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PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Planning Division 

210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, WA 98225 
Telephone: (360) 778-8300 Fax: (360) 778-8302 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: October 15, 2013 

To: City Council 

From: Greg Aucutt, Asst. Director~ 
RE: Review of New Population and Employment Growth Forecasts 

Background 
Bellingham, Whatcom County and the other cities are beginning the process to 
complete the required review and update of our comprehensive plans and urban growth 
areas. In order to complete both of these tasks, new 20-year population and 
employment growth forecasts are needed. While the County is responsible for adopting 
the forecasts, each of the cities have been asked to provide recommendations. 

Consultants working for the County have prepared new growth forecasts that are 
included in the attached document --"Whatcom County Population and Employment 
Projections and Urban Growth Area Allocations" . 

Upcoming Review & Approval Process 
The Planning Commission and City Council will review the range of new 20-year 
population and employment growth forecasts provided by the consultants. At the 
conclusion of the review process, the city's recommendations will be considered by the 
Whatcom County Planning Commission and County Council. At the conclusion of their 
hearing process, the County Council will adopt a preliminary county-wide growth 
forecast and preliminary allocations to all the jurisdictions in a "non-binding resolution" 
early next year. The City will use the growth forecasts to update the Bellingham 
Comprehensive Plan. The County will use the forecasts to update UGA boundaries for 
all the jurisdictions. Both updates to comprehensive plans and UGA boundaries must 
be completed by mid-2016. 
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Questions for Discussion 

The following questions and answers were developed by staff to provide information 
and context for review of the population growth forecasts, including background and 
other information intended to help the Planning Commission and City Council develop 
recommendations. 

Question 1: Why do cities and counties need to forecast future population and 
employment growth and how are the forecasts used? 

Response: Cities and counties in Washington have been required to plan for future 
growth since the Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted in 1990. The GMA 
requires the county and all the cities to have comprehensive plans that contain long 
range (at least 20-year) population growth forecasts. We are also required to show that 
there is enough developable land in the city and UGA to accommodate the forecasted 
growth, and that there is a plan to provide the public facilities and services that will be 
needed. So population growth forecasts are critical to determining: 

• how much developable land and how many housing units will be required to 
accommodate the forecasted population growth; 

• how much developable commercial and industrial land will be needed to 
accommodate the forecasted employment growth; 

• what new public facilities (roads, parks, schools, etc.) will be required to serve 
the forecasted population growth; 

• what additional public services (police, fire, etc.) will be needed to serve the 
anticipated population growth; 

• where in the county and in the city the growth should occur and in what form; and 
• how much additional tax and other revenues can the City expect to receive from 

the forecasted population and employment growth. 

Question 2: Oidn 't we adopt population growth forecasts a short time ago? 

Response: Yes we did review population growth forecasts created for the City and 
County in 2008. These forecasts were for the 2009-2029 planning period and included 
a 2029 population growth forecast for the Bellingham urban area of about 112,000. The 
forecasts were adopted by the County in 2009 and were used to update all the 
incorporated and unincorporated UGA boundaries. 

The city's current comprehensive plan was adopted in 2006 and it covers the 2002-2022 
planning period . At that time the adopted forecast predicted Bellingham and the urban 
growth area would grow to grow to about 113,000 people in 2022. 
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Question 3: So why are we reviewing new population growth forecasts now? 

Response: The County and all the cities are updating the population and employment 
growth forecasts at this point in time for two reasons: 

1. The GMA requires the cities and Whatcom County to update our respective 
comprehensive plans by mid-2016, and it must cover the 2016-2036 timeframe. The 
update process must include new 20-year population and employment growth 
forecasts for the county as a whole, and each of the cities and UGAs. The growth 
forecasts are key to completing this work. Getting agreement on the growth 
forecasts now gives us a good amount of time to complete the comprehensive plan 
update project by the 2016 deadline. 

2. The GMA also requires the County to review and update all the UGAs. As part of 
the UGA update process, the County is required to make sure that each city has 
enough land and development capacity within their city and UGA to accommodate 
20 years of population and employment growth. New 20-year forecasts are needed 
in order for the County to complete the required evaluation of the city UGA 
boundaries and land supply. 

Question 4: What is the City's role in the process to adopt new population growth 
forecasts? 

Response: The GMA places the responsibility for adopting county-wide and city 
population growth forecasts with the County, in consultation with the cities. The 
population growth forecast adoption process we are working under includes two 
phases: 

• Phase 1 Technical Allocations. The consultants have provided county-wide and 
jurisdiction-specific 20-year population and employment growth forecasts. The 
forecasts are primarily based on historic trends (See Attachment 1, from Berk and 
Associates.) 

• Phase 2, Review. The cities are to review the phase 1 forecasts and provide a 
recommendation to the County. The Planning Commission, City Council and the 
public have the opportunity to suggest adjustments to the phase 1 forecasts based 
on factors such as available land supply, or on policy choices such as where and 
how we want growth to occur as stated in our comprehensive plan. We need to 
complete this review and forward our recommendations to the County by the end of 
November. 

Question 5: What are the legal requirements with respect to adoption of population 
growth forecasts? 

Response: The GMA and hearings board cases have made it clear that population 
growth forecasts used in the preparation of comprehensive plans must be within the 
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range provided by the State Office of Financial Management (OFM). The OFM 2036 
forecast range for Whatcom County is approximately 225,000 to 330,900 with a 
"baseline" forecast of 273,900. (OFM lists the baseline forecast as the "most likely to 
occur" scenario). The OFM baseline forecast uses a slightly lower growth rate than has 
occurred over the past 20 years. This is due primarily to a slower than historic natural 
increase resulting from the aging of the "Baby Boom" generation. The County Council 
has expressed a preference for using the OFM baseline projection for the county-wide 
growth forecast. 

OFM does not provide population growth forecasts for individual cities. It is up to the 
County, working with the cities, to allocate the county-wide growth forecast to the 
individual jurisdictions. 

Question 6: What population growth forecasts have the consultants developed for 
Bellingham? 

Response: The phase 1 allocations developed by the consultants include a range of 
growth forecasts. All three forecasts assume that Bellingham will continue to 
accommodate about 42% of the total county-wide population growth. This is consistent 
with what has occurred over the past 20 years. 

Table 1: Bellingham 2036 Population Growth Forecasts 

City+ UGA 

• 
Medium 
High 

2013 Population 

93,107 
93,107 
93.107 

2036 Forecast 

118,491 
121,505 
1 ~025 

Total Growth Ave. Annual Growth 

1 017 
1,235 

1.5:=2'-----_ 

For comparison purposes, note that Bellingham grew by an average of about 1,600 
people per year from 1990-2000 and 1,400 people per year from 2000-2010. 

Previously adopted population growth forecasts include those in the city's 
comprehensive plan and updated numbers adopted by the County in the 2008 UGA 
update process. These forecasts are shown below: 

Table 2: Previously Adopted Population Growth Forecasts 

City+ UGA 

Comp. Plan forecast 
• 2002. 2022 
UGA update 
forecast-
2009. 2029 

Tota l Growth 

31,600* 

22,500** 

Ave. Annua l Growth 

1 580 

1, 125 

---

% or Tota l County 
Growth 

40% 

*The 2006 comprehensive plan growth forecast was a number higher than historic trends, adopted in a 
failed effort to reduce the growth rate in the rural areas. 
*"The 2009 forecast recommended by the City and adopted by the County was much lower than historic 
trends. This was due in part to the small cities desire to increase their share of total population growth. 
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Question 7: How much more population growth would Bellingham have to plan to 
accommodate than is covered by our existing comprehensive plan? 

Response: Our current comprehensive plan accommodates a total city and UGA 
population of 113,055. The 2036 low growth scenario would require Bellingham to plan 
to accommodate about 3,500 additional residents. Under the medium forecast, we 
would need to plan for about 8,500 additional residents. Choosing the high scenario 
results in a need to plan for about 16,000 additional residents by 2036. 

Question 8: What have the consultants proposed for a county-wide employment growth 
forecast for 2036? (Note: OFM does not provide county or city employment growth 
forecasts.) 

Response: 
With respect to employment growth, the consultants have provided a range of county­
wide employment growth forecasts of between 23,000 and 36 ,900 new jobs by 2036. 
Note that total county-wide employment in 2012 was estimated to be 97,410 jobs. 

Question 9: What are the proposed employment growth forecasts for Bellingham? 

Response: The consultants provided a range of Bellingham-area employment growth 
forecasts as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Bellingham 2036 Employment Growth Forecasts 

Cit + UGAs 

2036 Low Forecast 
2036 Medium Forecast 
2036 Hi h Forecast 

New Commercial 
and Retail Jobs 

13,927 
17 965 

- - - --

New lndL1strial 
Jobs 

Total New 
Jobs 

In all of the 2036 forecasts, Bellingham would maintain our current share of total county­
wide employment of about 64%. 

Question 10: What happens with the forecasts after they are adopted by the County? 

Response: It is important to remember that the County will adopt the forecasts early in 
2014 in a non-binding resolution. The forecasts are preliminary. Once we have the 
numbers, staff will begin looking at factors such as land supply, capacity of the 
transportation system, capacity of the water supply system, capacity of the sewage 
treatment plant and so on. Once this work is done, the growth forecasts can be 
adjusted as appropriate. 

Question 11: How much population and employment growth can be accommodated on 
the remaining vacant and partially developed land in the city and UGA? 
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Response: A land capacity analysis (LCA) was produced by the City and County in 
2008 when the County was updating the urban growth area boundaries for all the 
jurisdictions. The results of that study showed that the city and UGA could potentially 
accommodate a total population of about 121,000. 

There have been a number of changes that have occurred since the LCA was 
completed in 2008. The City has completed a number of urban village plans with 
associated rezones that added to the residential capacity. Land has also been acquired 
for parks and open space, reducing the capacity. The County and City are working 
together to update the 2008 LCA and we should have the initial results of the analysis in 
the coming weeks. 

In terms of employment growth, the County's 2009 LCA indicates that the city and UGA 
can accommodate an additional 19,850 jobs. This work will also be updated. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff believes that the medium forecasts for both population and employment growth 
forecasts should be used as the starting points for the comprehensive plan and UGA 
update processes. These are the most likely to occur scenarios. As previously stated, 
adjustments to these forecasts may be needed as a result of transportation and capital 
facilities planning work that is to occur in the comprehensive plan update process. The 
final results of the land capacity analysis may also suggest that adjustments to the 
growth forecasts are appropriate. But in terms of picking a starting point, and based on 
the information we have at this time, using the medium forecasts is appropriate. 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

The Commission recommends (4-2) the high growth forecasts for both population and 
employment growth be used as the starting point for planning purposes. Members 
acknowledged that growth was going to occur and that it is better to plan for a higher 
number than potentially underestimating actual growth, and then not having the land 
area and the public facilities and services needed to effectively manage the growth. It 
was also stated that, as the largest city in the Whatcom County, the city has a 
responsibility to accommodate a higher percentage of total county-wide growth to 
reduce sprawl into the rural and agricultural areas. Finally, the Commission noted that 
the average growth that has actually occurred in Bellingham and the UGA over the last 
20 years is ·1,527 people per year. The high growth forecast of 1,562 people per year 
more accurately reflects historic growth than does the mid-range forecast of 1 ,235 ppy. 

The Commission also felt that population growth and jobs should go hand-in-hand. If 
Bellingham is going to plan to accommodate a higher percentage of total population 
growth, then we should also plan for a higher rate of job growth. 

See attached Planning Commission meeting minutes for a summary of the 
Commission's discussion and public comments heard at the October 1 O public hearing. 
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Attachments: 
• Planning Commission meeting minutes. 
• Attachment 1 - "Whatcom County Population and Employment Projections and 

Urban Growth Area Allocations, Phase 1 Technical Report", Berk, July, 2013. 

• Public comments 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

October 10, 2013 
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THURSDAY 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY OF BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC HEARING 7:00 P.M. 
October 10, 2013 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Video taped & Audio-recorded www.cob.org 

CALL TO ORDER: 
The meeting was called to order by Tom Grinstad, Chairman of the Planning Commission. 

ROLL CALL: 
Tom Grinstad, Jeff Brown, Danne Neill, Garrett O'Brien, Ali Taysi, Phyllls McKee and Steve Crooks 

Present: Tom Grinstad, Danne Neill, Garrett O'Brien, Ali Taysi , Phyllis McKee and Steve 
Crooks 

Absent: Jeff Brown 

Staff Present: Jeff Thomas, PCDD Director; Greg Aucutt, Assistant Director; and Heather Aven, 
Recording Secretary. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The minutes from July 11, 2013 were submitted to the Commission for approval. 

