Given that water is a critical issue facing Whatcom County, the issues described above require far
more explanation in terms of impacts. Perhaps I’ve missed it, but there needs to be discussion that
there are going to be unavoidable impacts to the quantity and quality of surface and ground water,
which can affect both water needed for development as well as water already in use for humanactivities, as well as fish. Add to that the increased demand for water with increased population.
* What are the potential impacts to humans if less water, or no water, is available due to changes in
quantity and/or quality?
* What are the potential impacts to fish if less water, or no water, is available due to changes in
quantity and/or quality?

36:3

* Minimally, these impacts need to be discussed in the following Sections:
1.6, Table 1.6.1, Water Resources
1.7, Water Resources (page 1-36)
1.7, Public Services and Utilities, Water (page 1-38) 4.3, Water Resources, Significant Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts (page 4-66)
4.10,5 Water, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (page 4-239) 4.10.7, Stormwater, Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (page 4-254)
* These impacts should also be discussed earlier in each of the Sections (e.g., under “Groundwater” in
“Impacts Common To All Alternatives” on page 4-43 in Section4.3).
Back to pages 1-8 to 1-11 in Table 1.6-1 under Water Resources:
* The many mitigation measures listed are what I would categorize as “optimistic” at best—meaning
that they are unlikely to be fully implemented. While beyond the scope of the Summary Table, in
Section
4.3 they should be addressed, including how feasible the various measures are and how effective they
might be at addressing the unavoidable impacts mentioned above. That said, integration of the various
plans would likely be very effective in terms of eliminating gaps and conflicts between the various
measures.

36:4

Various pages--the portions of the DEIS that address water as a utility (Table 1.6 under Public Services
and Utilities, page 1-29; Section 1.7, page 1-38; Section 4.10.5 starting on page 4-236)
* What are the impacts if water is not available for water systems?
Factors to be addressed include those raised above (development diminishing the water supply) as well
as water that may not be legally available (e.g., no water rights are available).

36:5

* The Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP) is apparently relied upon for water systems to
demonstrate that they have sufficient water capacity into the future. However, the CWSP is not
evaluating the actual availability of water. What are the impacts if the water that was planned for use
is not actually available?
Page 4-33 under Groundwater Issues in Section 4.3
* The impacts associated with the issues identified in the quoted statements below should be described
in the “Impacts” subsection.
“Water rights are problematic in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA
1) in that many users lack water rights and the seniority of the existing rights has not been established,
administered, or enforced.
This results in on-going competition between farms, fish, and families without an approved mechanism
to resolve conflicts.”

36:6

Page 4-237 under Impacts Common to All Alternatives in Section 4.10.5

36:7

36:7
* What are the impacts if Lynden has to significantly curtail growth due to a lack of water?
Pages 4-251 to 254, Section 4.10.7
* Describe potential impacts to stream and river channels associated with increased storm water
runoff, such as aggradation, incision, and/or a less stable channel. If discussed elsewhere, reference
and summarize that discussion.
* Describe effectiveness of various storm water facilities at attenuating peak flows and pollutant
loadings.
* Describe potential impacts if storm water facilities are not 100% effective.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Andy Ross
1840 High Noon Road
Bellingham, WA 98226
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Comment Letter:37
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

PDS
PDS_Planning_Commission
FW: WWU report re: Jobs at Cherry Point study...
Tuesday, April 14, 2015 3:20:35 PM

From: Northwest Jobs Alliance [mailto:nwjobsalliance@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 1:12 PM
To: PDS
Subject: Fwd: WWU report re: Jobs at Cherry Point study...
We are forwarding comments that we have received on the EIS of the County Comp Plan for your consideration.

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Jorja Starr-Bishop <joandjobishop@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Apr 12, 2015 at 4:37 PM
Subject: WWU report re: Jobs at Cherry Point study...
To: nwjobsalliance@gmail.com
Please pay close attention to this study as it seems to validate what so many of us "out in
the county" have believed to be true for many years. The refinery and other industry in this
area have been good neighbors and contribute heavily to our economy and have also been
terrific charitable donators and community event and program sponsors. Much attention has
been paid to how this industrial area looks, also, and is far from the eyesore that some would
have us believe it is. Additionally, we and our neighbors here in Custer are firmly behind
further development of the Terminal project.
Respectfully, John &
Jorja Bishop
2662
Birch Bay Lynden Road
Custer

-Northwest Jobs Alliance
(360) 201-8249
PO Box 2162
Bellingham, WA 98227

Comment Letter:38

Comment Letter:39

Comments: 40
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE
WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
PUBLIC HEARING
April 13, 2015

