
Land Use & Environment Committee

City of Olympia

Meeting Agenda

City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8447

Council Chambers5:30 PMThursday, October 23, 2014

1. ROLL CALL

2. CALL TO ORDER

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

3.A 14-0992 Approval of September 25, 2014 Land Use and Environment Committee 

Meeting Minutes

MinutesAttachments:

4. COMMITTEE BUSINESS

4.A 14-1003 Shoreline Master Program Update -- Comments Received by 

Department of Ecology

Public Comments with Preliminary City Response

Comment summary by commenter

Attachments:

4.B 14-0981 Annual Annexations Briefing

Urban Growth Areas

City Park Sites

Annexations map

Attachments:

4.C 14-1011 Artesian Commons Fence

4.D 14-0887 Community Planning and Development (CPD) Work Program Update

CPD Annual Baseline Planning Work Program Summary

CPD Planning Projects Gantt Chart COUNCIL Involvement - Updated 

9.18.14

Attachments:

4.E 14-1008 Status Reports and Updates

5. 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 Committee 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 Olympia

Land Use & Environment Committee

Approval of September 25, 2014 Land Use and
Environment Committee Meeting Minutes

Agenda Date: 10/23/2014
Agenda Item Number: 3.A

File Number:14-0992

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8447

Type: minutes Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Approval of September 25, 2014 Land Use and Environment Committee Meeting Minutes
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City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8447

City of Olympia

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Land Use & Environment Committee

5:30 PM Council ChambersThursday, September 25, 2014

ROLL CALL1.

Present: 3 - Chair Steve Langer, Committee Member Jeannine Roe and 

Committee Member Julie Hankins

OTHERS PRESENT

Community Planning and Development Director Keith Stahley

Downtown Liaison Brian Wilson

Public Works Engineering City Engineer Fran Eide

City Surveyor Ladd Cluff

Assistant City Engineer Steve Sperr

City Manager Steve Hall

CALL TO ORDER2.

Chair Langer called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES3.

3.A 14-0893 Approval of August 28, 2014 Land Use & Environment Committee 

Meeting Minutes

The minutes were approved.

COMMITTEE BUSINESS4.

4.A 14-0921 Downtown Project III Update

Mr. Wilson briefed the Committee on the latest progress of several projects including; 

the Alcohol Impact Area, Artesian Commons, alleyway lighting, Clean Team update, 

Downtown Ambassadors, and other projects.

Discussion:

- Placing the Artesian Commons mural on the Consent Calendar.

- Obsidian Club, a performance space restaurant and coffee shop, due to open in 

October.

The report was completed.
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September 25, 2014Land Use & Environment 

Committee

Meeting Minutes - Draft

4.B 14-0887 Community Planning and Development (CPD) Work Program 

Update

This item was postponed to the next meeting due to staff illness and unavailability.

The report was postponed and referred back to the Land Use & Environment 

Committee.

4.C 14-0733 Vacating Street and Alley Right-of-Way

Ms. Eide gave a presentation entitled "Vacating Streets and Alleyways" which outlined 

the application process, criteria for approval, process for staff review and evaluation, 

and fee structure.

Mr. Ladd explained right-of-way, dedication, and public interest/rights. He discussed 

the intention behind the Municipal Code to ensure that vacating City streets and 

alleys, or portions thereof, will not have negative effects on private properties or the 

general public, and how the process is intended to assure the City's long range 

transportation and land use goals are met. He described how City streets and alleys 

are considered community resources and how their abandonment through this 

process should uphold the public's interest. He described an example of vacating right 

of way to extend a park.

Discussion:

- Notification process of adjacent property owners.

- 1890 statute of unused alleyways vacation.

- Pathway programs and reluctance to give up any public right of way.

- Looking at all alternatives before giving up any public access. 

Mr. Walt Jorgenson inquired about the process of petitioning abutting property owners 

and determination of whether vested rights are affected.

Mr. Sperr explained how a Site Plan Review Committee is selected.

The report was completed.

4.D 14-0907 Briefing on Engineering Design and Development Standards

Mr. Sperr discussed the proposed Engineering Design and Development Standards 

(EDDS) updates and reviewed how proposed changes will affect bicycle facility 

requirements, requirements for LED light standards to replace high pressure sodium 

(HPS), and solid waste receptacle placement standards.