MOTION: Phyllis McKee moved to approve the minutes from July 11, 2013 as amended. 
SECONDED. VOTE: ALL AYES (Motion Passes 6-0) 

15 MINUTE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 
No testimony given. 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

Consider the long range population and employment growth forecasts that will be used for planning 
purposes to update the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan. 

STAFF PRESENTATION 
Greg Aucutt explained the reason for establishing population and employment growth forecasts and 
what the City will use the numbers for during the planning process. He stated that although the numbers 
will be used to update the Comprehensive Plan, they are preliminary figures and can be changed if 
deemed necessary. 

Greg Aucutt explained that the State only provides forecasts for the entire County, not for individual 
cities. He stated that all of the jurisdictions jointly hired consultants to assist in narrowing the broad 
range (provided by the State) to a range that is more likely to happen, provide allocations to each of the 
jurisdictions, and to determine employment growth forecasts, since the State does not provide that 
information. He referenced page 4 of the staff memo and pointed out that the range, provided from the 
State was 225,000 - 331,000 (planning period ending in 2036), with the most likely to occur in Whatcom 
County at 273,900. 

Greg Aucutt reviewed the material provided by the consultants and stated that staff recommends the 
medium growth forecast for both population and employment, as they reflect historic trends and are the 
most reasonable starting points. 
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Phyllis McKee wanted to know the disadvantages of under-estimating or over-estimating. 

Greg Aucutt provided examples, and reminded the Commission that the numbers are updated every few 
years; therefore, the projection is not locked in and can be adjusted. 

Danne Neill expressed concern that a higher forecast would cause the urban growth area to become 
larger. 

Greg Aucutt stated that with any of the projections, land supply would be considered and then decisions 
will be made, if necessary, to expand the urban growth area boundaries or commit to accommodating 
the additional growth within the existing boundaries of the City. 

Garrett O'Brien mentioned the major rezones that have occurred in the City recently and wanted to know 
if they were considered in the analysis. 

Greg Aucutt replied that the land supply will be considered during the update process. He reiterated that 
the recommendations would be a starting point and at any time the City can request that the County 
adjust the allocations up or down depending on the determinations made during the planning process. 

Ali Taysi noted that the medium range growth is lower than what has historically been projected and 
asked staff to explain why. 

Greg Aucutt stated that there are two reasons: 
• The consultants forecasted lower growth rates for each jurisdiction in Whatcom County. He 

noted it is mostly accredited to the aging of the "baby-boomers''. 
• It is believed that by the early 2030's all growth in Whatcom County will be immigration, rather 

than a natural increase. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

Darcy Jones recommended that the "statistically most likely to occur'' projection range be adopted, as 
those statistics have historically been accurate. He stated that Bellingham should continue to strive for 
51% of the over-all county population distribution. He pointed out that there are still goals to be met 
related to growth and infill. He noted that eight years is not very long, especially since it takes 4 years to 
go through the process. He stated that the market will move faster than the City can react to it, and he 
emphasized the importance of getting it right. 

Linda Twitchell, BIA expressed their support for the medium base-line figures, as this has been 
historically the most accurate. She stated however, that if Bellingham was serious about keeping the 
growth of Whatcom County here, the higher figure should be considered. She referenced page 6 of the 
staff memorandum and noted that in figuring the land capacity, it would be very beneficial to not only 
consider the number of acres available to serve housing/people, but also the number of acres zoned for 
the different housing types. She explained by doing this, the land capacity projections can be compared 
to the market preferences; which would help with GMA compliance. 

Clayton Petree stated that, according to a County Staff Planner, the State's "most likely" (middle) 
projection has been lower than actual growth 100% of the time. He pointed out that since the 1970's, the 
population in Whatcom County has consistently grown at a faster rate than the State. He noted that 
Washington's population growth is rebounding and should be planned for accordingly. He reviewed 
some of the errors he feels are included in the technical memo. He suggested that a demand analysis 
be done, which would plan for other needs that should be considered besides just simple population and 
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jobs. He stated that although he does not feel Bellingham will ever achieve the 62.4% growth again, the 
40% projection is too low. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

COMMISSION QUESTIONS I DISCUSSION: 

There was a discussion about how to choose the projections without knowing what the existing land 
supply is; as well as the importance of providing jobs so more people will want to live in Bellingham. 
Some Commissioners were concerned about making a recommendation without more information about 
how each of the projections would affect the land supply. 

Greg Aucutt reiterated that there are no decisions being made during this meeting, the recommendation 
that the Commission will forward to City Council will provide a starting point in the planning process. 

Garrett O'Brien stated, in his opinion, Bellingham should plan to accommodate for the most growth as 
we are the largest jurisdiction in the County. He indicated that, although the high projection is on the 
higher end of what has historically occurred, this is the number that he recommends staff use for their 
planning analysis. 

Phyllis McKee agreed that the high projection should be recommended. She stated that, in her opinion, 
more growth will be happening in the City. 

Ali Taysi stated that he also agreed with the higher projection. He pointed out that the more incorporated 
cities in Whatcom County need to accommodate the growth to help reduce the sprawl affect as much as 
possible. He discussed why, in his opinion, this projection would not result in sprawl for Bellingham. 

Steve Crooks pointed out that infill has been tried in several areas around Bellingham and each time has 
been turned about because of the "not in my backyard" mentality. He noted that the high projection just 
cannot be a reality until a change occurs. 

There was another brief discussion of when the County will be making their allocations to the 
jurisdictions in Whatcom County and the importance of the recommendation . 

MOTION: Phyllis McKee moved to accept the higher numbers offered in the staff memorandum 
for both population and employment. SECONDED 

Garrett O'Brien reiterated that this would only be a starting point and expressed interest in obtaining the 
data related to a higher growth projection. He requested a clearer picture of the land supply, especially 
as it relates to those major areas within the City that still do not have a zoning designation. 

Danne Neill expressed her opposition to the high projection. She pointed out that Staff has 
recommended the medium number, and she stated that, in her opinion, the projection should be more 
conservative. She also is interested in the land supply analysis so that a better decision can be made on 
what Bellingham will be able to accommodate. She expressed concern about urban sprawl and not 
utilizing the land that we have. 

Steve Crooks stated that, given the fact that this projection can be changed after the planning process 
has begun, there is no difference between recommending the medium or high. 

Final Copy - 3 



Phyllis McKee stated that she would rather estimate high and be able to accommodate that growth 
rather than be scrambling because growth was not planned for appropriately. 

Ali Taysi agreed with the idea of being proactive. He stated that although he is also concerned with 
sprawl. he is interested in reviewing the analysis to detennine if the UGA would need to be expanded or 
if it can accommodate the growth projection. He pointed out that the high projection number is between 
the actual growth of 1600 people per year that was realized between 1990-2000 and the 1400 people 
per year that was realized in 2000-2010. 

VOTE: 4-2 (Motion Passes - Grinstad and Neill opposed) 

GENERAL BUSINESS: 

Staff I Commissioner Discussion 
MOTION: Steve Crooks moved to adopt the revisions to the Planning Commission by-laws 
changing the regularly scheduled meeting dates to the first and third Thursdays of each month. 
SECONDED. VOTE: ALL AYES 

Planning Director's Report 
There was a discussion about the creation of a sub-committee to discuss moving some of the Infill 
Toolkit housing forms into single-family zones. He explained the project that staff is working on and 
encouraged the Commission to form a sub-committee of 3 members to provide input and assist in that 
work. 

Jeff Thomas announced that some of the recommendation from the CHAT (County-wide Housing 
Affordability Taskforce) group has been added to the 2014 work program in an effort to make 
adjustments and bring housing affordability into reality for Bellingham. 

ADJOURNED: 8:30 p.m. 

Heather Aven, Recording Secretary 

Minutes edited by Planning Commission members and various Planning Staff. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Berk and Associates Technical Report: 

"Whatcom County Population and Employment Projections and 
Urban Growth Area A/locations " 



:~llBERK 

WHATCOM COUNTY 

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 

AND URBAN GROWTH AREA ALLOCATIONS 

Phase I Technical Report 

July 22, 2013 

Prepared by: BERK 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Whatcom County Department of Planning and Development Services, in coordination with the cities in 
Whatcom County, is engaged in a multi-year project to update the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan and 
conduct an urban growth area (UGA) review by 2016, as required by the Washington State Growth Management 
Act (GMA). An initial step in this process is to develop a reasonable set of projections of future growth in 
popu la ti on and economic activity and allocations of where this growth will occur. These projections and allocations 
of growth are foundational inputs that will inform many aspects of the comprehensive planning process over the 
next few years. 

Projections and allocations of population and employment will be developed using a two-step process. The first 

step is to develop technical projections and allocations based on existing forecasts, historical trends, and additional 

data analysis. The second step is to make adjustments to the technical allocations based on local plans, special 

circumstances, and other policy considerations. 

This technical memo addresses the first step in the process - to establish 20-year technical projections of 

population and employment and then distribute this growth to UGAs and areas outside UGAs. Using these 

technical projections as a starting point, city and county representatives will then collaborate to make policy-based 

adjustments to the technical projections and allocations of growth. It is anticipated that final projections and 

allocations of growth will be adopted by the Whatcom County Council and city councils in 2016. 

The specific elements documented In this technical memo include the following: 

• Countywide projections of population and employment. 

• Allocations of population and employment to UGAs and lands outside of UGAs. 

• Trend analysis of Whatcom County age cohorts 
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COUNTY-WIDE POPULATION 

The Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) updates county and state long-range population forecasts 

every five years to support Growth Management Act planning. The most recent forecasts out to 2040 were issued 

in May 2012 and are shown in Exhibit 1. OFM considers the medium projection the most likely (RCW 43.62.035) 

because it is based on assumptions that have been validated with past and current information. The high and low 

projections represent the range of uncertainty that should be considered when using these projections for 

planning purposes. 

E><hibit 1 
Whatcom County Population, 1970-2040 

400,000 

Estimates Projections 
350,000 

300,000 I 
- · · OFM High Projection 

250,000 ----
-·--· . -· - • · OFM Medium Projection 

c: - · • OFM Low Projection -
0 ~ . -·~ · -·-·-·-

-...-
~ 200,000 ---------------------=-----=-~-~---· _-_· ______ _ 

~150,000 ~ 
----100,000 1~ 

50,000 

0 
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Source: Office of Flnanclal Management historical data and May 2012 projections. 

The medium and low projections are very similar to OFM's 2007 forecasts, which were considered during the 

Whatcom County 2009 Comprehensive Plan update process. The high projection has been reduced significantly in 

the 2012 forecast, shifting from a 2030 population of 324,000 in the 2007 forecast to 302,500 in the 2012 forecast. 
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Components of Population Change 

Population growth is driven by three components of change: births, deaths, and migration. The difference of births 

minus deaths is considered the natural component of change, and net migration is considered the migration 

component of change. Exhibit 2 shows that in both Whatcom County and Washington State, the net migration 

component has been and is expected to be larger than the natural component of population increase. Whatcom 

County has a larger percentage of its population growth come from net migration than the State. 

The OFM forecasts assume a gradually decreasing natural component of population growth largely due to growth 

in elderly population, a trend explored further in the Age Cohort Analysis section of this report. 

The migration component of population change is more variable than the natural component. Major economic, 

social, or policy changes can generate spurts or slowdowns in migration that are difficult to predict. The Office of 

Financial Management cites uncertainty about the pace of economic recovery and possible changes in U.S. 

immigration policy as factors that could affect migration trends in the future. The 2012 OFM forecasts do not 

attempt to predict the timing or magnitude of major long-term migration shifts but OFM will track migration 

closely for future forecast updates. 