Staff Present: Mark Personius, Matt Aamot, Becky Boxx
Others: Lisa Grueter-Project Consultant, Berk and Associates
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Whatcom County Council Chambers.
Lisa gave a power point presentation covering the highlights of the DEIS.
The SEPA process allows time for public comment on the analysis of actions that the
county could take. It ensures that decision makers and the public understand the
environmental implications of actions.
An EIS provides information on:
x Current study area conditions
x Potential alternatives
x The natural and built environment impacts
x Mitigation measures
x Significant, unavoidable adverse impacts
The EIS process is:
x Scoping – Looks at what topics and alternatives should be in the document
x Draft EIS
x Comment Period - March 10, 2015 to May 15, 2015
x Final EIS
Scoping the EIS
x Purpose – to solicit input on environmental topics and alternatives to be studied in
the EIS
x Issued – Spring 2014
o Comment Period March 3- April 7, 2014
o Scoping Hearing – March 18, 2014
x

x

EIS Topics - Natural Environment
o Earth
o Air Quality
o Water Resources
o Plants and Animals
EIS Topics – Built Environment
o Land and Shoreline Use
o Plans and Policies
o Population, Housing, and Employment
o Cultural Resources
o Transportation
o Public Services and Utilities
1
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Maps were shown of the study areas and current plan.
There are four EIS alternatives
1. No Action – Has the current share of urban and non-UGA population. It also looks
at employment growth. The no action alternative would have no change to the
current plan in terms of policies, land use designations or urban boundaries. There
would be no update to match the GMA requirements. That is a required alternative
under SEPA. 86% of the population would go into the urban areas and 14% would
go into rural areas. It has the lowest level of population and employment growth.
2. Historic Shares – Looks at the historic trend of growth in the urban and non-UGA
areas. If we were to project the last 10 years pattern of population and housing we
would have about three quarters of the population in urban areas and one quarter
in non-UGA areas. It is the third highest growth level for population, but a little less
employment growth because the pace of employment growth has been a little less.
Even so, a couple of UGAs, under this scenario, would need expansion and there
would be updates to plans and policies.
3. Multi-Jurisdictional Resolution – This represents some early input from the county
and the cities on what they anticipate their plans to address. 85% of the population
growth would go into UGAs and 15% into non-UGA areas. We would add about
75,000 people and 36,000 jobs. Under this scenario most growth would fit within
present UGA boundaries, but three of them would need change. There would be
some policy and code updates to meet the GMA requirements for review and
update.
4. Targeted Land Use Change – This is the maximum growth study. It also shows
population growth of 85% in UGAs and 15% in non-UGA areas. It has the highest
population and employment growth studied. It would result in eight UGAs that
would need expansion. It would also amend the plans and policies.
A chart was shown of the population growth. All figures are within the State Office of
Financial Management (OFM) population range. All are lower than the county’s average
annual growth rate either for the last 10 or 20 years.
Highlights of some of the results listed in Chapter 4:
x Earth
o All alternatives allow growth that could impact soils or permit development at
risk of hazards.
x Air Quality
o A broad comparison among the alternatives was done regarding the potential
increases in greenhouse gas emissions. The rates differ in comparison to the
population growth.
x Water Resources
2
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x

o Shows an estimate of impervious surface in urban areas.
Plants and Animals
o There are numerous maps in the document that look at mapped habitat
areas with overlays of the different study areas.

