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City of Olympia 601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA 98501

Information: 360.753.8447

Meeting Agenda
City Council
Tuesday, March 11, 2014 7:00 PM Council Chambers

Special Study Session

1. ROLL CALL
2. BUSINESS ITEM
2A 14-0234 Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update
including Background Information, Process and Next Steps, and Three
Specific Topics: Sea Level Rise, Carbon Footprint and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, and Minimizing Outdoor Nighttime Lighting (Dark Skies)
Attachments:  Summary of Planning Commission Rationale
Sea Level Rise - Comprehensive Plan Draft
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change - Comprehensive
Plan Draft
Dark Skies - Comprehensie Plan Draft
Dark Skies - Tumwater Municipal Code
Hyperlink - Planning Commission Chair Cover Letter
Hyperlink - Planning Commissioner Individual Letters
3. ADJOURNMENT

The City of Olympia is committed to the non-discriminatory treatment of all persons in employment and
the delivery of services and resources. If you require accommodation for your attendance at the City
Council meeting, please contact the Council's Secretary at 360.753-8244 at least 48 hours in advance
of the meeting. For hearing impaired, please contact us by dialing the Washington State Relay Service
at 7-1-1 or 1.800.833.6384.
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City of Olympla City Hall

601 4th Avenue E.
Olympia, WA 98501

City Council 360-753-8447

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including
Background Information, Process and Next Steps, and Three Specific Topics:
Sea Level Rise, Carbon Footprint and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
Minimizing Outdoor Nighttime Lighting (Dark Skies)

Agenda Date: 3/11/2014
Agenda Number: 2.A
File Number: 14-0234

File Type: work session Version: 1 Status: Study Session

..Title

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including
Background Information, Process and Next Steps, and Three Specific Topics: Sea
Level Rise, Carbon Footprint and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Minimizing
Outdoor Nighttime Lighting (Dark Skies)

..Recommended Action
City Manager Recommendation:

e Receive and discuss information about the Comprehensive Plan update
process and background information, and provide guidance;

e Receive and discuss goals and policies recommended by the Olympia Planning
Commission and staff regarding Sea Level Rise, Carbon Footprint and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Dark Skies. Provide initial guidance on next
steps.

..Report

Issue:

The Planning Commission and City Manager have presented Council with
recommendations on the Comprehensive Plan Update. City Council will hold a public
hearing on a draft Comprehensive Plan Update at a date to be determine - most likely
in 2014. Guidance is needed on issues and language to be included in that draft
document.

Staff Contact:
Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning and
Development,360.753.8206

Presenter(s):

Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning and Development
Rich Hoey, Director, Public Works

Stacey Ray, Associate Planner, Community Planning and Development

The Olympia Planning Commission has been notified of the meeting.

Note: The meeting will be set up “study session discussion” style around tables on the
main floor of the Council Chambers.
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File Number: 14-0234

Agenda Date: 3/11/2014
Agenda Number: 2.A
File Number: 14-0234

Background and Analysis:
At its February 25 work session on the Olympia Planning Commission-recommended
Final Draft Comprehensive Plan on Tuesday, City Council referred several policy
issues to future Council work sessions. The March 11 work session is considering
three of those topics, in addition to an overview of the update process and where to
locate documents:

1) Sea level rise

2) Carbon footprint and greenhouse gas emissions

3) Minimizing outdoor nighttime lighting (dark skies).

Attached are the goals and policies included in the Final Draft Comprehensive Plan as
recommended by the Olympia Planning Commission. Also attached are copies of the
documented rationale from the Commission. Please also refer to the Planning
Commission Chairs’ Cover Letter and Addendum (Attachment #6) and Individual
Commissioner Letters (Attachment #7) for additional explanation of the Commission’s
rationale.

The City Council received detailed briefings on sea level rise (at its March 4 work
session) and climate change and greenhouse gas emissions (at its March 4 regular
meeting). Additional background on minimizing outdoor nighttime lighting impacts is
below.

Dark Skies (Minimizing Outdoor Nighttime Lighting Impacts)

Efforts to reduce nighttime light are commonly referred to as “dark skies” initiatives
because the reduction of light supports greater visibility of the night sky. It also
lessons the negative impacts nighttime light can have on human, animal, and plant
biological and physiological processes.

Minimizing nighttime light often focuses on reducing or eliminating instances of
excessive and unsafe glare, light trespass, and light pollution. An additional benefit
may be a reduction in light energy usage.

In 2007, City Council asked staff to research options for improving regulations to
preserve the night sky. Council directed staff specifically to research options for
regulations for private development. In 2008, staff forwarded a proposed Olympia
Municipal Code amendment to the Planning Commission (Commission). The
Commission held a hearing, but during their deliberations decided to defer taking any
action.

In 2010, the City of Tumwater responded to citizen concerns on this issue by adopting
new regulations governing outdoor artificial lighting. An amendment to the Tumwater
Municipal Code added Chapter 18.40.035 Exterior illumination (Attachment A). The
adopted regulations apply to outdoor artificial light sources, including lights on the
exterior of buildings or other structures, installed underneath canopies, pole mounted,

City of Olympia Page 2

Printed on 3/7/2014



File Number: 14-0234

Agenda Date: 3/11/2014
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File Number: 14-0234

freestanding and ground lights, as well as nonresidential interior lights.

In response to Council’s interest, public comments received by the Planning
Commission during their hearing in 2008, and additional public comments received
during Imagine Olympia, staff proposed new goal and policy language to address dark
skies in the Comprehensive Plan Update. Staff used Tumwater’s work as resource in
drafting the new Comprehensive Plan language, which was subsequently
recommended by the Planning Commission.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
The comprehensive plan policies impact neighborhoods and community members
citywide.

Options:
A) Receive and discuss information. Provide initial guidance on next steps.

Financial Impact:
None; this work item is an element of the Comprehensive Plan Update.
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Summary of Planning Commission Rationale on Key Policy Issues

The summaries below include the previous Olympia Planning Commission rationale for each
policy issue to be discussed at the March 11, 2014 City Council work Session. They are taken
from OPC meeting minutes and written Sponsor Proposals. (During OPC’s Comp Plan review in
2012-13, each proposed policy update had an OPC Sponsor, who provided a written “Sponsor
Proposal” for the full Commission to review prior to deliberation at the meeting.)

1. Carbon Footprint and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Environment, GP and
policies)

Council Direction from February 25, 2014: Council Work Session
OPC Lead for 2014: To be determined

Background: OPC expressed they did not have the time desired to delve into this issue.
The goal and policies which they passed were originally proposed by staff.

2. Sea Level Rise (Environment, GN5 & policies; Utilities, GU11 & policies)

Council Direction from February 25, 2014: Council Work Session (March 4)
OPC Lead for 2014: To be determined

Background: OPC passed these recommendations on February 25, 2014

From written sponsor proposal:
“Background provided by Commissioner Bardin: Background on sea level rise - selected
relevant excerpts from online documents

“Coastal development and shore protection can be mutually reinforcing. Under
current policies, shore protection is common along developed shores and rare
along shores managed for conservation, agriculture, and forestry. Policymakers
have not decided whether the practice of protecting development should
continue as sea level rises, or be modified to avoid adverse environmental
consequences and increased costs of shore protection”.

“In the short term, retreat is more socially disruptive than shore protection. In
the long term, however, shore protection may be more disruptive—especially if
it fails or proves to be unsustainable”.
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Most shore protection structures are designed for the current sea level, and
retreat policies that rely on setting development back from the coast are
designed for the current rate of sea-level rise. Those structures and policies
would not necessarily accommodate a significant acceleration in the rate of sea-
level rise. A failure to plan now, could limit the flexibility of future generations to
implement preferred adaptation strategies”.

“Erosion is the main process that occurs to land as sea level rises. As a result,
structures built by humans will be destroyed by the sea as the shoreline retreats.
Entire properties can be eroded away. In some areas, a 30 cm (1 foot) rise in sea
level can result in 4500 cm (150 feet) of landward erosion”.

Flood insurance costs will also rise. According to FEMA, a 30 cm (1 foot) rise in
sea level is expected to increase flood damages by 36-58 percent. As a result,
insurance companies will have to increase flood insurance rates for coasts prone
to flooding®”

Armoring:

Advantages:

Armoring is our oldest flood protection tool. It's familiar, behaves predictably and can
be used in combination with other strategies to protect existing development from
rising water. It can be used against both storm surge and baseline sea level rise. It also
can be designed to accommodate new development such as housing along super levees,
or protect threatened habitat such as sand dunes.

Disadvantages:

It is a short-term solution. All coastal armoring can be engineered only to accommodate
a certain storm size or rise in sea level. It also requires costly annual maintenance and
regular monitoring to ensure it remains safe. An unusually large storm event can also
cause it to rupture like the levees in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina, even if it has
been well maintained.

Paradoxically, it increases vulnerability. Hard shoreline protection is not as effective as
natural shorelines at dissipating the energy from waves and tides. As a result, armored
shorelines tend to be more vulnerable to erosion, and to increase erosion of nearby
beaches. Structural flood protection can also increase human vulnerability by giving
people a false sense of security and encouraging development in areas that are
vulnerable to flooding.?
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1. Titus, J.G. and Cragham M. Greenhouse Effect and Sea Level Rise America Starts to
Prepare. Shore Protection and Retreat. Retrieved 02/15/13 from
http://papers.risingsea.net/coastal-sensitivity-to-sea-level-rise-6-shore-protection-

retreat.html

2. Godard Space Flight Center. Is Sea Level Rising? Do we have to Worry About it?
Retrieved 02/05/13 from http://www.usc.edu/org/cosee-
west/glaciers/Issealevelrising.pdf

3. SPUR. Ideas and Actions for a Better City, Strategies for Managing Sea Level Rise.
Retrieved 02/05/13 from
http://www.spur.org/publications/library/report/strategiesformanagingsealevelrise 11
0109

Proposed in July Draft:
PN4.4: Protect Olympia from the potential impacts of sea-level rise.

Sponsor Proposal:
Evaluate all options including retreat to deal with the impacts of sea level rise in
Olympia.

Consider different scenarios for varying amounts of sea level rise and the accompanying
adaptation and responses options for each scenario.

Perform a cost-benefit analysis for each adaptation strategy. Consider the physical,
environmental and social factors as well as costs in the analysis.

Evaluate different financing option for adaptation strategies.

Use the best available science and the experiences of other municipalities in formulating
future plans for sea level rise.
Utilities Chapter

Proposed by Commissioner Bardin

Proposed in July Draft:
GU 11: Olympia’s downtown is protected from future impacts of sea-level rise.

PU 11.2: Coordinate with other key stakeholders, such as downtown businesses, LOTT
Clean Water Alliance and the Port of Olympia.
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PU 11.3: Incorporate flexibility and resiliency into public and private infrastructure in
areas predicted to be affected.

PU 11.4: Maintain public control of downtown shorelines that may be needed to serve
flood management functions.

Sponsor Proposal:
GU 11: Olympia’s downtown is protected as feasible from future impacts of sea-level
rise.

Add here also: Evaluate all options including retreat to deal with the impacts of sea level
rise in Olympia.

PU11.2 Coordinate with other key stakeholders, such as downtown businesses, LOTT
Clean Water Alliance and the Port of Olympia, environmental and other public interest
groups, and downtown residents.”

From February 25, 2013 OPC Minutes:

“The item sponsor, Vice Chair Bardin, discussed the goals and policies in the July Draft
dealing with sea level rise. She said the predicted rise in sea level is now higher than
previously thought and described predictions for Olympia in particular. She discussed
her proposed new language to be added to the existing July Draft goals and policies.

Vice Chair Bardin proposed to make policy PN4.4 a goal with additional language and
new policies as outlined in the packet. She wanted to add "engage the community in a
discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and adaptation strategies and response
and the cost" to the list of proposed policies. The Commission discussed changing GU11
to be consistent with the new goal proposed by Vice Chair Bardin to replace PN4.4.

Commissioner Tousley moved, seconded by Commissioner Reddick, to approve the
proposed language for PN4.5 and GU11, as amended. The motion passed
unanimously.

Vice Chair Bardin explained her proposal to change PU11.2 to add "environmental and
other public interest groups, and downtown residents" to the list of stakeholders.

Commissioner Tousley moved, seconded by Commissioner Reddick, to approve the
proposed language for PU 11.2. The motion passed 8 to 1, with Commissioner Horn

abstaining.

[No change - recommend same as July Draft] PU 11.3: Incorporate flexibility and
resiliency into public and private infrastructure in areas predicted to be affected.
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[No change - recommend same as July Draft] PU 11.4: Maintain public control of
downtown shorelines that may be needed to serve flood management functions.

Dark Skies (Environment Chapter, GN 10 and related policies)

Council Direction from February 25, 2014: Council Work Session
OPC Lead for 2014: To be determined

Background: Not really a big issue of discussion by OPC. Staff originally made these
policy recommendations, and OPC passed them without much discussion.
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Draft Comprehensive Plan Policies
Addressing Sea Level Rise

Natural Environment Chapter:

GNS5 The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level rise strategy.

PN5.1 Evaluate all options, including retreat, to deal with the impacts of sea level rise in Olympia.
PN5.2 Consider different scenarios for varying amounts of sea level rise, and the accompanying
adaptation and response options for each scenario.

PN5.3 Perform a cost-benefit analysis for each adaptation strategy. Consider the physical,
environmental and social factors as well as costs in the analysis.

PN5.4 Evaluate different financing options for adaptation strategies.

PN5.5 Use the best available science and the experiences of other municipalities in formulating future
plans for sea level rise.

PN5.6 Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and adaptation
strategies and response and cost.

Utilities Chapter:

GU11 The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level rise strategy.

PU11.1 Develop plans and cost estimates for protection and adaptation strategies to sea-level rise that
include regulatory, engineering and natural solutions.
PU11.2 Coordinate with other key stakeholders, such as downtown businesses, LOTT Clean Water

Alliance B, the Port of Olympia, environmental groups, downtown residents, and other public interest
groups.

PU11.3 Incorporate flexibility and resiliency into public and private infrastructure in areas predicted to
be affected.

PU11.4 Maintain public control of downtown shorelines that may be needed to serve flood
management functions.

PU11.5 Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios, adaptation
strategies, and costs


http://www.lottcleanwater.org/default.htm
http://www.lottcleanwater.org/default.htm

Draft Comprehensive Plan Policies
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Natural Environment Chapter:
GN9 Community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing

greenhouse gases are identified, monitored, and reduced.

PN 9.1 Coordinate with local and state partners to identify and monitor sources of greenhouse
gas emissions using best available science; identify reduction targets and actions.

PN9.2 Monitor the greenhouse gas emissions from city operations, and implement new
conservation measures, technologies and alternative energy sources to reach established
reduction goals.

PN9.3 Reduce the use of fossil fuels and creation of greenhouse gases through planning,
education, conservation, and development and implementation of renewable sources of
energy. (See also GL2*.)

PN9.4 Encourage the conservation and reuse of existing natural resources and building
materials.

PN9.5 Reduce the pollution and energy consumption of transportation by providing accessible
and inviting alternatives. (See also GT25.)

PN9.6 Plan to adapt, mitigate, and maintain resiliency for changing environmental conditions
due to climate change, such as longer periods of drought and increased flooding.

PN9.7 Reduce energy use and the environmental impact of our food system by encouraging
local food production.

* Land Use and Urban Design Chapter:

GL2 Buildings, commercial and industrial processes, and site designs use energy efficiently.

PL2.1 Promote energy efficient construction and lighting, low-energy designs such as readily-
accessible stairways as an alternative to elevator use, and weatherization including subsidizing
materials for low-income citizens.

PL2.2 Promote public education and provide energy conservation and solar and other
renewable energy information in cooperation with local utilities and others.

PL2.3 Encourage local 'cogeneration' of energy when environmentally sound and not in conflict
with other land uses.

PL2.4 Encourage buildings and site designs that result in energy efficiency and use of solar and
other renewable energy.

PL2.5 Support efforts to protect and use solar access.



Draft Comprehensive Plan Policies
Addressing Dark Skies

Natural Environment Chapter:

GN10 Atrtificial sources of nighttime light are minimized to protect wildlife and
vegetation, and preserve views of the night sky.

PN10.1 Design nighttime lighting that is safe and efficient by directing it only to the
areas where it is needed. Allow and encourage reduction or elimination of nighttime light
sources where safety is not impacted.

PN10.2 Eliminate or reduce lighting in proximity to streams, lakes, wetlands, and
shorelines so as not to disrupt the natural development and life processes of wildlife.
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18.40.035 Exterior illumination.

These regulations apply to outdoor artificial light sources, including lights on the exterior
of buildings or other structures, installed underneath canopies, pole mounted,
freestanding and ground lights, as well as nonresidential interior lights.

A. For the purposes of regulating lighting in this section and elsewhere in this title, the
following terms shall be defined as stated:

1. “Business-zoned property” means any property zoned NC, CS, MU, GC, TC
(TC mixed use, professional office and civic subdistricts), CD, BP, HC, GB, OS, LI,
HI, and ARI.

2. “Foot-candle” means a measure of illuminance (or light intensity) on a surface
equal to one lumen per square foot.

3. “Fully shielded fixture” means exterior lighting that is shielded or constructed so
that all light emitted is projected below a horizontal plane running through the
lowest part of the fixture as determined by a photometric test or certified by the
manufacturer.

4. “Glare” means an intensity of light that due to the brightness of the light source
diminishes the observer’s ability to see, and in extreme cases may cause visual
discomfort or momentary blindness.

5. “Light trespass” means the light emanating from one property (measured at the
property line) intruding onto an adjacent property or public right-of-way.

6. “Lumen” means a unit of classification used to quantify the amount of light
energy produced by a lamp. Lumen output of most lamps is listed on the
packaging. For example, a sixty-watt incandescent lamp produces approximately
eight hundred fifty lumens while a fifty-five-watt low-pressure sodium lamp
produces approximately eight thousand lumens.

7. “Opaque” means not allowing light to pass through; not transparent or
translucent.

8. ‘“Partially shielded” means the luminaire incorporates a translucent barrier, the
“partial shield” around the lamp that allows some light to pass through the barrier
while concealing the lamp from the viewer.

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/tumwater/cgi/menuCompile.pl 3/4/2014
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9. “Residential-zoned property” means any property zoned RSR, SFL, SFM,
MFM, MFH and TC (TC residential subdistrict).