Exhibit 2 
Components of Population Change, 1980·2040 

Whatcom Countv WashlnR•on State 
Total Total 

Net Population Percent Net Population Percent 

Migration Natural Growth Migration Migration Natural Growth Miirratlon 

1980-1985 4,569 4,213 8,782 52.0% 101,529 181,903 283,432 35.8% 

1985-1990 8,595 3,702 12,297 69.9% 267,625 183,253 450,878 59.4% 

Estimates 1990-1995 17,838 4,324 22,162 80.5% 328,454 201,452 529,906 62.0% 

1995-2000 12,858 4,026 16,884 76.2% 316,328 181,246 497,574 63.6% 

2000-2005 14,475 3,664 18,139 79.8% 227,982 176,691 404, 673 56.3% 

2005-2010 11,975 4,200 16,175 74.0% 222,154 203,570 425,724 52.2% 

2010-2015 5,313 3,597 8,910 59.6% 104,909 192,751 297,6Ei0 35.2% 

OFM 
2015-2020 11,814 3,443 15,257 n.4% 210,000 179,777 389,777 53.9% 

Medium 
2020-2025 12,873 2,958 15,831 81.3% 217,000 164,196 381,196 56.9% 

Forecast 
2025-2030 13,727 l,n8 15,505 88.5% 225,000 136,020 361,020 62.3% 

2030-2035 14,020 479 14,499 96.7% 225,000 104,435 329,435 68.3% 

2035-2040 14,028 -269 13,759 102.0% 225,000 82,353 307,353 73.2% 

10-yr Trend 2000-2010 26,450 7,864 34,314 n.1% 450,136 380,261 830,397 54.2% 

20-yrTrend 1990-2010 57,146 16,214 73,3Ei0 n.9% 1,094,918 762,959 1,857,8n 58.9% 

30-yrTrend 1980-2010 70,310 24,129 94,439 74.5% 1,464,072 1, 128,115 2,592,187 56.5% 

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management, May 2012 projections. 

Note: The percentage of total growth that Is attributed to migration e~ceeds 100% In 2035-2040 because the natural component Is negative. 
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Historical and Projected Population Growth Rates 

Exhibit 3 

Whatcom County Population Growth Rates, 1970-2040 

Whatcom County 

1980 106,701 
1990 127,780 
2000 166,826 
2010 201, 140 

OFM Projectlons 

Low Projection 
2020 202,405 
2030 217,625 
2040 230,907 

Medium Projection 
2020 225,307 
2030 256,643 
2040 284,901 

High Projection 
2020 255,016 
2030 302,510 
2040 350,000 

Growth In Previous 10 yrs 

Avg Annual Avg Annual 
Po Growth Growth Rate 

2.7% 
1.8% 
2.7% 
1.9% 

127 0.1% 
1,522 0.7% 
1,328 0.6% 

2,417 1.1% 
3,134 1.3% 
2,826 1.1% 

5,388 2.4% 
4,749 1.7% 
4,749 1.5% 

Sou<ce: Washington Office of Flnancial Management, May 2012. 

Washington State 

3,413,250 
4, 132,353 1.9% 
4,866,663 1.6% 
5,894, 143 1.9% 
6,724,540 1.3% 

6,650 ,247 -0.1% 
7,014,757 0.5% 
7,291,723 0.4% 

7,411,977 1.0% 
8,154,193 1.0% 
8,790,981 0.8% 

8,323,502 2.2% 
9,545,795 1.4% 

10,676, 166 1.1% 

Note: 10-year annual average growth rate values represent the annual average growth rate for the previous 10 years. 

• Ever since the 1970s, the Whatcom County population has consistently grown at a faster rate than the State. 

The SO-year annual average growth rate from 1960-2010 is 2.1% for Whatcom County and 1.7% for 

Washington State. 

• By 2040, the spread between the OFM high and low population projections is about 119,000 (approximately 

231,000 for the low projection and 350,000 for the high projection). 

• By 2036, the horizon year for Whatcom County's 2016 Comprehensive Plan update, the difference between 

high and low projections Is about 105,000 (approximately 226,000 for the low projection and 331,000 for the 

high projection). 

• Growth rates assumed in the Whatcom County low projection are much lower than any period during the past 

fifty years. The medium projection also assumes growth rates lower than historical averages. The reduction in 

the growth rate is partially due to a slowing of the natural component of population growth shown earlier in 

Exhibit 2. 

• The 30-year (2010-2040) annual average growth rate for Whatcom County under the high projection is 1.9%, 
which is the same rate of growth experienced between 2000-2010. 



Considerations for 2016 Comprehensive Plan Alternatives 

For the Comprehensive Plan update, the OFM long-range projections serve as bookends within which local 

decision-makers and planners can work. The OFM medium projection is considered the most likely future, but for 

planning purposes, it is also reasonable to explore different ranges of growth alternatives within the OFM high and 

low ranges. The migration component of population change is difficult to forecast and can vary significantly 

depending on political and economic shifts. For this reason, alternative high and low population projections were 

developed to estimate sensitivity to variations in migration. Exhibit 4 shows these alternative projections and how 

they compare to 2036 OFM population projections. 

Exhibit 4 
Alternative Projections Compared to OFM Projections 

OFM Projections 

2036 Population 
2013-2036 Growth 

Total Population Growth 
A\9 Annual Pop Growth 
Annual A\9 Growth Rate 

Low 
Projection 

225,580 

19,780 
860 

0.4% 

Medium 
Projection 

273,911 

68, 111 
2.961 
1.3% 

High 
Projection 

330,869 

125,069 
5,438 
2.1% 

Alternative ?rojec:Uons 1 

2036 Population 261,886 
2013-2036 Growth 

Total Population Growth 56,086 
A\9 Annual Pop Growth 2,439 
A\9 Annual Growth Rate 1.1% 

Difference from OFM Projections 

2036 Population 
Total Population Difference 
Percentage Difference 

2013-2036 Growth 
A\9 Annual Pop Growth Diff. 

Source: BERK, 2013 

36,306 
16.1% 

1,579 

The alternatives were developed using the following rationale: 

291,949 

86, 149 
3,746 
1.5% 

-38,920 
-11.8% 

-1,692 

• Medium projection. No adjustments were made to the OFM medium projection, which is considered the most 

likely future. The OFM medium projection forecasts a slower annual growth rate between 2013-2036 (1.3%) 

than was experienced over the past 20 years (2.3% annually between 1990-2010) . 

• Low projection. The OFM low projection assumes 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 low as the rate 

OFM is projecting between 2013 and 2036 (0.4%). In the early-mid 1980s, five-year annual average growth 

rates slipped to 1.2%, and most recently the annual average growth rate between 2008 and 2013 was 0.8%. 
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I WHATCOM COUNTY GROWTH PROJECTION AND ALLOCATION TECHNICAL MEMO 

The alternative low projection results in a 2036 population of about 262,000. It is based on an assumption that 

migration will be 20% less than under the medium projection, and the natural component is the same as the 

medium projection. The resulting 2036 population projection is about 16% (36,000 population) higher than 

the OFM low projection. 

• High projection. The OFM high projection assumes an annual growth rate (2.1%) that is slightly higher than 

the 2000-2010 growth rate (1.9%} the County has experienced most recently. The alternative high projection 

results in a 2036 population of about 292,000. It is based on an assumption that migration will be 30% higher 

than under the medium projection, and the natural component Is the same as the medium projection. The 

resulting 2036 population projection is about 12% (-39,000 population) lower than the OFM high projection. 

The spread between the three projections is balanced in terms of annual average population growth rate, with the 
low projection assuming a 1.1% annual average growth rate, the medium projection assuming 1.3%, and the high 
projection assuming 1.5%. 



ALLOCATION OF POPULATtON TOUGAS 

After establishing a range of countywide growth projections, the next step is to allocate future growth to UGAs. 

The process to develop technical allocations Involves analysis of historical trends in population growth by UGA and 

assigning future growth based on these trends. The technical allocations will be used as a starting point for 

collaboration between the County and cities to make adjustments based on local plans, special circumstances, and 

other policy considerations. 

Historical Population Estimates 

Historical estimates of population by urban growth areas are shown in Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6 below. The estimates 

are based on current 2013 UGA boundaries. The 2010 estimates are based on 2010 Census data. The 1990 and 

2000 estimates build on previous work completed for the Whatcom County 2009 Comprehensive Plan update
1
, 

which estimated population using 2009 UGA boundaries. We adjusted the 2009 estimates to reflect UGA boundary 

changes that have occurred between 2009 and 2013. 

Exhibit 5 
Population by Growth Area, 1990-2010 

Population Population Growth 

Total 
1990 2000 2010 1990-2000 2000-201 0 1990-2010 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 60,714 76,957 91,251 16,243 14,294 30,537 

Birch Bay 2, 141 4, 163 7,391 2,022 3,228 5,250 

Staine 3,023 3,700 5,058 677 1,358 2,035 

Cherry Point 0 0 43 0 43 43 

Columbia Valley 454 2,384 3,061 1,930 677 2,607 

E-..erson 1,758 2,248 2,598 490 350 840 

Ferndale 6,689 9,180 11,899 2,491 2,719 5,210 

Lynden 6,452 9,619 12,167 3,167 2,548 5,715 

Nooksack 616 895 1,363 279 468 747 

Sumas 792 995 1,319 203 324 527 ,. ,. ,. 
All Urban Growth Areas 82,639 110,141 136, 150 27,502 26,009 53,511 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 45, 141 56,673 64,990 11,532 8,317 19,849 

Total Whatcom County 127,780 166,814 201, 140 39,034 34,326 73,360 

Source: BERK, Washington Office of Financial Management, 2013 

Note: All population estimates are based on current 2013 UGA boundaries, not older historical UGA boundaries, to maintain consistent 
geographic areas. City totals include population within the Incorporated city boundary and their associated UGAs. 

Note: The Sudden Valley area, which was a provisional UGA between December 2001 and February 2006, is included in the "Other Areas 
Ou ts Ide UGAs" category. 

1 
Phase I Allocations of 2031 Growth to Planning Areas. BERK, January 13, 2009. 



Exhibit 6 
Population Growth Rates by Growth Area, 1990-2010 

Annual Avg Population Growth Annual Avg Growth Rate 

10-year 10-year 20-year 10-year 10-year 20-year 
Average Average Average Rate Rate Rate 

1990-2000 2000-2010 1990-2010 1990-2000 2000-2010 1990-2010 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 1,624 1,429 1,527 2.4% 1.7% 2.1% 
Birch Bay 202 323 263 6.9% 5.9% 6.4% 
Blaine 68 136 102 2.0% 3.2% 2.6% 
Cherry Point 0 4 2 NA NA NA 
Columbia Valley 193 68 130 18.0% 2.5% 10.0% 
E-.erson 49 35 42 2.5% 1.5% 2.0% 
Ferndale 249 272 261 3.2% 2.6% 2.9% 
Lynden 317 255 286 4.1% 2.4% 3.2% 
Nooksack 28 47 37 3.8% 4.3% 4.1% 
Sumas 20 32 26 2.3% 2.9% 2.6% 

All Urban Growth Areas 2,750 2,601 2,676 2.9% 2.1% 2.5% 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 1,153 832 992 2.3% 1.4% 1.8% 

Total Whatcom County 3,903 3,433 3,668 2.7% 1.9% 2.3% 

Source: BERK, Washington Office of Financlal Management. 2013 

Note: All population estimates are based on current 2013 UGA boundaries. not older historical UGA boundaries. t o maintain consistent 
geographic areas. City totals include population within the Incorporated city boundary and their associated UGAs. 

• As displayed in the countywide totals, many UGAs grew faster in the 1990s than in th e 2000s. 

• The fastest growing UGAs since 1990, in terms of annual average growth rate, have been Birch Bay and 

Columbia Valley. 

• In terms of absolute population growth, Bellingham UGA has grown by about 30,000 since 1990. 

• Growth rates in urban areas outpaced growth rates outside UGAs in the 1990s and this trend continued in the 

2000s. 
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Exhibit 7 

Shares of Population by Growth Area, 1990-2010 

Share of Poeulatlon Share of Populatlon Growth 

Total 
1990 2000 2010 1990-2000 2000-2010 1990-2010 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 47.5% 46.1% 45.4% 41 .6% 41.6% _.,~ I 

Birch Bay 1.7% 2.5% 3.7% 5.2% 9.4% 7.2% 
Blaine 2.4% 2.2% 2.5% 1.7% 4.0% 2.8% 
Cherry Point 0.0% 0.0% 0.02% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
Columbia Valley 0.4% 1.4% 1.5% 4.9% 2.0% 3.6% 
E-.erson 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.0% 1.1% 
Ferndale 5.2% 5.5% 5.9% 6.4% 7.9% 7. 1% 
Lynden 5.0% 5.8% 6.0% 8.1% 7.4% 7.8"/o 
Nooksack 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 1.4% 1.0% 
Sumas 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.5°/o 0.9% 0.7% 

All Urban Growth Areas 64.7% 66.0% 67.7% 70.5% 75.8% 72.9DJ. 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 35.3% 34.0% 32.3% 29.5% 24.2% %1.~ 

Total Whatcom County 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: BERK, Washington Ofnce of F/nanclal Management, 2013 

Note: Green shading indicates areas that Increased their share of population the most bet ween 1990 and 2010. Orange shading Indicates areas 
that decreased their share of population the most over the same t ime period. 