Charts were shown of the UGA population growth and capacity and UGA employment
growth and capacity. It shows how much population is estimated, at a broad planning
level, to be able to locate in each urban area.
Housing was looked at in regards to how it influences traffic patterns and jobs.
Transportation looked at the effect of additional jobs and residents on both state and
county routes. Deficiencies regarding the four alternatives were looked at as well as
mitigation measures regarding those deficiencies.
The water study looked at each community’s water plan in relation to the planned growth.
Two areas that need a closer look are the Birch Bay Water and Sewer District and the City
of Blaine. There may be deficiencies in some of the growth alternatives. The City of
Lynden and the Department of Ecology have a difference of opinion on water rights.
The sewer study looked at each community’s wastewater plan in relation to the planned
growth. Three areas that need a closer look are the Birch Bay Water and Sewer District,
City of Everson and City of Ferndale. There may be deficiencies in some of the growth
alternatives.
Regarding other services, such as parks, schools, etc., alternative 2 would have the
greatest impact on non-UGA service providers. Alternative 4 would have the highest
impact in growth to UGA service providers.
The hearing was opened for public comment.
Larry Helm, Whatcom County: After being a public official for 30 years I thought I could
read this stuff. This document is very complicated, inter-related and hard to understand.
It needs a simple to understand summary section in the front which contains the major
40:1
issues so the public can be informed. The different alternatives seem to use different
numbers in each alternative. How can you possibly make decisions by comparing apples
to oranges? I think your alternatives are really categories. For instance, if you are going
to have moderate growth you need to tell us what you will do with moderate growth, not
compare it to high growth or low growth. In each of those categories I want to know what
the effect and alternatives will be. I don’t think you are doing a good comparison by
comparing all of those different numbers. I want to see what you are going to do within
the numbers. There is a large percentage increase in rentals and a decrease in singlefamily residences in our cities proposed in this document. The impact to our current tax
structure, when renters impose rent controls, which will prevent land owners from passing
3
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tax increases to the renter, is not discussed in the economic analysis. This issue was a big
problem in Portland, Oregon several years ago and it was compounded by the no sales tax
issue in Oregon. I see that as a huge problem in Bellingham if they go to 75% rental and
25% single-family residences. That is a big change in what we are now doing.
Brad Owens, Whatcom County: Commenting on behalf of the Northwest Washington
Building and Construction Trades Council and the Northwest Jobs Alliance (NWJA). The
NWJA is a local non-partisan organization whose growing membership includes business,
civic/labor leaders and elected officials. All of whom are rallying around our mission to
promote the growth of family wage jobs in the context of sound environmental practice.
Chapter 7 – Economics of the draft Comprehensive Plan is seriously lacking emphasis on
the importance of the growth of family wage jobs. Increasing per capita income must be
central to the Comprehensive Plan’s EIS and subsequent policies. Whatcom County is
seriously lacking in high paying family wage jobs. We believe the study, regarding
40:2
employment at Cherry Point, by the Center of Economic and Business Research, at
Western Washington University, should also be referenced in Chapter 7. It is an incredible
and germane piece of research pertaining to Whatcom County’s most important family
wage base. It points out that of Whatcom County’s approximately 7,000 employers 11
companies, within the Cherry Point industrial zone, generate directly and indirectly 15% of
the county’s wages. Additionally the Cherry Point UGA alternatives do not appear to
address the impacts on taxing districts that could result from the reduction of heavy
industrial lands. According to the Whatcom County Assessor’s data the three main Cherry
Point industries contribute, through property taxes, approximately 15% of the Ferndale
School’s budget, 21% of Blaine’s Schools budget and approximately 5% of the Whatcom
County government budget. These are very important considerations.
Kris Halterman, Whatcom County: I am concerned with things that I have seen in the
DEIS that basically have taken the population analysis and have kept growth basically the
same as where it was at. We were in a recession and I think it is pretty apparent that it
would not be a good idea to be planning for little growth or no growth. Inside the City of
Bellingham it looks like they are planning for high rises but the polls show 80% prefer 40:3
single-family housing. That is not addressed properly in the DEIS. I want to see some
analysis on the plan to go to a 90% increase in multi-family living in the UGAs. I want to
see that it is supported in this community.
Cal Leenstra, Whatcom County: I have been in the real-estate business for 47 years. In
reviewing the DEIS I don’t see where it addresses the following policies and goals of
Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan. Goal 2A states “Ensure provision of sufficient land
and densities to accommodate the growth needs of Whatcom County and protect the
40:4
qualities that make the county a desirable place to live.” That does not mean towering
condominiums and urban villages. Policy 2A-3 states “Provide a range of land uses which
considers locational and market factors as well as required quantities of land.” If you keep
adding urban villages I don’t think that meets the goals of that policy. Policy 2A-4 states
“Designate land uses that reflect the best use of the land.” I know that is not happening
4

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE
WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
PUBLIC HEARING
April 13, 2015