Ms. Karen Messmer, a representative of the Olympia City Streets Campaign, 

discussed the letter sent from this organization. She expressed concern about the 

citizen participation process and the difficulty when comments get integrated the 

following year, rather than the year in which they are submitted. 

Page 2City of Olympia

http://olympia.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3834
http://olympia.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3680
http://olympia.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3854


September 25, 2014Land Use & Environment 

Committee

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Discussion:

- Lighting and the effects of color temperature on wildlife corridors.

- Problems of current lighting color and temperature which does not meet quality of 

life standards. 

- Speed bumps and neighborhood street limits.

- EDDS and action plan coordination.

- Concern about feedback timeframe allowed on Oly Speaks and the problems with 

inadequate processing by the City, and insufficient archiving which would allow for 

continuity, reference, and appropriate integration.

Chair Langer thanked Ms. Messmer for her active participation and the excellent level 

of detailed advice in the letter. He suggested changes to the Oly Speaks tracking 

system based on her comments and staff agreed to address Ms. Messmer's concerns 

confirming the goal of the City website to support public engagement.

It was moved by Commissioner Roe, seconded by Commissioner Hankins,  to 

recommend the proposed updates move to a public hearing before City Council. 

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Daniel Einstein from the Olympia Coalition for Ecosystems Preservation spoke 

about the organization's  efforts to conserve the West Bay woods and Schneider 

Creek basin. He read a prepared letter and will submit the letter by email to 

Councilmembers.

Chair Langer thanked Mr. Einstein and explained the Committee's role and who 

makes decisions regarding development. He recommended Mr. Einstein meet with 

Mr. Hall to discuss effective strategies for further City involvement.

The report was completed.

ADJOURNMENT5.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:18 p.m.
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City of Olympia

Land Use & Environment Committee

Shoreline Master Program Update -- Comments
Received by Department of Ecology

Agenda Date: 10/23/2014
Agenda Item Number: 4.A

File Number:14-1003

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8447

Type: discussion Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Shoreline Master Program Update -- Comments Received by Department of Ecology

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
No prior Committee review on this aspect of Shoreline Master Program.

City Manager Recommendation:
Briefing and discussion.

Report
Issue:
Late in 2013 the City of Olympia submitted a proposed update of its Shoreline Master Program for
review and approval by the Department of Ecology. Between July 23 and September 8 of 2014,
Ecology accepted public comment on the proposal. Pursuant to Ecology’s standard review process,
the City now has an opportunity to respond to those comments. The City’s response, if any, is due
early in November. This briefing will provide Committee members with an opportunity to discuss a
tentative response.

Staff Contact:
Keith Stahley, Director, Community Planning and Development Department, 360.753.8227

Presenter(s):
Todd Stamm, Principal Planner, Community Planning and Development Department

Background and Analysis:
Washington’s Shoreline Management Act (SMA) requires that each city and county adopt and
administer a ‘Shoreline Master Program’ (SMP) approved by the Washington Department of Ecology.
These programs apply to ‘shorelines of the state’ (major water bodies) and nearby lands. Such
programs usually include local goals, policies, development regulations and standards. The goals
and policies become part of the local Comprehensive Plan. A 2003 amendment of the Act requires
periodic updates of all SMPs.

In 2007 Olympia began an update of its Shoreline Master Program with an adoption target of
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December 1, 2011.  Due to an extended public process, the City’s proposed update was not
forwarded to Ecology until December of 2013. Ecology’s staff is now reviewing the City’s proposal -
until approved by Ecology, it will not be in effect.

In general, Ecology is to review the City’s proposal for consistency with the Act and SMP update
guidelines and procedures. As part of that review process, Ecology held a public hearing on July 31
and accepted public comment until September 8, 2014. The next step in the standard process is for
the City to respond to the comments received by Ecology.  Ecology staff will then review the proposal
and all comments including the City’s response.  Ecology will then issue ‘findings and conclusions.’
These may include approval of the proposal, or Ecology may require or recommend changes to the
proposal.  If changes are proposed, the City will have at least thirty days to respond to Ecology’s
proposal. These procedures are described in more detail in Washington Administrative Code 173-26-
120.