Note: All population shares are based on current 2013 UGA boundaries, not older historical UGA boundaries. to maintain consistent geographic 
areas. 

• Overall, UGAs have captured a larger share of growth since 1990. Specifically, UGAs captured 70.5% of growth 

from 1990-2000 and 75.8% of growth between 2000-2010. This pattern of growth has resulted in UGAs 

increasing their share of overall population from 64.7% in 1990 to 67.7% in 2010. 

• Most UGAs have increased their share of population since 1990, with Birch Bay, Columbia Valley, Ferndale, 

and Lynden seeing the largest increases. 

• Birch Bay, Bla ine, Ferndale, Nooksack, and Sumas have seen an increased share of growth In the 2000-2010 

decade compared to the 1990s. 

• The UGA that has seen the most decrease in population share is Bel lingham, which shifted from 4 7 .5% of the 

Co unty's population in 1990 to 45.4% in 2010. 

Alternative Growth Scenarios 

The scenarios included in this section are prel iminary alternatives representing simple allocations based on 

historical trends. We have developed allocations for the OFM medium, alternative high, and alternative low 

countywide projections shown in bold in Exhibi t 4. 

These scenarios are the technical allocations that will be used as a starting point for collaboration between the 

County and cities to make adjustments. The technica l alternatives will be augmented and adjusted in the policy 

phase of the planning process. 

In the exhibits below, the allocations of growth for the high, medium, and low projections are based on the share 

of growth observed between 2000 and 2010. The only exception is Cherry Point, which was not assigned any 
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growth. During this time period, more growth has started to occur in UGAs, and this pattern of growth is expected 

to continue as jurisdictions support policies consistent with the Growth Management Act. 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 
Birch Bay 
Blaine 
Cherry Point 
Columbia Valley 
E~rson 

Ferndale 
Lynden 
Nooksack 
Sumas 

All Urban Growth Areas 

E><hibit 8 
Population Allocation by Growth Area, 2013-2036 

LOW PROJECTION 

Population Growth 2013-2036 

2013 2036 Total Annual Avg Annual Avg 
Population Population Pop Growth Pop Growth Growth Rate 

93, 107 116,491 23.384 1,017 1.0% 
7,737 13,019 5,282 230 2.3% 
5,177 7,398 2,221 97 1.6% 

45 45 0 0 0.0% 
3,204 4,312 1,108 48 1.3% 
2,670 3,243 573 25 0.8% 

12,778 17,226 4,448 193 1.3% 
12,879 17,048 4,169 181 1.2% 
1,436 2,202 766 33 1.9% 
1,449 1,979 530 23 1.4% 

140,482 182,963 42,481 1,847 1.2% 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 65,318 78,923 13,605 592 0.8% 

Total Whatcom County 205,800 261,886 56,086 2,439 1.1% 

Source: BERK, 2013 
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Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 
Birch Bay 
Blaine 
Cherry Point 
Columbia Valley 
E-.erson 
Ferndale 
Lynden 
Nooksack 
Sumas 

All Urban Growth Areas 

Exhibit 9 
Population Allocation by Growth Area, 2013-2036 

MEDIUM PROJECTION 

Population Growth 2013-2036 

2013 2036 Total Annual Avg Annual Avg 
Population Population Pop Growth Pop Growth Growth Rate 

93, 107 121,505 28.398 1,235 1.2% 
7,737 14, 151 6,414 279 2.7% 
5,177 7,875 2.698 117 1.8% 

45 45 0 0 0.0% 
3.204 4,549 1,345 58 1.5% 
2,670 3,365 695 30 1.0% 

12,778 18, 180 5,402 235 1.5% 
12.879 17,942 5,063 220 1.5% 

1,436 2,366 930 40 2.2% 
1,449 2,093 644 28 1.6% 

140,482 192,071 51,589 2,243 1.4% 

Other Areas Outside UGAs 65,318 81,840 16,522 718 1.0% 

Total Whatcom County 205,800 273,911 68, 111 2,961 1.3% 

Source: BERK, 2013 

Exhibit 10 
Population Allocation by Growth Area, 2013-2036 

HIGH PROJECTION 

Population Growth 2013-2036 

2013 2036 Total Annual Avg Annual Avg 
Population Population Pop Growth Pop Growth Growth Rate 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 93, 107 129,025 35,918 1,562 1.4% 
Birch Bay 7,737 15,850 8, 113 353 3.2% 
Blaine 5, 177 8,589 3,412 148 2.2% 
Cherry Point 45 45 0 0 0.0% 
Columbia Valley 3,204 4,905 1,701 74 1.9% 
Ewrson 2,670 3,550 880 38 1.2% 
Ferndale 12,778 19,611 6,833 297 1.9% 
Lynden 12.879 19.282 6,403 278 1.8% 
Nooksack 1,436 2,612 1, 176 51 2.6% 
Sumas 1,449 2,263 814 35 2.0% 

All Urban Growth Areas 140,482 205,732 65,250 2,837 1.7% 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 65,318 86,217 20,899 909 1.2% 

Total Whatcom County 205,800 291,949 86, 149 3,746 1.5% 

Source: BERK, 2013 
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AGE COHORT ANALYSIS 
Age cohorts in Whatcom County and Washington State were analyzed to provide context for some of the broader 

population changes being projected by the Office of Financial Management. 

Exhibit 11 and Exhibit 12 on the following page show the age distributions in Washington State and Whatcom 

County over the past twenty years and how they are projected to change by 2040. 

• In the Washington exhibit, the baby boom generation is clearly visible like the crest of a wave moving up the 

age categories before eventually flattening out by 2040. 

• The Whatcom County exhibit shows the same baby boom pattern but also exhibits a consistent spike in the 

20-24 age group. This represents the consistent Influx of college students to attend universities in Whatcom 

County. This spike does not carry forward as the cohort ages because many of the incoming students leave 

Whatcom County once they graduate. 
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Exhibit 11 
Age Distribution: Percentage of Population by Age Group 

WASHINGTON STATE 
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Exhibit 12 
Age Distribution: Percentage of Population by Age Group 

WHATCOM COUNTY 
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Exhibit 13 
Age Distribution, 1990-2040 

WASHINGTON STATE 

2010 2020 

Exhibit 14 
Age Distribution, 1990-2040 

WHATCOM COUNTY 

2010 2020 
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• Z0-29 
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Exhibit 13 and Exhibit 14 show the distribution of population by la rger age categories. These exhibits show that 

Whatcom County has a slightly higher proportion of population age 65 and over than the Sta te average. The 

proportion of 65+ population had a notable increase in 2010 and it is unclear whether this is signaling a new trend 

for Whatcom County or not. According to the Office of Financial Management, Whatcom County was not t reated 
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as a retirement community for the 2010-2040 long-range forecasts. It was treated as a metro county, like 

Snohomish or Clark Counties. These counties were assigned some attraction for 65+ population, compared to King 

County, due to relatively affordable living and accessibility to services. 

COUNTY·WIDE EMPLOYMENT 
Neither the Washington Employment Security Department (ESD) nor OFM generate Jong-range employment 

projections for Whatcom County specifically. Given this limitation, it is useful to examine the historical relationship 

between employment and popu la ti on, which are typically correlated. Exhibit 15 shows recent trends in the ratio 

between employment and population (referred to as the employment rate) for Whatcom County and Washington 

State. As an example of what the employment rate indicator represents, in 2012, Whatcom County had a 

population of 203,500 and total employment of 97,410. The employment rate in this case is 47.9% (97,410 divided 

by 203,500). 

Exhibit 15 
Employment Rates for Whatcom County and Washington State, 1990-2012 

53.0% 

52.0% 

51.0% 

50.0% 

490% 
\ 

48.0% 
\ , __ 

47.0% "'- ......... 
46.0% 

-Whatcom County 
45.0% 

- --·Washington State 
44.0% - .------ -, 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 

Source: OFM Long-term Forecast of the Washington Labor Force, March 2013; ESD Local unemployment Statistics, 2013 

• Since 1990, except for a brief period in the late 1990s, Whatcom County's employment rate has generally 

been higher than the State employment rate. 

• The Whatcom County employment rate has fluctuated from a high of 52.4% in 2005 to a low of 4 7 .5% in 1994. 

Most recently, in 2012, the employment rate was 47 .9% 

Although employment projections are not available for Whatcom County, Exhibit 16 shows how employment, 

population, and the employment rate are projected to change for the State of Washington. 
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Exhibit 16 
Employment Rates for Whatcom County and Washington State, 1990-2040 

1990 
2000 
2010 
2012 

Projections 

2020 
2030 
2040 

127, 780 
166,826 
201.140 
203,500 

Whatcom County 

Total Employment 
Rate 

64,720 50.6% 
83,510 50.1% 
96,590 48.0% 
97.410 47.9% 

Washington State 

4,866,663 
5,894, 143 
6,724,540 
6,817,770 

7,411 ,977 
8, 154, 193 
8,790,981 

Total 
Employed 

2,406,400 
2.898,100 
3,167,500 
3,223,300 

3.456,200 
3,657, 100 
3,904,300 

Source: OFM Long-term Forecast of the Washington Labor Force, March 2013; ESD Local u nemployment Statistics, 2013 

49.4% 
49.2% 
47.1% 
47.3% 

46.6% 
44.8% 
44.4% 

• According to the OFM Long-term Forecast of the Washington Labor Force, the employment rate is projected 

to decline over time and approach 44% by 2040. One factor driving this decllne is the retirement of the baby 

boom generation and aging of the State population . 

Projections of Countywide Employment 

Using the high, medium, and low population projections for 2036, described earlier, it is possible to estimate 

Whatcom County 2036 employment using an assumption about the future employment rate . Based on the 

projected Washington State employment rate of about 44.S% in 2036, and the fact that Whatcom County's 

employment rate has typically been higher than the State's, we have developed Countywide employment 

projections using an assumption that the Whatcom County employment rate will be 46% in 2036. 

Exhibit 17 
Whatcom County Employment Projections, 2012-2036 

Low Medium High 
Projection Projection Projection 

2012 Total Employment 97,410 97,410 97,410 
2036 Population Projection 261 ,886 273,911 291,949 
2036 Total Employment@ 46% Emp Rate 120,468 125,999 134,297 

2012-2036 Employment Growth 
Total Employment Growth 23,058 28,589 36,887 
A\9 Annual Employment Growth 961 1, 191 1,537 
Annual A\9 Employment Growth Rate 0.9% 1.1% 1.3% 

2012-2036 Non-Ag Employment Growth 22.194 27.518 35,505 

Source: BERK, 2013 
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• Using the population ranges established earlier and an employment rate assumption of 46%, employment 

projections range from a low of about 120,000 to a high of 134,000. This rep resents employment growth of 

23,000 to 37,000 between 2012-2036. 

• Exhibit 17 includes a growth estimate of non-agricul tural employment, which excludes agriculture and mining 

employment categories. Non-agricultura l employment is what will be allocated to UGAs in the following 

section, as the comprehensive plan update process focuses on non-agricultural commercial growth and land 

supply. 

Employment by Industry 

In addition to total employment, It is also important to assess the distribution of employment by industry. Exhibit 

18 shows recent employment shifts by industry in Whatcom County. Each industry represents a selection of North 

American Industry Classification System (NAICS) industry codes. 

