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Preface

Background

In early 2019, the Washington State Department of Ecology selected the 
Port as a recipient of a Healthy Housing Integrated Planning Grant (IPG) 
to fund early project planning efforts at the approximately 3-acre Lignin 
Parcel is part of the GP West cleanup site, which requires remediation 
under the Model Toxics Control Act prior to redevelopment.

Project Description

The Bellingham Healthy Housing project concept includes the 
redevelopment of approximately 3-acres of property located at the 
corner of Cornwall Avenue and Laurel Streets in Bellingham, Washington. 
The Parcel is located within the Chlor-Alkali Remedial Action Unit (RAU) 
of the GP West cleanup Site.

The Parcel is located within walking distance of Downtown Bellingham, 
bus routes, Western Washington University, and other community 
oriented services including the Opportunity Council and Work Source.

The Integrated Planning Grant process included coordination with 
internal Port and City of Bellingham staff, evaluation of project 
opportunities and constraints, public outreach and involvement, and 
development of recommendations for next steps.

The task is to have environmental analysis, geotechnical investigation, 
programming, and planning activities completed for the 3-acre 
contaminated Lignin Parcel. The goal is to facilitate property 
redevelopment to include a mix of affordable housing and other public 
benefit uses while providing opportunity for job creation. This project fits 
with the overall community goals of reactivation of the former industrial 
Georgia Pacific property in Bellingham while providing much need 
affordable housing.



Executive Summary

The Healthy Housing Integrated Grant process successfully brought 
together a diverse group of people each with their particular ideas for 
the Lignin Parcel site. The consultant team provided context and analysis 
to further test what is possible for the site and to suggest ways of 
moving the project into reality.

The Port of Bellingham, City of Bellingham, Whatcom Community 
Foundation along with key input from the community provided the 
vision at the district and site specific levels. The goal to have a community 
gathering space that supports the local economy, provides eduction 
opportunities and embraces a broader sense of equity and justice 
resulted in a program organized around two buildings. 

The first building is to provide affordable housing to families, bringing 
them downtown and to the waterfront. The building includes 
community spaces with resident services aiming to build a more robust, 
equitable society. The building is also to provide classroom space for an 
early learning center, thus engaging our youngest community members 
while supporting the parents and their goals.

The second building is a food campus that connects the community with 
local food producers and produces meals for local early learning centers, 
schools, and senior programs. This is to be done in a transparent way that 
educates the general public and supports the local non-profit community. 
In addition, the food campus will connect and compliment services 
provided in the apartment building and Early Learning Center (ELC). The 
apartment building will provide workforce housing that may house some 
of the food campus employees and the ELC may be available for their 
children.

The consultant team then reviewed the site to understand how 
best to achieve these goals. A study of existing conditions including 
environmental and geotechnical parameters, zoning and site attributes 
laid the foundation. A study of opportunities for sustainable design, 
consideration of ways to reinforce connections to the community and 
a close look at financing opportunities for the affordable housing 
component all showed the way forward.

The team developed scenarios to match program to site via masterplan 
studies. Assumptions for each building produced initial models that were 
then organized on the property to best achieve the initial vision of the 
community.

This grant has served its purpose and is building momentum for the 
future. We are pleased to report both buildings and the site are 
continuing to develop options and Mercy Housing is in the process of 
securing financing for the affordable housing component. If successful, 
construction on the affordable housing project would begin by the end 
of 2022 with occupancy slated for mid 2024.



1. Introduction

The Port of Bellingham (Port) received a Healthy Housing Integrated 
Planning Grant (IPG) from Washington State’s Department of Ecology in 
2019.  The grant focused on a 3 acre site know as the Lignin Parcel. A site 
survey is included in the Appendix A.

A consultant team was assembled to study the development potential of 
the site with a focus on affordable housing. The study also included an 
environmental and geotechnical assessment with the goal of understand 
possible strategies to transition the property from a brownfield to a 
viable development site. The consultant team was led by RMC Architects 
and included Aspect Consulting (environmental and geotechnical 
assessment), Mercy Housing (affordable housing consultant) and Wilson 
Survey and Engineering (surveying).
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Figure 1.1:  Site Plan
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A. History of Site.

This site is part of traditional lands of the Lummi, Nooksack and Coast 
Salish peoples. Prior to development, the site was primarily tidelands 
located adjacent to the Whatcom Creek estuary. Early development in 
the tidelands included the railway trestle, various piers and Morrison 
Mill. See figure 1.2.  By 1913, the site was being filled with dredge spoils 
as dredging occurred in the Whatcom Creek Waterway. See figures 1.3 
and 1.4.  

1. Introduction

Figure 1.2:  Low Tide, 1900

Figure 1.3: dredger beyond on the bay, 1913



In 1926, the San Juan Pulp Company opened the first pulp mill on 
5 acres of filled tideland adjacent to Bellingham Bay. It was designed to 
make use of pulp logs and fiber leftovers from a local wood box plant 
and several lumber mills. 

Three years later, the business was reorganized as the Puget Sound 
Pulp and Timber Company. In 1958, Puget Sound Pulp and Timber 
acquired the adjacent tissue manufacturing operations of Pacific Coast 
Paper Mills. In1963, the company merged with the Georgia-Pacific 
Corporation who owned and operated the mill until the Port acquired 
it in 2005. Georgia-Pacific operated the pulp mill until 2001 and, under 
lease to the Port operated the tissue mill until 2007. See Figure 1.5.

The Lignin Parcel was part of the Georgia Pacific site.  It included a 
lignin warehouse and above ground tanks for the storage of waste 
liquors from the lignin processes.  The tanks have been removed and 
the warehouse was demolished in 2020.

1. Introduction

Figure 1.4:  Fill from dredging, 1913



1. Introduction

Figure 1.5: Old GP Mill Site



B.  Scope of Work

The project was subdivided into two main tasks.  Task 1 focused 
on assessments and remedial investigations.  Task 2 focused on the 
integrated planning.  More specifically the tasks performed were as 
follows:

Task 1 Assessments and Remedial Investigations
1.1  Undertake focused environmental site assessments 
       to confirm site conditions.
1.2  Perform geotechnical investigations
1.3  Survey the parcel.
1.4  Write report.

Task 2 Integrated Planning
2.1  Coordinate consultant team efforts with client group.
2.2  Coordinate work with potential property developers
2.3  Identify and evaluate project opportunities and constraints.
2.4  Develop conceptual site master plan for 
      possible redevelopment.
2.5  Coordinate public outreach and community involvement
2.6  Write report and include recommendations for next steps.

1. Introduction





2. Environmental and Geotechnical Assessment

Environmental and geotechnical assessments were performed by Aspect 
Consulting to suit the requirements of Task 1 of the Integrated Planning 
Grant.