Public Comments and Response
As noted above, at this stage the City is being provided an opportunity to respond to public
comments submitted to Ecology. In brief, the public’s comments focused on:

·· Flood and earthquake risks

·· Sea level rise

·· Building heights and view protection

·· Building setbacks, especially along Budd Inlet

·· Public access, especially to Budd Inlet

·· Heritage Park area

To assist the City in responding, Ecology staff provided a summary of those comments.  That
summary, organized by topic, is attached and includes tentative responses drafted by City staff. Also
attached for convenience is a City-staff-prepared comment summary organized by commenter. Upon
request, Olympia Community Planning and Development staff can provide a copy of all comments
received by Ecology.

Staff’s draft of proposed responses generally focus on the extensive public process employed by the
City, the Cumulative Impacts Analysis and Inventory and Characterization, the broad range of
alternatives considered, the balancing of Shoreline Management Act goals in the proposal ultimately
approved by the Council, and consistency of the proposal with local plans and values. Any
comments, suggestions or directions from the Committee regarding these responses will be
welcomed by staff.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Community interest and participation in the update of Olympia’s Shoreline Master Program has been
extensive and intensive, and is expected to continue.

Options:
1. Concur with approach being considered by staff.
2. Provide specific suggestions or direction regarding City responses to comments.
3. Refer matter to City Council for consideration on October 28 or November 3.
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Financial Impact:
Within current budget.
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CITY OF OLYMPIA RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, OCTOBER 1, 2013 SMP, RESOLUTION NO. M1797              1 
 

Responsiveness Summary: City of Olympia Locally Adopted Shoreline Master Program (SMP) 

Ecology Public Comment Period: July 23, 2014 through 5:00 pm on September 8, 2014 
City responses by name, date 

 

Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

1.  Sea Level Rise Jeanette Dickison 
SMP draft does a good job of protecting shoreline and responding to 
Sea Level Rise (SLR).   

Concur; and see flooding response below.  

2.  Building Heights Jeanette Dickison 

Satisfied with plan as it applies to West Bay Drive; elsewhere, “views” 
have usurped heights and will prevent urban densities along the rest 
of Olympia’s shoreline and the Port Peninsula.  Plan does little to 
bring a housing district to downtown and inhibits the ability of the 
Port to respond to exchange of goods and ideas. 

Proposed height limitation and view 
protection provisions strike a balance 
consistent with Shoreline Management Act 
(SMA), local values and community’s vision 
for downtown. 

 

3.  
Existing Buildings 

and Uses 

Bob Van Schoorl/Olympia 
Yacht Club 
Gary Ball 

Walt Schefter 
Vita Zvirzdys-Farler 

Kevin Stormans/Bayview 
Thriftway 

James Lengenfelder 

Supports nonconforming development provisions.  Clarity regarding 
the ability to maintain, repair and restore existing structures and uses 
is critical to existing property owners. 

Concur.  

4.  

Setbacks and 
Vegetation 

Conservation 
Areas (VCAs) 

Bob Van Schoorl/Olympia 
Yacht Club 
Gary Ball 

Walt Schefter 

Increased setbacks to 30 feet within downtown waterfront 
corridor/Urban Intensity area represents well-crafted compromise 
between appropriate shoreline protections and flexibility for 
downtown waterfront.  Setbacks are consistent with the shoreline 
inventory and recognize existing shoreline environment in the 
downtown area. Cumulative impacts assessment agreed no net loss 
standard can be achieved with recommended standards. 

Concur.  

5.  Public Access 

Bob Van Schoorl/Olympia 
Yacht Club 
Gary Ball 

Walt Schefter 
Vita Zvirzdys-Farler 

Want to make sure public access is a partnership not a mandate. 
Accommodating public access on private property is not a valid basis 
to significantly increase setbacks.  Shoreline Management Act (SMA) 
requires public access opportunities but not a public trail around the 
entirety of Olympia’s waterfront. 

Proposed public access provisions, especially 
for non-water-oriented uses, are consistent 
with SMA balancing of public enjoyment and 
access, water dependent uses and 
environmental protection. 

 

6.  Covered Moorage 
Bob Van Schoorl/Olympia 

Yacht Club 

There are mandates in the SMP that should not be; these should be 
between the property user and the lessee and be taken care of when 
we negotiate our new lease with the Department of Natural 
Resources.  We need the ability to maintain our boathouses. 

Proposed covered moorage limitations are 
consistent with recommendations of state 
agencies and environmental protection. 

 

7.  Mixed Use 
Bob Van Schoorl/Olympia 

Yacht Club 
Agree with some of the mixed use provisions. Believes we should 
have a mix of waterfront, retail, office, recreational opportunities.  