40:4

because we have 85 acres adjacent to Wade King Elementary School, next to a fire Cont.
station, surrounded by multiple city parks, a golf course and surrounded by urban
development yet we are currently zoned one home per 10 acres. That just can’t be right.
It isn’t right. Policy 2A-5 says “Provide predictability to property owners in land use
designation.” I know that is not true because we were in the UGA, since it was first
instituted, and before that we were in a utility service area for many years before that.
We have spent a lot of money doing master planning in this area based on the designated
land use specification at that time. We even had a plat approval just before the economy
tanked so it was not developed. Maybe we should have. Now we find ourselves in an
undeveloped island surrounded by a sea of urban development and urban amenities. The
land is not suitable for farming because it is sloped. It is not a resourced land. There is no
timber or minerals there. It is not in the Lake Whatcom watershed. It was and should
again be zoned four lots per acre. Berk should dis-abuse themselves of the notion that
80% of the people in Bellingham want to live in a condominium or apartment. 80% of the
population wants to live in a single-family home and they will drive as far as they have to
until they can afford it. That is against the goals and policies of the GMA. Everyone is all
for infill except in their neighborhood.
Andie Douglas, Whatcom County: I live in a condo. I am one of many baby boomers who
are getting to a point in our lives where we can’t do outdoor maintenance. We do want to
live close to services and want to live in condos and apartments. While I might not want a
towering condo building I am in favor of the smaller condos. I think that many people in 40:5
that age population are also in favor of it. I was a public health nurse and many people in
that population can’t manage homes where they have to do outside maintenance and they
don’t want to anymore. This age group forms a large part of the population of our county.
Lorraine Newman, Whatcom County: I was at a meeting here several months ago where
there were a lot of people giving guidance on what they wanted the Comprehensive Plan
to look like. Over and over people were talking about this county needs to be a place that
will be able to provide jobs for our children and provide affordable homes for our children
40:6
because we would like them to stay here rather than all of our kids leaving the county,
like they are presently. When I hear that you have a plan that is going to shrink industrial
areas and it is going to count on less population then we had during the recession I am
wondering if anybody listened that there are a bunch of us here that would have liked for
it to be a place where our children could have stayed.
Karen Brown, Whatcom County: We don’t need any more parks in Whatcom County. We
live in 1/6th of Whatcom County. We have no need for anymore parks. If you need land for
housing you might look at some of the Whatcom County park land. Both inside and
outside city limits. We need jobs to keep our children here. You guys are not listening. I 40:7
don’t know anybody that wants to live inside the city limits of Bellingham. That would be a
death sentence as far as I’m concerned.
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Elliott Fine, Whatcom County: You can live in a no/low maintenance house. I am in favor
of single-family dwellings and I am also in favor of expanding the growth area and infill.
The Hundred Acre Woods was a golden opportunity to have infill in our area. It would
have put houses on the tax rolls. If we put more homes on the tax rolls we can help to 40:8
share that burden and maybe help reduce those taxes.
John Kirk, Whatcom County: One of the things I was looking for in the DEIS was
references to a study by Kelly ???? on The Social Indicators of Wellness. We had a
meeting with her when she was here and we quizzed her rather extensively about how her
soft social wellness indicators compared to traditional wellness indicators. Her studies
dealt with things like diet, access to healthy food, etc. Traditional indicators deal with
40:9
things like jobs, health rates, medical conditions, etc. I am going to be pressing for a
comparison of her study with traditional studies. My understanding is that her material
has been used like salt and pepper throughout the study but there needs to be an
awareness of that. My understanding is that her data sampling was from a very, very
small and somewhat non-representative data set of people.
Jack Petree, Whatcom County: An EIS is supposed to be an informational document that
provides cities, counties, the public, etc. with information. The reality of this document is
that there is very little useful information. There are lots of numbers but this is not useful.
This document fails to provide the discussion of existing conditions, impacts and other
material needed to fulfill its purpose. That means it is fatally flawed. An EIS is also
40:10
supposed to inform policy decisions. It is not a policy decision document. It makes
selective use of random data points out of context. Policy decisions are supposed to be
made by policy makers, that is why we have elections. If you read this document we don’t
have to have an election for County Council this year because the policies have already
been made by the writers of the document. The EIS is effectively gibberish because it
compares apples to oranges to pears to pineapples rather than establish a baseline, which
is existing conditions, then measure the impact of alternative approaches against a
defined scenario. The EIS does not analyze growth patterns occurring as a result of the
county’s last GMA process, which was the 10 year review. The entire purpose of a GMA
review is to measure the state of the county based on decisions made in the last review
then make necessary adjustments to assure GMA goals and other mandates are being
met. This EIS makes dozens of assumptions about potential future actions that will take
place then makes impact assessments based on those assumptions. For example, it
assumes that Bellingham won’t need an expansion. It just flat out assumes that. GMA
requires that plans shall be complete and enabled upon adoption. This assumes all kinds
of future actions that may or may not take place. All kinds of things are not looked at
here. When I read it I thought it would have been nice if they had read the GMA before
they wrote this thing. The GMA demands a whole range of very specific data that policy
makers can use to make good policy. This does not provide that.
Bryan Jones, Whatcom County: The City of Bellingham has four alternatives they are
evaluating. In Chapter 1 it specifically states there is plenty of room for alternative 3 to
6
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develop within the existing UGA, yet Bellingham sure doesn’t seem to know. It also has a
table that says whether or not a UGA is required. Under alternative 3, for Bellingham, it
states UGA is not required. That seems to be a decision that is already made. It seems
40:11
you are not talking with the city or perhaps you have a disagreement with them.
Mr. Personius stated there are four alternatives for each jurisdiction. They were done
based on the land capacity analysis done at the time, which was six to eight months ago.
That set the baseline for us. Now that each jurisdiction is involved in their own planning so
those numbers will likely change.
Jack Petree: If you are going to have an EIS you should have all that data before you do
the study. The study is supposed to look at accurate data.