Task 1 of the Integrated Planning Grant (IPG), entitled “Assessments 
and Remedial Investigations”, included focused environmental 
assessment, geotechnical/geophysical investigation, and Parcel-specific 
survey with the goal of advancing environmental and geotechnical 
characterization of the Lignin Parcel in preparation for redevelopment 
for affordable housing and other intended uses. A Work Plan was 
developed that described the scope of work for the Task 1 assessment 
and included the following Task 1 subtasks in the IPG:

1.1.   Work Plan for Site
1.2.   Sampling and Analysis Plan
1.3.   Quality Assurance Project Plan
1.4.   Inadvertent Discovery Plan

Once the assessment data was collected and analyzed, the assessment 
findings and recommendations were presented and distributed as per 
the following IPG Task 1 subtasks:

1.5.   Analytical data uploaded to Ecology’s Environmental
   Information Management (EIM) database
1.6.   Report of Assessment Findings

The full environmental and geotechnical report is included as 
Appendix B to this document. It includes both environmental and 
geotechnical assessment findings. Additional exploration and 
laboratory analysis is recommended as the project progresses.

2. Environmental and Geotechnical Assessment





3. Opportunities and Constraints

The consultant team reviewed the site’s potential through four 
different lenses to better understand the project’s opportunities and 
constraints.  This deeper understanding points the way to optimum 
development solutions.  The four lenses used are physical site analysis, 
zoning review, affordable housing strategies and sustainable design 
options.

A.  Site Analysis

Analyzing the physical attributes of the property revealed various 
strengths and weaknesses of the site.  We began by looking at the 
micro climate associated with this location.  A review of solar access and 
prevailing winds provides clues as to how best organize the site.

Figure 3.1 Climate
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This waterfront and downtown area location provides opportunities for 
views both from the site and through the site from the bluff above.
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3. Opportunities and Constraints

Understanding movement to the site, around the site and through the 
site provides clues as to where to locate access points, front doors and 
connections through the site.  The following diagram shows pedestrian, 
bicycle and vehicular connections.
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3. Opportunities and Constraints

And finally a clear understanding of the challenges faced on this site 
is important.  The following diagram shows how the site is landlocked 
by the train tracks to the northwest and Cornwall Avenue bridge 
and approach on the south east side.  Pedestrian connections from 
downtown are cut off by the limited width of the bridge and the 
difficulty navigating down the bluff and across lands reserved for rail 
lines.

The site is part of a larger emerging waterfront district.  The following 
diagram identifies important characteristics of the district that will 
influence the future design of this property.
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Figure 3.5 Challenges

B.  Zoning Regulation Review

The project is located in Area 6 of the City Center Neighborhood.  It 
is subject to the Waterfront District Urban Village regulations per 
Bellingham Municipal Code (BMC) section 20.37.400.  BMC 20.37.400 
then designates this site as Downtown Waterfront.  See figure 3.6.



3. Opportunities and Constraints

 

 

 
BMC 20.37.410 – A Land Use Figure 3.6 Waterfront District

Commercial mixed use is the designated land use for this area.  BMC 
20.37.420 lists residential, day care, eating establishments, offices, retails 
sales, community centers, schools, manufacturing and assembly, and 
community public facilities uses as permitted outright.  

There are no minimum lot sizes, or yards required.  The site doesn’t have 
any required setbacks.  Maximum building heights are generally 150’ 
but various view corridors also impact the site.  See figure 3.7 below.  
The base density is Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 3 but that can be increased to 
FAR 5 with certain bonuses.  
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Figure 3.7 Building Area Heights & Easements
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Maximum noise levels and sustainability requirements are built into the 
zoning code.  Parking ratios are specified in BMC 20.37.450 along with 
various options for reductions.  The zoning does include robust bike 
parking requirements to encourage multimodal use of this area.

Also of note is the Waterfront District Sub-Area plan that lays out 
objectives and design standards to encourage  a cohesive mixed-use 
waterfront district.  The project is subject to design review.

See Appendix C for more detail.

C.  Affordable Housing Strategies

Mercy Housing considered the site’s potential to support affordable 
housing.  Their conclusion was the site can support an 80 unit 
development serving families at or below 60% Area Median 
Income (AMI) with the potential inclusion of a community serving space 
such as an Early Learning Center.  The development would be financed 
using 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credits combined with City of 
Bellingham Home Funds and State of Washington Housing Trust Fund 
funding.  Cost effective design and on going coordination between 
stakeholders and financial sources are essential elements to make the 
project work.  

See Appendix D for the full report.



3. Opportunities and Constraints

D.  Sustainable Design Options

Sustainable design is an important overlay for this project.  The zoning 
regulations contain specific sustainable design requirements including 
light pollution reduction, native/drought-tolerant landscaping, raw 
water irrigation systems, energy conservation requirements, recycling 
facilities, and construction waste requirements.  There is also a 
requirement to use available district specific utilities.  We understand 
heated and cooled district water will be available to the site to use for 
building heating and cooling.  We also understand raw water piping is 
in place in the roads and that connection to a specific district source is 
being reviewed.

In terms of how the development can proceed, there are a variety 
of sustainable design tools available to guide the way depending on 
preferences of the developers.  Figure 3.8 shows a number of programs 
and corresponding focus areas for each. 

The affordable housing component will require compliance with 
the Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard as a condition of 
financing.  Other areas of focus that align with programmatic goals 
for the site include energy savings, health and happiness, equity, local 
economy and social cohesion.  We recommend confirming project 
aspirations then selecting a sustainable design framework that includes 
those characteristics to serve as a way to guide the project forward.

Sustainable Design Tools August 11, 2020

Energy Water Place /
Habitat /

Connections

Resources Regeneration
Restoration

Health / 
Fitness /

Happiness

Equity Local
Economy
& Wealth

Resilience Beauty Social 
Cohesion

BMC Sustainability Reqmts √ √ √ √

Living Building Challenge √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

LEED √ √ √ √ √

ESDS √ √ √ √ √ √

Enterprise Green Communities √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Passive House √

Energy Star √

Net Zero √

Net Positive √ √

Architecture 2030 √ √ √ √

ULI Building Healthy Places √ √ √

Sustainable Sites √ √

LEED ND √ √ √ √ √ √

Well √ √ √ √

Fitwel √ √

Reli √ √ √ √ √
Front Porch Factor √

Figure 3.8 Sustainable Design Tools





4. Program and Master Plan

As part of investigating the development potential of the site, we 
tested it with a possible program that achieved the stated goals of 
providing affordable housing and public benefit. We were fortunate to 
have two stakeholder groups interested in these same goals. As a result 
we considered two distinct but compatible building programs.

The first program focused on the affordable housing component. Based 
on the Affordable Housing Feasibility Report presented in Section 3 of 
this report, we developed a program for an 86 unit apartment building 
geared towards families. An Early Learning Center, community rooms, 
offices and other support infrastructure were included.