10. “Translucent” means allowing light to pass, but diffusing it such that the light
source cannot be distinguished.

B. Exterior Lighting Standards. Exterior artificial light sources shall conform to the
following requirements:

1. Light fixtures shall be used in a manner such that light is directed downward,
and not outward or upward.

2. Light fixtures shall be fully shielded.

a. Fixtures on business-zoned properties that are mounted to the underside
of structures such as canopies, awnings, etc. (such as those found at gas
stations, drive-through facilities, service stations, and parking structures) shall
be flush mounted to the canopy so that the lens does not protrude below the
surface to which it is mounted. In instances where the canopy is not thick
enough to accommodate a flush-mount fixture a fully shielded fixture may be
utilized and mounted to the surface.

3. Exterior lighting shall not blink, flash, fluctuate, be intermittent, or change color
or intensity.

4. llluminated signs and advertising devices shall also comply with provisions of
TMC 18.44.080 and 18.44.170. Where conflict occurs, the more stringent standards
shall apply.

5. Parking lot lighting shall also comply with provisions in TMC 18.50.060. Where
conflict occurs, the more stringent standards shall apply.

6. Exterior lighting on business-zoned properties shall be turned off at the close of
business or 10:00 p.m., whichever is later. However, lighting which is necessary for
after business hours work by employees and lighting that is necessary for security
systems to function properly may be utilized at any time provided the lighting is the
minimum necessary and is turned off when it is no longer needed or being used.

7. Light trespass shall comply with the provisions of subsection D of this section.

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/tumwater/cgi/menuCompile.pl 3/4/2014
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8. lllumination of government flags is allowed provided the light fixtures are
equipped with shields and louvers to control the beam spread and to prevent light
trespass and glare.

9. Low voltage landscape lighting (thirty volts or less) is allowed provided it is
partially shielded (upward-oriented spot/flood lights are not allowed) and does not
violate the light trespass standards of subsection D of this section. Rope style
lighting of any voltage is also allowed for residential properties provided it meets
the light trespass standards of subsection D of this section.

C. Application Required.

1. Abasic lighting plan shall be submitted to the community development
department along with building permit applications that involve the installation or
replacement of exterior lighting. The basic lighting plan shall include, but not be
limited to, descriptions, illustrations, or photos of the types of lighting fixtures to be
installed, a statement or description of how the fixtures comply with the regulations,
and descriptions or depictions of the locations of the proposed lighting fixtures. The
basic lighting plan shall also include statements that the applicant will design their
project to comply with the exterior lighting regulations, and the applicant will make
any changes necessary to come into compliance with the regulations before their
occupancy permit is issued. The basic lighting plan must be signed by the applicant
(s) or their authorized agent(s).

2. For nonresidential development proposals that are four thousand square feet
or larger the community development director (or his/her designee) may require a
photometric lighting plan instead of the basic lighting plan. The photometric plan,
application, and a fee as specified by the most current fee resolution adopted by
the Tumwater city council shall be submitted along with a building permit
application. The photometric lighting plan must specify how the project lighting,
including both freestanding and building-mounted lighting, complies with the
applicable requirements of the Tumwater Municipal Code including this chapter.
The photometric lighting plan shall also include the requirements listed for the basic
lighting plan as shown in subsection (C)(1) of this section. Where requirements
overlap or conflict, the more stringent shall apply.

D. Light Trespass. All light fixtures used on a premises shall be installed and
maintained to prevent light trespass, measured at the property line of the originating
property (light source), that exceeds one-tenth foot-candle illuminating adjacent to
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residential-zoned property or one-half foot-candle illuminating adjacent to business-
zoned property or public rights-of-way.

E. Exceptions. The restrictions on exterior lighting in subsections B, C and D of this
section shall not apply to:

1. Light fixtures on structures listed in the Tumwater, or Washington State, or
National Historic Registers (as defined in TMC Chapter 2.62) that are important in
defining the overall historic character of the structure or building.

2. Projection equipment for outdoor movie theaters and outdoor movie events.

3. Security floodlights with motion detectors and daytime cutoffs that comply with
the light trespass standards of subsection D of this section; provided, that the
duration of activation by the motion sensor does not exceed sixty seconds. Light
trespass at the property line may be diminished to acceptable levels by using lower
wattage bulbs, downward and inward orientation, opaque or translucent shielding,
or combinations thereof.

4. Seasonal decorations illuminated no longer than sixty days.
5. Lights on moving vehicles.
6. Sports field lighting.

7. Navigation lights (such as airports, heliports, or tower lighting required by the
Federal Aviation Administration).

8. Temporary emergency lighting (such as fire, police, repair workers).
9. Traffic control signals and devices.

10. Exterior lighting approved by the community development director for
temporary or periodic events (e.g., special events, nighttime construction, etc.).
Searchlights, lighting displays lasting longer than seven days in any calendar year,
and any lighting displays that cause any direct glare into or upon any building other
than the building to which the display may be related are all prohibited.

11. Light sources lawfully installed prior to the effective date of these regulations.

12. Public streetlights are exempt only from the light trespass standards of
subsection D of this section.

(Ord. ©02011-002, Amended, 03/01/2011; Ord. O2009-001, Added, 11/02/2009)
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City of Olympia | Capital of Washington State

Date: May 6, 2013

To: Mayor Stephen Buxbaum and the Olympia City Council

From: Jerry Parker - Chair of the Olympia Planning Commission

Subject: Transmittal of the Recommendations of the Olympia Planning Commission for

the Update of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan

As Chair of the Olympia Planning Commission, it is my role and privilege to transmit to the
Olympia City Council the recommendations of the Olympia Planning Commission for revisions
to the Olympia Planning Department’s draft July Update to the current Olympia Comprehensive
Plan. Our specific revisions were tentatively approved by majority votes as we proceeded in our
review between July of 2012 and March of 2013. The revisions were approved in their entirety
by a unanimous maijority vote of the Commission on March 18, 2013.

The Commission received over 1,000 pages of both written and electronic comments from the
public. We held seven hearings between July and October of 2012 at which the public had the
opportunity to either summarize or explain previously submitted comments or to submit new
comments.

Subsequent to these hearings, staff from the City’s Planning Department submitted to the
Commission a list of 62 changes between the current Comprehensive Plan and the staff's July
draft that the staff identified as “substantive”. The Commission selected 26 of these
“substantive changes” for its review. Concurrently, individual members of the Commission
identified major topics or issues of interest or concern in the July draft, based in part on the
written comments submitted on the July draft and by public comment at the seven Commission
hearings. Thirty-six topics or issues were identified.

The staff did a remarkable job in guiding Commission members through the often overlapping
“substantive changes” selected by the Commission for review and the topics identified
separately by the Commission for review. In support of our review, the staff prepared
memoranda in response to “information requests” on specific topics of interest or concern
submitted by members of the Commission.

A brief summary of major recommendations resulting from our review of both the substantive
changes and major topics or issues follows.

1. The Commission recommends that the initial chapter in the July draft, “Olympia’s Vision” be
separated into two chapters: an Introduction Chapter and a “Values and Vision” chapter.
This latter chapter is composed of values and visions specific to each subsequent chapter in
the plan. The visions were developed by Commission to provide a context for the values,
goals, and policies in the Update. These vision statements reflect the values, goals, and
policies in the Update; they do not constitute the introduction of new values, goals, or
objectives.

MAYOR: Stephen H. Buxbaum MAYOR PRO TEM: Nathaniel Jones CITY MANAGER: Steven R. Hall
COUNCILMEMBERS: Jim Cooper, Julie Hankins, Steve Langer, Jeannine Roe, Karen Rogers
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2. The Commission recommends that the City develop a public participation action plan that
identifies priority actions, based on the involvement of business, neighborhoods,
environmental groups, and the public-at-large and that the action plan undergo annual
review by the same groups and by the public-at-large.

The Commission identified a need to improve the public involvement process and to initiate
public involvement earlier in land use decisions. Such improvement should include
provisions to assure the public that their opinions and ideas have been received and
considered.

3. The Commission recommends the policy in the July draft related to sea level rise be
replaced with a new goal and related policies that would change the approach from
protection of existing development to one that requires evaluation of all adaptation
strategies, including retreat, and that such evaluation includes analysis of costs and funding
of such options

4. The “urban corridors” and the related “transportation corridors” proposed in the July draft
was, together with two proposed street connections, the source of the major portion of public
comment on the July draft. In response, the Commission proposed several changes to the
Future Land Use Map in the July draft.

Two relatively minor changes were recommended in the land use proposed at Kaiser Road
and South Bay Road.

The major changes recommended by the Commission concern the delineation of the “urban
corridor’. An “Urban Neighborhood” map recommended by the Commission on March 18
removes portions of Harrison Avenue on the Westside, 4th Avenue and State Streets on the
Eastside, and Capitol Boulevard from the “urban corridor’. The Commission voted to work
to reconcile these maps in April and to submit its recommendations to the Council as a
separate Addendum. The Commission did not recommend a change in the definition in the
July draft of an “urban corridor” nor in the listing of urban corridors in the July draft. The
Commission voted on March 18 to reconcile in subsequent meetings the text in the July
draft on “urban corridors” with the map introduced and approved by the Commission on that
date and may recommend a future work item to address any inconsistencies between the
July draft and the “urban neighborhood” map.

In a meeting subsequent to March 18, the Commission agreed to recommend replacement
of the text in the July draft that identified the above “urban corridors” on Harrison, State
Street and Fourth Avenue, and Capitol Boulevard with alternative language consistent with
the “Urban Neighborhood” map.

The Commission did not address inconsistencies between the “Neighborhood Map”
approved on March 18 and the map of “Transportation Corridors” (Appendix H to the
Transportation Chapter). This, like the inconsistency between the “Neighborhood Map” and
the Future Land Use Map was addressed in subsequent meetings of the Commission in
April; the results of which are conveyed to the Council in a separate transmittal.
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In a closely related action, the Commission recommended a new goal and several related
policies related to “urban neighborhoods”. One policy defines “high density” neighborhoods
and identifies the siting of three such neighborhoods. Two related policies disallow medium
or high density development in existing low density neighborhoods with the exception of
medium density “Neighborhood Centers” designed to serve the adjacent neighborhood.
These policies were approved by the Commission on March 18" with the stipulation that the
Commission could work to further refine the policies during their April meetings.

A fourth policy for “urban neighborhoods” recommends the establishment of eight
“‘gateways” along major streets and the creation of unified streetscapes on these streets.

5. In response to testimony urging support for urban agriculture, the Commission is proposing
a new goal and eleven new policies to provide increased specificity and focus. Likewise,
provisions in the July draft for increased “urban green space” have been strengthened and
expanded.

Urban green space incorporates the natural environment into the urban setting, with the goal
that people will be able to experience nature daily and nearby. The policies include
measures to make urban green space viewable and easily accessible.

6. Policies in the July draft regarding “Views and Heights” were replaced by a new goal and
five new policies. The policies provide for a public process to identify “important” views and
observation points. The City will use the recently acquired digital software as a tool to
identify how to preserve such views, while allowing for maximum building height. It also
recommends establishment of an absolute maximum building height.

7. The Commission recommended extensive changes in the transportation chapter. However,
most of these changes were clarifications or refinements in language.

Substantive recommendations to the chapter included changes in the criteria for the
evaluation of proposed connections to assure a fuller involvement by neighborhood
residents; that proposed connections of Decatur Street and of 16 Avenue be contingent on
the results of Phase 2 of the Olympia West Access study; and a future connection between
Kaiser Road and Park Drive be limited to access for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency
vehicles.

8. The Commission accepted the suggestion in the July draft that a Downtown Master Plan be
developed and that it be adopted by the Council separately from the Comprehensive Plan.
The scope of the proposed plan was not changed from the July draft.

At the meeting of the full Commission on March 18, the Commission recommended that it
request the Council to direct the Commission to include in the Commission’s 2013 Work
Plan a consideration of a code amendment to change the hearing body on rezones from
Hearing Examiner to the Planning Commission. The Commission also requested the
following statements three statements be included in this transmittal letter.
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o Thera Black, the Senior Transportation Planner at Thurston Regional Planning
Council (TRPC), provided extensive feedback for improving the July draft of the
Transportation section. Ms. Black has specific relevant expertise in land use and
transportation planning in our area. It was difficult for OPC to address all of her
suggestions and integrate them into a batch of edits that would be easy to deliberate
upon. Therefore, OPC recommended that City Transportation staff review all of Ms.
Black's suggested edits for potential inclusion in the draft to go to Council.

o Climate Change was not addressed in the Transportation section. When Climate
Change is addressed in the rest of the draft Plan, it is usually in termsof adapting to
it. Olympia's role in preventing or slowing Climate Change, is rarely, if ever
addressed. Adequate treatment of Climate Change would not be limited to naming
the connections between providing alternatives to driving alone, but would include
the idea of Climate Change influencing whether or not we fund certain Transportation
projects. That is, because budgeting involves opportunity costs, Climate Change
must become part of our cost-benefit analysis for all capital spending, not just for
transportation.

o The graphic sketches in the July draft fail to effectively convey the development
concepts to which they are intended to relate. These sketches may, in fact, create a
response among readers opposite to that intended. The Planning Commission,
therefore, requests that all graphic sketches in the July draft be removed. If feasible
within the current restraints of budget and schedule, revised sketches of a more
professional nature should be developed. If this is not possible, consideration should
be given to selective use of the sketches in the current (1994) Comprehensive Plan.

Some members of the Commission remain concerned that the Commission did not have
adequate time to review all changes and topics as thorough a manner as they felt necessary.
This concern will be reflected in several of the suggested “work plan” items for 2013 that the
Commission will be submitting to the Council later this spring.

In completing our review and revision of the July draft Comprehensive Plan within the time
allotted by the overall schedule, the Commission benefited from the very dedicated support of
City staff. They provided considerable background information to assist the Commission while
not intruding into the Commission’s policy making role, as well as organizing and recording
rather complex and sometimes confusing layers of proposed and revised text, goals, and
policies. And finally, | must thank all Commission members for participation in what was a
trying if not exhausting schedule of meetings and, in particular, Commissioner Bardin who
conducted the three March meetings of the Commission while | was on vacation.
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Looking forward, | believe the real work now begins. The Comprehensive Plan provides the
framework, the bones of a future Olympia. Now we need to put flesh on the bones. Our
programs and regulations will determine whether the goals and policies in the Plan become the
creative, exciting city the Commission and, more importantly, the people of Olympia imagine
and expect.

Sincerely,

A e

Jerome Parker
Chair, Olympia Planning Commission
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Date: May 6, 2013

To: Mayor Stephen Buxbaum and the Olympia City Council

From: Jerry Parker - Chair of the Olympia Planning Commission

Subject: Transmittal of an Addendum to the Recommendations of the Olympia Planning

Commission for the Update of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan

The attached Addendum to the Recommendations of the Olympia Planning Commission for the
Update to the Olympia Comprehensive Plan revises a set of recommendations adopted by the
Commission on March 18 and conveyed separately to the Council.

Two reasons account for this separate transmittal. First, the staff requested that the
Commission complete its recommendations for the Update on March 18, in order to allow the
staff to integrate these recommendations into the draft for timely transmittal to the Council. As
of that date, the Commission had not completed its deliberations on the issue addressed in this
Addendum. The Commission agreed that it should continue its deliberations and convey its
recommendations on this issue separately to the Council.

Second, the terms of four of the nine members of the Commission expired at the end of March.
Consequently, the recommendations in this Addendum reflect the decisions of the five
remaining members. This change in the Commission’s membership argues for a separation of
the two related sets of recommendations regarding the Update to the Comprehensive Plan.*

The recommendations that follow were discussed and voted upon at Commission meetings of
April 1, April 15, and May 6. As noted in our transmittal letter for the recommendations adopted
March 18, these subsequent recommendations pertain to a major topic that was addressed
during the Commission’s deliberations: an “Urban Neighborhood Map” and policies related to
that map. On March 18, the Commission approved an “Urban Neighborhood Map,” but lacked
sufficient time to reconcile this “Urban Neighborhood Map” with the Future Land Use Map and
policies related to that Future Land Use Map included in the Commission’s recommended
Update to the Comprehensive Plan.

The Addendum being transmitted to the Council responds to a motion made at the March 18
Planning Commission meeting directing the remaining members to identify for the Council
inconsistencies between the Future Land Use Map and related policies in the Update
recommended by the Commission on March 18 and the “Urban Neighborhood Map”
recommended by the Commission on the same date and to recommend to the Council
resolution of such inconsistencies. (A copy of the motion is provided below.)

The “Urban Neighborhood Map” approved on March 18 removes portions of Harrison Avenue
on the Westside, 4th Avenue and State Streets on the Eastside, and Capitol Boulevard from the
“urban corridor” designated in the Future Land Use Map.

MAYOR: Stephen H. Buxbaum MAYOR PRO TEM: Nathaniel Jones CITY MANAGER: Steven R. Hall
COUNCILMEMBERS: Jim Cooper, Julie Hankins, Steve Langer, Jeannine Roe, Karen Rogers
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The Addendum approved on May 6 recommends that the Council replace the Future Land Use
Map and the “Urban Neighborhood Map” included in the Commission’s recommended Update to
the Comprehensive Plan with the Future Land Use Map approved on May 6.

The “Future Land Use Map” approved by the Commission on May 6 differs slightly from the
“Urban Neighborhood Map” approved on March 18. It identifies slightly different areas proposed
for “high density”.

The Addendum also recommends changes to Appendix A of the Land Use & Urban Design
chapter, which defines the land use designations depicted on the Future Land Use Map. These
proposed changes are summarized as follows:

o The provisions for Low Density Neighborhoods are revised to provide for densities of
4 to 14 dwelling units per acre and that current zoning limits would be grandfathered.
The provisions for Medium Density Neighborhoods are revised to provide for
densities of 15 to 30 dwelling units per acre and suggested housing types are
identified.

o The provisions for Neighborhood Centers are revised to provide for Medium Density
Neighborhood Centers in Low Density Neighborhoods to provide services for the
adjacent residents. Such centers are to be designated by a neighborhood planning
process.

o A new provision is established for High Density Neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods are recommended to have a density of 30 dwelling units per acre or
above.

o The revisions to Attachment A specify a height limit of 35 feet for both the low and
medium density neighborhoods. The height for the high density neighborhood
designation is recommended to be governed by the provisions in the Comprehensive
Plan related to Height and View Protection.

o The recommendations identify some changes to the names for each of the eight
gateways approved at the March 18 meeting.