40:12

Mr. Personius stated this is a non-project action so it’s a relatively high level analysis. We
can’t get into too much detail because of the complexity involved. That could take years.
Linda Twitchell, Whatcom County: With the Building Industry Association of Whatcom
County. In Whatcom County we have a peculiar situation where we have a major urban
center that is talking about accommodating 87% of its growth within the next 20 year
40:13
planning period in multi-family housing. We have several national studies that show
market preferences are exactly the opposite. 70% of Americans want single-family
homes. I would hope that because of the peculiarities of our situation, where we have a
city that has not taken in the amount of growth it projected in the last comprehensive
plan, and now we are looking at Bellingham suggesting they will take care of 48%, that
perhaps it would be wise, in terms of analyzing the housing to include some market
analysis. If we had some analysis addressing this discrepancy in the EIS it might help
create a more practical discussion of how are we actually going to accommodate people.
What Bellingham is planning on doing is going to affect the tax structure and it would be
nice to see an analysis of the potential negatives if they don’t do what they say they are
going to do.
Andy Douglas: Given the average wage in this county how much of the population can
actually afford an individual family home?
40:14
Mr. Personius stated the county is required to address that by the GMA in the housing
element.
Kris Halterman: I agree with the previous speaker that it is important to have the actual
numbers. It is very difficult to afford a home here. There is a supply issue. I would like to
know how that will affect the existing ones. Is it going to price some of us out of our 40:15
homes because we won’t be able to afford the taxes? If we don’t have the jobs to support
that than people that we educate so well here will be leaving the area. How are we going
to keep it affordable here for single-family homes which is what we all desire?
7
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Robin Dexter, Whatcom County: I appreciate that we have a room full of building industry
and land development people here but it seems to me that the issues I am hearing are
really out of context. I would like to have the discussion again in six months when we see
the contexts of the entire plan. People talk about affordable housing as if we were going
to make it affordable by just building tract homes on ag land. The draft economics chapter
is abysmal. All the hard work that was done in the last round got thrown out. The link
between and education and income has been thrown out. In 2005, in a watershed plan,
we called out the need for serious policy integration. I am concerned that we have the
hospital doing a comprehensive plan, we have all the water systems doing comprehensive
plans, etc. and they are not informing one another. The simple answers about housing
densities, high-rises and single-family homes is not very instructive to anyone when it 40:16
doesn’t occur in the context of the policy problems we have regarding water, the loss of
agricultural land and what we can or can’t do about education. I would like to see some
patience on the part of the land development caucus until I see their appreciation for the
economics of environmental services, agriculture, open space, etc.
Karen Brown: Are we going to give the City of Bellingham more money for their planners
so we can get some decent road and traffic mediation problems? Whatcom County wants
40:17
Bellingham to take all the population and they have terrible problems with their roads.
Perry Eskridge, Whatcom County: As you have heard from others this evening the realtors
don’t really believe that this document, as presented, is sufficient as an EIS. A better
description would be that is a policy document written to direct the legislative body to a
desired conclusion. As realtors you can imagine we have a keen interest in assuring the
environmental consequences of various housing options and they are evaluated very
closely in this update. We are finally getting to the end of protracted litigation involving,
among other things, issues stemming from the perception that Whatcom County has not
constrained growth in the urban areas and has instead adopted policies that permit
40:18
unbridled housing growth in our rural lands. These challenges have prompted
unprecedented legislation in critical areas, specifically buffers; shoreline regulations, water
challenges, the use of LAMIRDs, etc. I went through the search function to find how many
times the word “housing” appears in this document. The answer is just over 100 times.
Imagine that one of the largest single issues is only mentioned 100 times in study. That
defies explanation. If you look at the discussion of multi-family demand Berk concludes
that multi-family demand is growing in the Bellingham market but has not spread to the
smaller cities. On the next page they conclude that the decreasing vacancy rates for
apartments, coupled with increasing rents, demonstrates that everybody wants to live in
an apartment. That is an entire bastardization of that research. The reason people live in
apartments, in Bellingham, is because they can’t afford a single-family home. We know
that. Mr. Petree asked four really good questions. What is the land capacity needed in
each county jurisdiction included in the unincorporated county itself? Once that need has
been identified where is the identification of sufficient land to accommodate all of that? Is
the identified land supply appropriately located? If the supply is not appropriately located
where should it be located? What are the environmental impacts of putting it there? Right
8
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now Bellingham is under a declared affordable housing emergency problem. They need to
fix the Bellingham housing fund because the way those funds are being distributed they
actually lost affordable housing units. Geneva and Hillsdale, besides already being almost
built out, and being in the watershed no one is thinking about annexing them into the city.
The last annexation Bellingham did they actually cut out the area that was suitable for
residential and brought in an area that contains pipelines, wetlands, etc. Everyone loves
the idea of condos, and there is some demand for them, but I can tell you condos are not
feasible. When you look at alternative 3, it talks about Bellingham taking all of this growth
which is based on the presumption that their urban villages planning is going to go
through exactly as adopted. My level of confidence in this study is zero.
Clayton Petree, Whatcom County: There is a deficiency in that the DEIS doesn’t look at
the average annual growth rate. It doesn’t look at the lowest growth rate we have had
over a five year period. It doesn’t look at the highest average annual growth rate we have
had over the last 10 or 20 years. That is a problem. It should also include more discussion
about Whatcom County has always grown faster than the OFM most likely and how that
fits into what we really expect to happen. That should influence our preferred alternative
in the final EIS. One of the problems I have with the DEIS is the no action alternative. No
action is supposed to be no government action. You don’t go in and change adopted
plans. In the DEIS it assumes that 1,000 acres of protected ag lands, that are inside 40:19
UGAs, will somehow be rezoned and built out to an urban density. I think that is an
action. The old plan assumed that anything zoned less than two units per acre will be
rezoned to at least four units per acre. We have already seen that turned down since the
plan was adopted. You can read about that in the comments from Bellingham to the
county. The no-action alternative provides very little useful information if we don’t change
plans. It changes the growth rate. It says we are just going to grow slow. The rural area
will slow down. It shouldn’t do that. It should say this is what’s been happening and if we
don’t change things that 24% rural rate is going to continue to grow and when we run out
of land at the end of the planning period, contained in these plans, that we are allegedly
not changing, guess what? The rural and the ag areas are really going to grow fast. That
entire alternative should be rewritten. Regarding capital facilities, there is a need for
jurisdictions to provide urban services to built and unbuilt areas within the non-rolling
original timeframe that UGAs were designated. We have huge UGAs that are going to be
turning 20. It would not surprise me if the Port of Bellingham and other land owners ask
for urban services. Where is the funding plan for doing that? The biggest demand for
housing, in the U.S., is generation X and generation Y. 80% want single-family homes. I
don’t think the DEIS analyzed the environmental positives to adding the UGA reserve,
which both Mr. Personius and the Executive said is not viewed as a UGA expansion. It
addresses some problems that are contained in all four alternatives.