The second program was developed to suite the aspirations of the 
Whatcom Community Foundation through the Millworks LLC. The 
program is called a Food Campus and it incorporates a variety of 
commercial kitchens, warehousing, some retail, an event space and 
some offices.

A master plan for the site was then produced. It took into account 
the various opportunities and challenges discussed in Section 3 of this 
report. It focused on creating public oriented connections through 
the site from downtown to the waterfront. Overall the master plan 
is intended not only to mesh the proposed uses on the site but also 
to shape development at a district level. The plan reinforces the 
programmatic aspirations of providing a public benefit in an equitable 
and culturally reinforcing manner. Social infrastructure was considered 
equally important to the physical infrastructure of the site.

4. Program and Master Plan



4. Program and Master Plan

4.A. Multifamily Apartment Building Program

Purpose
Provide approximately 80 units of affordable housing for a variety of 
family sizes. Include associated support spaces and an Early Learning 
Center suitable for licensure by the State of Washington. Consider 
that this project will compete for public financing per the Affordable 
Housing Feasibility Report provided in Section 3 of this report.

Proposed Components
Residential Units

39 one bed units in the 550-600 sf range    23,000 sf
20 two bed units in the 850-900 sf range    26,000 sf
17 three bed units in the 1,000 sf-1,100 sf range   18,000 sf

Common Spaces
Lobbies, vestibules, elevators and machine room    2,094 sf
Community room, pantry, restrooms and storage    2,048 sf
Offices               565 sf
Bike Storage            930 sf
Laundry            950 sf
Garbage and recycle           350 sf
Maintenance shop           375 sf
Custodial            125 sf
Mechanical room           950 sf
Fire sprinkler room           400 sf
Electrical room            200 sf
Telecom and data rooms          200 sf
Circulation and stairs      13,100 sf

Early Learning Center (ELC)
Two large classrooms        2,000 sf
Two small classrooms        1,200 sf
Lobby, office, restrooms          700 sf
Kitchen, laundry, breakroom          450 sf
Storage, utility            150 sf
Mechanical, Electrical           150 sf

Building Size
4 story wood frame
Total Building area:      90,000 - 95,000 sf range

Exterior Uses
Entry Plazas            500 sf
ELC Playgrounds         3,150 sf
ELC Pickup / Drop Off          to suit
Vehicle Parking           to suit



4. Program and Master Plan

4.B. Food Campus Program

Purpose
Provide a multi-faceted campus that features food system components 
as well as other economic and community assets. Include components 
such as a food hub, business incubator, shared food processing and 
production, support for food cart and truck vendors, workforce 
training, event space and co-located offices.

Proposed Components
Kitchens (including associated restrooms)

Commercial kitchen     15,000 sf
Central demonstration kitchen      5,250 sf
Shared kitchen        3,880 sf

Food Processing
Farmer food processing area         800 sf

Warehousing
Warehouse        5,000 sf
Loading docks        1,500 sf

Offices
Open / shared        2,760 sf
Dedicated        1,000 sf
Staff area           400 sf

Public Spaces
Event (includes toilets and catering kitchen)     5,000 sf
Observation deck          200 sf
Classroom        1,000 sf
Grocery           600 sf
Retail         1,000 sf
Roof plaza         2,500 sf
Roof garden        1,700 sf

Support Spaces
Mechanical           600 sf
Toilet rooms           600 sf
Lobby, elevator & machine room     1,200 sf
Corridors and stairs          750 sf



4. Program and Master Plan

4.C. Development Master Plan

A master plan for the development was prepared based on the previous 
two programs. The master plan was conceived as a test fit of the 
program to the site. Doing so helped answer the question of what is 
possible and desirable for development. At a higher level, the master 
plan delves further into the aspirations of the two potential developers 
involved in the process.

Organizing features of the master plan include:
• Access and circulation for vehicles
• Pedestrian oriented community spaces
• Parking requirements
• Best uses adjacent to public right-of-way
• Best use adjacent to rail line
• Respond to Cornwall Avenue Bridge and approach
• Sewer easement
• Outdoor programed activity
• Building massing
• Solar access
• Views

Figures 4.1 through 4.7 illustrate the master plan in detail.

4.B. Food Campus Program (continued)

Building Size
2 story likely wood framed, perhaps Cross Laminated Timber
Total Building area:    50,000 - 52,000 sf range

Exterior Uses
Front Plaza / Event Space       1,000 sf
Loading Area / Food Truck Event Space        400 sf
Vehicle Parking        to suit
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Figure 4.2
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Figure 4.7





5. Community Engagement

The Integrated Planning Grant process involved multiple levels of 
community engagement starting with regular meetings  of a core group 
of stakeholders and expanding into the larger community by engaging 
groups like the Lummi Nation, City representatives, business groups, 
service organizations, and possible funders.

In addition, the project has been discussed at Port of Bellingham 
Commission meetings a number of times. 

Bi-weekly Stakeholder meetings include:
• Port of Bellingham
• Millworks LLC
• Mercy Housing
• Consultant Team

2021.01.05 Port of Bellingham Commission Meeting

2021.06.10 Community Charrette Event

2021.06.11 Charrette follow up with Stakeholders

2021.08.10 Stakeholder Charrette.

See Appendix E for Community Charrette agenda, content and 
follow up notes

5. Community Engagement





6. Conclusion & Next Steps

As stated at the outset of this report, the task was to have 
environmental analysis, geotechnical investigation, programming and 
planning activities completed for the Lignin Parcel - the goal being 
to facilitate property redevelopment to include a mix of affordable 
housing and other public benefit uses while providing an opportunity 
for job creation. Along the way multiple stakeholders were consulted in 
a robust community engagement process.

As we can see by the contents of this report, the process has been 
a success. We are pleased to report the property is suitable for a 
combination of affordable housing and other commonly beneficial 
uses. Mitigation strategies for unsuitable soils have been identified 
and sample building programs have been tested. The process has gone 
one step further by pairing the site with two development entities that 
are eager to take the development of the site to the next level. Mercy 
Housing is contemplating construction of an 86 unit affordable housing 
with an Early Learning Center. Millworks LLC is planning a food campus 
project that will serve as a hub for locally sourced food, will provide 
educational programs regarding local foods, will produce meals for 
various community groups, and will provide a community gathering 
space.