Exhibit 18 
Whatcom County Covered Employment by Industry, 2002-2011 

NAICS Industry 

11, 21.n Reso11ees and Ulilllles 

23 Cooslrucllon 
31-33 Manufacturing 

42 Wholesale Trade 

44-45 Relail Trade 

48-49 Trans poosUon and W arellousln9 

62 Healil't Care S8™ces 
72 Accommodation and Food S0Mces 

5 1-61, 71. 81 Other Ser>Aces 
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Source: ESD, 2013 

2002 

3.053 

5.471 

7,932 

2,46S 

s,sn 
1,S62 

7,1.39 
6,818 

14,172 

12,817 

70.306 

2006 

2003 

3, 110 

5,679 

7,991 

2.629 

9.211 

1,506 

7,507 

6,936 

14,576 

1.3, 272 
72,417 

2007 

2004 200S 

3,071 3, 196 

6,030 6.906 

8,034 8, 324 

2.919 3.127 
9,487 10.012 

1.634 1, 707 

8,086 8,394 

7,220 7,544 

15,056 15,639 

13,451 13,652 

74,988 78,501 

2008 2009 

2006 

3,097 

7.216 

8.630 
3,075 

10.063 

1,751 

8,644 

7,944 
16,026 

13, 742 

80,188 

2010 

2007 

3,115 

6,928 

9,027 

2.994 
10,253 

1,782 

9,015 

8,266 

17.C&I 
14,082 

82.544 

2011 

2008 

3,362 

6,979 

8,695 

2,971 

10,l9S 

1,827 

9,232 

8,159 

17,421 

14,n4 

83.167 

2009 

3,336 

5,652 
7,727 

2,677 

9,855 

1,862 

9,44S 

7,621 

16,673 

14,316 

79,164 

Government 

2010 

3,376 

4,861 

7.617 

2,648 

9,701 

1,856 

9,62S 

7,454 

16,295 

14,346 

77,779 

Other Services 

2011 

3,645 

4,845 

8,242 

2,552 
10,029 

1,950 

9.784 

7,257 

16,675 

14,291 

79,270 

Accommodat ion and Food 
Services 

111 Health Care Services 

• Transportation and 
Warehousing 

•Retail Trade 

• W holesale Trade 

Manufacturing 

• Construction 

• Resources and Utilities 

Note: "Covered employment" refers to jobs covered by the state unemployment insurance program. Workers excluded from covered 
employment totals Include members of the armed forces, self-employed workers, sole proprietors. and other non-insu<ed workers. Due to 
these exclusions, total covered employmem In this exhibit does not match total employment reported In earlier exhibits. 
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• Countywide covered employment grew by almost 13,000 jobs between 2002 and 2008, declined during the 

economic downturn, and started to rebound in 2011. Overall between 2002 and 2011, covered employment 

grew by almost 9,000 jobs. 

• The fastest growing industry is Health Care Services, which grew by about 2,600 jobs between 2002 and 2011, 

at an annual average growth rate of 3.6%. 

• The only industry to decline since 2002 is Construction, a sector hard hit during the economic downturn, 

which lost about 600 jobs between 2002 and 2011. 

In the next section, employment in three broad Industry categories (commercial, retail, and industrial), are 

allocated to UGAs. These three categories each comprise a selection of NAICS codes as shown in Exhibit 19 below. 

These broad categories are used because they generally correspond to the County's land capacity analysis and 

allow flexibility when exploring alternative growth scenarios. Later in the comprehensive plan update process, 

future employment demand will be compared to developable land capacity to determine the ability for 

jurisdictions to accommodate future employment growth. 

Exhibit 19 
NAICS Industries Included in Broad Industry Groups 

NAICS 

Codes 

11 

21 

Industry 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 

Mining 

22 Utilities 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Wholesale trade 

23 

31-33 

42 

48-49 Transportation and warehousing 

44-45 Retai I trade 

51 Information 

52 Finance and insurance 

53 Real estate and rental and leasing 

54 
SS 
56 

61 

Professional and technical services 

Management of companies and enterprises 

Administrative and waste services 

Educational services 

62 Health care and social assistance 

71 Arts, entertainment, and recreation 

72 Accommodation and food services 

81 Other services, except public administration 

Government 

Source: BERK, 2013 

Broad Industry Category 

For Allocations 

RESOURCES 
(Not Included in allocations) 

INDUSTRIAL 

RETAIL 

COMMERCIAL 
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ALLOCATION OF EMPLOYMENT TOUGAS 
After establishing a range of countywide employment projections, the next step is to allocate employment growth 

to UGAs. Due to confidentiality constraints, the Employment Security Department must suppress certain industry 

employment totals at the UGA-level of geography. Given this constraint, to examine UGA-level employment 

distributions, we used a 2010 employment database developed by the Whatcom Council of Governments (WCOG). 

The WCOG database includes employment information at individual business locations and was developed using 

third-party commercial data from lnfoUSA and Dun & Bradstreet, extensive quality assurance and quality control, 

and direct outreach to local businesses. 

The initial technical allocations of employment growth in this section use a simple allocation based on the 2010 

distribution of employment within the County. For example, the Bellingham UGA comprises 67% of commercial 

employment in the County, and therefore will receive 67% of projected commercial growth . 

Exhibit 20 
Share of Employment by UGA, 2010 

Employment Category 

Commercial Retail Industrial Total 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 67.4% 72.6% 50.4% 63.8% 
Birch Bay 1.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.8% 
Blaine 3.9% 2.7% 4.0% 3.8% 
Cherry Point 0.2% 0.0% 9.1% 2.5% 
Columbia Valley 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
Everson 0.8% 0.8% 1.2% 0.9% 
Ferndale 4.8% 5.6% 11 .2% 6.6% 
Lynden 6.0% 5.5% 6.6% 6.1% 
Nooksack 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 
Sumas 0.5% 0.7% 1.5% 0.8% .. .. .. .. 

All Urban Growth Areas 85.1% 88.6% 84.9% 85.6% 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 14.9% 11.4% 15.1% 14.4% 

Total Whatcom County 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total Whatcom Employment 
in Each Employment Category 58.6% 15.2% 26.1% 100.0% 

Source: WCOG, 2013 

Note: Un!ll the travel demand model calibration process is complete by July 31, 2013, WCOG may make some minor change.s to the 
employment database. 

• The Bellingham UGA comprises about 64% of all employment in the County and is the clear economic center 

of activity. 

• Among the employment categories, commercial employment accounts for 59% of the non-agricultural 

employment base, followed by industrial (26%) and Retail (15%). 



Alternative Growth Scenarios 

The technical allocations will be used as a starting point for collaboration between the County and cities to make 

adjustments based on local plans, special circumstances, and other policy considerations. In the exhibits below, the 

high, medium, and low projections correspond to the total non-agricultural employment projections shown earlier 

in Exhibit 17. 

Exhibit 21 

Employment Allocatlon by Growth Area, 2012-2036 

LOW PROJECTION 

Commercial Retail Ind ustria I Total 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 8,777 2,456 2,923 14, 156 
Birch Bay 134 17 17 168 
Blaine 509 90 233 832 
Cherry Point 29 0 527 556 
Columbia Valley 10 1 6 17 
E-.erson 99 29 72 200 
Ferndale 625 189 652 1,466 
Lynden 778 186 384 1,348 
Nooksack 42 6 24 72 
Sumas 69 22 87 178 

All Urban Growth Areas 11,072 2,996 4,925 18,993 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 1,939 387 875 3,201 

Total Whatcom County 13,011 3,383 5,800 22, 194 

Source: BERK, 2013 
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Exhibit 22 
Employment Allocation by Growth Area, 2012-2036 

MEDIUM PROJECTION 

Commercial Re tall Industrial Total 

Urban Growth Areas 
Belling ham 10,883 3,044 3,624 17,551 
Birch Bay 166 21 21 208 
Blaine 631 112 289 1,032 
Cherry Point 36 0 653 689 
Columbia Valley 13 2 7 22 
Ewrson 122 35 90 247 
Ferndale 775 234 809 1,81 8 
Lynden 965 231 476 1,672 
Nooksack 52 8 29 89 
Sumas 86 27 108 221 

All Urban Growth Areas 13,729 3,714 6,106 23,549 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 2,404 480 1,085 3,969 

Total Whatcom County 16, 133 4,194 7,19 1 27,518 

Source: BERK, 2013 

Exhibit 23 
Employment Allocation by Growth Area, 2012-2036 

HIGH PROJECTION 

Commercial Retail Industrial Total 

Urban Growth Areas 
Bellingham 14,038 3.927 4, 676 22.641 
Birch Bay 214 28 27 269 
Blaine 815 145 373 1,333 
Cherry Point 47 0 843 890 
Columbia Valley 17 2 9 28 
Ewrson 158 46 11 6 320 
Ferndale 1,000 302 1,044 2,346 
Lynden 1,245 298 614 2, 157 
Nooksack 67 10 38 115 
Sumas 111 35 139 285 

All Urban Growth Areas 17,712 4,793 7,879 30,384 
Other Areas Outside UGAs 3, 102 619 1,400 5, 121 

Total Whatcom County 20,814 5,412 9,279 35,505 

Source: BERK, 2013 
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Considerations for the Policy Phase 

The technical allocations of population and employment in this memo will be used as a starting point for 

collaboration between the County and cities to make adjustments. The technical alternatives can be augmented or 

adjusted in the policy phase of the planning process in following ways: 

1. Adjust Countywide Totals. The countywide high and low projections of population can be adjusted to 

represent a broader or tighter range around the OFM medium projection. For the employment 

projections, alternative employment rate assumptions can be considered. 

2. Adjust Allocation Shares. There are several market and policy considerations that could justify 

adjustments in the UGA-level allocations of popu la ti on or employment. These include, but are not limited 

to, the following: 

• Targeting growth to specific UGAs that are expected to experience more growth in the future than 

has been observed historically. 

• Considering developable land capacity to target more growth where developable capacity exists and 

less growth where there is limited land capacity. 

• Making adjustments to account for infrastructure capacity and constraints. 

• Considering allocation of a declining share of growth to areas outside of UGAs, renecting a 

continuation of the trend over the past 20 years. 

• Considering Canadian influences on the housing and commercial markets. This could result in 

adjustments to al locations for communities affected by the Canadian influence. 

• Factoring in local plans and actions to attract additional development. 

• Considering potential effects of large catalyst projects and the market-changing effects these 

developments can have on population or employment growth patterns. 

It is important to note that the high and low technical allocations of population and employment for each UGA can 

be adjusted, and should not be seen as high and low brackets for the policy phase discussions. 



To: Bellingham Planning Commission 
Date: October 10, 2013 
Re: Bellingham's Urban Growth Area - "Yew Street UGA Reserve" 

Dear Bellingham Planning Commission, 

Tonight, you begin what the staff memo calls "Phase 2", which includes the task of recommending 
population and employment numbers to the council. These are the basic building blocks of planning 
under the Growth Management Act. Reasonable population and employment growth planning is key to 
the success of GMA in Whatcom County and especially the City of Bellingham. Bellingham has had 
tremendous success in the past capturing population and employment growth and with a fresh effort, 
we believe Bellingham can once again contribute to the reduction of sprawl and the rebuilding of our 
local economy. 

In 2009, our property, located in the Yew Street UGA and adjacent to the city limits, city park land, Wade 
King Elementary, water, sewer, and a fire station, was abruptly removed from the Bellingham UGA and 
placed into "reserve" status. Since that time, Bellingham has faced many challenges attracting and 
encouraging growth within its urban growth area. In addition, the City has declared an affordable 
housing emergency under special state law RCW 84.52.105, apartment rental vacancy is at a critically 
low rate, and the availability of land zoned for family friendly neighborhoods is virtually non-existent. 
Multi-family zoned land continues to be consumed with single-family density, reducing the effectiveness 
of the City Comprehensive Plan. 

One key assumption in the 2009 process - that all low density land will be zoned at least to 4du/acre has 
proven to be politically impossible, as shown by the recent vote in the City of Bellingham on a very low 
density zoned area. The current Land Capacity Analysis assumes that an additional 2,000 persons of 
capacity would be available from such a city-wide up zone. (see attached City of Bellingham Testimony). 
In addition, the city recently purchased a large parcel of land (the 100 acre woods) that had been 
counted in the Land Capacity Analysis as "permitted" and because of that, did not have an associated 
parks deduction. This means that capacity was lost and not replaced . The permit was to accommodate 
181 family homes and 558 apartment homes (about 1,000 people with vacancy removed). It is not 
surprising Bellingham has not been able to attract growth in recent years as it has in the past. 

As a planning commission, please reject the use of population projections other than the official 
Washington State projection. Please be aware that what is often called the "middle" number is defined 
as the "most likely" and that Whatcom County has grown faster than the "most likely" under every 
projection to date . 

The goal of periodic updates such as the Comprehensive Plan Update and 7-year review is to identify 
problems, create solutions, and implement them. Bellingham, and Whatcom County, have identified 
problems such as the ones above. As the planning commission, your job is to recommend planning 
solutions. We look forward to working together with Bellingham to find those solutions. 

Regards, 
TAL Properties, LLC 
Westpac Management Inc. 
Cal and Bernetta Leenstra 
Mickey and Carloe Ghio 
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Tonight, you will be making population and employment recommendations in what the staff report calls 
the "Phase 2, Review". There are a few things I believe you should consider in regard to the Phase 1 
technical allocations. 

The OFM "most likely" projection has been lower than actual growth 100% of the time, according to 
County Staff planner Matt Aamot. You should question why Whatcom County has always selected a 
number lower than the most likely. A data driven recommendation would calculate out how much 
lower the projections have been and adjust based on the local Whatcom County experience. 