Concur.  

8.  

Environment 
Designation for 

the Olympia Yacht 
Club 

Bonnie Jacobs/Friends of 
the Waterfront 

Doesn’t understand why the yacht club is designated Urban Intensity, 
believes it should be Urban Recreation.  

Urban Intensity designation of this area is 
consistent with ‘inventory and 
characterization,’ neighboring shoreline uses 
and providing for new uses of the site. 

 

9.  Flooding 
Bonnie Jacobs/Friends of 

the Waterfront 

SMP does not address flooding and appears to punt.  Wants to know 
how Olympia will defend the city against water, where the line of 
defense will be and who will pay for it. Will we encourage more 
publicly financed buildings in the flood zone?  It is also a liquefaction 

Proposal includes adopting Olympia’s critical 
area regulations, including references to 
flood risk management and seismic 
regulations. SMA does not require that SMPs 
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

zone. include a specific flood-control plan. The City 
continues to develop strategies  for 
responding to sea level rise through close 
monitoring of the evolving science and 
gathering data and conducting research 
unique to Olympia and Budd Inlet. 

10.  
Building Setbacks 
in Urban Intensity 

Designation 

Bonnie Jacobs/Friends of 
the Waterfront 

30 foot building setback will limit options to stem rising tides that 
might be more effective, less costly, and create a more pleasing 
waterfront experience.  Wants to see setbacks of 50 feet or more. 

Thirty-foot distance balances such 
opportunities for sea level rise protection 
with development potential of private 
property; consistent with SMA goals. 

 

11.  
Building Setbacks 
in Urban Intensity 

Designation 

Bonnie Jacobs/Friends of 
the Waterfront 

(In response to other testimony) - keep hearing compromise and 
balance and there was no compromise on the 30-foot setback.  That 
was a bare minimum and that’s what they chose.  They did not 
compromise 6 inches on 30-foot setback. 

See above response.  

12.  
Community 

Visioning 
Susan Ahlschwede 

Community gatherings should have continued on a regular basis 
throughout the process. More structure and direction from the 
council and the community would have made it clear what Olympia 
really wanted in our SMP. 

As reflected in the record, Olympia’s public 
process continued for many years and 
included over 100 well-documented meetings 
and other opportunities for public 
participation of both the Planning 
Commission and the Olympia City Council, all 
consistent with SMA and the Growth 
Management Act. 

 

13.  
Building Setbacks 
in Urban Intensity 

Designation 
Susan Ahlschwede 

Environment designations were hotly debated and changed many 
times between Urban Conservancy and Urban Intensity.  30-foot 
setback for urban intensity reaches of Budd Inlet is a mistake; the 
minimum should be 50 feet excluding the marine terminal. Health 
and safety issues associated with flooding will magnify; protection 
methods can be built into a 50 foot setback.  A 30 foot setback means 
buildings would be smack dab up against a future trail.  This would 
not create the right feeling and would make future maintenance 
difficult.  Restoration also must occur in these areas.  If all of the 
above (restoration, trail and flood control) can’t happen in 30 feet, it 
isn’t enough. 

Selection of thirty-foot setback was result of 
balancing many interests consistent with 
SMA.  To extend consistent with SMA and 
guidelines, such local judgment should be 
approved by Ecology. Given existing 
ownership and development patters much of 
the Urban Intensity SED will continue to 
enjoy setbacks in excess of 30 feet. 

 

14.  

Setbacks and 
Vegetation 

Conservation 
Areas (VCAs) 

Vita Zvirzdys-Farler 

Strongly supports setback and VCA provisions in the urban intensity 
area.  Would have liked to have seen 10-foot setbacks but the 30-foot 
setbacks within downtown waterfront core represent a good 
compromise between shoreline protections and flexibility. 

See above re setbacks.  

15.  
Public Access and 

Mixed Use 

Vita Zvirzdys-Farler 
James Lengenfelder 

Adam Frank/Olympia 
Master Builders (OMB) 

 

Mixed-use commercial development is only allowed when providing 
both public access and shoreline enhancement/restoration.  Ecology's 
regulations related to mixed use development are not this restrictive.  
SMP should allow mixed use commercial developments that provide 
significant public benefit, which may include - but is not limited to - 
public access and/or shoreline restoration. 
OMB supports mixed uses in the shoreline, but public access through 
private property should not always be required.   