Next Steps
We recommend the following steps to ensure the project moves 
forward:
• Identify cleanup process, funding and timing
• Identify funding sources for the affordable housing project and 

begin application process
• Identify funding sources for the food campus
• Continue with Masterplan development
• Break site from overall binding Site Plan
• Determine property line locations to subdivide site into two parcels
• Consult with City of Bellingham in more detail about Land-Use 

Permits
• Consult with district utilities provider to understand utility 

availability and time frame
• Continue community engagement

6. Conclusion & Next Steps
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APPENDIX A: SITE SURVEY

In preparation for the consultant work, Wilson Survey issued the 
following site survey. The survey was prepared for Integrated 
Planning Grand (IPG) purposes only. Contours were derived from a 
combination of conventional survey and Unnamed Aerial Vehicle 
(UAV) methodologies. Utility locates were not used and any utilities 
shown should be verified in future surveys. In addition, an updated 
Title Report was not commissioned. The level of detail shown on the 
attached survey was adequate for the purposes of the IPG. Further 
surveying is required prior to actual design and development of the 
property.

See also Surveyor Notes on Sheet 1 of the survey.
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APPENDIX B: ENVIRONMENTAL AND GEOTECHNICAL REPORT OF FINDINGS
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APPENDIX C: LIGNIN PARCEL ZONING REPORT
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Lignin Site Area Study 

Appendices



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BMC 20.00.031 – City Center Zoning 
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BMC 20.37.410 – A Land Use 
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BMC 20.37.430 - A 
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BMC 20.37.430 - B 
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BMC 20.37.430 – A  
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BMC 20.37.450 – A  
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APPENDIX D: AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEASIBILITY REPORT
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Port of Bellingham Lignin Parcel: Affordable Housing Feasibility Report 
Mercy Housing Northwest 
October 12, 2021 
 
 
Background and Summary 
In 2019, the Port of Bellingham was awarded an Integrated Planning Grant from the WA State Department of Ecology to 
conduct analysis on the Lignin Parcel, an approximately 3.3 acre site in Bellingham’s Waterfront District. Mercy Housing 
Northwest, an experienced non-profit owner, developer, and service provider, was engaged to assist with feasibility analysis for 
affordable housing on the site, to include analysis on site conditions, programming, design approach and financing.  
 
That analysis follows in the four sections below. Our full recommendations can be found at the conclusion of this report, and a 
summary is listed below. The Port is also exploring other mixed-use functions possible at the site with the Whatcom 
Community Foundation; our analysis in this report is limited to affordable housing development. We have determined the site 
is a strong fit for the development of affordable housing, with the following recommendations: 
 

1. Development Program: An 80-unit development, serving families at or below 60% AMI, with potential for mixed-use 
community-serving space such as an Early Learning Center. Homeownership housing is another potential program 
element; given the complexity of having two types of housing tenure in one project, additional feasibility analysis 
beyond the scope of this report is needed. 

2. Financing Strategy: A financing strategy based on the 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credits, accompanied by City of 
Bellingham, State of Washington Housing Trust Fund, and tax-exempt permanent debt. Gap-filling strategies to be 
identified for funding applications beginning in early 2021. 

3. Need for Public Subsidy: Any affordable housing development will require significant public housing capital 
resources. To produce housing for lower-wage working households, we estimate that the public resources required will 
be $8-$10 million.  

4. On-going Coordination: Need for coordination with Port of Bellingham, City of Bellingham, and other key 
stakeholders to contribute financial and staff resources to make affordable housing financially feasible.  

5. Cost Efficient Design: Priority for cost-efficient, high-quality design to enable financial feasibility and create a vibrant 
new building in the City’s central Waterfront District. 

 
Site Evaluation 
The Waterfront District is a critical part of the City’s center and also an area undergoing significant redevelopment in recent 
years. In partnership with RMC Architects, we have conducted a preliminary analysis of the site conditions and its suitability 
for affordable family housing.   
 

1. Land Use and Zoning 
The site’s current land use and zoning is compatible with mixed use development, including multi-family residential 
and compatible commercial uses. A pre-application meeting with the City will need to be scheduled to determine any 
further site development challenges. See further analysis in Appendix C of report. 

  
2. Parking and Access 

Site planning is somewhat constrained by parking requirements, which require 1 stall for each 2- and 3-bedroom unit, 
and 0.75 stalls for each 1-bedroom unit. Given the prohibitive cost of structured or below-ground parking, parking will 
need to be accomplished at grade. Affordable housing and transit reductions are available to the site, and will need to 
be pursued for the site to achieve a feasible density for development. Access to the site is only possible along Laurel 
Street. As such, Laurel Street will need to be utilized for access for residents, guests, fire, and solid waste. Preliminary 
analysis suggests that all required access can be accomplished, however it does require breaking up the Laurel Street 
façade for vehicle entrance. See further analysis in Section 3 of report. 
 

3. Environmental Conditions 
The site is contaminated and will need to be fully remediated prior to affordable housing development. The site is part 
of the Georgia-Pacific West Site and more specifically the Chlor-Alkali area which was contaminated by a pulp and 
tissue mill that operated at the site from 1926 to 2007. The site soil has high levels of mercury and petroleum, among 
other contaminants. The Port of Bellingham and Department of Ecology are engaged on remediation planning for the 
site. No environmental clean up costs have been included in the budget models that follow.  

  



 
 

 

 
4. Soils Conditions 

No soils report was available for the project site at the time this report was drafted. However, given the project’s 
location at the waterfront, we recommend geotechnical analysis be conducted as early as possible to understand soil 
conditions and to inform project design, constructability, and cost. 
 

5. Site Constraints 
The site contains several restrictions that significantly constrain development potential.  

• RR & Sewer Easement: the eastern portion of the site includes a 55’ train operations and reserve easement 
and a 20’ sewer easement. This restricts buildable area. Further investigation is needed to determine whether 
this area can be used for surface parking. 

• View corridors: two view corridors run across the site, each restricting development height.  The Commercial 
Ave corridor runs along the east boundary of the site with a height restriction of 35’.  The Maple Street 
corridor runs through the east portion of the site and has a height restriction of 65’. 

• Slope & Sewer Easements: a 10’ slope easement runs along Laurel Street, and a 20’ sewer easement runs 
along Cornwall Avenue.  

• Railroad: an active BNSF rail line, running north-south along the western portion of the site. This will not 
impede site development but will require noise mitigation for residential use, which should be factored into 
anticipated construction costs. 

• In addition, potential for a future BNSF line to the south could further impact development. 
 
Program Opportunities 
Based on the project site and preliminary conversations with the Port of Bellingham and project partners, we have focused our 
efforts on evaluating affordable family housing serving a workforce population, primarily concentrated at or below 60% of 
Area Median Income.  
 

1. Site Context and Amenities 
The project is well located for the development of affordable housing, including affordable family housing. The site is 
immediately adjacent to Downtown Bellingham, with excellent access to retail, services, and amenities. See a 
sampling of nearby amenities below. 
 