Jon Soine, Whatcom County: I have been on the CHAT group. We met for a period of a
year and one half, every Friday for about four hours. This was a diverse group of about 20
people. Bellingham and the county each spent almost $200,000 on it. We came up with
9
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decisions that 70%+ of the people wanted an individual home versus a condo or
apartment. They want privacy, small lots and choices. It is their choice, not our choice to
dictate what they want. My kids and grandkids have moved out of town, just like a lot of
others in order to find jobs. As realtors we recognize there are three elements involved.
They are jobs, homes and communities. We can’t have one without the others. We have
to have family wage jobs here. We have that opportunity with the handful of companies
that are creating a large amount of the income. That income also becomes a tax base for
the rest of us so we don’t have to pay as much. People here want recreation. That is why
a lot of people are moving here.

Roger Almskaar, Whatcom County: The median price of a house in the county is about the
same as Snohomish County. We are not too far behind King County where the highest
wages in the state are. The whole county, and especially Bellingham, have a big problem
with affordable housing. By affordable, I don’t mean subsidized housing, I mean market
built housing. The industry invented that term back in the 1980s because they could see
the wave of complicated regulations coming that have jacked up the cost of useable land
for housing, industry and even government. I would like to have the EIS look at why is
land so expensive in Bellingham, compared to other places. One reason is because in our
critical areas ordinance we have let buffers be adopted that are too wide on the low value
wetlands. The high value wetlands should be protected but we are worrying too much
about the low value wetlands for what they accomplish for nature. Earlier someone
mentioned the urban reserve on Yew Street Road. I would like to see the EIS analyze 40:21
what is really accomplished by having an urban reserve area compared to an urban
growth area. I see it as more complication that adds to the costs of everything. A few
years ago the county got rid of short term and long term UGAs because they were an
unnecessary complication but now we are doing that over again with these urban reserve
areas. The Yew Street area is a classic example of a mistake made in the planning
process. The building industry and private land owners are not out trying to pave the rural
areas and build houses on ag lands. The ag lands are off limits to regular develop and a
lot of our rural areas are zoned 5 and 10 acres. To go out and to a short plat these days is
very expensive. It is not something to be taken lightly. There is a big difference in the
prices of homes in Bellingham compared to the other cities. The reason is because
Bellingham is a very expensive place to be a homebuilder. It is a slow and expensive
process. I would like to see the EIS analyze that to see what can be done about it.
John Kirk: It is my understanding that the EIS forms the foundation of debate for the
Comprehensive Plan. Is that correct?