The definition of Low Density Neighborhoods in Appendix A makes clear that where current
zoning designates a density below that provided in the definition, such zoning would remain
controlling. In the interests of simplicity and “readability,” the Future Land Use Map approved by
the Commission on May 6 does not reflect this important provision.

On May 6, the Commission approved the attached Addendum to its March 18 recommendations
to the Council for the Update to the Comprehensive Plan. The Addendum includes a goal and
policies related to Urban Neighborhoods, the revised Future Land Use Map, changes to
Appendix A to that map, deletions to the Transportation Chapter that conflict with the approved
Future Land Use Map, a table summarizing proposed land use designations, and a listing of
proposed Urban Gateways and Civic Boulevards.
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In conclusion, | wish to acknowledge the work of Commissioner Paul Ingman on this Addendum,
prior to his resignation from the Commission.

Singerely,

AoV,

erome Parker
Chair, Olympia Planning Commission

*The final vote approving this Addendum was made on May 6. The final vote included the four
members who deliberated on the Addendum and the four members appointed to the
Commission in April. This Addendum was, in large measure, the work of Paul Ingman.
Commissioner Ingman resigned from the Commission prior to the final vote on May 6.

The following motion regarding the Future Land Use Map and the Urban Neighborhood Map,
which are incorporated into the draft document, was agreed to at the March 18 meeting of the
Olympia Planning Commission.

“Move forward to City Council both the Future Land Use Map from the July draft and
Commissioner Ingman’s Urban Neighborhood’s Map. Includes an understanding that
OPC will do some work in April so that both maps conform to goals and policies re:
Urban Neighborhoods being recommended by OPC. (Intent is not to change the
recommendation, rather make sure maps accurately reflect the Urban Neighborhood
goals and policies being recommended, and identify any inconsistencies to be worked
out at the Council level.” (Motion and majority vote — 3/18.)



Chapter: Land Use and Urban Design

Section: Downtown and other Neighborhoods

Goal and Policy: Urban Neighborhoods

Map Attached: “Olympia Planning Commission - March 11, 2013: Future Land
Use” [this map approved for recommendation on May 6, 2013]

GOAL: Olympia’s Neighborhoods provide housing choices that fit the diversity of local
income levels and life styles. They are shaped by public planning processes that
continuously involve citizens, neighborhoods, and city officials.

POLICIES:

P1: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways along major streets to
downtown Olympia and our Capitol. These streets will act as tree-lined civic boulevards
that present a unified streetscape that enhances the grandeur of our Capital City.

P2: High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing into a number of designated sites:
Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Triangle.
Commercial uses directly serve High-density Neighborhoods and allow people to meet
their daily needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density
Neighborhoods are primarily walk-dependent. At least one-quarter of the forecasted
growth is planned for downtown Olympia.

P3: Protect and preserve the existing established Low-density Neighborhoods. Disallow
medium or high density development in existing Low-density Neighborhoods except for
Neighborhood Centers.

P4: Allow Medium-density Neighborhood Centers in Low-density Neighborhoods to

include both civic and commercial uses that serve the neighborhood. Neighborhood
centers emerge from a neighborhood public process.
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Chapter: Land Use and Urban Design
Section: Appendix A — Future Land Use Map Designations

Appendix A — Future land Use Map Designations
[Following sections define five land use designations of “OPC - Future Land Use Map”.]

Low-density Neighborhoods: Protect and preserve the existing established Low-density
Neighborhoods by grandfathering in existing zoning limits while providing flexibility for
neighborhood-developed sub-area plans. Residential density range, which is primarily
single-family detached housing and low-rise multi-family housing, is from a minimum of
four to fourteen dwelling units per acre. This range maintains and safeguards the historic
character of neighborhoods and specific qualities associated with each neighborhood.
Low-density neighborhoods are shaped by a public planning process that continuously
involves citizens, the neighborhood, and city officials. Low-density neighborhoods
disallow medium or high-density development, except for Neighborhood Centers, but
allows for accessory dwelling units. The maximum height in low-density neighborhoods
is 35°-0”.

Medium-density Neighborhoods: Medium-density Neighborhoods involve multi-family
residential densities between 15 to 30 units per acre as determined by the neighborhood
public process. Suggested housing land uses may include townhouses and small
apartment buildings. Clustering may be permitted.

Medium-density Neighborhoods Centers: Medium-density Neighborhood Centers
include both civic and commercial uses that serve the neighborhood. These centers are
allowed in Low-density Neighborhoods. The neighborhood center density level will
emerge from a neighborhood public process. The neighborhood public process will
involve all necessary parameters to ensure street improvements, transit access, setbacks,
and the appropriate level of housing and public services for each center.

Medium-density Neighborhood Centers provide residential, commercial, and civic
spaces. Suggested housing includes townhouses, small apartments, and other multi-
family buildings. Low-density commercial neighborhood centers will have a maximum
35’-0” height for both low and medium density neighborhoods. [Note: Tumwater
Brewery District, a medium density commercial center, and transit hub may serve as a
neighborhood center for southeast Olympia residents. ]

High-density Neighborhoods: High-density Neighborhoods, include both multifamily
and commercial uses, and have residential densities of more than 30 dwelling units per
acre. High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing in a number of designated sites:
Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Triangle.
Commercial uses directly serve the high-density neighborhoods and allow people to meet
their daily needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density
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Neighborhoods contain primarily walk-dependent services. The maximum heights in
these neighborhoods are based on the “Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.

Gateways & Civic Boulevards: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways
along major streets to downtown Olympia and the State Capitol Campus. These major
streets act as tree-lined civic boulevards, providing a unified streetscape that enhances the
grandeur of our Capital City.

Gateways to the Deschutes River Valley are located at entry/exit points and along the
green civic boulevards that enter the state capital city of the State of Washington. They
are located at: city boundaries, topographical changes, transitions in land use, and shifts
in transportation densities. Three of the eight gateways are located at the city limits; at
these three entrances “Welcome to Olympia” signage may be included. Gateways are
densely planted with native trees and understories that form the transition between
distinct land uses and the formal green civic boulevards. Each civic boulevard forms a
unique urban space.

Chapter: Transportation

Section: Land Use (p.14 of 51)
Goal and Policy: “GT 14 - The Urban Corridors ...”

GT 14 Delete: “...east 4™ and State Avenue, portions of Harrison Avenue, ...”
and “...portions of Capitol Way ...”

PT 14.4 Delete: “...cast 4™ and State Avenue...” and “...and portions of Capitol
Way...”

Chapter: Land Use and Urban Design

LU Table 1
“OPC - Future Land Use Designations”

Low-density Neighborhoods (LDN)
Use: Single-family Residential
Density: 4 to 14 units per acre, while protecting existing LDN zoning density.
Height: 35 foot maximum

Medium-density Neighborhoods (MDN)
Use: Multi-family Residential
Density: 15 to 30 units per acre
Height: 35 foot maximum
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Medium-density Neighborhood Centers (MDNC)
Use: Multi-family Residential and limited low-density Commercial
Density: 15 to 30 units per acre
Height: 35 foot maximum

High-density Neighborhoods (HDN)
Use: Multi-family Residential and Commercial
Density: Greater than 30 units per acre
Height: See Note 1

Note 1: Delete all heights limitations from staff draft on LU Table 1, except as identified
above. Specific height limits shall be established by development codes, which are based
on the Comprehensive Plan’s “OPC - Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.”

OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION
PRELIMINARY RECOMMMENDATIONS
March 18, 2013

Item # 41 - Delete and replace with OPC “Low-density” definition above.
Item #43 - PL13.9 — Delete “... townhouses...”
Item #56 - PL11.5 — “No change” (p.20 of 44)

Item #57 - GL 12 — “No change” (p.22 of 44)

Chapter: Land Use and Urban Design
Section: Urban Corridors (p.17 of 44)
Policy: Policy PL11.7 (p.20 of 44)

Note 2: [The following section replaces “PL11.7”.] Each Civic Boulevard will have a
distinct spatial environmental setting that is shaped by the public planning process that
continuously involves citizens, neighborhoods, and city officials. Urban Corridors will be
primarily accessed by transit and motor vehicles with provisions for pedestrian and
bicycle travel. City of Olympia’s consistent theme along all civic boulevards will be
“Urban Green Spaces.” The following table includes: the Urban Gateway number, name,
and location; and the Civic Boulevard’s adjoining land use.
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Urban Gateways and Civic Boulevards

1. Priest Point Park Gateway: East Bay Drive at City Limits
Corridor Land Uses: Single-family and Multi-family Residential, and
Natural

2. Mt. Rainier Gateway: Martin Way and Pacific Intersection

Corridor Land Uses: Low density Mixed Use in Single-family Residential

3. Interstate Gateway: Henderson and Plum St. Intersection
Corridor Land Uses: Commercial

4. Watershed Park Gateway: Henderson at North Street
Corridor Land Uses: Single-family residential, public schools, and natural

5. Capitol Gateway: Capital Boulevard at City Limits
Corridor Land Uses: Single-family Residential and low-density
commercial

6. Deschutes Gateway: Deschutes Park Way at City Limits
Corridor Land Uses: Natural, Passive Recreation and Public Use Areas

T Black Hills Gateway: Harrison and Division Intersection
Corridor Land Uses: Low-density Mixed Use compatible with Single-
family Residential

8. Schneider Creek Gateway: Schneider Hill Rd.& West Bay Drive
Intersection
Corridor Land Uses: Multi-family Residential and Commercial

® k ok
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May 8, 2013

Olympia City Council
Olympia, WA

Dear Mayor Buxbaum and City Council Members:

The Olympia Planning Commission worked diligently over the last three-and-a-half years to
develop its recommendations for the latest update of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. During
this time we attempted to provide citizens multiple and varied opportunities to comment and
be heard. Many of the policies put forward by staff and the Commission resulted directly from
community input.

| feel honored to have been part of this process and hope that the revised vision, values, goals,
and policies we are proposing will provide a solid foundation for your continued work on the
plan. | am confident the work of the Council, Commission, and staff will result in a plan that
citizens can be proud of and will help Olympia become a better place to live for all of us.

While we were able to cover a lot of ground, the Commission did not have time to address
every issue of importance and some issues that were addressed we would like to have
addressed more thoroughly.

In this letter, | would like to point out the following key issues that | believe need further work
by the Council or the Commission:

1. Of great importance is development of vibrant mixed-use communities that
accommodate anticipated population increases while maintaining the historic, livable
neighborhoods that contribute so much to the character of the city. The Commission’s
concept is to focus much of the city’s growth in urban nodes, including downtown, the
area between Martin and Pacific on the east side, and the area around Capital Mall on
the west side. The Commission did excellent work on this proposal prior to approving
our recommendations in March. The five commissioners remaining in April continued
work on the proposal and are submitting more refined language as an addendum to the
original proposal. | hope the Council will accept the adopted recommendations and the
future land use map included with the addendum. With the Council’s approval, the
Commission could further refine the proposal as part of our work program.



2. The Commission did not have time to delve into downtown planning issues. Based on
community input, downtown development is important to many people and | think we
should begin work on this planning sooner rather than later. | hope that Council will
allow the Commission to begin developing a process for a community-wide downtown
planning process. This process could serve as a model for subarea planning, which is
among the significant changes in the comprehensive plan update.

Based on the proposed public participation policies and goals in the draft plan as well as
other input we have heard, | believe the downtown planning effort should involve a
broad segment of the community. The Council could create an ad hoc committee
consisting of residents, business owners, state and county officials, developers, business
owners, neighborhood representatives, advisory committee members, community
experts in disciplines such as environment, planning, and transportation, and
representatives of other key stakeholder groups. An urban planning/urban design firm
could be contracted to provide leadership and guidance to the group. The Council could
either serve as the steering committee, or create one, to guide the ad hoc group as their
work evolves. It is essential that the community has maximum input into the downtown
plan and that there is buy-in from a broad range of community groups, business and
development interests, neighborhoods, and the general population as the downtown
plan takes shape. This downtown planning effort could also model the planning effort
for the other two nodes the Planning Commission identified.

The Commission recommended that the Downtown Plan not be a component of the
Comprehensive Plan. | support that concept. But the Comprehensive Plan should
provide guidance for the plan’s development. It would be appropriate for the Planning
Commission to work on this guidance as a work plan item for submittal to the Council.
To a large extent, the plan provides principles to guide the work of potential downtown
planning committees, but additional clarity made be needed in areas such as height
limits, integration with the Shoreline Management Plan, use of form-based codes,
parking policies, preservation of historical features, creation of downtown districts,
traffic calming, walkability and biking, and examination of the current one-way couplet
through downtown.

3. The City should continue to look at our urban growth boundaries and how our less
urban communities toward the periphery of the city and in the urban growth areas are
developing. We should examine how to make all communities more walkable and
transit-friendly. This work may appropriately be done in cooperation with the county
and our neighboring cities. As a part of this effort, we could look also at the cost of



providing infrastructure to these areas and how to provide alternatives to septic
systems.

4. Another issue that would benefit from further analysis and emphasis is pedestrian
safety. | believe that this is a critical comprehensive plan issue. We should be working
toward a zero pedestrian fatality goal as part of our 20-year plan. The Commission
proposal includes a policy in the Transportation chapter (PT1.3) that would reduce
speed limits on local access streets from 25 to 20 miles per hour. While the proposed
plan supports safer crossings, it may be appropriate to emphasize adding well-spaced
crossings on all arterials, particularly those with large block size, and increasing
enforcement of the yield-to-pedestrian laws. Lastly, the City could add policies
supporting public education geared toward students, drivers, and walkers on respecting
pedestrians, the importance and value of walking, and the motorist’s and pedestrian’s
role in achieving the zero pedestrian fatality goal.

There are several other issues that need further work, but | will leave it to my Planning
Commission colleagues to bring these forward.

Thank you for the opportunity to work on the Comprehensive Plan and to present my views in
this letter. | look forward to our continuing work with the Council on the Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, action plan, subarea plans, and other related efforts.

Sincerely,

C oot N
/
Rogeﬁ«j::

Member, Olympia Planning Commission



To: Mayor Stephen Buxbaum and the Olympia City Council
From: Jerry Parker - Member of the Olympia Planning Commission

Subject: Comments Regarding Recommendations of Olympia Planning
Commission for the Update of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan

Date: May 8, 2013

The comments which follow are offered from my position as one of nine members of the
Olympia Planning Commission. They are not offered as Chair of the Commission nor
on behalf of the Commission. | have transmitted a summary of the Commission’s
recommendations and procedures in two separate memoranda.

| endorse the general themes in the July draft Update of the Comprehensive Plan
prepared by the staff of Planning and Community Development. | specifically endorse
the goal of a more compact and walkable city. | concurrently endorse the changes in
that draft recommended by the Commission. Of particular significance is the
recommended change from a linear pattern of urban corridors to a nodal focus for
higher density development.

The logic for such a pattern of what in the literature is referred to a “poly nodal
urbanism” was not articulated in the Commission’s recommendations. | believe that
given the current market demand for more intensive development, it is imperative that
such development be focused in limited areas. This will help assure that the aggregate
level of development within those areas achieves a “critical mass” sufficient to support
the mixed uses that will achieve the walkable communities that are a key provision in
the recommended Update.

| also support the proposal for “gateways” in the City. The current level of
accommodation to car traffic is in direct conflict with the city envisioned in the Imagine
Olympia process upon which the Update is based. Moreover, there is little in our
existing streetscape to provide a sense of place to the City. Our major roads appear to
be designed for maximum traffic flow, for getting people through the City and out. They
do almost nothing to enhance either the driving experience or the sense of place
imperative to a healthy city. Examples from around the nation suggest that the
economic vitality of downtowns is inversely related to the speed of vehicular traffic.
Creation of boulevards with widened sidewalks, trees, and medians for pedestrians
created from multi-lane thoroughfares can generate private sector investment several
times their cost. Quite obviously, our options for such enhancement are not unlimited
but we need to take advantage of every opportunity to improve both the aesthetics and
the economy of Olympia.

The goal of a more compact city requires that we review at the earliest possible time the
current urban growth boundary. | realize a review is scheduled later in this decade but
a failure to undertake a review at the earliest possible time will likely mean continued



sprawl with the related costs to the City that are not paid by such development. The
recommended Update did not identify early review of the urban growth boundary as a
goal or policy but such review would be wholly consistent with the foundational goals of
the Update.

Many of the goals and policies in the Update to encourage a more compact city require
public infrastructure investment and time for such investments to achieve this objective.
There is, however, one area where a significant increase in our neighborhood densities
(and related walkability) can be achieved with minimal cost and delay: infill. The
recommended Update includes a welcome expansion of the area for such infill.
However, there needs to be an active program to review the current standards for infill
structures. Though commonly understood to be Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs), infill
housing is best described as “space efficient housing” and includes a range of
alternatives to single family structures. Such infill housing can help provide the
neighborhood densities to support walkability by providing the basis for local groceries
and convenience stores and for improved public transit. Of equal importance, infill can
provide income to current residents and alternatives for individuals or couples at a stage
of life where they wish to “downsize” without leaving their communities.

In addition to its inherent benefits, infill has the benefit that most of the research and
program development has already been done by cities in the region. An aggressive
outreach program in Santa Cruz (CA) produced a dramatic increase in infill
construction. Portland and Vancouver, British Columbia have developed very effective
regulations and outreach programs and the Sightline Institute in Seattle has a
compilation of infill resources. Early action to promote infill could be a very cost effective
step for the City in meeting the basic vision of the Update.

The changes proposed in the Update will likely generate concern among the public.
Increased density can be understood as equivalent to a decline in quality of life. In my
opinion, it is the exact opposite. However, the Update and related City efforts to convey
the benefits of a more compact city are ineffective, if not counterproductive. The
graphic depictions of mixed use development in the draft Update are, at best, grim. In
this context, a picture is worth a thousand words and the Update and related City efforts
need “good pictures.” These could be sketches in the actual plan but should be
augmented or complemented by a web site with examples from other cities of housing
types, infill, mixed use, and streetscapes. Too often, public dialogue regarding
proposed development devolves into a rather depressing dichotomy contrasting some
arcadian ideal as depicted by Thomas Kinkade with visions of the lower east side of
New York in 1910. Lost in that chasm are the streetscapes of Barcelona, Madrid,
Rome, Paris, San Francisco, and Portland or, locally and scaled to Olympia, of Kirkland,
Bellingham, Walla Walla, and, yes, Burien.