Amenity Type Name Distance from Site 
Grocery Store Community Co-op 0.5 miles 
Produce Bellingham Farmer’s Market 0.2 miles 
Household Items RiteAid 0.4 miles 
Health Clinic Planned Parenthood 0.8 miles 
Health Clinic Unity Care Bellingham 0.7 miles 
Behavioral Health Wellsource Counseling 0.3 miles 
Food Bank Bellingham Food Bank 0.9 miles 
Social Service Provider Opportunity Council 0.1 miles 
School Carl Cozier Elementary 1.1 miles 
School Whatcom Middle School 0.8 miles 
School Bellingham High School 1.0 miles 
Park Waypoint Park 0.4 miles 
Park Maritime Heritage Park 0.5 miles 
 
Despite the proximity of downtown, the current pedestrian connections will need to be improved to ensure adequate 
access for future residents. We recommend further evaluation to determine if a connection can be made from the site 
directly onto the Cornwall Avenue Bridge.  
 

2. Housing need in Bellingham 
There is great need for affordable housing in Bellingham. The City of Bellingham 2018-2022 Consolidated Plan 
identifies cost burden as the most pressing issue in Bellingham: 43% of households in Bellingham are cost-burdened, 
including 24% of households that are severely cost-burdened. The City’s Consolidated Plan and Comprehensive Plan 
cite developing new permanent affordable units as key goals, particularly in high opportunity areas with good access 
to jobs, schools, and transportation. In addition, the City identifies the need for housing with services to support 
residents, as well as diversity in housing types including family housing.  



 
 

 

 
3. Potential for Mixed Use Development 

The central location of this site in Bellingham’s core and the mixed-use zoning makes it a potential fit for a mixed-use 
project. Our experience is that childcare, community space, or social service space are typically a good fit for family 
housing. Although financing such spaces can be challenging, they provide an overall public benefit to the local 
community and neighborhood. Given the significant need for childcare in Bellingham, and our experience successfully 
integrating childcare spaces into housing projects, we believe this site could be a fit for a small Early Learning Center. 
In addition to financial feasibility, a mixed-use proposal would need to be evaluated to ensure legal structure and 
operations would align, and a project partner would need to be carefully selected for alignment in mission.  
 

4. Potential for Affordable Homeownership Development 
The project site would also be a potential fit for affordable homeownership development. A mix of housing tenure 
types would provide additional opportunities for housing stability and wealth building. Mercy Housing Northwest 
has had preliminary conversations with Kulshan Community Land Trust to explore the possibility of incorporating 
10-20 units serving households earning up to 80-120% AMI as part of the residential project. The units would be 
included in the residential building to capitalize on construction and community space efficiencies.  
 
Homeownership development differs from rental development and typically has different timing, financing, and 
structuring constraints. Different public and private financing sources would require that each housing element have 
distinct ownership, achieved by creating a commercial condominium association. Additionally, the homeownership 
units would need to be further conveyed to individual owners. How that might be achieved – potentially through a 
cooperative – will require further exploration. Neither MHNW nor Kulshan have pursued this type of structure 
before, and there are limited precedents and financing partners in the region. Further, both housing types are driven 
by public funding deadlines, which can differ based on program. Funding timelines would need to be aligned to allow 
the project to have all financing secured and start construction. Given these challenges, additional financing and 
structuring analysis outside the scope of this report is needed to evaluate whether homeownership is feasible for this 
project.  

 
Preliminary Design Approach 

1. Cost Efficiency 
Affordable housing is dependent on limited public funding resources, and good stewardship of those limited resources 
enables the development of as much affordable housing as possible. Public funders typically establish a per unit or per 
project cap for funding, and also evaluate projects on cost efficiency. Because of this, cost-efficient construction is a 
very high priority for all affordable housing projects. Cost efficient construction is based on an efficient design and 
programming approach.  
 
In general, we seek to identify ways to create a cost-effective but high-quality design. Given the zoning and footprint 
of this site, we believe a key starting point is to limit building height to four stories. This will allow cost-effective wood 
framing for the entire building, while also creating a building at an urban scale that will fit in to the current (and 
future) context of the downtown waterfront. In addition, a simple massing should be pursued, with architectural 
treatments that will provide visual interest and welcoming atmosphere while maintaining a feasible budget. 
 
We also recommend early involvement of a General Contractor to assist in the evaluation of building design. 
Participation in the early stages of design can help identify basic design principals – such as stacking units and 
standard dimensions to simplify construction and reduce waste – that greatly impact cost. 
 

2. Sustainability 
Environmental sustainability is a high priority for affordable housing, in order to reduce energy consumption and 
ongoing operating costs. Given the public funding resources available in the City of Bellingham and Washington 
State, the project will at baseline need to comply with the Evergreen Sustainable Design Standard, which includes 
features such as efficient plumbing and lighting fixtures, enhanced building envelope, and energy efficient building 
systems. Where financially feasible, other sustainable features could be evaluated to further improve the building’s 
performance. 
 

3. Program 
Affordable housing projects typically include a small amount of non-unit spaces that includes community space, 
property management offices, and services offices. We suggest including these spaces as ground floor spaces, providing 
easy access to residents and helping to activate the ground floor. If non-residential space is incorporated into the 
project, this space can also be on the ground floor, preferably in a street-fronting location along Laurel Avenue. 



 
 

 

 
In addition, open space is a key component of affordable housing projects, especially family projects. A playground or 
play area is desirable. Given the configuration of the site, there is potential for open space in areas less suitable for 
built spaces. Additionally, if non-residential space such as childcare is pursued, there is potential for sharing outdoor 
spaces between uses. 

 
Financing Strategies  

1. Financial Feasibility 
We evaluated several financing strategies to determine what pathways exist for feasible affordable housing on this 
site. MHNW has many years of experience in assembling financing for affordable housing and has utilized a wide 
array of sources including: 4% and 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credits, tax-exempt bonds, WA State Housing 
Trust Fund, HOME, CDBG, HUD 202/811, Section 8 Project Based Vouchers, Federal Home Loan Bank, and 
conventional debt. 
 
Because program and unit mix impact cost and funding sources and therefore overall feasibility, we have evaluated 
multiple design and financing strategies, discussed in further detail below. However, our general baseline approach, 
determined by site parameters and funding availability, was to evaluate an approximately both 80-unit and 120-unit 
buildings with a mix of affordability (30-60% AMI) and unit types (1-3 bedrooms). 
 
From there, we analyzed the impact of unit types, income levels, and financing types to evaluate different scenarios. 
For each, we looked at timeline, funding competitiveness, project size, and overall feasibility to a balanced budget. 

 
The primary financing we evaluated are 4% and 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit, because that subsidy provides 
the bulk of financing to an affordable housing project. Other funding sources - City of Bellingham HOME/Levy funds 
and WA State Department of Commerce Housing Trust Fund dollars, as well a conventional permanent debt – were 
considered in both scenarios.  
 