See response above re non-water-oriented 
uses.  Local judgment regarding public access 
to be provided upon such uses is appropriate. 

 

16.  
Building Setbacks 
in Urban Intensity 

Bob Jacobs/Friends of the 
Waterfront 

Not much consideration was given to the 30 foot setback or how it 
would work in the future and is inadequate. Impression is Council 

Many alternative setbacks were considered 
by staff, Planning Commission and City 
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

Designation Sherri Goulet chose the least width they could for reasons they kept to themselves.  
Considering how it’s measured, 30 feet means around 20 feet of flat 
land, which is not enough to accommodate a multi use path (City 
standard is 22 feet). Need 50 foot or more setbacks, 40 feet of flat 
land with no buildings on it, for quality public access, which is 
required by the SMA.  Shoreline recreational uses are a preferred use 
under the SMA.  

Council. Final decision is well-supported by 
the record as an appropriate judgment of the 
Council. 

17.  Building Heights 
Bob Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 

A 3 story building so close to a path provides a looming wall that is 
unpleasant to path users and doesn’t represent quality access.  

City received a wide variety of comments on 
this issue and carefully evaluated options. 
Ultimate conclusion as expressed in the 
proposal should be approved. 

 

18.  Flooding 

Bob Jacobs/Friends of the 
Waterfront 

Sherri Goulet 
 

SMP submittal fails to comply with RCW 90.58.100(2)(h).  Verbal 
testimony refers to three maps (exhibits) that represent why wider 
setbacks are needed.  The SMP essentially says the city will deal with 
flooding in the future, which isn’t an adequate response to a 
statutory requirement to prevent and minimize flood damages.  
Specific actions, costs, fund sources and a timeline for each portion of 
the shoreline are needed.  20 feet of flat land is insufficient for flood 
prevention structures and the equipment needed to install and 
maintain them. A narrow setback forecloses more desirable options 
in terms of effectiveness, cost and public access.  

See responses above.  

19.  Liquefaction 
Bob Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 

Basically all the waterfront downtown except for East Bay Drive is in a 
liquefaction zone.  SMA requires the SMP to require against adverse 
effects to public health.  Also, cities are required to protect property.  
Wider setbacks would further both objectives by putting buildings 
back further from the water so you get less damage to them and the 
people in them - areas near the water and whatever is on top of them 
are likely to flow into the water in the event of an earthquake. 

Much of downtown Olympia including many 
areas well removed from the shoreline are 
subject to liquefaction. Pursuant to State 
directives including the Growth Management 
Act, the City of Olympia requires that all new 
structures comply with seismic standards 
intended to reduce such risks.  SMA does not 
require exceptional standards in the 
shoreline area.   

 

20.  City SMP approval 
Bob and Bonnie 

Jacobs/Friends of the 
Waterfront 

SMP submitted by City was approved in a troubling context.  Certain 
Council members (1) downplayed the importance of the SMA and 
stated it was not appropriate to manage land use within shoreline 
jurisdiction, and (2) promoted reduction of Ecology’s role in 
implementation, to be accomplished by keeping SMP provisions weak 
so Council could maximize City’s flexibility. 

Council members extensively and carefully 
considered the proposed SMP, the governing 
law and Ecology staff role and guidance. 

 

21.  
Public Access, 

section 2.15B on 
page 16 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Change cited section to require public access be incorporated to 
maximum extent practicable in all new development or 
redevelopment.  This would comply with the SMA policy in RCW 
90.58.020, paragraph 4 and statutory policies that public access is a 
preferred use under the Act. 

City proposed policy is consistent with SMA 
and reflects public access priority of the Act. 

 

22.  

Industrial 
Development, 

section 3.52B on 
page 66 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Amend cited section to specify this applies only to light industrial 
uses.  Except for Marine Terminal, new or expanded non-water 
dependent and non-water related heavy industrial uses are not 
appropriate. 

Specific reference is to the content of an 
application for industrial development, and 
should apply to all industry. Limitations on 
industry location are determined by 
combination of the SMP and local zoning, and 
not by these SMP-wide standards.  Table 6.1 
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

permits new industrial uses in the Urban 
Intensity and Port Marine Industrial SEDs only 
as water dependent or water oriented only. 
These uses are generally prohibited in all 
other SEDs. 

23.  

Industrial 
Development, 

section 3.52G.5 on 
page 67 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Remove sanitary sewer outfalls from cited section; all sanitary 
sewage is now and for the foreseeable future will be processed by 
LOTT. 