As a corollary to the need for a greatly enhanced public understanding of development
options is the need for the City to have on staff or on retainer an urban designer. The
City staff working with the Planning Commission has been outstanding. Without their
commitment and competence, the Commission would have been lost. However, urban

Page 2



design is a separate and unique element in urban planning and one that is
conspicuously absent in Olympia. An urban designer could not only provide a more
effective graphic representation of development alternatives but, most importantly, could
propose such development alternatives. | am not proposing that the City abandon its
fate to an urban designer. Rather, | believe some well-conceived options developed by
an urban designer would provide a far more meaningful public dialogue than the vague
but often repeated notions of “vitality” or “vibrancy”.

Finally, | urge the Council to engage the City “pro-actively” in development. For far too
long, the City’s role has been reactionary. Projects of questionable design or suitability
are brought forward and the City merely approves or rejects them based on current, if
outdated, codes. This is wasteful for both developers and for the City and, most
importantly, for the residents of Olympia. The City needs to work with residents and
neighborhoods to clarify what is wanted and where and then work with developers to
make it happen. We have been passive far too long. If the Comprehensive Plan is to
have meaning and justify the cost to the City and to the public, it must now move from
theory to practice, from talk to action, from concept to construction.
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May 8, 2013

Olympla City Council
* 601 4™ Avenue S.E.
Olympia, WA 98501

Dear Mayor and Council members:

Thank you for the opportunity to convey a few statements regarding the proposed recommendation on
the Olympia Comprehensive Plan. While there is a lengthy record of the Commission’s public hearing
and deliberations, | encourage the Council to review the Commission’s record on the Comprehensive
Plan.

In addition to the public record, it is our attempt through these letters to provide each Commissioner with
an opportunity to articulate their individual thoughts as well. Below are some specific actions for your
consideration that should he conducted on either the Commission’s recommendation or the Council’s final
action on the Comprehensive Pian.

First and foremost, it is my understanding that the final recommendation of the Planning Commission
consist of the actions taken as of March 18, 2013. Any actions taken after this date do not have the
formal re\sltiew and consideration of those members on the Commission who concluded their terms on
March 317,

o Encourage the Council to support those recommendations by the Commission that received
unanimous approval, including proposed amendments and issues adopted by consent.

o Strongly support the degree of public participation that has occurred since the kickoff of Imagine
Olympia in November 2009. The community has been actively engaged in developing a vision for
Olympia including the public processes for the Shoreline Master Program and the Comprehensive
Plan. Moreover, the Commission implemented a creative and interactive process which | believe was
well received by the community.

o Generally supportive of the separation and integration of the Vision and Values within each of the
individual chapters of the Comprehensive Plan.

o Encourage the Council to assess potential reconciliation of any inconsistencies between the
recommended Comprehensive Plan with its adopted Master Plans for utilities, transportation and
parks. This includes fiscal inconsistencies.

o Generally supportive of the concept of increasing Green Space - Open Space; however it will be
essential that the City establish the nexus for requiring the dedication of private property without
creating a taking of property rights without just compensation. This should include a definition of, and
regulatory framework for meeting the goals and policies recommended for urban green/open spaces.

o Do not support the removal of integrating Subarea Plans into the Comprehensive Plan. | am not
convinced that there is sufficient justification on why such plans should be outside of the
Comprehensive Plan. It is my opinion that such plans will have little or no authority without full
integration into a Growth Management Act Comprehenswe Plan, (see Topics BZ “‘Low Impact
Development’; and B14 “Subarea Plans”, Tousley letters in February 11" & March 4™ Commission
packets).




Mayor and Council members
May 8, 2013
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Do not support the Commission’s recommendation to change the direction of the City's proposed
urban corridors strategy. While there is substantial testimony in the public record regarding the
corridor south of I-5, | do not believe that the record reflects any recommendation to depart from the
Urban Corridors Task Force. There was no discussion by the Commission about the Council’s Joint
Resolution (M-1786) regarding its partnership with adjacent jurisdictions. | am concerned about the
Commission’s recommendation and whether it presents down zone in the areas recommended for
removal from the HDC-1, HDC-2, HDC-3 and HDC-4 zones?

Support the removal of the Urban Corridor designation for the area along Capitol Way south of
Interstate-5 specifically the Wildwood, Carlyon and Governor Stevens neighborhoods. This is
consistent with the- testimony received and consistent with the justification and criteria for not
including the South Capitol Neighborhood within the corridor.

Support the development of an Action Plan enacted by Council through Ordinance. The Council has
already begun discussion on how the Action Plan will address the implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan through development regulations as well as future planning efforts.

Support the testimony provided by Michael McCormick and Holly Gadbaw regarding Growth
Management Act compliance of the Capital Facilities Element with the Comprehensive Plan (see
Topic B17; Tousley letter March 11" Commission packet). Moreover, it is my recommendation that
the Council conduct a complete fiscal impact assessment of the cost to implement the recommended
Comprehensive Plan.

Support the goals and policies integrated into the Comprehensive Plan to address urban agriculture.

Support integration when appropriate of the Shoreline Master Program goals and policies and
development regulations into the Comprehensive Plan.

Support a complete assessment of the Comprehensive Plan under the State’s Environmental Policy
Act including the economic impact of the proposal. | am concerned that the Commission’s
recommendation may not merit a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement threshold.

Do not support the recommended policy change from the Hearing Examiner to the Planning
Commission for rezones. 1 believe that this proposed amendment is not warranted nor supported by
the record. '

Generally support the Chair's letter to the Council with exception to areas in the record where |
registered a nay vote, abstained or recused myseif.

| would be terribly remised if | did not acknowledge the tremendous efforts by the City staff over the past
four years working on the Comprehensive Plan update. It has been a lengthy process, and along with my
former colleagues and staff, | look forward to the study sessions scheduled between the City Council and
Commission on June 11™.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide my statements regarding the
Comprehensive Plan.

Cordlally,'%1 | %‘(%[‘7
¥ 1
Amy L. Tousley, 2 Chair

Olympia Planning Commission




February 6, 2013

To: Members of the Olympia Planning Commission
From: Amy L. Tousley, Commissioner
Subject: Olympia Comprehensive Plan — Low Impact Development

My initial intent for establishing this as a topic was to afford Commissioners the
opportunity to review and discuss the proposed goals and policies in the Olympia
Comprehensive Plan regarding the framework of low impact developments.

Low impact development practices can be used to achieve environmental protection in
an area where there may be specific development constraints such as stormwater
infiltration or liquefaction. It can also be utilized to conserve green “open” spaces while
implementing a development strategy for achieving specific density levels through
clustering. The ability to cluster industrial, commercial and residential development
should be considered as a strategy for low impact developments.

Low impact development may also implement less intensive development standards
such as pervious sidewalks or narrow streets simply because they are more sustainable
and may promote other goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

In reviewing the following goals and policies contained in the July draft of the Olympia
Comprehensive Plan, it is my opinion that a broad foundation has been established to
address these types of low impact development strategies.

The challenge will be the development of an implementation strategy that carries out the
goals and policies contained in the Comprehensive Plan. Implementation through the
development and adoption of the City’s sub-area plans will be a key part of identifying
where these areas exist and how best to address them. Moreover, it will be critical to
adopt or amend the City’s regulatory framework such as stormwater, landscape, EDDs;
urban forestry; clearing and grading; subdivision; and critical areas.



Listed below is listing of proposed goals and polices providing a framework for low

impact development:

GN 1

“Natural resources and processes are conserved and
protected by Olympia’s planning, regulatory, and
management activities.”

PN 1.1 “new”

“Administer development regulations which protect
environmentally sensitive areas, drainage basins, and
wellhead areas.”

PN 1.2

“Coordinate critical areas ordinances and stormwater
management requirements regionally based on best
available science.”

PN 1.3

“Limit development in areas that are environmentally
sensitive, such as steep slopes and wetlands; direct
development and redevelopment to less sensitive areas.”

PN 1.4 “new”

“Conserve and restore natural systems, such as wetlands
or stands of mature trees, to contribute to solving
environmental issues.”

PN 1.5

“Preserve the existing topography on a portion of new
development sites; integrate the existing site contours into
the project design and minimize the use of grading and
other large scale land disturbance.”

PN 1.6 “new”

“Establish regulations, and design standards that
minimize the impact new development has on storm
runoff, environmental sensitive areas, wildlife habitat, and
trees.”

PN 1.7

“Limit hillside development to site designs that incorporate
and conform to the existing topography.”

PN 1.8 “new”

“Limit the negative impacts of development on public
lands and environmental resources, and require
restoration when impacts are unavoidable.”

PN 1.9 “new”

“Foster partnerships among public, private, and non-profit
agencies and community groups to identify and evaluate
new and innovative approaches to low impact
development and green building.”

PN 1.10

“Increase the use of low impact and green building
development methods through a combination of
education efforts, technical assistance, incentives,
regulations, and grant funding opportunities.”

PN 1.11

“Design, build, and retrofit public projects and
infrastructure to incorporate sustainable design and green
building methods, require minimal maintenance, and fit
natural into the surround environment.”




GN 2

“Land is preserved and sustainably managed”

(Environmental priorities that have yet to be developed)

PN 2.1

“Prioritize acquiring and preserving land by a set of
priorities that considers the environmental benefits of the
land, such as stormwater management, wildlife habitat,
and access to recreation.”

PN 2.2 “new”

“Preserve land where there are opportunities for making
connections between healthy systems; for example, land
located along a stream corridor.”

PN 2.3

“Identify, remove, and prevent the use and spread of
invasive plants and wildlife.”

PN 24

“Preserve and restore native plant communities by
incorporating restoration efforts and volunteer
partnerships into all land management.”

PN 2.5

“Design improvements to public land with existing and
new vegetation that is attractive, adapted to our climate,
supports a variety of wildlife, and requires minimal long-
term maintenance.”

PN 2.6

“Conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of
separate pieces of land, in addition to existing corridors.”

PN 2.7

“Practice sustainable maintenance and operations that
reduce the City’s environmental impact.”

PN 2.8

“Evaluate, monitor and measure environmental
conditions, and use the findings to develop short- and
long-term management strategies.”

PN 6.8

“Evaluate expanding low impact development approaches
citywide, such as those used in the Green Cove Basin.”

GL 1

‘Land use patterns, densities and site designs are
sustainable and support decreasing automobile reliance.”

PL11

“Ensure that new development is built at urban
densities...”

PL1.2

“Focus development in areas that enhance the
community..., and where adverse environmental impacts
can be avoided or minimized.”

PL1.3

“Direct high density development....and sensitive
drainage basins will not be impacted.”

PL1.5

“‘Require development to meet appropriate minimum
standards...and require existing development to be
gradually improved to such standards.”




PL1.8

“Buffer incompatible...uses by requiring landscaped
buffers...use natural buffers where possible and require
clustering where warranted.”

GL 8

“Industry and related development with low environmental
impacts is well-located to help diversity the local
economy.”

PL 8.3

“‘Encourage full, intensive use of industrial areas while
safeguarding the environment...”

GL3

“The range of housing types and densities are consistent
with the community’s changing population needs and
preferences.”

PL 13.2

“Adopt zoning...wide variety of compatible housing types
and densities.”

PL 13.3

“Encourage ‘clustering’ of housing to preserve and protect
environmentally sensitive areas.”

Future Land Use Map Designations

PT 2.9

“Allow for modified street standards in environmentally
sensitive areas..”

PT 2.10

“Use innovative features...reduce or eliminate stormwater
runoff.”

GU1

“Utility and land use plans are coordinated so that utility
services can be provided and maintained for proposed
land use.”

PU1.2

“‘Require new developments to construct water,
wastewater and stormwater utilities in a way that will
achieve the community development, environmental
protection, and resource protection goals of this Plan, and
that are consistent with adopted utility plans and
extension policies.”

PU1.3

“Evaluate land use plans and utility goals periodically to
help guide growth to the most appropriate areas, based
on knowledge of current environmental constraints and
currently available utility technology.”

PU 2.10

“Consider the social, economic and environmental
impacts of utility repairs, replacements and upgrades.”




GU 4

“Use Olympia’s water resources efficiently to meet the
needs of the community, reduce demand on facilities, and
protect the natural environment.”

PU5.5

“‘When practice al, develop regionally consistent Critical
Areas Ordinance regulations, Drainage Manual
requirements, and other policies, to ensure the protection
of groundwater quantity and quality across jurisdictional
boundaries.”

PUG.4

“Maintain the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance, policies,
development review process and program management,
to ensure groundwater quality and quantity are protected.”

GE 4

“The City achieves maximum economic, environmental
and social benefit from public infrastructure.”

PE 4.1

“Design infrastructure investments to balance economic,
environmental and social needs, support a variety of
potential economic sectors, and shape the development
of the community in a sustainable pattern.”

PE 4.10

“Encourage the infilling of designated areas by new or
expanded economic activities before considering the
expansion of these areas or creation of new areas.”

PE 5.2

“Use regulatory incentives to encourage sustainable
practices.”

PE7.3

“Define a more active City role in stimulating
development, and influencing the design and type of
development.”

PS 3.1

“Promote a variety of residential densities and housing
types to stimulate a broad range in housing costs.”




February 20, 2013

TO: Olympia Planning Commission
FROM: Amy L. Tousley, Planning Commission
SUBJECT: Olympia Comprehensive Plan — Neighborhood / Sub-Area Planning

It was my intent to set aside the topic of Neighborhood/Sub-Area Plans so that the
Commission could have an opportunity to assess if the proposed Olympia
Comprehensive Plan has established the initial structure for the future development,
adoption and implementation of such ancillary documents. This would also incorporate
the City’s future Implementation Strategy/Action Plan.

First and foremost, the entire Comprehensive Plan provides a framework for Sub-Area
Plans such as the goals and policies in the following chapters:

Vision and Values Utilities
Public Participation Park, Arts and Recreation
Natural Environment Economy

Public Services
Capital Facility Plan

Land Use and Design
Transportation

YVVV VY
YV YV VY

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations

In July 2012, the Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (CNA) and the Olympia City
Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) establishing a city-
neighborhood association partnership for conducting forums and other activities
affecting neighborhoods. This includes the structure for sub-area planning.

The first steps in this forthcoming process will be presented to the Council’s Land Use
and Environment Committee on May 23™. The presentation between the staff and
members of the CNA will consist of considering the first steps in developing a process
for sub-area plans. Status reports of this work will be presented to the Committee on
July 25" and September 26"™. | presume the Committee will then provide a
recommendation to the Council with formal action taking place afterwards.



Below is an excerpt from the CNA’s 2013 Action Plan (see attached). The Action Plan
was presented to Land Use and Environmental Committee on January 30". The
excerpt outlines the CNA’s proposal for developing the Implementation Strategy and
Sub-Area Plans.

B. Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strateqy

The Comprehensive Plan’s Vision Section provides that “Neighborhood groups [should]
take an intimate role in the planning and decision-making affecting their neighborhoods.
The vehicle for this will be an Action Plan or Implementation Strateqy. When the
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategy is prepared by the city, neighborhoods
will focus on the following key areas:

» Ensuring that development regulations are made consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan

» Making city programs more neighborhood centric
» Incorporating neighborhoods in the land use decisions of government organizations

C. Sub-Area Plans

1. A new Organizational Structure for Neighborhoods

CNA has been working to increase the number of areas in the city which are covered by
a neighborhood association. In some areas of the city, consolidations of neighborhoods
are already occurring. The City’s proposed Comprehensive Plan includes neighborhood
involvement in land use in the context of 10 sub-areas. CNA will propose a new
framework for neighborhoods based on the City of Olympia’s sub-area model so that all
areas of the city have a neighborhood association point of contact.

2. Working Group for Sub-Area Planning

One sub-area of the city will be selected as a pilot for the sub-area planning process
involving neighborhoods and the City Department of Community Planning and
Development. CNA will provide assistance to that neighborhood as needed and support
the allocation of neighborhood matching grant funds to assist the neighborhood in the
planning process. Developing a final sub-area could take 1-2 years.

If deemed appropriate, the Planning Commission as well as other City Citizen Advisory
Boards should provide feedback to the Council and CNA regarding the 2013 Action
Plan. To avoid any missteps, it is important that continuity and coordination with the
City’s master plans and subsequent development regulations and the efforts of the CNA
occur.



| believe that there will be a great deal of work accomplished in the 2013 Action Plan
and in subsequent years, including answers about how to address certain specifics in
Sub-Area Plans, such as:

» Do the Sub-Area Plans contain any regulatory authority?

» What will be the public involvement process in developing Sub-Area Plans?

» How will the City’s regulatory framework be integrated toward the implementation of
Sub-Area Plans?

» How will it be determined if Sub-Area Plans are consistent with and further the
overall Comprehensive Plan for the City?

» What is the overall timeframe for addressing the 12 Sub-Area Plans (A through K,
and Downtown)? The CNA indicates that a template will be created for the first plan.

» What are the obligations for implementation of Sub-Area Plans by the City Council?
What is the process for the development and adoption (1 to 2 years per plan)?

» In addition to the Neighborhood Match Grants, what other funds for Sub-Area Plans
will be used?

» Will there be a Sub-Area Plans for the Urban Growth Area — Thurston County?

Olympia Sub-Area Map

Based on its deliberations, the Commission should consider forwarding a
recommendation on whether to accept or amend the proposed Olympia Sub-Areas
Map. It is my understanding that the CNA has developed its own map. Although this
was not submitted to the Commission during the open record, it will most likely be
presented to the Council during its Comprehensive Plan process. The Commission
may opt to defer any recommendation on the proposed map due to the proposal by the
CNA. However, absent any change, the July Draft proposal will then be forwarded to
the Council.

Future Land Use Map

Based on its deliberations, the Commission should consider forwarding a
recommendation on whether or not to accept or amend the proposed Olympia Future
Land Use Map. This includes any indication on the designation of land use areas as
well as neighborhood centers or nodes versus villages. It is important that Commission
review the designations and defined terms for the following land use classifications
since these classifications will then be used as a basis for the underlying zoning
categories.