 

2. Scenario 1: 9% credit 
The 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit is the more generous of the two tax credit programs, but because it provides 
higher subsidy per unit, is more competitive and limited throughout the state. Because of this competitiveness, the 
Housing Finance Agency that allocates credits prioritizes projects that serve the highest need populations, primarily 
homeless.  
 

a. Timeline:  
The 9% credit evaluates projects in pools based on geographic location: King County, Metro Counties, and 
Balance of State. Projects in Bellingham are included in the Metro Counties Pool, which includes Pierce, 
Snohomish, Whatcom, Clark, and Spokane counties. Based on high competitiveness and lack of resources in 
this pool in recent years, tax credit policy has been reformed to distribute credits among the counties, such 
that each county receives enough allocation for one project each year. Based on this, Whatcom undergoes an 
annual planning process to select the priority project for the 9% credit. A project has already been identified 
for the December 2021 application; the earliest a Lignin site project could go ahead is 2022, and based on the 
pipeline, the timing could be later.   

• City Funding Application:  January 2022 
• State Funding Application: September 2022 
• 9% Tax Credit Application: December 2022 
• Close/Construction Start: July 2023 

 
b. Competitiveness:  

In addition to the need to be determined priority project as discussed in the timeline section above, projects 
seeking 9% credits must also hit a minimum points threshold in the tax credit scoring criteria. This scoring is 
heavily weighted toward projects with deep affordability levels or permanent supportive housing for 
homeless households, as well as projects that achieve significant efficiencies and come in below the 
development cost limits. Meeting this scoring threshold for a family project with incomes ranging up to 60% 
AMI will be challenging. 

  



 
 

 

 
c. Project Size: 

Although Whatcom County is awarded a project each year, there is a limit to the amount of credits that 
project may take. Based on costs in the Bellingham area and other available sources, this credit allocation 
amount is best suited to a project size of around 50 units. This means that as project size grows, available 
subsidy does not also increase on pace. Based on this, an 80-unit project is more feasible than a larger 
project. 
 

d. Overall Feasibility: 
The Whatcom allocation restriction and the limitation of the subsidy to one project per year makes the 9% 
tax credit a challenging fit both in terms of timeline and budget. If pursued, the project would likely be on a 
longer timeline and with adjustments made to project concept. To evaluate 9% feasibility, we pursued a 
concept with more restricted income levels: half at 30% AMI and half at 50% AMI, which would provide a 
pathway to hitting the minimum threshold.  
 
Based on that adjusted concept, the total gap for the 9% scenario, at 80 units, is $6.2 million. See attachment 
for summary budget. 
 
 

3. Scenario 2: 4% credit 
The 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit provides less subsidy per unit but is paired with tax-exempt bonds, allowing 
projects to drive debt at a discounted rate. It is a program generally well-suited for workforce housing projects with 
slightly higher affordability levels (averaging 50%-60% Area Median Income). 
 

a. Timeline: 
In the last several years, 4% tax credits/bonds have been awarded twice a year; early indication is that 2022 
credits will only have one application cycle. Although competitiveness may impact timeline, the project could 
apply as early as Q1 2022. 

• City Funding Application:  January 2021 
• State Funding Application: September 2021 
• 4% Tax Credit Application: February 2022 
• Close/Construction Start: August 2022 

 
b. Competitiveness: 

The 4% tax credit/bond program is newly competitive in Washington State. Having historically been a 
program aimed at workforce housing, the Housing Finance Agency has now added multiple, overlapping 
priorities to achieve public benefit, including deeper affordability. Although the scoring is well-suited to 
projects with a slightly higher income level mix, demand in the last several cycles has been high, resulting in 
only the highest-scoring projects achieving awards. Several aspects of the project could make it competitive: 
availability of other public resources to leverage, brownfield site, amenity-rich location, potentially for 
mixed use. However, policy and scoring have been shifting in recent years, and so competitiveness will need 
to be carefully managed for as the project moves forward. 

 
c. Project Size: 

Because the 4% subsidy is a less robust subsidy than the 9% program, the incremental increase in tax credits 
as a project adds units does not fully cover the cost of those added units. Other project sources are also 
extremely limited in their ability to award more for a larger project (City of Bellingham) or are capped by a 
per-project limit (State of WA). Based on this, the 80-unit project is most feasible.   

  



 
 

 

 
d. Overall Feasibility: 

The 4% offers several opportunities for a workforce project. Because the project is located in a HUD-
designated qualified census tract (QCT), it is eligible for a 130% boost in the amount of tax credits and is also 
eligible to count non-residential spaces that serve the community (such as an early learning center or social 
service space) to generate additional tax credits. In addition, the scoring of the program, designed to serve 
slightly higher AMIs, is better aligned with this project concept. The higher AMIs enable to the project to 
drive permanent debt and receive the benefit of the tax exempt bonds. Additionally, the open application 
process of the 4% program, while still presenting challenges in competitiveness, likely provides the fastest 
path to project start. To evaluate 4% feasibility, we pursued a concept with income levels at 30-60% AMI, 
with an average of 50% AMI. 
 
As proposed, the total gap for the 4% scenario, at 80 units, is $2.9 million. See attachment for summary 
budget. 

 
4. Operating and Rental Subsidy 

Operating and project-based rental subsidy both offer a significant benefit to affordable housing projects by providing 
additional income to the property that enables leveraging of additional debt. Unfortunately, there is no subsidy 
available from the City or Bellingham Housing Authority at this time.  
 

5. Mixed Use Project Financing  
Financing a non-residential project component is challenging. Non-residential uses tend to have even fewer funding 
sources than housing. For uses such as childcare, limited capital funds are available at the State level (through the 
Early Learning Fund at the Department of Commerce) and the City level (City of Bellingham CDBG funds). In 
addition, there are below market debt programs available through the Washington Community Reinvestment Act 
(WCRA). However, due to funding constraints, non-residential spaces typically require significant sponsor or 
philanthropic support, often limiting their size or their overall feasibility.  

 
 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. Advance design and planning for an approximately 80-unit affordable mixed-use project 
For the reasons noted above, we recommend advancing design and planning efforts for a mixed-use development that 
includes approximately 80 units of permanently affordable rental housing, a ground-floor Early Learning Center, 
surface parking, and associated support spaces. The development should be focused on the need identified by the City 
of Bellingham and prioritized by local and state funders: family-focused housing at 30% - 60% Area Median Income.  
 
 

2. Pursue financing scenario 2: 4% Tax Credit  
As described above, we believe the 4% Tax Credit financing strategy represents the most feasible and expedited 
pathway to bring affordable housing to the Lignin site. This strategy enables the project to pursue the desired 
workforce housing population and take advantage of the project’s location in a QCT to maximize Tax Credit equity. 
 