Although rarely exercised, the potential for 
individual industrial uses to provide separate 
wastewater treatment and outfall should be 
retained. 

 

24.  

Vegetation 
Conservation 
Areas (VCAs), 

section 3.31 on 
page 50 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

In cited section, reconsider allowed activities in VCAs that are 
inconsistent with function and purpose of VCAs (loading equipment 
for transport of logs and picnic shelters). 

Uses to be allowed within VCAs were 
carefully considered to provide for water-
oriented uses and public access. Proposed 
VCAs are larger than minimum needed 
specifically so these uses can be 
accommodated. 

 

25.  

Boat Storage and 
Covered Moorage, 
sections 3.47 and 
3.48 on page 65 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Term “dry moorage” is an oxymoron. “Moorage” means in the water.  
Suggest defining “moorage” as in water and “boat storage” as out of 
the water, whether on land or in/on a structure over the water. 
Merge section 3.48B into 3.47. Allow boat storage in shoreline 
jurisdiction only for single family residences. 

For consistency, proposed definitions are 
consistent with SMP guidelines and 
definitions utilized by State agencies. Specific 
references can be provided on request. 

 

26.  
Table 6.2 on page 

60 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Budd 3A: 65-foot height limit is inappropriate, will allow for view 
blockage to many properties on adjacent hill.  35-foot height limit 
would be consistent with express statutory direction (RCW 
90.58.320). If 65-foot height limit is allowed, require a VCA as in 7-9-
13 City Council hearing draft. 

These building height allowances and related 
mitigation were carefully considered to 
balance view protection and consistency with 
community vision as expressed in City’s 
comprehensive plan.  Impacts on views will 
be addressed during the development review 
process. 

 

27.  
Table 6.2 on page 

60 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Urban Intensity: for readability, change “all others” to Budd 4 and 5A. City staff welcomes any proposals by Ecology 
for increasing readability and clarity of the 
proposed SMP. 

 

28.  
Table 6.2 on page 

60 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Urban Intensity: under “all others” (Budd 4 and 5A), height limit of 35 
feet would achieve human scale development.  Building step backs 
should be imposed for same purpose. 

See responses above regarding building 
locations and heights. 

 

29.  
Table 6.2 on page 

60 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Waterfront Recreation: change maximum standard building height 
from 42 feet and 35 feet to 15 feet. Buildings taller than 15 feet are 
not appropriate in shoreline jurisdiction for public parks with the 
exception of the carillon at the south end of Heritage Park (Cap 6). 

See responses above regarding building 
locations and heights. Proposed SMP would 
allow State flexibility to revise Heritage Park 
plans within SMP constraints – SMA does not 
require limiting to current plans for site. 

 

30.  
Table 6.2 on page 

60 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 
Jeffrey Jaksich 

Reach Budd 4: 35-foot height limit is suggested to match current 
zoning.  For reaches 5A and 6A, 35-foot limit waterward of streets 
and 45 feet in remainder would maintain human scale. 

See responses above regarding building 
locations and heights. 

 

31.  
Table 6.3 on pages 

61 and 62 

Bob and Bonnie 
Jacobs/Friends of the 

Waterfront 

Minimum setbacks from ordinary high water mark under any 
conditions should be at least 50 feet except for the Marine Terminal 
(Budd 5B), Ward Lake and Ken Lake, and shelters for public access to 

See responses above regarding building 
locations and heights; setbacks along lakes 
were based on balance of environmental 
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

Jeffrey Jaksich the water. This is minimum amount of space needed for future public 
uses, increased safety and a human scale built environment. 

protection with current conditions.  See 
inventory of current building setbacks. 

32.  
Cap 6 reach 

(Heritage Park) 
Bob Jacobs 

30-foot setback would allow buildings that could be 35 feet tall to be 
built right behind walking path. This is contrary to the design of park.   
Setback and height allowance should be changed to at least 100 feet 
and one story.  Only exception should be for construction of carillon 
at the south end of Heritage Park. 

Proposed SMP would allow State flexibility to 
revise Heritage Park plans within SMP 
constraints – SMA does not require limiting 
to current plans for site. 

 

33.  Building Heights Sherri Goulet 

30-foot setback would allow 35-foot tall buildings immediately 
adjacent to path; walking along such a path with buildings towering 
over would not be construed as quality public access. A 50 to 55-foot 
setback would provide a reasonable quality walking experience. 