» Low-Density Housing » Mixed Residential
» Medium-Density Housing » Neighborhood Center



» Residential Mixed Use

» Planned Developments

» Professional Offices & Multi-
Family Housing

» Urban Corridors

» Urban Waterfront

Central Business District
General commercial
Auto Services

Medical Services
Industry

YV V VYV

As stated earlier, the entire Comprehensive Plan provides a framework, however the
goals and policies listed below should be considered essential in ensuring consistency
between Sub-Area Plans established in the City.

Neighborhoods, Villages and Planning Sub-Areas

GL 17 “‘Development maintains and improves neighborhood character and
livability.”
PL17.1 “Require development in established neighborhoods to be of a type,

scale, orientation, and design that maintains or improves the character,
aesthetic quality, and livability of the neighborhood.”

PL17.2 “Unless necessary for historic preservation, prohibit conversion of
housing residential areas to commercial use; instead, support
redevelopment and rehabilitation of older neighborhoods to bolster
stability and allow home occupations (except convalescent care) that do
not degrade neighborhood appearance or livability, create traffic, noise
or pollution problems.”

PL17.3 “Allow elder care homes and senior-only housing and encourage child
care services everywhere except industrial areas; but limit hospice care
to multi-family and commercial districts.”

PL17.4 “Support local food production including urban agriculture, and provide
for a food store with a transit stop within one-half mile of all residents.”

PL 17.5 “‘Encourage development and public improvements consistent with

‘new” healthy and active lifestyles.”

PL 17.6 “Discourage ‘fortress-style’ and unnecessarily secure designs that

‘new” isolate developments and separate neighborhoods.”

GL 18 “Neighborhood centers are the focal point of neighborhoods and
villages.”




PL 18.1

“Establish a neighborhood center at each village site, encourage
development of designated neighborhood centers as shown on Future
Land Use Map and allow designation of additional centers where
compatible with existing land uses and where they are more than one-
half mile from other commercial areas.”

PL 18.2 “Locate neighborhood centers along collector arterial streets and within
about 600 feet of a transit stop.”

PL 18.3 “Include housing, a food store, and a neighborhood park or civic green
at all neighborhood centers. Allow churches, schools, and convenience
businesses and services that cater primarily to neighborhood residents.
Prohibit auto-oriented uses. Vary the specific size and composition of
such centers for balance with surrounding uses; focus commercial uses
on the civic green or park, and limit the size of commercial uses. (Note:
a larger urban center is permitted in the Briggs Urban Village.)”

PL 18.4 “Allow neighborhood center designs that are innovative and provide
variety, but that ensure compatibility with adjoining uses. Consider
appropriate phasing, scale, design and exterior materials, as well as
glare, noise and traffic impacts when evaluating compatibility. Require
buildings with primary access directly from street sidewalks, orientation
to any adjacent park or green and to any adjacent housing, and signage
consistent with neighborhood character.”

PL 18.5 “Locate streets and trails for non-arterial access to the neighborhood
center.”

GL 19 “Trees help maintain strong and healthy neighborhoods.”

PL 19.1 “Use trees to foster a sense of neighborhood identity.”

PL 19.2 “Identify, protect and maintain trees with historic significance or other
value to the community or specific neighborhoods.”

Sub-Area Planning

GL 20 “Each of the community’s major neighborhoods has its own priorities.”

(lneW!!

PL 20.1 “In cooperation with residents, landowners, businesses, and other

‘new” interested parties, establish priorities for the sub-area shown on the

Planning Areas Map. The specific area, content and process for each
sub-area is to be adapted to the needs and interests of each area. (See
public involvement regarding public involvement goals.)




PL 20.2

new

“Create sub-area strategies that address provisions and priorities for
community health, neighborhood centers and places assembly, streets
and paths, cultural resources, forestry, utilities and open space and
parks.”

PL 20.3

“Develop neighborhood and business community approaches to
beautification that include activities in residential and commercial areas.”

‘Villages’ and other Planning Developments

GL 21

“Mixed use developments, also known as “villages,” are a planned with a
pedestrian orientation and a coordinated and balanced mix of land
uses.”

PL 211

“‘Require planned development sites shown on the Future Land Use
Map to develop as coordinated, mixed-use projects.”

PL 21.2

“Provide for any redevelopment or redesign of planned developments
including the Evergreen Park Planned Unit Development to be
consistent with the ‘village vision’ of this Plan.”

PL 21.3

“‘Require ‘master plans’ for villages that encompass the entire site and
specific the project phasing, street layout and design, lot arrangement,
land uses, parks and open space, building orientation, environmental
protection and neighborhood compatibility measures.”

PL21.4

“Proved for a compatible mix of housing in each village with pleasant
living, shopping and working environment, pedestrian-oriented
character, well-located and sized open spaces, attractive well-connected
streets and a balance of retail stores, offices, housing, and public uses.”

PL 21.5

“Require a neighborhood center, a variety of housing, connected trails,
prominent open spaces, wildlife habitat, and recreation areas in each
village.”

PL 21.6

“‘Require that villages retain the natural topography and major
environmental features of the site and incorporate water bodies and
stormwater ponds into the design to minimize environmental
degradation.”

PL 21.7

“Locate parking lots at the rear or side of building, to avoid pedestrian
interference and to minimize street frontage. Landscape any parking
adjacent to streets and minimize parking within villages by reducing
requirement s and providing incentives for shared parking.”




PL 21.8

“‘Require village integrity but provide flexibility for developers to respond
to market conditions.”

PL 21.9

“Limit each village to about 40 to 200 acres; require that at least 60% but
allow no more than 75% of housing to be single-family units; and require
at least 5% of the site be open space with at least one large usable open
space for the public at the neighborhood center.”

PL 21.10

“Require that 90% of village housing be within a quarter mile of the
neighborhood center and a transit stop.”

PL 21.11

“Provide for a single ‘urban village’ at the intersection of Henderson
Boulevard and Yelm Highway; allowing up to 175,000 square feet of
commercial floor area plus an additional 50,000 square feet if a larger
grocery is included; and requiring that on 505 of the housing be single-
family.”

Public Participation and Partners

GP 4

“Sub-area planning conducted through a collaborative effort by
community members and the City and is used to shape how
neighborhoods grow and develop.”

PP 4.1

“‘Work with neighborhoods to identify the priorities, assets and changes
of the designated sub-area(s), as well as provide information to increase
understanding of land-use decision-making processes and the existing
plans and regulations affecting sub-areas.”

PP 4.2

“Encourage wide participation in the development and implementation of
sub-area plans.”

PP 4.3

“Define the role that sub-area plans play in City decision-making and
resource allocation.”

PP 4.4

“Allow initiation of sub-area planning by either neighborhoods or the
City.”

PP 45

“Encourage collaboration between neighborhoods and City
representatives.”




February 28, 2013

TO: Olympia Planning Commission
FROM: Amy L. Tousley, Planning Commissioner
SUBJECT: Olympia Comprehensive Plan — Capital Facilities Plan

My intent for setting aside the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) was for the Commission to
have an opportunity to discuss the City’s current strategy for ensuring compliance with
the Growth Management Act.

Below is the current proposal outlined in the July Draft. This should also be considered
as the documentation for evaluating impacts within the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). There are other policies in the proposed plan which affect the implementation of
the City’s CFP in addition those below cited in the EIS.

Review of the CFP element of the Comprehensive Plan will not be part of the Planning
Commission's public process and review in 2012.

The CFP goals and policies will be reviewed by the Planning Commission in 2013. The
Commission will review these goals and policies in conjunction with their review of the
2014-2019 CFP (6-year planning document). Their review will include a public hearing,
followed by a recommendation to the City Council.

Beginning in 2014, the entire CFP element - background, goals, policies, and 6-year
financing plan - will be located in one PDF document. This webpage will link to that
PDF.

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Section 3: Policy Regarding Maintenance and Operations
Policy PN 2.7 Practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s
environmental impact.

Section 4: Policies Regarding Public Infrastructure Investments
Goal E4 The City achieves maximum economic, environmental and social
benefit from public infrastructure.

Policy PE 4.1 Design infrastructure investments to balance economic,
environmental social needs, support a variety of potential economic
sectors, and shape the development of the community in
sustainable patterns.




Policy PE 4.3 Base public infrastructure investments on analysis determining the
lowest life-cycle cost and benefits to environmental, economic and
social systems.

Growth Management Act

RCW 36.70A.070 - Mandatory Elements.

(3) A capital facilities plan element consisting of: (a) An inventory of existing
capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations and capacities of
the capital facilities; (b) a forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities;
(c) the proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities;
(d) at least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected
funding capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such
purposes; and (e) a requirement to reassess the land use element if probable
funding falls short of meeting existing needs and to ensure that the land use
element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan within the capital
facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent. Park and recreation
facilities shall be included in the capital facilities plan element.

RCW 36.70A.120 — Planning activities and capital budget decisions — Implementation in
conformity with comprehensive plan.
Each county and city that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040
shall perform its activities and make capital budget decisions in conformity with
its comprehensive plan.

Recommendation:

For me, | strongly believe that there is a requirement for ensuring compliance with the
sections cited above. The key to ensuring compliance will be the timing of the
Commission’s review of the 2013 amendments of the goals and policies as well as the
2014-2019 CFP.

The Council should not take formal final action on adopting the updated
Comprehensive Plan without the integration of the 2013 amendments. These
actions could take place concurrently.

It is my recommendation that the March transmittal to the Council refer to the existing
Volume Three: Capital Facilities Plan along with the current 2013 to 2018 Six-Year
Capital Facilities Plan since these are documents currently adopted. As indicated in the
July Draft, the Commission will forward a recommendation on any proposed
amendments to the Council in 2013. | realize that this has already been discussed,
however | believe it is important to refer to these documents to ensure that they are part
of the Commission’s 2013 Work Program especially in the early part of the schedule.


http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.040

There is a lot of work ahead for the Commission and it is essential that this component
be given a high priority. It is hoped that the scope of work will recognize the continued
efforts by the Commission to develop a Long-term Capital Facilities Planning, Strategies
and Priorities document which will hopefully be part of the final adopted Comprehensive
Plan.

http://olympiawa.gov/documents/OlympiaPlanningCommission/2011/Comp%20Plan%?2
0CFP%20Update%2001052011/UpdatedCPVol3CFP.pdf

http://olympiawa.gov/city-
government/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CapitalFacilitiesPlan/2013-
2018%20CFP/2013%20Final%20CFP-rs.pdf

Listed below are the adopted goals and policies in the Olympia Comprehensive Plan:

GOALS AND POLICIES

The goals and policies set out in this section implement the State Growth Management
Act requirements and Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies. Unless
otherwise noted, the City of Olympia--or Thurston County where indicated take
responsibility for implementing the following goals and policies:

GOAL CFPI* | To annually develop a six-year Capital Facilities Plan to implement
the Comprehensive Plan by coordinating urban services, land use
decisions, level of service standards, and financial resources with
a fully funded schedule of capital improvements.

The Capital Facilities Plan is the mechanism by which the City and County schedule the
timing, location, projected cost, and revenue sources for the capital improvements
identified for implementation in other Comprehensive Plan elements. These capital
facilities will be integrated into the Urban Growth Management Areas as urbanization
occurs.

POLICIES: |

CFP 1.1* Provide needed public facilities and services to implement the
Comprehensive Plan, protect investments in existing facilities,
maximize the use of existing facilities, and promote orderly compact
urban growth. This Capital Facilities Plan:

a. s subject to annual review and adoption respectively by the
planning commissions and City Council or Board of County
Commissioners, as appropriate;

b. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;



http://olympiawa.gov/documents/OlympiaPlanningCommission/2011/Comp%20Plan%20CFP%20Update%2001052011/UpdatedCPVol3CFP.pdf
http://olympiawa.gov/documents/OlympiaPlanningCommission/2011/Comp%20Plan%20CFP%20Update%2001052011/UpdatedCPVol3CFP.pdf
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CapitalFacilitiesPlan/2013-2018%20CFP/2013%20Final%20CFP-rs.pdf
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CapitalFacilitiesPlan/2013-2018%20CFP/2013%20Final%20CFP-rs.pdf
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CapitalFacilitiesPlan/2013-2018%20CFP/2013%20Final%20CFP-rs.pdf

c. Defines the scope and location of capital projects or equipment;

d. Defines the project's need and its links to established levels of
service, Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, facility plans, and
other capital facilities projects;

e. Includes the construction costs, timing, funding sources, and
projected operations and maintenance impacts;

f. Establishes priorities for capital project development;

g. Includes a twenty-year forecast of future capital facilities needs, and
an inventory of existing capital facilities;

h. Monitors whether, or to what degree, land use and capital facilities
goals are being achieved; and

i. Is coordinated with Thurston County, school districts,
telecommunications carriers, and private utility providers.

CFP 1.2 Encourage active citizen participation throughout the process of
developing and adopting the Capital Facilities Plan.

CFP 1.3 Support and encourage joint development and use of cultural and
community facilities with other governmental or community
organizations in areas of mutual concern and benefit.

CFP 1.4 Emphasize capital improvement projects which promote conservation,
preservation, or revitalization of commercial, industrial, and residential
areas in Olympia and its Growth Area.

CFP 1.5 Evaluate and prioritize proposed capital improvement projects using all
the following criteria:

a) Is needed to correct existing deficiencies, replace needed facilities,
or provide facilities needed for future growth;

b) Eliminates public hazards;
c) Eliminates capacity deficits;
d) Is financially feasible;

e) Phasing and priorities are established in the Comprehensive Plan;

f) Site needs are based on projected growth patterns;




g) Serves new development and redevelopment;
h) Is compatible with plans of state agencies; and

i) Local operating budget impact is acceptable.

CFP 1.6*

Adopt by reference, in the appropriate chapters of the Comprehensive
Plan, all facilities plans, their level of service standards, and future
amendments. These plans must be consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.

CFP 1.7

Adopt by reference the annual update of the Capital Facilities Plan as
part of this Capital Facilities element.

CFP 1.8

Adopt by reference the annual update of the Olympia School District
Capital Facilities Plan as part of this Capital Facilities element.

GOAL CFP2*

To meet current needs for capital facilities in Olympia and its
Growth Area, correct deficiencies in existing systems, and replace
obsolete facilities.

It is a major challenge to balance existing capital facilities needs with the need to
provide additional facilities to serve growth. It is important to maintain our prior
investments as well as serve new growth. Clear, hard priority decisions are facing City
and County policy makers.

POLICIES:

CFP 2.1* Give priority consideration to projects mandated by law and those by
State and Federal agencies.

CFP 2.2 Give priority consideration to projects already initiated and to be
completed in subsequent phases.

CFP 2.3 Give priority consideration to projects already initiated and to be
completed in subsequent phases. Give priority consideration to projects
that renovate existing facilities, preserve the community's prior
investment or reduce maintenance and operating costs.

CFP 2.4 Give priority consideration to projects that remove existing capital
facilities deficiencies, encourage full use of existing facilities, or replace
worn-out or obsolete facilities.

GOAL CFP3* | To provide capital facilities to serve and direct future growth

within Olympia and its Urban Growth Area as these areas
urbanize.




It is crucial to identify, in advance of development, sites for schools, parks, fire and
police stations, major stormwater facilities, greenbelts, open space, and road
connections. Acquisition of sites for these facilities must occur in a timely manner and
as early as possible in the overall development of the area. Otherwise, acquisition
opportunities will be missed, with long-term functional or financial implications.

POLICIES:

CFP 3.1*

Provide the capital facilities needed to adequately serve the future
growth anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan, within projected funding
capabilities.

CFP 3.2*

Give priority consideration to projects needed to meet concurrency
requirements for growth management.

CFP 3.3*

Plan and coordinate the location of public facilities and utilities in

advance of need.

a. Coordinate urban services, planning, and standards by identifying,
in advance of development, sites for schools, parks, fire and police
stations, major stormwater facilities, greenbelts, and open space.
Acquire sites for these facilities in a timely manner and as early as
possible in the overall development of the area.

b. Provide capacity to accommodate planned growth.

1) Assure adequate capacity in transportation, public and private
utilities, storm drainage systems, municipal services, parks, and
schools;

2) Protect groundwater supplies from contamination and maintain
groundwater in adequate supply by identifying and reserving
future supplies well in advance of need.

CFP 3.4*

Design and establish a Concurrency Management System to determine
whether or not adequate capacity of concurrency-required public
facilities is available to maintain the level of service standards for each
proposed new development. The system may reserve the capacity that
is needed for approved development commitments and permits until
such time as the capacity is needed and used.

CFP 3.5*

Use the type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities to
direct urban expansion where it is wanted and needed. Consider the
level of key facilities that can be provided when planning for various
densities and types of urban land use.

CFP 3.6*

Provide adequate levels of public facilities and services, in cooperation
with Thurston County, prior to or concurrent with land development




| within the Olympia Urban Growth Area.

CFP 3.7 Encourage land banking as a reasonable approach to meeting the
needs of future populations.

CFP 3.8 Coordinate future economic activity with planning for public facilities
and services.

GOAL CFP4* | To provide adequate funding for capital facilities in Olympia and

its Growth Area to ensure the Comprehensive Plan vision and
goals are implemented.

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that the Land Use element be reassessed
if funding for capital facilities falls short of needs. The intent is to ensure that growth
does not occur if the capital facilities needed to serve that growth are not provided.
Capital Facilities Plans developed after the advent of the GMA will always balance costs

and revenues.

Many options are available that fall into five general categories: increase

revenues, decrease level of service standards, decrease the cost of the facility,
decrease the demand for the public service or facility, and others.

POLICIES

|

CFP 4.1

Manage the City of Olympia's fiscal resources to support providing
needed capital improvements. Ensure a balanced approach to
allocating financial resources between: (1) major maintenance of
existing facilities, (2) eliminating existing capital facility deficiencies, (3)
providing new or expanding facilities to serve growth.

CFP 4.2

Use the Capital Facilities Plan to integrate all of the community's capital
project resources (grants, bonds, city funds, donations, impact fees,
and any other available

funding).

CFP 4.3

Ensure consistency of current and future fiscal and funding policies for
capital improvements with other Comprehensive Plan elements.