Pg 5 of the technical memo states, "Ever since the 1970s, the Whatcom County population has 
consistently grown at a faster rate than the State." I have given you a WA State OFM News Release 
titled, "Washington population growth accelerates." OFM believes Washington population growth is 
rebounding, much like after the 9/11 attack and "dot com" economic downturn. You should 
recommend Bellingham plan adequately now, for what is occurring population rebound wise, and what 
is expected. 

The technical memo ignores basic facts that affect what you are looking at and is misleading without all 
of the information. Whatcom County and Bellingham did not begin GMA implementation until 1995. 
The 1990-2000 data used mixes non GMA growth and GMA growth. On LU-9 of the current Bellingham 
Comprehensive Plan (below) you'll see language about the historical under projecting and discussion of 
the timeframe after 1995 when Bellingham attracted over 62% of all County growth. I have also given 
you a page out of a Whatcom County Staff Report showing Bellingham captured 62.4% of all County 
growth 1995 to 2002, a GMA only timeframe. In addition, the 2000 - 2010 timeframe used in the 
technical memo does not discuss a major policy change where the UGA areas outside of the city were 
removed from the buildable land base. 

If we want to reduce sprawl and capture growth in Bellingham, we must plan ta achieve that gaol. Don't 
be the "business as usual" Commission. Bellingham has done horribly since 2002 with very low growth 
capture rates. When making recommendations regarding planning for our future, take the knowledge 
from when Bellingham did well and use that to shape our future. 

Last, you should recommend Bellingham create a demand analysis. With our documented undersupply 
of housing, we have several other needs to consider beyond simple population. The first is 
overcrowding and the second is the abundance of Gen Y population that have not yet been able to move 
out on their own. Generation Y is larger than the Baby Boomer population, is attracted to the West 
Coast, and as of about 2012, they are of the age where people begin to look for their own place. That 
means we have people moving and living here now that are in need of a 1st place whether it's an 
apartment or a home. 

Thank you for your time. 

Clayton Petree 



Washington population growth accelerates 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 27, 2013 
Contact: Yi Zhao, 360-902-0592 

OLYMPIA -Washington state's population growth rate is increasing. Annual estimates 
prepared by the Office of Financial Management show that state's population increased by 
64,600 between 2012 and 2013, to 6,882,400. A near 1 percent gain, it is the largest since 2010. 

The higher growth rate was driven mainly by migration. This year, net migration (26,800) 
accounted for 41 percent of the state' s population growth. In 2011 and 2012, net migration as a 
percentage of total population growth was 13 percent and 24 percent, respectively. Over the past 
decade, net migration averaged 45,000 persons per year, accounting for 54 percent of total 
population growth. AJthough current migration is lower than the prior decade's average, it is 
more than twice as high as last year, suggesting that a population rebound may be starting to take 
hold after several years of slow growth. 

Components of state population change 
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This year's growth is concentrated in large metropolitan counties. Seventy-three percent of the 
growth occurred in the state' s five largest counties: Clark, King, Pierce, Snohomish and 
Spokane. In 2012, these counties accounted for about 65 percent of total population growth. 



King County accounted for the largest share of state growth this year, almost 39 percent. The 
strength of the economic recovery in these metropolitan counties is driving the increase in 
migration. 

However, norunetropolitan counties experienced a decrease in net migration from last year, 
declining from about 3,600 migrants in 2012 to about l,600 in 2013. Consequently, the share of 
state population growth attributed to norunetropolitan counties declined from nearly 10 percent 
last year to about 4 percent this year. 

Housing growth also accelerated in 2013. The state added 23 ,300 housing uruts, an increase of 
4,600 units, or 24 percent, as compared to 2012. Almost 68 percent of all new housing is located 
in the five largest metropolitan counties, up from 61 percent in 2012. Again KIDg County leads 
all counties with more than 7,500 new units, or approximately one-third of the state's total 
housing increase. 

Information on OFM's April 1, 2013, population estimates for the state, counties, cities and 
towns can be accessed at http://wv..'W.ofm.wa.gov/pop/aprill/. 
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Cltv Populatlon Growth Forecasts - Backaround 

Historically, the City of Bellingham was characterized by slow 
but steady population growth. That lfend changed beginning In 
the 1990s. 

The population has increased significantly In the City of 
Bellingham since 1990. Between 1990 and 2000, population 
in the city grew by almost 15,000 people. a 29% overall 
increase. During the 1990s. Belllngham's growth accounted 
for 38.5 percent of the county's total growth. 

The 1995 Comprehensive Plan estimated that population in 
Bellingham would grow by about 900 people per year, to 
70,000 in year 2010. By 1997. higher than anticipated annual 
growth rates led staff to revise the 2010 growth estimate to 
75,845 (1 ,200 people per year). 

Since the 1995 comprehensive plan was adopted, population 
growth in the Bellingham urban area (city+ UGA) has 
increased substantially. The State OFM estimated 
Belllngham's populatlon in 1995 to be 57,830. At the same 
time, the UGA's population was about 8,700. By year 2000, 
the City's population had increased to 67, 170 and the UGA's 
population increased to 10,870. Interestingly, the Bellingham 
urban area received over 62% or the total county growth during 
this period after the 1995 Bellingham Comprehensive Plan was 
adopted. The cornerstone of this plan was the infill and sprawl 
reduction goals. 

Because the State OFM has historically under estimated 
population growth in Whatcom County, the jurisdictions worked 
together to contract with ECONorthwest to get 10 and 20-year 
population growth forecasts for the period 2002 - 2022. Each 

Bellingham Comprehensive Plan. land Use Chapter LU-9 



Growth Share Within UGAs 
GMA requires as part of the UGA review an analysis of ''the extent to which the urban 
growth occurring within the county has located within each city and the unincorporated 
portions of the UGAs." (RCW 36. 70A.130(3)(a)) Table 4A shows that. based on OFM 
population estimates for 1995 and 2007, 65.9% of the county's population growth over 
the past 12 years has occurred within incorporated areas of the UGAs alone. However. 
this statistic includes a small proportion of population that was added by annexation 
rather than new development, therefore it ls more accurate to compare figures for a 
whole UGA. In the lower part of Table 48 county staff has compiled population 
estimates for each UGA between 1995 and 2002 (the latest date for which UGA 
population estimates exist). During that time 88.3% of the county's population growth 
occurred within the city UGAs. while 11 .7% occurred In the remainder of the county, 
including the non-city UGA's for Birch Bay and Columbia Valley. The growth share 
within the city UGAs exceeded the expectations of the 1997 Comprehensive Plan. which 
had planned for 76.2% of the county's growth to occur within those UGAs between 1995 
and 2015 (from Table 3. p. 1-8). No 1995 population estimates are available for the latter 
two non-city UGAs. In the 2004 update. the planned growth share for the city UGAs 
between 2000 and 2022 increased to 82.5% as the plan adopted high-scenario 
projections for most of those UGAs [from Table 5. p. 1-8). 

Table 4A 
Estimated Populetlon 
Growth by City 
Incorporated arees City of City of City of City of City of City of 

only I Betungham Steine Everson Ferndale Lynden Nooksack 

~ 995 OFM Estimate 59 544 3 211 1 897 7 166 7 154 821 

'007 OFM Estimate 75 22C 4,65C 2 16~ 10,540 11, 150 1 07e 

Planmng/Comp Pion AmendmenlS!Comp P1on 20071CMP2007 UGA Review General 

UGA Review 

112-YearGrowth 16,676 1 439 26E 3,384 3.99€ 254 

12·Year Growth Rate 2s.3•;. 44.8% 14.1% 47.3% 55.9% 30.9% 

!Growth Share 4o.s•;. 3.8°/c 0 .7% 8.8% 10.4% 0.7% 

Table 48 
Estlm•led City UGA 
Growth Sha,.. 11lllS- Bellingham Blaine Eve,..on Ferndale Lynden Nookuck 
2002 UGA UGA UGA UGA UGA UGA 
11995 (1997 WCCP 
~stlmatel 66,54< 4 ,267 2,03! 7,74~ 7.99C 854 
~002 (EcoNW 
~stlmatel 81,454 5 011 2,33C 10 451 10,217 997 

17·Year Growth T 4.911 744 29E 2,70€ 2.227 143 

!Growth Share 62.4"/c 3.1°/c 1.2% 11.3°!. 9 .3% 0.6% 

All 
City of All In corp. Unlncorp Whatcom 
Sumas AnlH County 

940 80 72~ 69 219 149 942 

1, 191 105 991 82,309 188,300 

January 31, 2008 
Staff Report. Page 10 

251 25268 13,090 38,35B 

26.7o/c 31.3% 18.9% 25.6% 

0.7% 65.9"!. 34.1"/c 100.0% 

Sumaa All City All Other Whatcom 
UGA UGAa Ar .... Countv 

96€ 90,400 57,900 148,300 

1 03€ 111 49E 60,704 172,200 

70 21 09€ 2,804 23,90C 
0.3% 88.3°/c 11 .7°1. 100.0o/c 

•All Other Areas includes Birch Bay and Columbia Valley UGAs. for which tllere is no 1995 populaoon data 



BELLINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
210 Lottie Street, Bellingham, Washington 98225 

Telephone (360) 778-8200 Fax (360)778-8101 
Email: ccmail@cob.org Website: www.cob.org 

BELLINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Notice is hereby given that the Bellingham City Council will hold a public hearing on Monday, November 4, 
2013. @7:00 PM, or as soon thereafter as possible, in the City Council Chambers, City Hall, 210 Lottie 
Street, Bellingham, Washington, to take public comment on the following: 

THE LONG RANGE POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH FORECASTS THAT 
WILL BE USED FOR PLANNING PURPOSES TO UPDATE THE BELLINGHAM 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 

Detailed information can be found at: http://www.cob.org/govemmenUpublic/boards-commissions/planninq­
materials.aspx 

Staff Contact: Greg Aucutt , (360) 778-8344 or gaucutt@cob.org 

Anyone wishing to comment on this topic is invited to attend; or if unable to attend, to send your comments, in 
writing to the Council Office, 210 Lottie Street, or email to ccmail@cob.org, or fax to 778-8101, to be received 
prior to 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, October 30, to be included in the agenda packet. Comment received after that 
time will be distributed to Council but not included in the published meeting materials. 

FOR OUR CITIZENS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, the Council Chambers is fully accessible. Elevator access to the 
second floor is available at City Hall's west entrance. Hearing assistance is available and a receiver may be 
checked out through the clerk prior to the evening session. For additional accommodations, persons are asked 
to contact the Legislative Assistant at 778-8200 in advance of the meeting . Thank you. 

Publication date: Friday, October 4, 2013 

JACK WEISS GENE KNUTSON CATHY LEHMAN STAN SNAPP TERRY BORNEMANN MICHAEL LlLLIQUIST SETH FLEETWOOD 
:ouncil Mtmber Council Member Council Member Council Member Council Member Council Member Council Member 

l" Wa.rd 2 .. Wa.rd 3,.,.Wa.rd 41h Ward S"Ward 6~Wa.rd At Latgt 
738-2103 734-4686 224-8877 305·0607 305-0606 920-1583 671-3299 

Wtiss@cob.org GKnutson@cob.org CLehman@cob.org SSnapp@cob.Ofll TBomemann@cob.org MLilliquisl@cob.org SF!eecwood@cob.org 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please see attached letter. 

Don Dawson 

DonDawson <dawson@sullivan.comcastbiz.net> 
Tuesday, October 29, 2013 3:52 PM 
CC - Shared Department 
Growth 
Bellingham City Council.docx 

Sullivan Plumbing Inc. 
www.sullivanplumbing.net 

360-384-4022 



SULLIVAN 
tPLUMBING 

Bellingham City CoW1cil 
Dear Council: 

I support using the "high" projections for population and employment figures in the 2016 rewrite 
of Bellingham's Comp Plan. Please support your Planning Commission's recommendation to 
use the high projections. 

The high figures are in line with Bellingham's historic growth pattern, and are closest to 
projections used for the update underway at Post Point, which is based on a city/UGA population 
by 2026 of 122,000 people. Consultant BER.K's "mediwn" projection would be less than that -
only 121,505 people - by 2036, a full 10 years after the projection used to justify the Post Point 
work. If the city plans to accommodate fewer people, you' 11 end up with policies that 
accommodate fewer people. Then who is going to pay off the bonds for the Post Point update? 
Would limiting the city to fewer residents require higher taxes from those who are left? If you 
fmancially obligate the city according to a certain population projection, I want to see you stick 
with it. 