See response above.  

34.  
Earthquake 

Preparedness 
Sherri Goulet 

30-foot setbacks are inadequate to mitigate against soil liquefaction 
along the shorelines caused by earthquakes.  Public and private 
buildings must be protected from the liquefaction ensuing from a 
severe earthquake. 

See response above.  

35.  Setbacks 
Adam Frank/Olympia 

Master Builders 

Scientific assessments show there's no need to increase setbacks; 30 
feet is sufficient to achieve a no net loss standard while maintaining 
flexibility for waterfront development.  Olympia Master Builders 
(OMB) would like to voice its strong support for the compromise 
reached.   

Concur.  

36.  
Existing Buildings 

and Uses 
Adam Frank/Olympia 

Master Builders 

OMB supports clarity provided by nonconforming development 
provisions.  Imprecise standards can cause anxiety for property 
owners so it’s nice to have clear and easy to understand guidance. 

Concur.  

37.  SMP overall 
Kevin Stormans/Bayview 

Thriftway 

Encourages adoption of SMP as submitted by the City.  Document 
strikes compromise and balance with different views and opinions 
that have been expressed as well as Shoreline Master Program 
Guidelines. 

Concur.  

38.  Setbacks 
Kevin Stormans/Bayview 

Thriftway 

Nothing in record supports large setbacks within downtown 
waterfront. 30-foot setbacks represent well-crafted compromise 
between appropriate shoreline protections and flexibility. Supports 
City’s proposed setback within “Urban Intensity” areas. 

Elements of record do support larger 
setbacks, but these were considered when 
reaching 30-foot provision of the proposal. 

 

39.  
Vegetation 

Conservation 
Areas (VCAs) 

Kevin Stormans/Bayview 
Thriftway 

Olympia’s downtown waterfront core is identified as a degraded and 
an artificial shoreline environment with little to no existing shoreline 
ecological function.  The Cumulative Impacts Assessment performed 
by ESA concluded that the City’s SMP will maintain overall condition 
of shoreline and avoid long-term cumulative impacts. 

Concur.  

40.  
Existing Buildings 

and Uses 
David Schaffert/Thurston 

County Chamber 

Cites concurrence and agreement with respect to nonconforming 
development provisions with earlier speakers (Mr. Van Schoorl, Mr. 
Frank and Ms. Zvirzdys).  Ability to repair, maintain, and, ultimately to 
be able to rebuild if something happens to one’s structure was a real 
concern. 

Concur.  

41.  Setbacks 
David Schaffert/Thurston 

County Chamber 
A lot of eye of the beholder in this. Concurs with citing shoreline 
inventory and no net loss in support of current proposal. 

Concur.  

42.  Mixed Use 
David Schaffert/Thurston 

County Chamber 

Chamber is interested in ability to have mixed use in a vibrant 
downtown urban waterfront.  Chamber’s adopted vision for urban 
waterfront is very similar to Friends of the Waterfront, which 
envisions a mixed-use vibrant waterfront that can be utilized for 

Concur.  
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

commerce and for people to access and enjoy. 

43.  SMP overall Mike Reid/Port of Olympia 

Port has seen many drafts through this process and is pleased with 
the current product. It has addressed some of the concerns the Port 
had. It is filled with compromises that address the issues that were 
raised; Port supports it. 

Concur.  

44.  City SMP approval Jeffrey Jaksich 

Public involvement and input were limited and hampered by self-
serving planning staff and some elected officials. Olympia Planning 
Commission subcommittee and support staff distorted public input 
and reversed prior City Council buffer policies by bringing back 
decided policy with narrower buffers and misinformation.   

Public involvement process was extensive, 
fair and consistent with SMA and GMA. 

 

45.  City SMP approval Jeffrey Jaksich 

Council members (1) downplayed importance of SMA stating it was 
not appropriate to manage land use within shoreline jurisdiction, and 
(2) accomplished reduction of Ecology’s role in implementation by 
keeping SMP provisions weak so Council could maximize City’s 
flexibility.   

See response above.  

46.  City SMP approval Jeffrey Jaksich 
Staff driven changes allowed for reduced buffer from the wider 
Olympia saltwater shoreline 50 foot buffer minimum. 

Proposal reflects information, comments and 
opinion from many parties including staff. 