40:22
Mr. Personius stated we think of the EIS as a tool to help inform everybody in order to
have conversation and the decision making process. It cannot answer all of the detail
questions that have rightly been brought up.
John Kirk: Will there be some room for data to be brought into the picture after the EIS is
approved?
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Mr. Personius stated the EIS does not technically get approved. It is just a tool. It will
address the comments that are submitted on the draft. If there is new information that
can be addressed in the final we will do that to the extent that we can.

40:22
Cont
John Kirk: Have you used up all of the funding allocated for Berk Consulting or is there
still room for them to redeem themselves?
Mr. Personius stated there is still money left for the final EIS.
Brad Owens: I have heard a lot of discussion about affordability and residential
development but very little about industrial development. Industrial development and high
paying jobs are exactly the kinds of jobs that allow people to buy single-family homes or
condos, if that is their preference. Out of the approximately 7,000 employers in Whatcom
County, 11 companies account, directly and indirectly, for 15% of the county’s wages. 40:23
That has to tell you something. There needs to be a huge emphasis on responsible
industrial economic development.
Jamie Douglas, Whatcom County: It seems like there has been a lot of emphasis on the
housing part of this. A number of people have mentioned that they have relatives leaving
the area because they can’t find jobs. Jobs are the number one thing people consider
40:24
when deciding where to live. Jobs don’t happen here by accident. Businesses that are
looking to locate are looking for what is the infrastructure they can capitalize on in order
to do their business. We shouldn’t be spending our time trying to guess about the housing
that is going to be necessary but rather look at what infrastructure we have that supports
businesses then the housing will fall in around that. I don’t know of very many businesses
that make a decision about locating because there is single-family housing. They make
decisions about transportation, high-speed internet service and all the other things that
are going to be necessary for them to be able to conduct their business activity. In terms
of area and resources we have a great place to get educated in and for people to want to
live in but people have to move elsewhere in order to get a high paying job. People
reluctantly leave this area.
Lorraine Newman: I agree that we have to have the infrastructure here that will attract
and keep good businesses here. Both of my children have left here. Their searches for 40:25
jobs have been nationwide. They looked at jobs that were available and when they went
to pick which job to take they looked at the housing markets. They needed a lesser value
home as first time home buyers.
Clayton Petree: I would like to see an analysis for Whatcom County to use in their
consideration of expanding ag lands and the requirement to have a water right. The water
consumption for ag land is incredible and you have to have a water right to do it legally.40:26
I
did not see that in the EIS. The illegal use of water would be a huge impact and rezoning
land from non-ag to ag would be a huge impact. Today I found two documents that
address how the DEIS would be released in the fall of last year. We would have had a final
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EIS about the time the cities were doing their proposals. This makes a lot of timeline
sense. There is a timing mis-match. When you look at some of the higher population
growth alternatives they are pretty low if you look at the historical growth rates.
Robin Dexter, Whatcom County: I am not troubled by the pace of this project, I am
troubled by the disconnect between all of the different kinds of comprehensive plans we
are trying to update simultaneously. It shouldn’t matter if we plan for high or low. The
40:27
beauty of planning is that you try to plan for a good outcome whether you are right or
wrong about the population estimates. What we need is a more comprehensive analysis of
the local economies. The infrastructure we are looking for is not roads and bridges
anymore. Affordable housing is affordable when we educate our children to the point
where they are eligible to start their own businesses wherever they want to. That is a big
piece of the equation. People say they want to preserve ag land but the reality is that in
the last 20 years we have lost a huge amount of ag land. It is not because we don’t
believe it is important to have. It is just because we are not aware of the connections.
Kris Halterman: The last time we did a Comprehensive Plan update we ended up having a
huge issue with the LAMIRDs because the plan did not address growth properly. We had a
40:28
lot of financial devastation to property owners. I would like to see that it does not happen
again.
Tony Larson, Whatcom County: I would like to see an economic impact statement. It is
not just about affordable housing, it’s really about land use. That also goes to the
question of businesses that are interested in relocating here and if they can expand.
40:29
Several businesses have wanted to move here or expand existing businesses here and
they were not able to so they moved out of the county. The Department of Commerce has
stopped recommending Whatcom County as a place for new businesses. When businesses
prosper they give back to the community. Unfortunately we are living in an area that does
not have a positive business climate. A balance between business and the environment
can be made. There should be a balance in the EIS and the environmental chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan on the balance of the economy as well. The Whatcom Business
Alliance commissioned an economic impact study which needs to be included in the EIS. It
addresses jobs.
Roger Almskaar: He has done two reports on land supply. I have learned that, in general,
the same factors that make it difficult to build affordable housing make it difficult to 40:30
create jobs. It is because of over regulation, lack of appropriate zoning, lack of
infrastructure, etc. The EIS should look at those issues.
Karen Brown: For 47 years my husband and I have watched Whatcom County chase jobs
away. Industries big and small. It needs to be addressed.
40:31
The public comment period was closed.
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The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m.
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7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST
The following agencies received a notice of availability or a copy of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). See the Fact Sheet for the website location of the document.