CFP 4.35

To the extent possible growth should pay for growth. Developers who
install infrastructure with excess capacity should be allowed latecomers
agreements wherever practical.

CFP 44

Pursue funding strategies that derive revenues from growth that can be
used to provide capital facilities to serve that growth in order to achieve
and maintain adopted level of service standards. These strategies
include, but are not limited to:

a. Collect Impact Fees: Transportation, Parks and Open Space, Fire




Protection and Suppression, Schools.

b. Allocate sewer and water connection fees primarily to capital
improvements related to urban expansion.

c. Develop and implement other appropriate funding mechanisms to
ensure new development's fair share contribution to other public
facilities such as recreation, drainage, solid waste, and congestion
management services and facilities (car/van pool matching, transit
shelters, bike racks, street trees, and sidewalks).

CFP 4.5*

Assess the additional operations and maintenance costs associated
with acquisition or development of new capital facilities. If
accommodating these costs places an unacceptable burden on the
operating budget, capital plans may need to be adjusted.

CFP 4.6*

Promote efficient and joint use of facilities through such measures as
interlocal agreements and negotiated use of privately- and publicly-
owned land for open space opportunities.

CFP 4.7*

Explore regional funding strategies for capital facilities to support
comprehensive plans developed under the Growth Management Act.

CFP 4.8*

Investigate potential new revenue sources for funding capital facilities
such as:

Growth-induced tax revenues

Additional voter-approved financing

Regional tax base sharing

Regional cost sharing for urban infrastructure
Voter-approved real estate excise transfer tax
Street utility

County-wide bond issues

@ 000 T

CFP 4.9

Use the following available contingency strategies should the City be
faced with capital facility funding shortfalls:

a. Increase Revenues Bonds
General Revenues Rates
User Fees
Change Funding Source(s)
Establish a Street Utility

b. Decrease Level of Service Standards
Change Comprehensive Plan
Change Level of Service Standards




Reprioritize Projects to Focus on Those Related to Concurrency

c. Decrease the Cost of the Facility
Change Project Scope

d. Decrease the Demand for the Public Service or Facility
Moratorium on Development
Develop Only in Served Areas Until Funding is Available
Change Project Timing and/or Phasing

e. Other Considerations
Developer Voluntarily Funds Needed Capital Project
Develop Partnerships with Lacey, Tumwater, and Thurston County
(The metropolitan service area approach to services, facilities, or
funding)
Regional Funding Strategies
Privatize the Service
Mitigate under SEPA

CFP 4.10 Secure grants or private funds, when available, to finance capital facility
projects.

CFP 4.11 | Maintain the City of Olympia's A+ bond rating by limiting bond sales.

GOAL CFP5* | To ensure the Capital Facilities Plan is current and responsive to

the community vision and goals.

The role of monitoring and evaluation is vital to the effectiveness of any planning
program, particularly for the Capital Facilities element. Revenues and expenditures are
subject to economic fluctuations and are used to predict fiscal trends in order to
maintain adopted level of service standards for public facilities. This Capital Facilities
Plan will be annually reviewed and amended to verify that fiscal resources are available
to provide public facilities needed to support adopted LOS standards.

POLICIES: |

CFP 5.1 Monitor the progress of the Capital Facilities Plan on an ongoing basis,
including completion of major maintenance projects, expansion of
existing facilities, and addition of new facilities. Evaluate this progress
with respect to trends in the rate and distribution of growth, impacts
upon service quality, and Comprehensive Plan directives.

CFP 5.2 Review, update, and amend the Capital Facilities Plan annually. Reflect

in the amendments the rates of growth, development trends, changing
priorities, and budget and financial considerations. Make provisions to
reassess the Comprehensive Plan periodically in light of the evolving




Capital Facilities Plan. Take appropriate action to ensure internal
consistency of the elements of the plan.

CFP 5.3 Coordinate with other capital facilities service providers to keep each
other current, maximize cost savings, and schedule and upgrade
facilities efficiently.

CFP 5.4* The year in which a project is carried out, or the exact amounts of

expenditures by year for individual facilities may vary from that stated in

the Comprehensive Plan due to:

a. Unanticipated revenues or revenues that become available to the
city with conditions about when they may be used, or

b. Change in the timing of a facility to serve new development that
occurs in an earlier or later year than had been anticipated in the
Capital Facilities Plan.

NOTE: An asterisk (*) denotes text material adopted by Thurston County as the joint
plan with Olympia for the unincorporated part of the Olympia Growth Area.
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
of MAJORITY of the OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION

to the COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
May 8, 2013

TO:

Mayor Buxbaum and City Councilmembers:

The purpose of this report by members of the Olympia Planning Commission is to
emphasize the current status of the Comprehensive Plan Update’s public review process

to the City Council and to the people of the City of Olympia.

Judy Bardin

Paul Ingman

Agnieszka Kisza
James Reddick

Rob Richards
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
of Majority of the OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION

to the COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
May 8, 2013
I. OVERVIEW~

1.1 The Commission Was Not Able to Review the Entire Comprehensive Plan~

The Commission to the best of its ability fulfilled all the tasks outlined in the procedural
document “Comprehensive Plan Update Recommendations for the Final Deliberation
Process”. They addressed specific areas of the Comprehensive Plan including, Vision and
Values, Staff’s Substantive Changes List of 62 items intended to summarize changes
from the existing 1994 Comprehensive Plan to the July Draft Comprehensive Plan,
Trends and Highlights, high level issues from the broader community and commissioners.
On March 18, 2013 the Commission unanimously approved the “Olympia Planning
Commissions Preliminary Recommendations”. These recommendations included
revisions to the Visions and Values, 26 of the 62 items on the Substantive Changes List
not sent to the Consent Calendar, and a number of newly drafted Commission policies in
response to public comment or identified as a need by the Commission. These
recommendations are the only policies that the Commission has voted on and approved.
The Commission did not review or approve the July Draft in its entirety

1.2 The Commission Followed Council's Directives~

The Commission followed the Charter to the best of its ability but was constrained by the
limited time period for review. According to the Council’s Charter it was important the
Commission’s review process be limited. The review was accomplished in two phases.
The first phase consisted of initial meetings that established a review process, obtaining
public input and conducting a high level review of topics. The second phase consisted of
eight final deliberation meetings (six scheduled meetings and two additional meetings
added by the Commission). Additional meetings were not an option for the Commission
due budget staffing constraints and the Charter time-frame. The Land Use and
Environment Committee Chair emphasized to the Commission that its main task was to
evaluate the Substantive Changes List. The Commission was to address public comments
only it there was time available to fit in with the March 18" deadline. Councilmember
Langer indicated that Commission's review was to be high level and anything not
addressed by the Commission would be taken up in the future by the Implementation
Plan or the neighborhood subarea plans.

Page 4 of 35



1.3 The Commission has Concerns about Revisions to the 1994 Plan~

The 2010 Scope of the Plan Update outlined ten items that were to be addressed in
updating the 1994 Comprehensive Plan. The Substantive Changes List was created by
Staff to highlight the major changes between the existing and revised plan. The
Commission was never directed to review the 1994 Plan or the outcomes of the scope of
work. However, in spot checking selected topics in the 1994 plan, it appears that a
considerable number of the current plan policies have either been removed or
abbreviated. Abbreviated policies were often more concise, but altered the intended
purpose, meaning and nuances of the original policy. The 1994 policies were no longer
intact, and emerged as a policy shift without public review. For example, the 1994 Plan
had an entire Urban Forestry chapter which has been reduced in the draft to six policies.
Other 1994 Plan Chapters were deleted, such as “Historic Preservation” “Port” and
“Energy”.

The Commission was informed that policies were removed for two reasons, policies are
in regulations or policies are better suited for an implementation strategy. There is no
crosswalk between the two documents to track what policies are revised, moved or
removed. The Commission requested that staff provide a list of policies removed from
the 1994 Plan. The list is to clarify the disposition of the removed policies. Without such
a list, removed policies suitable for implementation may be lost. A thorough review of the
revised documents would ensure that changes to urban issues in the 1994 Plan are
accountable. The Commission was neither directed nor had the time to do this.

14 Documents for Review

The City Council is scheduled to receive two documents from Staff. One document will
be the work of the Commission including new and revised policies and vision and values
statements. The second document will be the July draft in a legislative markup form
highlighting the Commission revisions. The Commission will not be given a chance to
review either document. The signatories of this letter feel it is important that the Council
review the Commission’s work separately. It represents the policies the Commission was
able to develop or review in the assigned time. Since time was limited, the Commission
focused on policies that addressed themes frequently expressed in public comment and/or
critical issues identified by the Commission. The section II of this letter contains major
policies written by the Commission.

1.5 Planning Commission did not review Internal Consistency

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that the Plan be internally consistent, yet
given the restrictive time frame there was not enough time to ensure that the existing
policies in the Staff's July draft were consistent with the new policies drafted by the
Commission.

Moreover, coordination and synthesis of multiple city urban programs did not occur, e.g.,
the GMA, Community Renewal Area, Shoreline Management Program (SMP),

Page 5 of 35



Comprehensive Plan Update, Downtown Plan, Isthmus sub-area planning, Port of
Olympia plans, Capitol Vista Park, State of Washington Capitol Campus, Park plans, and
neighborhood plans. This is especially relevant to the City's SMP coming up for final
approval. Piece-meal development to manage public policy within 200 feet of the
shoreline violates the SMA (RCW 90.58.20).

1.6 Extensive Public Comments were Received and Policies Drafted in Response
to Comments~

The Planning Commission received extensive written comments from the public, held a
hearing and then allocated an hour for continued public comment (hearings) at seven of
its winter meetings. Through continued public input the Commission gained a deeper
understanding of planning issues of concern to the community. Based largely on this
input the Commission identified key topics to address. For each of these topics, the
Commission did research, produced extensive background documents and drafted
policies. Policies were reviewed and revised in Commission meetings. Revisions were
done so they met the approval of members. All policies drafted by the Commission were
approved by a super majority of the Commission.

Many urban issues were not addressed.

Affordable Housing Downtown

Port Property

State Capital Campus

Historical Preservation

Downtown Plan, Isthmus, and SMP

Climate Change

Sea-level Rise (only partially addressed)
Disaster Protection (only partially addressed)

Diminished State Work Force

1.7 The Commission is Available as a Resource to Council~

Many Commission members feel that the extensive time they spent reviewing and
listening to the public and then drafting policies can be useful to the Council as it engages
in a similar exercise. At present, the Commission is scheduled to meet with the Council in
July, relatively early in your review process. Members would like to offer their
assistance as a resource at the time that Council formally reviews these policies.
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1.8 The Commission Would Like to Request a City Code Amendment in Relation
to the Future Land Use Map~

In the existing 1994 Plan the Future Land Use Map (the MAP), mirrors the zoning map.
In the July Draft, the MAP anticipates planned future land uses. The Commission
approved the map because it liked the concept that the MAP reflected the intent of future
land uses. However in approving the MAP, the Commission had concerns that it would
no longer have the opportunity to review rezones. According to the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the draft Comprehensive Plan, rezones and other
regulatory code amendments for the plan would be heard by the Olympia Hearings
Examiner instead of the Commission. The Commission voted and approved a request
that the Council consider a City Code Amendment to allow the Commission to continue
to hear rezones and other regulatory code amendments. The Commission feels they are
the appropriate body to do this work since they are nine members with a broad
perspective and chosen to represent the public; whereas, the Hearing Examiner is a single
person with a narrow legal perspective.

1.9 The Downtown Master Plan is a Priority

The Commission, as suggested by Staff, decided to take the Downtown Master Plan
(Downtown Plan) out of the Comprehensive Plan. The decision was made because it was
felt that having the Downtown Plan outside of the Comprehensive Plan would give the
community more flexibility to do planning. If the Downtown Plan was left in the
Comprehensive Plan, the Downtown Plan would have retained more legal authority, but
could only be revised yearly through the Comprehensive Plan amendment process. The
Commission feels that the downtown planning activities should be started quickly.
Additionally, they feel that it is important that a broad community participatory process
be established that reaches out to all members of the downtown community and the rest
of the city. There are concerns that other community planning efforts such as the
Community Renewal Area are starting before the Downtown Plan is developed. There is
the need for cohesion between these two and other planning activities.

1.10 The Commission Would Like to Have a Major Role in the
Implementation/Action Plan

The Commission was assured that they would have a role in the implementation/action
plan. The Commission welcomes the opportunity to work on this plan. Incumbent
Commission members bring with them a depth of knowledge of the Comprehensive Plan
and the policies the Commission drafted for the plan. New members bring vitality and a
different facet of the community perspective. Together we can assist the Council,
planning staft, and the community in formulating the implementation plan.

(See next page)
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1.11 A Final Word

The signatories of this report consider their work and the public review process
unfinished. They did not have time to vet or approve the entire July Draft Comprehensive
Plan. The “Supplemental Majority Report” represents important background information
that involves the context for developing the Commission’s policies. The signatories of
this report feel it is important that the Commission’s work be viewed as a completely
separate document. This report provides most of the major policies that were developed,
written and approved by a super-majority of the Commission. Please see sections Il and
III for policies and supporting documentation.

Members of the Olympia Planning Commission worked very hard on this project as did
members of the Olympia Planning Department. While Commission and staff disagreed
on points of policy and process on occasion, the Commission is indebted to staff for their
professional work and demeanor, their prompt response to requests, and their guidance in
helping Commissioners understand the technical issues and legal considerations of the
task on the work bench.
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I1. Planning Commission Recommendations

2.1 Urban Green Space

GOAL: Urban green space is available to the public and located through the community
and incorporates natural environments into the urban setting, which are easily accessible
and viewable so that people can experience nature daily and nearby.

POLICIES:

P1: Provide urban green spaces in which to spend time. Include such elements as trees,
garden spaces, variety of vegetation, water features, green walls and roofs and seating.

P2: Provide urban green spaces that are in people’s immediate vicinity and can be
enjoyed or viewed from a variety of perspectives.

P3: Establish a maximum distance to urban green space for all community members.

P4: Increase the area per capita of urban green space and the tree canopy-to-area ratio
within each neighborhood.

P5: Establish urban green space between transportation corridors and adjacent areas.

2.2 Urban Agriculture

GOAL: Local Thurston County food production is encouraged and supported to increase
self-sufficiency, reduce environmental impact, promote health, and the humane treatment
of animals, and to support our local economy.

POLICIES:

P1: The City will actively partner with community organizations to provide education
and information about the importance of local food systems.

P2: The City will encourage home gardens as an alternative to maintaining grass/lawn
and other landscaping that is either non-productive for local food systems or not

supportive of native ecology.

P3: The City will collaborate with community partners to ensure that everyone within
Olympia is within biking/walking distance of a place to grow food.

P4: The City will encourage for-profit gardening/farming in the community.

P5: The City will support local food production with its own purchasing power.
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P6: The City will allow rooftop food production and consider incentives for providing
food-producing greenhouses atop buildings.

P7: The City recognizes the value of Open Space and other green spaces as areas of
potential food production.

P8: The City will partner with community organizations to measure and set goals for
increasing local food production, and develop strategies to accomplish these goals.

P9: The City will work with other local governments throughout the region to encourage
the protection of existing agricultural lands, offer educational opportunities for
promotion, and encourage the development of a vibrant local economy.

P10: Partner with community organizations to provide education to citizens raising
animals for food in the City to ensure protection from predators, and to provide sanitary
conditions and humane treatment for these animals.

P11: Educate and encourage citizens to purchase from local farms and small producers as
an alternative to factory farms that engage in humane treatment of animals.

2.3 Heights and View Protection

GOAL: Community views are protected, preserved, and enhanced.

POLICIES:

P1: Implement public processes, including the use of Olympia’s digital simulation
software, to identify important landmark views and observations points.

P2: Utilize Olympia’s digital simulation software to identify view planes and sightline
heights between the landmark view and observation point.

P3: Prevent blockage of landmark views by limiting the heights of buildings or structures
on the west and east Olympia ridge lines.

P4: Height bonuses and incentives shall not interfere with landmark views.

P5: Set absolute maximum building heights to preserve views of landmarks from
observation points, such as those identified in the following matrix, as determined
through public process:

Landmark Views: (Landmark views invole State Capitol Campus, mountains,
waterways, and hills.)

. Black Hills

. Capitol Lake/ Estuary

. Deschutes Valley treed hill slopes
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. Mt. Rainer

. Olympic Mountains

. Puget Sound

. State Capitol Campus Promontory

Observation Points: (Observation points are either static or dynamic from: Puget
Sound, State Capitol Campus, public parks, public right-of-ways, Olympia
Waterfront Route Map, downtown Olympia srounding community.

. Puget Sound’s Navigational Channel

. State Capitol Campus Promontory

. Parks: West Bay Park, Priest Point Park, North Point, Sunrise Park,

Madison Scenic Park, and Percival Landing.

. Streets: State, 4t Ave, Harrison, Deschutes, West Bay, East Bay Drive,

4™ Ave Bridge, Olympic Ave, Pacific Ave, Martin Ave, Brawne, Foote, and

Capitol Way. (Portions of)

. Washington “W” walkway and bikeway system (Portions of)

. Downtown: Hands-on Museum, and old/new City Hall

2.4 Urban Neighborhoods

GOAL: Olympia’s Neighborhoods provide housing choices that fit the diversity of local
income levels and life styles. They are shaped by public planning processes that
continuously involve citizens, neighborhoods, and city officials.

POLICIES:

P1: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways along major streets to
downtown Olympia and our Capitol. These streets will act as tree-lined civic boulevards
that present a unified streetscape that enhances the grandeur of our Capital City.

P2: High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing into a number of designated sites:
Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Mall. Commercial
uses directly serve High-density Neighborhoods and allow people to meet their daily
needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density Neighborhoods are
primarily walk-dependent. At least one-quarter of the forecasted growth is planned for
downtown Olympia.

P3: Protect and preserve the existing established Low-density Neighborhoods. Disallow
medium or high density development in existing Low-density Neighborhoods except for
Neighborhood Centers.

P4: Allow Medium-density Neighborhood Centers in Low-density Neighborhoods to

include both civic and commercial uses that serve the neighborhood. Neighborhood
centers emerge from a neighborhood public process.
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MAP: “Olympia Planning Commission’s Future Land Use Map — March 11, 2013
(See Appendix D)

2.5 Public Participation

Goal: Citizens and other key stakeholders feel their opinions and ideas are heard, valued,
and used by policy makers, advisory committees, and staff.