As planning for the 2022 4% Tax Credit application period advances, the team will need to stay intently focused on 
emerging priorities and quickly adapt the project plan to remain competitively positioned for this resource. Examples 
could include slight adjustments to unit mix and income levels, pursuing additional project partnerships, and 
advancing the mixed-use concept.  

 
3. Engage key stakeholders to achieve financial feasibility and coordinate efforts 

Because of the important nature of this project as a gateway to the Bellingham waterfront, as well as the significant 
challenges presented by development mixed-use affordable housing on this site, we recommend continuously engaging 
key stakeholders, particularly the Port of Bellingham and City of Bellingham, as the project advances. While 
affordable housing will bring significant community benefits and advance Port and City goals, it will also require 
significant public subsidy and coordinate planning efforts around site clean-up, infrastructure, permitting, and site 
acquisition. The Port and City are key players in these efforts and should bring their significant resources to bear to 
support the advancement of creating a vibrant affordable community on the Lignin parcel to serve as connection 
between downtown and the Bellingham waterfront.  
 



 
 

 

4. Seek additional public and private housing capital resources  
While Scenario 2 presents the most feasible, efficient pathway toward advancing a development, it requires 
intentional, coordinated effort to align the non-LIHTC capital resources. These will likely include the City of 
Bellingham HOME Fund, Washington State Housing Trust Fund, permanent private financing and philanthropic 
support. Securing these resources will require a coordinated effort from Mercy Housing Northwest and the Whatcom 
Community Foundation. The Port of Bellingham should be involved in support access to additional Healthy Housing 
or other Washington State resources to support the remediation work and site preparation.  

 
5. Advance planning for cost-efficient design and construction  

To achieve financial feasibility and position the project to be as competitive as possible for public resources, we 
recommend a four-story development, that creates a vibrant, welcome atmosphere for residents and visitors alike, in a 
cost-efficient manner. Prioritizing cost-effective design principals from early stages of design will be critical to the 
project’s feasibility.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 

 

 
Budget Scenario Summaries: 
 
9% Financing 
 
80 unit 30% 

AMI 
50% 
AMI 

60% 
AMI 

 120 unit 30% 
AMI 

50% 
AMI 

60% 
AMI 

1 BR 18 18 -  1 BR 27 27 - 
2 BR 14 14 -  2 BR 21 21 - 
3 BR 8 8 -  3 BR 12 12 - 
Total 40 40 -  Total 60 60 - 

	 	  	 	Acquisition 721,044  
 

Acquisition 721,044  
Hard Costs 18,652,329  

 
Hard Costs 25,097,262 

Soft Costs 2,896,590  
 

Soft Costs 3,564,898 
Financing Costs 586,563  

 
Financing Costs 653,125  

Dev Fee, Reserves 2,163,712  
 

Dev Fee, Reserves 3,291,162  
Total 25,116,498  

 
Total 33,327,491  

    
 

    
9% Tax Credits 11,700,000  

 
9% Tax Credits 11,700,000  

WA Commerce 5,000,000  
 

WA Commerce 5,000,000  
City of Bellingham 1,500,000  

 
City of Bellingham 1,500,000  

Permanent Debt 700,000  
 

Permanent Debt 1,100,000  
Total 18,900,000  

 
Total 19,300,000  

GAP (6,216,498) 
 

GAP (14,027,491) 
 
4% Financing 

 
80 unit 30% 

AMI 
50% 
AMI 

60% 
AMI 

 120 unit 30% 
AMI 

50% 
AMI 

60% 
AMI 

1 BR 4 26 6  1 BR 4 40 10 
2 BR 2 20 6  2 BR 4 30 8 
3 BR 2 10 4  3 BR 4 14 6 
Total 8 56 16  Total 12 84 24 
 
Acquisition 721,044  

 
Acquisition 721,044  

Hard Costs 18,652,329  
 

Hard Costs 25,097,262  
Soft Costs 2,897,035  

 
Soft Costs 3,629,556  

Financing Costs 682,823  
 

Financing Costs 730,826  
Dev Fee, Reserves 2,166,512  

 
Dev Fee, Reserves 3,291,162  

Total 25,119,743  
 

Total 33,327,491  
  

  
    

4% Tax Credits 11,766,619  
 

4% Tax Credits 15,589,363  
WA Commerce 5,000,000  

 
WA Commerce 5,000,000  

City of Bellingham 1,500,000  
 

City of Bellingham 1,500,000  
Permanent Debt 4,000,000  

 
Permanent Debt 5,800,000  

Total 22,166,619  
 

Total 27,889,363  
GAP (2,853,125) 

 
GAP (5,645,059) 

 

**Budgeting is based on 2021 Whatcom LIHTC rent limits, with financing and cost assumptions based on recent similar MHNW 

projects in Bellingham and the region. 
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APPENDIX E: MILLWORKS DESIGN CHARRETTE - JUNE 10, 2021
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Millworks Design Charette  
June 10, 2021 (1:00pm to 5:00pm)  

Squalicum Boathouse 
 
  
12:30pm  Optional in-person tour of the parcel (corner of W Laurel St and Cornwall Ave).  
 
 
1:00pm Welcome   Mauri Ingram, Whatcom Community Foundation 

    Colin Morgan-Cross, Mercy Housing Northwest 
 
1:15pm  Site Orientation Neil McCarthy, RMC Architects  

  
1:30pm Sustainable Design  Presenter TBD  

Topic: Sustainability North Star in a Cost Constrained 
Environment & Environmental Justice 

     Q&A and Group Discussion 
 
2:15pm Break (15 minutes) 
  
2:30pm  Urban Design Presentation by Brice Maryman, MIG SvR  
     Topic: Placemaking & Public Space  
     Q&A and Group Discussion 
 
3:15pm  Small Group Breakout Sessions 
  
4:15pm   Small Groups Report Back 
  
4:45pm  Closing  
 

 

Millworks Design Charette Purpose: To think creatively and critically as a group about the 
design opportunities and challenges that the Millworks project faces and to identify solution 
sets and directional goals related to: 

- Community Expression, Connection & Connectivity 
- Massing & Site Design 
- Sustainability & Climate Change Adaptation 

This discussion will help inform the design decisions for the project. 



































































































































































































	

Integrated Planning Grant Report  

 June 10, 2021 

Healthy Housing IPG – Lignin Parcel  

2006 √ 

Neil McCarthy  

June 10 Design Charrette Notes    

 

Attendees: 

Jess Blanch Enterprise Community Partners 
Brian Gouran Port of Bellingham 
Nick Hartrich PSE 
Tony Hillaire Lummi Nation 
Mauri Ingram Whatcom Community Foundation 
Rose Lathrop Sustainable Connections 
Ellen Lohe Mercy Housing 
Neil McCarthy RMC Architects 
Jason McGill Northwest Youth Services 
Colin Morgan Cross Mercy Housing 
Sara Nichols Chiabai Whatcom Community Foundation 
Sukanya Paciorek Whatcom Community Foundation 
Kristi Park BioDesign Studio 
Alexandra Spaulding Whatcom Community Foundation 
Gina Stark Port of Bellingham 
Tara Sundin City of Bellingham 
Candice Wilson Lhaq’temish Foundation 
 

Five Takeaways: 
 
1.  Wrong Side of Tracks? 

• The site is separated from the rest of the waterfront district by the train tracks.  Porosity through this 
barrier and/or some sort of mitigation should be considered. 