I also urge the city to ask for 50 percent or more of the coW1ty's projected growth. The 
consultant involved is suggesting 42 percent. If Bellingham is to remain Whatcom CoW1ty's 
major urban center, taking less than half the area's growth makes no sense. The Growth 
Management Act doesn't let you turn any of that growth away. If Bellingham doesn't welcome 
it, surrounding rural lands and small cities are entitled to do so. Building is already cheaper in 
Lynden, Ferndale and the surrounding rural areas than in Bellingham. Failing to plan to 
accommodate this growth will only worsen that situation. 

Using a low or mediwn job projection creates similar problems. If you want jobs in town, you 
have to plan for them - with land, infrastructure and policies that welcome businesses, or 
encourage the ones we have to stay and expand. Most living-wage jobs in Whatcom ColU1ty are 
at Cherry Point, but that doesn't mean the city couldn' t do some creative planning to encourage 
them in town. Without higher-paying jobs here, we're looking at continuing needs for 
subsidized housing and other services, which means more taxes, which means more people will 
seriously consider homes in outlying areas instead. 

If you're serious about keeping growth in Bellingham, you need to take action now to weJcome 
it, to provide infrastructure that will support it, and to encourage creation of living-wage jobs. I 
urge you to do so. Thank You. 

Don Dawson 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 

Jim Sutterfield <jims@signsplusnw.com> 
Tuesday, October 29, 2013 4:46 PM 

To: CC - Shared Department 
Subject:. 
Attachments: 

Population & Employment Projections 
Jim Sutterfield Population & Employment Projections Letter 102913.pdf 

Dear Cotmcil Members, 
Attached is a letter with my opinion regarding the November 4th hearing on the upcoming Comprehensive 
Plan re-write. 
Thank you, 

Jim Sutterfield I Signs Plus Inc 
C: 360.303.3192 I jims@signsplusnw.com 
Connecl wilh me: htlp:llwww lj11kedin.c.omljn/jjm~111 terfie/d 

Please Note Effective July 1, 2013 Our New Address; 
766 Marine Drive- Bellingham, WA 98225 - USA 
Providing lhe cuslomer servici! & quality you ex peel, nl a competitive price! 

1 



SIGNS PLUS ~ 

October 29, 2013 

Bellingham City Council 
Dear Council members, 

You are now considering population and employment projections to use in Bellingham's 
2016 Comprehensive Plan rewrite. I urge you to adopt the "high" BERK projections. If 
you don' t plan for growth here, growth will go elsewhere; no growth is not an option 
under state law. If you 're serious about preventing sprawl, the city needs to be proactive 
about attracting and accommodating incoming residents. 

The jobs projection figw-e also needs to be high. Bellingham, even at its current 
population, badly needs more living-wage jobs. The city wiU never have the 
infrastructure or policies in place to urge businesses to move in, or to stay, unless we plan 
for their expansion. 

The same goes for housing. The city is officially in a "housing affordability" crisis, 
relying on more and more subsidized housing at taxpayers' expense. Yet building fees 
here remain high. And with easily buildable land getting scarce, lot prices are doubling. 
If you don't welcome housing, in a variety of densities and housing types as GMA 
recommends, people won't come here to live, they' JI look to the cheaper surrounding 
areas. Plan on it. 

Look at the city's Sewer Plan - the improvements at Post Point are based on serving 
122,000 people by 2026. Consultant BERK's mid-range population projection doesn't 
go that high by 2036. If you aim low, who is going to pay off the Post Point work? Or 
pay for other financial obligations the city has made based on earlier population 
estimates? 

Policy and infrastructure follow in the Comp Plan's footsteps. The city needs to target at 
least half the growth expected for Whatcom County. I urge City Council to take action to 
make the city welcoming to newcomers -unless you really want to hand it off to the 
smaller but growing towns around us. 

l ask that you vote for the "high" population and employment projections. 

® Undarwrttars 
l!.ab11r-atorit1 Inc." 

,.1uo 

766 Marine Drive - Belllnghom, WA 98226 tel: 360.671.7165 fax: 360.671.0l 44 www.slgnsplusnw.com 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Respectfully, 

CB Wholesale 

Mark Mendenhall <markm@cbwholesale.com> 
Wednesday, October 30, 2013 10:16 AM 
CC - Shared Department 
FW: 