Policy: Build trust between all segments of the community through collaborative and
inclusive decision making.

Policy: Replace or complement three-minute, one-way testimony with participation
strategies that facilitate rich dialogue between and among interested citizens, other key

stakeholders, City Council members, advisory boards, and staff.

Policy: Clearly define public participation goals and choose strategies specifically designed
to meet those goals.

Policy: Evaluate public participation strategies to measure their effectiveness in meeting
desired goals.

2.6 Public Preparedness and Earthquake Liquefaction

PS13.9: Educate citizens about the possibility, and potential impacts, of a Cascadia
subduction zone earthquake and actions they can take to prepare for such an event.

PS13.10: Address the severe and extended impacts of a Cascadia subduction zone
earthquake in the City’s emergency response plans and preparations.

PS13.11: Continue to gather best available information on the impacts of a Cascadia

subduction zone earthquake, including the potential magnitude and impacts of
vertical movements and tsunamis.

The final Commission approved language for the new goals and policies to the
Transportation Chapter is not available electronically for this letters.
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2.7 Sea Level Rise

Natural Environment Chapter:

Goal: The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level
rise strategy.

Policy 1: Evaluate all options, including retreat, to deal with the impacts of sea level rise
in Olympia.

Policy 2: Consider different scenarios for varying amounts of sea level rise, and the
accompanying adaption and response options for each scenario.

Policy 3: Perform a cost-benefit analysis for each adaptation strategy. Consider the
physical, environmental and social factors as well as costs in the analysis.

Policy 4: Evaluate different financing options for adaption strategies.

Policy 5: Use the best available science and the experiences of other municipalities in
formulating future plans for sea level rise.

Policy 6: Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and
adaptation strategies and response and the cost.

Utility Chapter:

GU 11: The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level
rise strategy.

PU 11.2: Coordinate with other key stakeholders, such as downtown businesses, LOTT
Clean Water Alliance and the Port of Olympia, environmental and other public interest
groups, and downtown residents.

PU 11.3: Incorporate flexibility and resiliency into public and private infrastructure in
areas predicted to be affected.
PU 11.4: Maintain public control of downtown shorelines that may be needed to serve
flood management functions.

PU 11.5: Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and
adaptation strategies together with the cost.
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2.8 Vision and Values

INTRODUCTION TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The City of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan builds upon our community’s values and our
vision for the future. A set of goals and policies provides more detailed direction for the
realization of the values and vision. In turn, these serve as the framework upon which
City regulations, programs and other plans are formed.

As many as 20,000 additional people are expected to join our community over the next
two decades. This Plan is our strategy for maintaining and enhancing our high quality of
life and environment while accommodating both the changes since the 1994
Comprehensive Plan was adopted and the changes projected over the next 20 years.

The Comprehensive Plan is not just a plan for City government. Developed out of input
from thousands of people in our community at different times over decades, the
Comprehensive Plan truly is the community’s plan. Many of the goals and policies listed
call for coordination and collaboration among individual citizens, neighborhoods and
civic groups, and City government. As always, there will be challenges and change, but
the intent is to build on the creativity and strength of our community to shape how we
develop.

How to Use this Document
This Comprehensive Plan is separated into nine chapters:
Olympia’s Vision;
Public Participation and Partners;
Natural Environment;
Land Use and Urban Design;
Transportation;
Utilities;
Economy;
Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation;

Public Services.

There are many issues that connect these chapters. For example, policies related to trees
exist in the Natural Environment chapter as well as under Land Use, Transportation,
Utilities and even Economy. Likewise, policies related to walk-ability are included under
both Land Use and Transportation. If viewing an electronic version, use the ‘search’
function to find all of the policies related to specific topics.

The goals in this Plan are the end states we hope to achieve as a community; some will
take longer than others to realize. Policies describe how the City will act in a broad sense
to achieve these goals. At times, goals or policies may seem to be in conflict with each
other. For example, a goal to increase density may seem to conflict with a goal to
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preserve open space. The complex challenges and opportunities we face as a community
often require us to strike a balance between different goals and policies to provide the
best outcome for the community as a whole. Thus, individual goals and policies should
always be considered within the context of the entire Plan.

There may be a period of time after the City Council adopts changes to the Plan before
staff, the public and policy makers are able to take action to implement the plan. The City
will make every effort to quickly and reasonably develop, review and adopt any new or
revised regulations to conform to this Plan.

Implementation

This Update to the Comprehensive Plan does not include specific actions or
measurements. A companion document to the Plan is an "action plan" or "implementation
strategy" that includes specific timeframes and actions for implementing the Plan. This
strategy will establish priorities, set responsibility and determine how we will measure
progress toward our goals. This is also an important tool for communicating and tracking
what the City and Olympia residents are doing to help our community achieve its vision.

The City looks for partners from all sectors of the community: residents, businesses,
developers, non-profits, the faith community, schools, neighborhood associations, other
government agencies and organizations to help implement the Comprehensive Plan.
Partnerships will help our community work together to realize our common vision.

There are many different types of actions that could be taken to implement this Plan.
Some elements in the Plan are implemented through the development code and
Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS), which, along with other
government actions, must be consistent with the Plan under state law. Other elements in
the Plan depend heavily or exclusively on community involvement.

Context for the Comprehensive Plan

In the early 1990s, the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was passed in
response to rapid and sprawling growth in many parts of the state that was causing a
decrease in quality of life, negative effects on the environment, and increased costs for
municipal infrastructure and maintenance. Revision of our Comprehensive Plan was a
requirement for Olympia under GMA and Olympia adopted a revised Comprehensive
Plan under the Act in 1994.

The Act requires most urban counties and cities in the state to prepare comprehensive
plans to address how they will manage expected growth. It directs urban areas, like
Olympia, to absorb more of the state’s population growth than rural areas, thereby
preserving forests, animal habitat, farmland, and other important lands. Focusing growth
in urban areas also reduces traffic, pollution, and the costs of providing city services that
protect the health, safety and quality of life of citizens.

The Act defines 13 goals, plus a shoreline goal, to guide the development and adoption of
comprehensive plans. These focus on “smart growth” principles that maximize use of
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land and existing utilities, protect historic and natural resources, and lower traffic and
housing costs. Fortunately, Olympia has been taking this approach for a long time.

Olympia has long understood the merits of planning for the future and had a
Comprehensive Plan as early as 1959. In many ways, our earlier plans created the
community we have today.

For example, during community outreach for the 1994 plan, citizens expressed a desire
for Olympia to become a “City of Trees.” In response, the community developed several
goals and policies to guide a new Olympia Urban Forestry Program. Since then, we’ve
planted thousands of street trees, and been consistently recognized by the National Arbor
Day Foundation as a Tree City USA.

A Changing Community

Since the 1970s, the population and economy of the Puget Sound region have been
growing. According to the Thurston County Profile , the county’s population more than
doubled between 1980 and 2010. Forecasters expect Olympia’s population and
employment will continue to increase over the next 20 years. In 2010, the estimated
population of Olympia and its Urban Growth Area was 58,310 residents. Forecasters
expect our population will increase to 84,400 by 2035, a rate of approximately 2% per
year. A majority of this increase will be due to in-migration. People are attracted to living
here because we have a relatively stable economy, a beautiful environment, friendly and
safe neighborhoods, good schools and lower living costs than our neighbors to the north.
Many of these new residents will work within the current City limits and the
unincorporated Urban Growth Area.

Olympia and its Urban Growth Boundaries

In 2012, Olympia’s urban growth area was about 16,000 acres. This includes about
12,000 acres within City limits and 4,000 acres in the unincorporated area, which may
eventually be annexed into the City. In cooperation with Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater,
Thurston County has established and periodically reviews Urban Growth Areas. In these
areas, urban growth is encouraged; outside of them, rural densities and services will be
maintained.

Much of the land in the City is already developed, but there is still adequate room to
accommodate our expected population and employment growth. This land capacity
analysis can be found in the Thurston County Buildable Lands Report.

Preserving Our Sense of Place and Connections

The City embraces our Comprehensive Plan as an opportunity to enhance the things
Olympians care about. As we grow and face change, Olympians want to preserve the
unique qualities and familiarity of our community. We draw a sense of place from the
special features of our city: walk-able neighborhoods, historic buildings, views of the
mountains, Capitol and Puget Sound, and our connected social fabric. These features help
us identify with our community, enrich us, and make us want to invest here socially,
economically and emotionally.

Page 16 of 35



During development of this Plan, many people expressed a desire to maintain a “small
town feel.” Olympians want to feel connected to each other and to our built and natural
environment. We want to live in a friendly and safe community where we know our
neighbors and shopkeepers, and run into friends along the sidewalk. We value harmony
with nature, thriving small businesses, places to gather and celebrate, and an inclusive
local government.

Olympians expressed that they are willing to accept growth as long as our environment
and sense of place is preserved. That means protecting the places and culture that we
recognize as “Olympia,” even if those things are a little different for each of us. It also
means focusing on our community values and vision as we grow.

Key Challenges

Beyond our community's values and vision are other influences that present both
challenges and opportunities. Implementation of this Plan will require creative solutions
to:

Become a More Sustainable City: The City needs to make investments based on an
integrated framework that compares lifecycle costs and benefits of all City investments
and to encourage sustainable practices by individuals and organizations through
education, technical assistance, and incentives.

Accommodate Growth: Increased growth in Olympia is anticipated. Citizens need to
integrate the: quantity of new residents, demographics, likely places of residence, housing
typology, and prevention of rural and city sprawl. In addition, citizens need to identify
housing and service programs for increased populations of seniors and homeless.

Integrate Shoreline Management Program (SMP): Special coordination is necessary
to integrate the SMP with the Comprehensive Plan. Olympians value ample public space
along their marine shoreline and waterways to balance growth downtown.

Revitalize Our Downtown: Located on Puget Sound and along the Deschutes River,
downtown is the site of many historic buildings and places, and is home to many theaters,
galleries, and unique shops as well as the State Capitol. At the same time, Olympia’s
downtown has yet to become the walkable, comfortable place the community desires. To
add vibrancy while retaining our desired small town feel will require more downtown
residents, better amenities, attractive public places, green space, thriving local businesses,
and integrated standards for design. public places, green space, thriving local businesses,
and integrated standards for design.

Conserve and Protect Limited Natural Resources: As we grow, Olympia will become
a higher density city and our land and water supplies will need to support more people.
We can take advantage of growth as a tool to reshape our community into a more
sustainable form; to do so we must balance growth, use our resources wisely and consider
the carrying capacity of the land.
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Address Climate Change and Sea-Level Rise: Sea-level could rise in Olympia by 50
inches or more over the next century due to warming of the oceans and settling land. This
will put much of Olympia's downtown at risk of flooding since it lies only one to three
feet above the current highest high tides. Over the next 20 years, the City will continue to
explore how to address sea-level rise impacts on our downtown.

Fund a Long-term Vision: The economy fluctuates and funding circumstances change.
This affects our ability to carry-out planned actions over the years. Present resources are
already stretched thin, and there is little ability to take on new programs without new
revenue sources. We must identify funding strategies, explore operating efficiencies and
develop partnerships to provide the diversity and flexibility to fund our vision.

For More Information

The Washington State Growth Management Act establishes rules to guide the
development of comprehensive plans and development regulations that shape growth
over a 20-year horizon

The Buildable Lands Report prepared for Thurston County by the staff of the Thurston
Regional Planning Council helps Olympia to determine the quantity of land to provide
for population and employment growth.

The City of Olympia Sustainability web pages have information about what the City is
doing to put sustainability into action.

COMMUNITY VALUES AND VISION CHAPTER

Community Values

Through extensive public participation in /magine Olympia, members of the public have
expressed the values they wish to see reflected in the Comprehensive Plan. These are
distilled for each of the chapters in the Plan.

Public Participation: Olympia residents value meaningful, open, respectful, and
inclusive dialogue as a shared responsibility to make our community a better place.

Natural Environment: Olympia residents value our role as stewards of the water, air,
land, vegetation, and animals around us and our responsibility to our children, our
children’s children, and all life, to restore, protect, and enhance our environmental
birthright.

Land Use: Olympia residents value accommodating growth without sprawl or excessive
reliance on automobiles; neighborhoods with distinct identities; historic buildings and
places; a walkable and comfortable downtown; increased urban green space; local
production of food; and public spaces for citizens in neighborhoods, downtown, and
along shorelines.
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Transportation: Olympia residents value moving people and goods through the
community in a manner that is safe, minimizes environmental impacts, enhances
connectivity, conserves energy, and promotes healthy neighborhoods.

Utilities: Olympia residents value a water supply under the ownership and control of the
City, effective treatment of wastewater and stormwater prior to discharge to the Puget
Sound, and the role that reuse, reduction and recycling plays in conserving energy and
materials.

Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation Chapter: Olympia residents value the role
of parks, open space, and the arts to our physical, spiritual and emotional well-being and
to our sense of community.

Economy: Olympia residents value our community’s businesses as a source of family
wage jobs, goods and services and recognize the importance of our quality of life to a
healthy economy.

Public Services: Olympia residents value protection provided by police, fire, and

emergency medical services; code enforcement to maintain neighborhood quality;

adequate and affordable housing for all residents; community gathering places and
recreational centers.

Community Vision Statements

Natural Environment: Recognizing that gifts of nature define in large measure its
greatness, Olympia works closely with the surrounding governments to preserve, protect
and restore our natural heritage.

A dense tree canopy throughout the City provides aesthetic, health, environmental, and
economic benefits. Despite the increased population, Olympia's air and water are cleaner.
Seals, sea lions, orcas, and otters roam the waters of southern Puget Sound. Wildlife
habitat has been preserved to maintain a biologically healthy diversity of species. As a
result, salmon return to the streams where they were born to spawn and to die.

Land Use and Urban Design: Pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, livable and affordable
neighborhoods, safe and meaningful street life, and high-quality civic architecture have
made Olympia a showcase, fulfilling its potential as the capital city of the Evergreen
State.

Olympia has collaborated with Tumwater and the Port of Olympia to make our urban
waterfront a shared and priceless asset. This shoreline follows the Deschutes River from
Tumwater’s historic buildings, past Marathon and Heritage parks to Percival Landing and
the Port Peninsula.

People walk throughout downtown, shop at its small businesses, enjoy its artistic
offerings and gather at its many fine restaurants and meeting places. The historic Capitol
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Way boulevard linking the waterfront and downtown to the Capitol Campus invites and
attracts residents to enjoy the City’s civic space. Plazas, expanded sidewalks, and art in
public places have stimulated private investment in residential development, which, in
turn, has greatly increased downtown’s retail and commercial vitality.

Olympia has established “urban nodes” characterized by higher density and mixed use
development, walkability, transit feasibility and lower costs for urban services.

Infill projects and remodels help to meet the demands of population growth while
creating more walkable communities. Older neighborhoods have been rejuvenated.
Historic buildings are valued, preserved and adapted to new uses.

Olympia achieves its development and redevelopment goals through “sub-area planning.”
These plans determine where and how to increase density, how to retain green space, and
how to enhance mobility. They assure safe and convenient access to the goods and
services needed in daily life - grocery stores selling local products, schools, neighborhood
parks, community gardens and neighborhood gathering places.

Transportation: Olympians, young and old, walk and bike to work, school, shopping,
and recreation. Bike lanes and sidewalks are found on arterials and collectors throughout
the city; all sidewalks and many bike lanes are separated from vehicular traffic by a
buffer. Pedestrians and bicyclists also use trails and pathways through open areas,
between neighborhoods, and along shorelines.

Sidewalks in compact, mixed-use neighborhoods, including downtown, are filled with
walkers who stop at small shops and squares in lively centers near their homes. Trees
lining the streets and awnings on storefronts provide comfort and protection for walkers.
Nearly all residents are within easy walking distance of a transit stop.

Most people commute to work on foot, bicycle, transit, or carpool. Those who drive to
work do so in small vehicles fueled by renewable resources. Comfortable electric buses
arrive every ten minutes at bus stops along all major arterials.

Parking lots are located on the edges of downtown, hidden from view by storefronts and
office space. Convenient short-term bike parking for visitors/shoppers and long-term bike
parking for employees is found onsite or near all developments. Street faces are no longer
broken up by surface parking lots.

Variable pricing of street meters and off-street facilities ensure that street spaces are
available for downtown shoppers and visitors, while workers who car-commute make use
of the peripheral off-street facilities.

Driving lanes throughout town are not excessively wide and streets provide room for bike

lanes and parking and slow down traffic. System efficiencies, demand management and
intersection improvements allow smooth traffic flow.
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Due to slower speeds, frequent safe crossings, and well-managed intersections, deaths
and serious injuries from car/pedestrian and car/bicycle collisions have been nearly
eliminated.

Utilities: Olympia has been able to meet the water needs of an increased population
through increased water use efficiency, conservation based rates, and use of reclaimed
water. As a result of the improved treatment and reduction of wastewater and stormwater
prior to discharge, Budd Inlet and our streams support increased aquatic life.

A majority of Olympia households use urban organic compost on their landscapes.
Artificial fertilizers no longer contaminate local water bodies.

State and national packaging standards, local solid waste incentives, and voluntary citizen
actions reduce the volume of materials in Olympia requiring landfill disposal.

Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation: Parks and other public open space in every
neighborhood play a key role in maintaining our health. The Olympia School District
works with the City to allow maximum feasible public use of School District gyms and
playgrounds.

The School District, local and state health agencies and the City provide programs to
encourage good nutrition and exercise. These programs complement the City regulations
to encourage both urban agriculture and markets for sale of local and regional produce.

Olympia has continually expanded and upgraded the bicycle facility network and has
witnessed major increases in bike use for both commuting and recreation. The City has
provided bike facilities on selected streets where there are high levels of use or potential
conflict with motorized traffic.

All neighborhoods have sidewalks on at least one side of major collector streets. This,
together with continued pedestrian crossing improvements and neighborhood pathways,
use of traffic calming devices and enforcement of traffic laws, contributes to the dramatic
increase of walking in Olympia.

The City sponsors and supports music and art events and festivals. These attract
widespread involvement of Olympia residents and residents of surrounding communities.
The City takes advantage of provisions in state law to fund art throughout the City.