• A question of equity comes into play considering the project includes subsidized affordable housing.  
The site must be seen as a prominent component of the waterfront district, not an afterthought.  
Connections to downtown and marking the site as a gateway are a couple of ways to reinforce the 
site’s importance. 

 
2.  Cultural Overtones 

• The site is rich with cultural overtones.  Tony and Candice spoke eloquently about how this area is 
important to the Lummi Nation.  Expectations have been established.  Tony mentioned how the site 
was a meeting place, including with European settlers.  He offered to have the Lummi Nation 
historians comment on the location for an authentic connection.   Tell the story was his advice. 



	

• The site also has a strong story to tell regarding historic economic development.  Fishing, timber, 
shipping and other industries have made this a home for the past 150 years.  Artifacts, including 
buildings, are plentiful in the district.  The train also adds to the story. 

• The district needs to be a place where all folks are welcome regardless of economic status, ethnicity, 
etc.   This needs to be explicit.  Issues such as wealthy landowners have access to waterfront 
property via condos while subsidized affordable housing is pushed to the back of the district need to 
be recognized and addressed.  The public park system goes a long way in this regard. 

 
3.  Abundance 

• Tom Paladino gave a thought provoking presentation about approaching Sustainable Design (and by 
extension the project itself) from a position of abundance rather than scarcity.  Enhance habitat, 
generate water, create community, harvest energy, etc.  He showed a couple of projects in which he 
took stock of what project characteristics were abundant (good and bad) then took the biggest 
challenges and turned them into assets while reinforcing the positive characteristics. 

• Challenges on this site include the train, minimal connections to downtown,  minimal connections to 
the rest of the waterfront district, soil contamination and parking.  We need to consider how these 
can be addressed not only from a mitigation point of view but also by converting these into an asset.  
Add to that assets that the project already has in abundance like waterfront location, views, place 
making potential, etc. 

 
4.  Figure Ground 

• As we were working at our table, we decided to approach the massing and site layout not from a 
building point of view but from the spaces between the buildings.   Many of these spaces become 
the public realm.  How can we program, link and orient these to the project’s best advantage. 

• This tied well into Brice Maryman’s presentation regarding place making and public spaces.  His 
themes were Rooted, Empathetic/Egalitarian, Multi-functional, Human Scaled, Joyful. 

 
5.  Cost Tensions 

• The project is a combination of two distinct programs with the public space as a shared component.   
• The subsidized affordable housing program is subject to some very strict and detailed funding 

parameters.  It must compete with similar projects for the limited amount of available funding.  Cost 
control is part of the scoring system.   

• The food campus is much more flexible in how it can be funded.  Whatcom Community Foundation’s 
expertise includes matching dollars to mission driven projects.  The food campus is rich with mission 
driven possibilities.  Bringing definition to all the parameters is a bigger challenge than funding itself. 

• Interestingly, it is unlikely that WCF can offer funding directly to the subsidized affordable housing 
component without jeopardizing its ability to score points on cost control.  While a waiver may be 
possible, there may be other ways to split costs. 

• Using commercial condominiums are often a way to combine two programs in the same building.  
This process can potentially allow funding from one program to support another program.  There are 
timing issues with this approach that make its application to our project difficult. 

• It is possible that WCF can support a higher proportion of public space expenses if they are mission 
driven.  This may be a way to resolve the cost tensions in the project. 

 
Additional Thoughts: 

• Some random ideas that popped up in our table’s conversations include: 
o Rose is willing to lead an effort to paint a mural on the existing slab of the demolished Lignin 

Building.  A similar project was a great community building event in the Birchwood 
neighborhood. 



	

o The site has an odd geometry that makes stuff like parking lots difficult.  Perhaps the parking 
should be in a park like setting.  Maybe a dog walking area too? 

o It may be possible to tie into a future trail system in the railroad reserve area until the train 
moves. 

o The likelihood of the train moving is slim.  We should keep it in mind but emphasize working 
with train in its current location. 

o An image of the area when it was mudflats prior to filling brings to mind how organic shapes 
are missing from current district vocabulary.  WWU’s Haskell Plaza comes to mind.  

o The food campus could be a lineal building shielding the site from train noise.  It may include 
a place where folks interested in trains can watch them go by. 

o The Facebook Campus was cited for combination of vehicles and pedestrians. 
o Pike Place Market and Granville Island are good examples of pedestrians and vehicles co-

mingling. 
o GasWorks Park (Rich Haag) is a good example of converting an industrial site into a people 

place. 
o Could food waste be used for district bio-digester?  
o It would be great to use CLT to celebrate historical timber use and emphasize Pacific 

Northwest aesthetic. 
 

• Comments from follow up meeting on Friday 
o Colin emphasized that the apartment residents also need their areas of privacy.  Aside from 

privacy in their units (i.e. minimize overview from Cornwall) areas of the site should also be 
reserved for residents. 

o Train quiet zone is on horizon. 
o All agreed that public infrastructure support is needed.  Cornwall bridge is front and center 

but also infrastructure connecting across the site and possibly the railroad track could be 
considered. 

o Train elements to celebrate:  
! Kinetic architecture. 
! Industrial history of site 
! Getting product to market 
! Community train watchers 
! Immersive experience in public area perhaps?  E.G. Doppler effect. 

o Train negative elements 
! Had a serious impact on Indigenous Peoples way of life. 
! Noise, pollution, dangerous cargo, etc. 

o Ellen brought up important tie of food and culture.  Also food and energy.  How can site be 
generative?  Note that Lummi folks have been re-exploring traditional medicines.  Perhaps 
that is part of food infrastructure.  Alex cautioned about train line impact on food.. 

o Mauri highlighted Candice’s remark from Thursday about the community has expectations 
for the site.  We have an obligation to the community.  We are doing this as a public benefit – 
not as a “for profit” developer.   

o Mauri referenced the UW public engagement team project regarding ties to nature and 
mapping prior to European infrastructure. 

o Suki’s comments were mainly about Lummi observations. 
! Tony made the comment to share everyone’s history.   
! Consider reconciliation.   
! Lummi historian will be made available.   
! Tell the story. 
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