201310300918109l&pdf 



~~~ 
CB Wholesale, Inc~ 

Construction and Bulldlng Materials 

October 30, 2013 www.cbwholesa I e .com 

Bellingham City Council 

Dear Council members, 

You are now considering population and employment projections to use in 
Bellingham's 2016 Comprehensive Plan rewrite. I urge you to adopt the "high" BERK 
projections. If you do11't plan for growth here, growth wlll go elsewhere; no growth Is 
not an option under state law. If you're serious about preventing sprawl, the city 

needs to be proactive about attracting and accommodating Incoming residents. 

The jobs projection figure also needs to be high. Belllngham, even at Its current 
population, badly needs more livlng-wage job&. The city will never have the 
infrastructure or policies In place to urge businesses to move In, or to stay, unless 
we plan for their expansion. 

The same goes for housing. The city Is officially In a "housing affordability" crisis, 
relying on more and more subsidized housing at taxpayers' expense. Yet building 
fees here remain high. And with easlly buildable land getting scarce, lot prices are 
doubling. If you don't welcome housing, in a variety of densities and housing types 
as GMA recommends, people won't come here to live, they'll look to the cheaper 
surrounding areas. Plan on it. 

Look at the city's Sawer Plan - the Improvements at Post Point are based on serving 
122,000 people by 2026. Consultant BERK's mid-range population projection doesn't 
go that high by 2036. If you aim low, who is going to. pay off the Post Point work? Or 
pay for other financial obllgatlons the city has made based on earlier population 
estimates? 

Polley and Infrastructure follow In the Comp Plan's footstep&. The city need& to 
target at least half the growth expected for Whatcom County. I urge City Councll to 
take action to make the ~lty welcoming to newcomers - unless you really want to 
hand It off to the smaller but growing towns around us. 

I ask that you vote for the "high" population and employment projections. 

Sincerely, 
P6·6 tJtfci ~ ~ 

CB Wholesale 
Bellingham, WA 

Burlington Warehouse 
816 S. Spruce St., P.O. Box S31 
Burlington, WA 98233 
(360) 755-0811 
FAX: (360) 755-0814 

Administrative Office 
1991 Division St., 

Bellingham, WA 98226 
(300) 738-3992 

FAX: (360) 738-4037 

Bellingham Warehouse 
1991 Division St., 

Bellingham, WA 98226 
(360) 7 38-8404 

FAX: (360) 647-9589 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Cliff Frydenberg <CFrydenberg@northcoastcu.com> 
Friday, November 01, 2013 11:07 AM 
CC - Shared Department 
Comments to Bellingham Comprehensive Plan-GMA 
UntitledOOl (31).pdf 

See attached Pubic Comment Letter for Bellingham City Council 

Email transmission is not a secure form of communication. The content of this email and any attachments are confidential and may 

contain privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or believe that you may have received this communication in error, 

please reply to the sender indicating that fact and delete the copy you received without print ing , copying, retransmitting . disseminating, 

or otherwise using the information. 

Thank you 

1 



NGRIH CGJ\ST 
CREDff UNION 

Community minded. Member focused . 

November 151
, 2013 

Dear Council Members: 

On Monday, Nov. 4, the City Council will hear testimony on what population and employment 
projections to make in the 2016 rewrite of the city's Comprehensive Plan. I encourage you to 
talce a reasonable but optimistic approach, to encourage growth here. 

If we are serious about wanting population growth to remain IN Bellingham and its UGA, rather 
than encouraging sprawl outside those limits, the city needs to adopt the consultant's "high" 
population and employment projection figures. Because of assumptions made by the consultant, 
these are closer to the historic nonn than the "mid-range" figures. The high figures make the 
most sense. 

I also strongly encourage the city to plan to accommodate AT LEAST 50 percent of Whatcom 
County's growth in the next 20 years. The consultant suggests taking responsibility for only 42 
percent - which means more than half the county's growth would go into surrounding rural lands 
and small towns. Is that the city's intent? I hope not, if we're serious about preventing sprawl. 

No-growth is not an option under the Growth Management Act - growth will have to be 
accommodated somewhere. If City Council is serious about maintaining Bellingham as the 
area's major urban center, please step up to the plate and provide the leadership to make it 
happen. 

~~h {) .. ~ 
Cliff A. Frydenber~ I~ 
Senior Vice President - Lending 

1100 Dupont Street, Bellingham, WA 98225 I 800.696.8830 I www.northcoastcu.com 
Bellingham • Ferndale • Mount Vernon • Sedro-Woolley 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 

Mark and Robin Schramer <reachmarkrobin@comcast.net> 

Wednesday, October 30, 2013 3:20 PM 
To: CC - Shared Department 

Subject: Bellingham City Council Letter.doc 

Schramer Construction Co. Inc. 
2114 Knox Ave .. Bellingham WA 98225 
360.671 .2473 voice 
360. 7 33. 3064 fax 
Email: reachmarkrobin@comcast.net 
Website: www.schramerconstruction.com 

30 October 2013 

Bellingham City Council 
DearCouncilMembe~: 

On Monday, Nov. 4, the City Council will hear testimony on what population and employment projections to 
make in the 2016 rewrite of the city's Comprehensive Plan. I encourage you to take a reasonable but 
optimistic approach, to encourage growth here. 

If we are serious about wanting population growth to remain IN Bellingham and its UGA, rather than 
encouraging sprawl outside those limits, the city needs to adopt the consultant's "high" population and 
employment projection figures. Because of assumptions made by the consultant, these are closer to the 
historic norm than the "mid-range" figures. The high figures make the most sense. 

I also strongly encourage the city to plan to accommodate AT LEAST 50 percent of Whatcom County's growth 
in the next 20 years. The consultant suggests taking responsibility for only 42 percent - which means more 
than half the county's growth would go into surrounding rural lands and small towns. Is that the city's intent? I 
hope not, if we're serious about preventing sprawl. 

No-growth is not an option under the Growth Management Act - growth will have to be accommodated 
somewhere. If City Council is serious about maintaining Bellingham as the area's major urban center, please 
step up to the plate and provide the leadership to make it happen. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Schramer 

1 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Brian Evans <briane@biawc.com> 
Wednesday, October 30, 2013 4:52 PM 
CC - Shared Department 
letter regarding population projections 
BIAWC on population projections 10-30-13.docx 

Please forward the attached letter on population/employment projections to the City Council, before Monday's 
meeting. 
Thanks very much. 
B 

Brian A. Evans 
Executive Officer 
Building Industry Association of Whatcom County 
1650 Baker Creek Place 
Bellingham, WA 98226 
briane@biawc 
P: 360-671-4247 F: 360-647-8756 
www.biawc.com 

"Every man owes a part of his time and money to the business or industry in which he is engaged. No man has 
a moral right to withhold his support from an organization that is stiiving to improve conditions within his 
sphere." 
--Theodore Roosevelt 

1 



AAWC ____________ "_Th_e_Vt:_o_ic_e_of_th_e_c_o_nstruc _ _ n_·o_n_l_nd:_'11:_r_rry_i_n_ix_'1l_1r1_tc_o_m_c_oi_,-n_ty_ " 

Ihm.DING /NptJsrRr.AssocIA.noN oF ~Lff<.'Cl.•t CoUNrY 

Bellingham City Council 
Dear Council Members, 

Oct. 30, 2013 

We're writing to ask that you follow the recommendation of the Bellingham Planning 
Commission and adopt the consulting firm BERK's "high" population and employment 
projection for use in the upcoming Comp Plan Rewrite. 

Given BERK's adjustments to the OFM figures, BERK's high estimate is closest to the historic 
norm. 

It's also closest to the figures that have been used for infrastructure planning in the city. 
Bellingham's Post Point improvements, for instance, were designed to serve 122,000 people by 
2026, Ted Carlson tells us. The BERK mid-range figure is slightly below that for 2036 - a full 10 
years later. 

To maintain Bellingham as the area's primary urban center, we need consistency and we need 
an optimistic outlook. Bellingham needs to provide room for housing to serve its residents, and 
should be welcoming and proactive in its planning and policies to pave the way for more living­
wage jobs. BERK recommends targeting only 42 percent of the county's growth in the next 20 
years. We strongly urge the City Council to target at least 50 percent, if you are serious about 
avoiding sprawl and remaining the county's urban center. The GMA does not provide a no­
growth option. If the growth isn't assigned to Bellingham, it will be assigned to the surrounding 
rural land, Ferndale, Lynden or our other small cities. 

BIAWC also urge the city to adopt a realistic approach to its land capacity analysis for th is Comp 
Plan rewrite. In addition to figuring the number of acres available or units that could be served 
by available land, please specify how many acres are available for each allowed housing type 
(single family, condos, apartments, etc.). Then include a market analysis of demand for each 
type - so we know we'll have enough land to provide what people are willing to buy. To be 
realistic, land capacity should mirror market preferences. 

Thanks for your attention and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Don Robinson 
BIAWC President 

Brian Evans, 
BIAWC Executive Officer 

1650 Baker Creek Place Bellingham, WA 98226 Phone 360.671.4247 Fax 360.647.8756 WW\v.biawc.com 



of Bell ingham 

Bellingham City Council 
Dear Council: 

DJ~-___, 
c L-t OCT 3 1 20i3 

j B ELLINGHAM 
L--. CITY COUNCIL 

Box 28695, Bellingham, WA 982'8 

October 30, 20 l 3 

I support using the "high" projections for population and employment figures in the 2016 rewrite 
of Bellingham's Comp Plan. Please support your Planning Commission's recommendation to 
use the high projections. 

The high figures are in line with Bellingham's historic growth pattern, and are closest to 
projections used for the update underway at Post Point, which is based on a city/UGA population 
by 2026 of 122,000 people. Consultant BERK's "medium" projection would be less than that -
only 12 l ,505 people - by 2036, a full 10 years after the projection used to justify the Post Point 
work. If the city plans to accommodate fewer people, you'll end up with policies that 
accommodate fewer people. Then who is going to pay off the bonds for the Post Point update? 
Would limiting the city to fewer residents require higher taxes from those who are left? If you 
financially obligate the city according to a certain population projection, I want to see you stick 
with it. 

I also urge the city to ask for 50 percent or more of the county's projected growth. The 
consultant involved is suggesting 42 percent. [f Bellingham is to remain Whatcom County's 
major urban center, taking less than half the area's growth makes no sense. The Growth 
Management Act doesn't let you turn any of that growth away. If Bellingham doesn't welcome 
it, sunounding rural lands and small cities are entitled to do so. Building is already cheaper in 
Lynden, Ferndale and the surrounding rural areas than in Bellingham. Failing to plan to 
accommodate this growth will only worsen that situation. 

Using a low or medium job projection creates similar problems. [f you want jobs in town, you 
have to plan for them -with land, infrastructure and policies that welcome businesses, or 
encourage the ones we have to stay and expand. Most living-wage jobs in Whatcom County are 
at Cherry Point, but that doesn't mean the city couldn't do some creative planning to encourage 
them in town. Without higher-paying jobs here, we're looking at continuing needs for 
subsidized housing and other services, which means more taxes, which means more people will 
seriously consider homes in outlying areas instead. 

If you're serious about keeping growth in Bellingham, you need to take action now to welcome 
it, to provide infrastructure that will support it, and to encourage creation of living-wage jobs. I 
urge you to do so. 

Respectfully yours, 

()~~ 
Dean Bates, 
President 

i ke it never even happened. · 
"1dl'f1c11.l111ll1 U1111!'il 11111/ ( Jpmllul 

!J60) 733-1800 
Toll free : 1877] 380.0509 

fox : 1360) 380-053 1 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Attachments: 

Please find the attached letter. 

Thank you, 

Heidi Joostens 
Office Manager 
JWR Design, Inc 

Heidi Joostens <heidi@jwrdesign.com> 
Friday, November 01, 2013 4:11 PM 
CC - Shared Department 
Scan5233.pdf 

104 Front Street Lynden. WA 98264 
Phone: (360) 354-0333 
Fax: (360) 354-7022 
Website: jwrdesign.com 



. .. ,,.._ ··'·> 

November l, 2013 

Bellingham City Council 
Dear Council: 

Thf Be11u1y of £fficien9 

I support \lSing the "high" projections for popqlation and employment figures in the 2o-l 6 
rewrite of Bellingham.'s Comp Plan. Please support your Planning Commission's 
recoJD.ll1endation to use the high projections. 

The high figures are in line with Bellingham 's historic growth pattern, and are closest to 
projections used for the update underway at Post Point, which is based on a city/UGA 
population by 2026 of 122,000 p·eople. Consultant BERK's "medium" projection would 
be less than that - only 121,505 -people - ·by 2036, a full 10 years after the projection used 
to justify the Post Point work. If the city plans to accommodate fewer peep le, you' lJ' end 
up with policies that accommodate fewer people. Then who is going to pay off the bonds 
for the Post.Point update? W9uJd limiting the ci):Y to fewer residents require higher taxes 
from those who are left? .If you ·financially obligate the city ·according. to a certain 
population-_projectio·11;. I want to see you stick with it. 

11 ~ • 

°I also urg~ the city to ask for 50 percent or more of the co~ty's.projected growth. The 
consult.an.L.i.nvolv.ed is .·suggesting 42. p.e.rc.~nt. ·If ·seHingham is. to remain Whatcom 
Countj's major urban center, talcing less thart halftlie area's growth makes no sense. The 

·Growth Management-A-ct dpesn't let you· mii{a.oy .. of.:thaLgr_<;>Wth,.:~~y.:· lf'BeJli.pgbam . . 
. . ddesn't welcome it, . surrolliidfug· rural ]a.rids. and small .cities are entitled . . to . .do~ 

.. so. Building is ~:ready. cheaper in Lyild~n, F~i:ndafe·and .. thc:r sutrotinding rural· ai:eas ·th~.· 
. in .'f3ellingham. Failing to plan to accommodate this growth wiJI only wor-sen that 
situation.· · 

Using a low or· medium job projection creates similar probl~ms. If you W(lJlt jobs in 
town, you have fo plan for them. - with land, infrastruc'tuie and policies that welcome 

. businesse~; •. or en2ouiage the ones we have to stay and. expand. -Most living-wage jobs in 
.. . , Whatc·om -C:ourrty ~e fit. Ch((n:y Point,. but tJ:iat doesn't mean the ~ity couldn't do some 

· ·· cr~~-~ve-_ p_lanning: to enco~ge them_ in town._ Without higb.er-pa~g j_ob.~ he.re, .\\'e're .. . : 
looking at conti.Q~g needs for subsidized housing and other services~· whi'ch n:eans more · 
taxes,: which Q'lellll.~ rriore people will seriously consider ·bom~s in outly.if.ig areas· iilsteajj· . 

If you're serious ap.put ke.eping growth irt. Be)lirtgliam~· you ne~d to take aetion now to 
· welcome it, w: pi:o\.'.l.de infrastructure that _will .support_ jt; and to encourage cre~on of 
· livi_ng-wage jobs . . I ·urge you to do so. . .. -~ ,.. 

JWR Design, Inc.• 104 Front Street, Suite 11201 , Lynden, WA 98264 • 3~354-0333 •Fax: 360-354-7022 
office@jwrdesign.Com • www.jwrdeslgn.com 

. / 



Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Anonymous@cob.org on behalf of Darcy_Jones@cob.org 

Sunday, November 03, 2013 10:55 AM 
CC - Shared Department 
AB 20177 darcy@jonesengineers.us 
CityCoucilNov4,2013.pdf 

Please consider my attached comments in your deliberations on Monday, November 4. 

Thank yo~ 

Darcy Jones 



E NOI NEEA8 

November 1, 2013 

City of Bellingham 
City Council 
210 Lottie Street 
Bellingham, Washington 98225 

RE: AB 20177 - Population and Employment Growth Forecasts and Allocations 

Honorable Council: 

The City Council should accept the City Planning Commission's recommendation to adopt the 
high range of the current forecast options for both population and employment. The City 
should also plan to accommodate at least half of the County's population growth. 

Population Projections: 

For this comprehensive plan update cycle, accepting the higher range of population and 
employment projections bests represents the vision for a vibrant city center in Bellingham by 
seeKing to attain the critical mass necessary to sustain that goal. 

The higher range of projections also best reflects what is most likely to occur. 

I believe that over the next twenty years families will want to move to and live in Bellingham. 
do not believe that the demographic data compiled during the great recession is what we 
should rely on to plan our future. We should expect historically normal growth rates, and we 
should plan for it. 

If we underestimate the potential growth and it does in fact occur, the City will find itself in a 
position of reacting to the market, rather than proactively implementing a well conceived plan. 
Fa ilure to anticipate an adequate population scenario will result in the potential for a 
haphazard, disjointed pattern of growth and sprawl with significant and avoidable costs for 
public services, infrastructure, environmental degradation, neighborhood disruption and 
negative impacts to the quality of life of the current residents of the City and the 
unincorporated County. 

It has also been suggested that we can constantly monitor the growth situation and if we need 
to make adjustments we can do that. Monitoring the growth trends and trying to react to 
market movements with repetitious comprehensive plan amendments is an unpractical 
approach. Historically the market moves significantly faster than the update process can keep 
up with. The economic boom times come fast. The economic downturns come even faster 
sometimes. We have to have a plan in place ahead of time. 

The local economy needs a stable platform to be healthy. Constant tinkering with the land 
base of the community creates uncertainty and is disruptive to economic growth. 
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Population Allocations: 

I believe that the an important step to achieving the critical mass necessary to support a 
vibrant, economically healthy city center is to strive for more share of the County growth. 

I urge the city to plan for an allocation of 50 percent or more of the county's projected growth. 

The past ten years or so have seen significant rural sprawl occur in the unincorporated County 
areas. Some argue that this is a result of too many available lots in the County. I believe it is 
much more a result of not having adequate plans and policies in place to accommodate growth 
within the City and its Urban Growth Area (UGA). If we are serious about wanting population 
growth to occur in Bellingham and its UGA. rather than encouraging sprawl outs ide those 
limits, then the City needs to strive to attract the majority of growth within Whatcom County. 

Each of the population projection ranges presented in the staff report are based on the notion 
that the City should expect to achieve 42 percent of the overall County growth, as it has 
averaged over the past 20 years. 

I believe that this low average number is more a result of poor planning rather than cultural 
choice. I believe that many people who have moved to the unincorporated county in the past 
1 O years would have preferred to be living in the City. I also believe that most of the people 
who will move here in the future will prefer to live in the City, but would settle for outlying areas 
if adequate choices are not available within the City. 

The allocation of population is something the City can do something about. On this we can 
change history by taking aggressive measures to attract more of the County's growth. I do not 
agree that 42% should be our goal. 

The allocation of employment lands is also something the city can influence. In order to attract 
and maintain living wage jobs that support a vibrant economy in the City, we must provide 
adequate land, infrastructure and policies that welcome businesses, and encourage the ones 
we have to stay and expand. 

In 2006 the City Comprehensive Plan sought to attain 51 % of the County growth. This worthy 
goal was not achieved for a variety of reasons. but should not be abandoned. The city has 
many tools at its discretion, including policies related to urban growth and development that 
can be improved in order to facilitate this goal. 

Thank you for your consideration in reviewing my position on these matters, please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments. Also, thank you for your 
service to the community. 

Best Regards, 

Darcy Jones, PLS, AICP, LEED-ND 

Jones Engineers, Inc. 
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Walker, J Lynne L. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Anonymous@cob.org on behalf of Darcy_Jones@cob.org 
Monday, November 04, 2013 1:05 PM 
CC - Shared Department 
AB20177 da rcy@jonesengineers.us 

Councilmembers - I would like to clarify a statement found on page l of my letter to you dated November l, 
2013, 
Under Population Projections: second paragraph where I state: "The higher range of projections also best 
reflects what is most likely to occur." 

As stated in the staff report, the OFM considers the mid range of the projections as the most likely to occur, 
however the higher range more accurately reflects the historical growth rate. I believe that the historical growth 
rate is the most likely to occur over the nest twenty years. 

The OFM makes assumptions regarding the baby boomer's ·impact on natural birth and death rates as well as 
recent migration trends. Neither of these assumptions are supported with significant historical evidence specific 
to Whatcom County. 

The higher range of population projections is more reflective of the historical growth rates and I believe we 
should plan for that scenario. 

It was mentioned in the Planning Commission hearing that using historical data to project the future is like 
looking into the rear view mirror while driving forward. 
There may be some truth to this anecdote, however I believe that the old saying "Those who cannot learn from 
history are certainly doomed to repeat it" should carry more significance when it comes to these public policy 
issues. 

Thank you, 

Darcy Jones 
Jones Engineers, loc. 
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