Economy: The Olympia economy is stable in relation to the economies of comparable
cities throughout the state and region. The City’s investment in the downtown has led to
many specialty or boutique stores. Regional shopping nodes, such as Capital Mall,
provide high-density housing and transit and pedestrian access.

Young entrepreneurs, attracted by the amenities of the City and its open and accepting
culture, have created new businesses and helped existing businesses expand.
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The increased commercial activity and the number of small start-ups have diversified the
job market and the economy, making it less vulnerable to downturns in state government
employment.

Continued expansion of small farms at the urban fringe and local food producers provide
additional diversity in local employment and reduces the vulnerability of local residents
to the rising cost of imported food.

Public Services: The City has assured that all residents have achieved their basic housing
needs by adopting “affordable” housing program criteria. One consequence has been the
virtual disappearance of homelessness. This, in turn, has reduced the cost of City police
and social services and has made the downtown more attractive for commercial activity.
The City’s diverse housing typology accommodates the needs of young adults, middle
class families, and aging populations.

Within each neighborhood, a strong code enforcement program has assured the protection

of the distinct identity of all neighborhoods. Code enforcement emerges from citizen and
neighborhood involvement

2.9 Transportation
A number of new transportation policies were adopted by the Commission however it was

not possible to easily separate out new policies, from revised or unchanged policies in the
July draft. Therefore transportation policies are not listed in this document.
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III. APPENDICES

Appendix A

Urban Neighborhoods — Future Land Use Designations and Research

Low-density Neighborhoods: Protect and preserve the existing established Low-density
Neighborhoods by grandfathering in current zoning limits and will not limit each
neighborhood or its streets. Residential density range, which is primarily single-family
detached housing and low-rise multi-family housing, is from a minimum of four to
fourteen dwelling units per acre. This maintains and safeguards the current zoning which
reflects specific qualities associated with each neighborhood. Low-density neighborhoods
are shaped by the public planning process that continuously involves citizens, the
neighborhood, and city officials. Low-density neighborhoods disallow medium or high
density development, except for Neighborhood Centers, but allows for ADU. The
maximum height in low-density neighborhoods is 35°-0".

Low-density Neighborhoods (LDN)

Use: Single-family Residential

Density: 4 to 14 units per acre, while protecting existing LDN zoning density.
Height: 35 foot maximum

Medium-density Neighborhoods: Medium-density Neighborhoods involve multi-family
residential densities between 15 to 30 units per acre as determined by the neighborhood
public process. Suggested housing land uses including townhouses, small apartment
buildings. Clustering may be permitted.

Medium-density Neighborhoods (MDN)
Use: Multi-family Residential

Density: 15 to 30 units per acre

Height: 35 foot maximum

Medium-density Neighborhoods Centers: Medium-density Neighborhood Centers, that
include both civic and commercial uses in the serve of the neighborhood, are allowed in
Low-density Neighborhoods. Neighborhood centers emerge from the neighborhood
public process where low-density neighborhood centers are proposed. The neighborhood
public process will involve all necessary parameters to ensure street improvements,
transit access, setbacks, and the level of public need for each center.

Medium-density Neighborhood Centers provide residential, commercial, and civic
spaces. Suggested housing includes townhouses, small apartments, and other multi-
family buildings. Low-density commercial neighborhood centers will have a maximum
35°-0” height for both low and medium density neighborhoods. [Note: Tumwater
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Brewery District, a medium density commercial center, and transit hub could serve as a
neighborhood center for southeast Olympia residents. ]

Medium-density Neighborhood Centers (MDNC)

Use: Multi-family Residential and limited low-density Commercial
Density: 15 to 30 units per acre

Height: 35 foot maximum

High-density Neighborhoods: High-density Neighborhoods are Multi-family
Residential and Commercial neighborhoods with densities of more than 30 dwelling units
per acre. High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing into a number of designated
sites: Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Mall.
Commercial uses directly serve the high-density neighborhoods and allow people to meet
their daily needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density
neighborhoods are primarily walk dependent services. The height in this neighborhood
would be based on the “Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.

High-density Neighborhoods (HDN)

Use: Multi-family Residential and Commercial
Density: > 30 units per acre minimum

Height: See Note 1

Gateways & Civic Boulevards: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways
along major streets to downtown Olympia and our Capitol. These major streets act as
tree-lined civic boulevards that present a unified streetscape that enhances the grandeur of
our Capital City.

Gateways to the Deschutes River Valley are located at entry/exit points and along the
green civic boulevards that enter the state capital city of the State of Washington. They
are located at: city boundaries; topographical changes; transitions in land use; and shifts
in transportation densities. Three of the eight gateways are located at the city limits. An
option, at the three entrances allow for “Welcome to Olympia” signage. Gateways are
densely planted with native trees and under stories that form the transition between
distinct land uses and the formal green civic boulevards. Each civic boulevard forms a
unique urban space of its own.

Urban Gateways and Civic Boulevards

1. Priest Point Park Gateway: East Bay Drive at City Limits
Single-family and Multi-family Residential, and Natural
2. Mt. Rainier Gateway: Martin Way and Pacific Intersection
Corridor Land Uses -Low density Mixed Use in Single-family Residential
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3. Interstate Gateway: Henderson and Plum St. Intersection
Corridor Land Uses -Commercial and Multi-family Residential

4. Watershed Park Gateway: Henderson at North Street
Corridor Land Uses-Single-family residential, public schools, and natural

5. Capitol Gateway: Capital Boulevard at City Limits
Corridor Land Uses - Single-family Residential and low-density
commercial

6. Deschutes Gateway: Deschutes Park Way at City Limits

Corridor Land Uses —Natural — Passive Recreation — and Public Use Area

7. Black Hills Gateway: Harrison and Division Intersection
Corridor Land Uses -Low-density Mixed Use compatible with Single-
family Residential

8. Schneider Creek Gateway: Schneider Hill Rd.& West Bay Drive

Intersection

Corridor Land Uses -Multi-family Residential and Commercial

Note 1: Delete all heights limitations from staff draft on LU Table 1, except as identified
above. Specific height limits shall be established by development codes, which are based
on the Comprehensive Plan’s “OPC - Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.”

Note 2: Each Civic Boulevard will have a distinct spatial environmental setting that is
shaped by the public planning process that continuously involves citizens,
neighborhoods, and city officials. Urban Corridors will be primarily accessed by transit
and motor vehicles with provisions for pedestrian and bicycle travel. City of Olympia’s
consistent theme along all civic boulevards will be “Urban Green Spaces.”
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Appendix B

Urban Green Space Background

Green space provides a number of benefits including ecological, environmental, health,
economic, and social. It is an essential component of the urban environment and will
become even more important for people’s well-being as Olympia’s population increases
and the region becomes denser.

Ecological and Environmental — Green space provides habitat for a variety of birds, fish
and other animals. Trees can remove air pollutants that are prevalent in the urban
environment such as particulate matter, ozone, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide.
They also sequester the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide'. A tree can remove 48 pounds of
carbon dioxide a year and sequester a ton of carbon dioxide by the time the tree reaches
age 40%. The heat island effect is caused by large areas of heat-absorbing surfaces in
combination with high energy use. Heat islands are likely to occur as Olympia becomes
more urbanized and climate change causes warmer temperatures. Trees provide natural
air conditioning; they shade and cool buildings and streets; and they use
evapotranspiration (tree sweating) to cool themselves and surrounding areas”. Trees also
reduce energy costs for buildings, both for heating and cooling. Increased vegetation
reduces storm water runoff and improves water quality by filtering water. A mature tree in
a year can intercept about 760 gallons of rainwater and cause evapotranspiration of 100
gallons of water®. Trees will also help diminish the flooding predicted with climate
change. N(S)ise reduction is another benefit of trees. Wide tree belts can reduce noise by 4-
8 decibels’.

Health — Green space has a direct effect on people’s health. Studies have shown a
relationship between the amount of green space in the living environment and the degree
of physical and mental health and longevity®. Increased green space has been found to
decrease death rates . People living closer to green space have greater levels of physical
activity and are less likely to be obese®. Fifty percent of Washington’s population is either
overweight or obese. Having places where people want to exercise will aide people in
living healthier life-styles. The public’s perception of their general health has been found
to be related to the amount of green space in their environment’. Views of nature can
improve people’s health and well-being by providing relief from stress and mental
fatigue'’. Hospital patients have been found to make quicker recoveries and need less
pain medications when they have a view of a park compared to patients who only had a
view of a wall''.

Economic — Green space increases property values'”. Property values are directly related
to the distance to green space and the type of green space. People living in multi-unit
dwellings value living near an area with green-space while people in houses value living
near a park'®. Businesses are more likely to locate near an area having green or open
spaces *. Places with urban natural capital tend to attract skilled workers. Having a
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skilled work force further enhances the attractiveness of an area for businesses'>. Places
that are beautiful also increase tourism.

Social Capitol — Urban green spaces provide opportunity for people to gather and
interact with family, friends and neighbors. People living near these areas feel a greater
sense of cohesion and are more likely to help their neighbors'®.
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Appendix C
URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS~
Introduction

Today, in a decade of global uncertainty, social inequity, and environmental degradation,
we have brought into question the conventional wisdom, calling for reassessment of
traditional notions of urbanity."' The concept of High Density Corridors is one of those
notions that compounds issues of urban inequity, “internal city sprawl”, and other
multifaceted problems that threaten Olympia: climate change, growth, sea-level rise, and
earthquakes. As an alternative, Green City models compact and concentrate life’s needs
into High Density Neighborhoods (HDN) and replaces the traditional frame and
antiquated ‘business as usual’ paradigm formed by the fossil-based urban modes that
represent: linear spatial configuration of the High Density Corridor (HDC); .. .strip
commercial ...”; dependency on motorized vehicles; and the dislocation and
decentralization of single family neighborhoods.

This proposal summarizes some of the negative impacts, both health and social, that are
associated with High-density Corridors and linked to the obsoleteness’ of the fossil-based
planning. An alternative in the 21* century is the renaissance of a Green City. Although
the following briefly outlines a few negative impacts of HDC on Health and
Neighborhoods, it does not address many important issues affected: greenhouse gases;
energy; mobility; convenience; density; outdoor spaces; images of our state capitol city;
social support systems; economic revitalization of downtown; treatment of HD arterials;
and affordable housing.

Formal public hearings on the Comprehensive Plan for HDC identified the public’s lack
of support for them and the “...contradictions ...”and *“...conflicts...” associated with
HDC. The purpose is to identify some problems associated with the HDC. The weakness
of this proposal is that it does not represent all the HDC problems, and does not represent
HDC'’s problems in an exhaustive or in depth analysis

Although Olympia has the spatial capacity to accommodate a number of large-scale High
Density Neighborhoods, the City of Olympia does not have a single High Density
Neighborhood (HDN). To understand the concept and benefits of HDN, the city’s work
plan requires time to reveal the countless internal inconsistencies and contradictions of
antiquated fossil-based urban model of a HDC.

Urban achievements, similar to Howard’s Garden City, recognized the importance of

relatively circular city plans. It established structural, social, and economic parameters of
the city. Although urban reform requires physical arrangement, urban life is enhanced
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when the physical environment works in harmony with human needs rather than against
them. »°

Problem Statement

On January 12, 2013, the City Council developed work plans for 2013, which revealed
that the “Olympia council wants people downtown...”. ? The City Council wants to find
“...ways to promote Olympia and its downtown core to attract visitors, but to make it
more inviting to residents again.” > At the same time, the Comprehensive Plan
demonstrated that the total planned growth over the next 25 years in the downtown is
dramatically inadequate to achieve the City Council’s objectives.

First, the total planned growth for the City of Olympia in 2035 is 26,087 people.
However, Olympia’s downtown’s total planned growth is less than 4% for the next 25
years. In other words, 24 out of every 25 new residents to Olympia will live anyway but
downtown. Further, more than 2 out of every 3 new residents to Olympia within the
planned growth are to live near the edges of the city limits, which exasperated urban
sprawl, rather than encouraging more centralized growth in the City of Olympia’s
downtown urban core.

Second, testimony from formal public hearings verified that neighborhoods oppose the
HDC concept.

Third, the total planned growth of the HDC, excluding the HDN, is 251 people or less
than one percent of the growth for the next 25 years, while HDC land uses consume
almost 1,000 acres. In other words, the HDC for the next 25 years adds 1 new resident
for every 4 acres. The HDC appears no more than a Low Density Neighborhood (LDN)
that is slated for ... redevelopment...”” and commercialization of local neighborhoods,’
and the displacement and relocation of single family residential neighborhoods.

The following are numerous examples of health science and social science research that
challenge the very foundation and assumptions of locating residential neighborhoods near
high-density corridors in any urban community of the 21% century.

Impacts of High Density Corridors on “Health”

Traffic-related air pollution (TRAP) has been linked to a number of adverse health
outcomes or risk factors that are associated with chronic disease development. Traffic
related air pollution has been linked to cardiovascular (heart disease and stroke) mortality
and overall mortality (death). Nitrogen dioxide is a TRAP gas. People with higher
exposure to nitrogen dioxide from traffic have been found to have a 26% increase risk of
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cardiovascular death and 13% increase risk of death overall®. When people exposed to
more TRAP were compared to those with less TRAP exposure, those with higher
exposure showed markers for atherosclerosis (increased carotid artery intima media
thickness (CIMT)) '*. Another study in California supported this finding. The study
showed that those living within 300 feet of a highway had much more rapid increases in
their CIMT '°. Other research found, that people living within 200 meters (tenth of a
mile) or less of roadway with volumes as low as 20,000-40,000 cars a day had increased
C-reactive protein levels and increased pulse-pressure. Both are markers for
cardiovascular disease development '°. A study of over 13,000 middle aged men and
women found that those that lived within 300 meters (1/5 mile) of a major road for an
extended period of time had an increased risk of coronary heart disease' .

The strongest most consistent TRAP health risk has been the exacerbation or
development of asthma and respiratory symptoms in children. Multiple studies in
different countries have shown this risk. Children that breathe more roadway air pollution
at home and at schools are at higher risk of developing asthma'®. Kids that live at a
distance of a tenth of a mile or less of a road having relatively low levels of vehicle traffic
have been shown to have a 70% increased risk of experiencing wheezing '°. A study was
done in British Columbia of 38,000 children with varying exposure to air pollution in
utero and during their first year of life. The study found that children were at increased
odds of developing asthma if they were exposed to air pollution and that children exposed
to TRAP had the highest risk of asthma®.

Traffic-related air pollution has also been found to increase the odds of pre term (early)
births and preeclampsia (a pregnancy complication) *"**%. A survey study in Sweden
found that people who lived near road traffic noise at 64 decibels and above were more
likely to report they had high blood pressure™.

A British Canadian study looked at neighborhood design and found that urban areas that
are designed-for walking may inadvertently expose their residents to higher levels of
TRAP. Additionally, people of lower socio-economic status often have the highest levels
of exposure. The authors highlight that their research supports policies for locating
residential buildings (especially schools, daycare centers, and assisted living facilities)

back from major transportation corridors™*.

Impacts of High Density Corridors on Neighborhoods

Landmark studies have revealed the impact of HDC physical environments on human
behavior. These studies have shown that High Density Corridors cause environmental
stress in humans and as well as other outcomes. HDC were associated with less social
interaction, street activity, and withdrawal from the physical environment as a result of
HDC erosion of environmental quality. Further, research by J.M. Thompson calculated
that living within 600 feet of a HDC had implications on people who suffered from a
deteriorated environment. ° Contrasts between HDC and Low Density Neighborhoods
(LDN) occurred in age, family composition, and the length of residence. Criteria
categories for environmental quality: safety at intersections; traffic hazards;
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dissatisfaction with noise; vibrations, fumes and soot; dust; stress; noise; pollution;
feeling of anxiety; social interaction; privacy; home territory; and environmental
awareness of the physical surroundings.

Most importantly, the research showed that those people in HDC with children would
move elsewhere for less stressful environmental neighborhoods if they have the financial
ability to do so.” In contrast, residents in the HDC had a shorter length of residence than a
low density street, which were predominately family streets with many children and
longer length of residence which spanned decades. Danger and safety issues associated
with HDC were an important consideration for residents. Findings revealed that almost
no children lived near the HDC and the housing was generally inhabited by single
individuals. Traffic volumes produced different human stresses, need for withdrawal, and
undermined the human coping mechanism.

Elder’s perceptions of the HDC stressors were revealed by descriptive words,
“...unbearable...”; It’s “...too much...”; “People have moved because of the noise.”; and
the “Disgusting amount of litter”” HDC noise levels were above 65 decibels for 45
percent of the time. “Noise from the street intrudes into my home.”’ Car noises were
relatively constant and produced a steady drone of traffic but the random city buses, and
the streeching of brakes at the intersections added unnecessary disruptions. High Density
Corridor’s traffic volumes were destructive factors in urban life. ®

Relocation of frail resident’s and knowing functional level and wellness profiles for the
baseline assessment helps determine an effective process to assure due process and
protection of a resident’s rights. Transfers are traumatic experiences which are often
referred to in the literature base as “transfer trauma”. Involuntary removing seniors can
lead to increased liability. '

Social interaction in LDN showed that children played on the sidewalk and in the streets,
while HDC residents kept very much to themselves and held no feelings of community.
“It’s not a friendly street.” and “People are afraid to go into the street ...”” The concept of
neighborhood as social support systems for families and individuals is loss or at least
compromised in the HDC. HDC residents had little or no sidewalk activities while LDN
were a lively close-knit community whose residents made full use of their streets. HDC
residents sense of personal home territory did not extend into the streets, while LDN
resident’s showed “territorial expansiveness™’ into the street which was one of the salient
findings of the study. HDC residents experienced withdrawal from the street and lived in
the back of their home. In contrast, inhabitants on Low Density Neighborhoods streets
had more acquaintances. People (LDN) said, “ I feel it’s home. ... I don’t feel alone.”’
People living in LDN had three times as many friends than those along the HDC who had
little social interaction and the contacts across the street were much less frequent.
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“A society grows great when ...(elders) plant trees, whose shade they know they shall
never sit in.”  Greek Proverb '’
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Appendix D

Future Land Use Map (also as electronic PDF “flum”)~
*Note some additional small changes may be made to the FLUM
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