7.1

Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Northwest Mountain Region
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Region
NOAA Fisheries Service NW Region, Habitat Conservation Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District

7.2

Tribes

Lummi Nation

7.3

Nooksack Tribe

State Agencies

Puget Sound Partnership

Washington State Department of Archaeology &
Historic Preservation

Washington State Department of Commerce,
Review Team, Growth Management Services

Washington State Department of Corrections

Washington State Department of Ecology (2
copies), SEPA Unit

Washington State Department of Ecology
SEPA/GMA Coordinator

Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife

Washington State Department of Health

Washington State Department of Natural
Resources

Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission

Washington State Patrol

Washington State Recreation and Conservation
Office

Washington State Department of Social and
Health Services

Washington State Department of Transportation

Washington State Utilities and Transportation
Commission

7.4

Services and Utilities

City of Bellingham Fire Department

City of Lynden Fire Department

Fire District #1

Fire District #4

Fire District 5

Fire District #7

Fire District #8

Fire District #11

FINAL | November 2015

7-1

WHATCOM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FEIS
DISTRIBUTION LIST
Fire District #14

Fire District #16

Fire District #17

Fire District #18

Fire District #19

North Whatcom Fire and Rescue

South Whatcom Fire Authority

City of Sumas Public Works

City of Bellingham Public Works

City of Blaine Public Works

City of Everson Public Works

City of Ferndale Public Works

City of Lynden Public Works

City of Nooksack Public Works

Birch Bay Water and Sewer District

Columbia Valley Water District

Lake Whatcom Water and Sewer District

Public Utility District #1

Water District #2

Water District #7

Water District #13

Frontier Communications Northwest

Cascade Natural Gas Corporation

Comcast Cable

DirecTV

Dish Network

Puget Sound Energy

CenturyLink

Tenaska Energy

7.5

Regional Agencies

Northwest Clean Air Agency

Port of Bellingham

Whatcom Conservation District

Whatcom Council of Governments

Whatcom Transportation Authority

7.6

Media

All Point Bulletin (Point Roberts)

Bellingham Herald

Cascadia Weekly

Ferndale Record-Journal

Foothills Gazette

KGMI 790 AM

Lynden Tribune

Northern Light (Blaine)

Western Front

Whatcom Watch

7.7

Adjacent Jurisdictions

City of Bellingham
Planning and Community Development
Department

City of Blaine

City of Everson

City of Ferndale

City of Lynden

City of Nooksack

City of Sumas

Skagit County
Planning and Development Services
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7.8

Libraries

Bellingham Public Library

Blaine Public Library

Deming Public Library

Ferndale Public Library

Lummi Island Public Library

Lynden Public Library

Maple Falls Library

Point Roberts Library

Sumas Public Library

7.9

School Districts

Bellingham School District

Blaine School District

Ferndale School District

Lynden School District

Meridian School District

Mt. Baker School District

Nooksack Valley School District

Bellingham Technical College

Northwest Indian College

Western Washington University

Whatcom Community College

7.10 Commissions and County Departments
Whatcom County Council
Whatcom County Executive
Whatcom County Planning Commission
Whatcom County Facilities Management
Whatcom County Health Department
Whatcom County Parks & Recreation
Whatcom County Public Works
Whatcom County Sheriff’s Office

7.11 Other Notification
Those who commented on the Draft EIS were provided a notice of availability. See Chapter 5 for a list of
commenters.
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