 

47.  
Existing Buildings 

and Uses 
Walt Schefter 

Must be recognized that urban uses of the waterfront have existed 
for hundreds of years and that purpose of SMP process is not to roll 
back development and squeeze out uses to fulfill vision of some 
earlier age.  It is to protect what is there now and halt any further 
loss. 

Concur.  

48.  SMP overall John DeMeyer 

Proposed SMP is result of long process involving input from all 
interested parties. It strikes acceptable balance in providing 
environmental protection and accessibility to the shoreline by general 
public and water dependent users. 

Concur  

49.  
SMP overall/West 

Bay 

Mort James III/West Bay 
Drive Neighborhood 

Association 

Supports October 2013 draft SMP as it pertains to West Bay. West 
Bay subarea plan balances design considerations, view corridors and 
density with public amenities, shoreline restoration and 
enhancement opportunities and incentives; association is dedicated 
to preserving it consistent with state shoreline regulations.  Draft is a 
good compromise for development, sea level rise concerns and 
restoration. 

Concur.  

50.  City SMP approval Robert Jensen 

Record contains attitudes counterproductive to and that colored 
development of a credible SMP.  Statements by certain Council 
members either (1) expressed views of SMA as antiquated, 
unresponsive to today’s land use issues and no longer of significant 
impact, or (2) seek to increase City’s flexibility by reducing Ecology’s 
role.   

See response above.  

51.  Flooding Robert Jensen 

City is aware of actual and forecast flooding in marine shoreline areas 
but SMP does not take marine flooding into account.  Understands 
City included a provision providing for further study of flooding issues 
instead of including an element that addresses flooding per RCW 
90.58.100(2)(h).  SMP is defective because regulations are not 
appropriate.  SMP should be remanded for consideration of flooding. 

See responses above.  

52.  
Flooding and Sea 

Level Rise 
Judy Bardin 

SMA requires SMP to address flood control including “prevention and 
mitigation of flood damages” (RCW 90.58.100(2)(h)) and that the City 

See responses above.  Ecology staff is urged 
to review cited report and seek additional 
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Comment 
Number 

Comment Topic 
and/or SMP 

Citation 

Commenter(s) Comment (Summary) {Tentative) 
Local Government Response 

and Rationale 

State Response and Rationale 

use the best available scientific information (RCW.90.58.100 (1)(e)).  
City has not addressed available scientific information and lacks 
sufficient data to plan for sea level rise impacting flooding risk.  Cites 
findings from “The City of Olympia Engineered Response to Sea Level 
Rise”, December 2011 and states 30-foot setbacks are too risky and 
may tie City's hands in planning for flood protection. 

information as needed.  Period updates to 
the SMP are required and as new information 
becomes available it will be incorporated into 
the program. 

53.  Setbacks James Lengenfelder 
Because of community’s continued disagreement, seems 
inappropriate to alter current setbacks.  Nothing in record to support 
larger setbacks being pushed by some folks in the community. 

SMP update process does not require that 
unanimity result; resulting proposal reflects 
many viewpoints. 

 

54.  Covered Moorage James Lengenfelder 
Current draft prohibits new covered moorage.  Since all are 
overwater structures, it seems appropriate to discuss building 
standards for them rather than prohibiting them. 

See response above.  

55.  
Flooding, sections 

2.4D and E on 
page 10 

Lee Montecucco 
Plan as submitted does not meet statutory requirement to address 
flooding.   Cited provisions do not address flooding in a meaningful 
way.  

See response above.  

56.  Setbacks Lee Montecucco 

30-foot setbacks for saltwater are inadequate for options in the 
future which will allow for defense against flooding while preserving 
public access and space for vegetation conservation areas. 
In many places, only 20 feet or so would be usable - 50 foot setback 
would allow for the options mentioned above; 30 feet is not enough. 

See response above.  

57.  SMP overall Paul Ingman 

Ecology must call for a moratorium because of a lack of standard 
scientific proof that the City complied with RCW 90.58.100.2h and 
other state statues, recent scientific research, the public record, 
environmental site analysis, and Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan  
(Comp Plan) Update. 

See response above regarding flood risks.  

58.  Flooding Paul Ingman 

City has not satisfactorily provided three important considerations to 
prevent flood damage: Sustainable Strategy, Responsible Choices, 
and Public Involvement. No sustainable strategy because the SMP is 
based on “The City of Olympia Engineered Response to Sea Level 
Rise” December 2011, which was  a preliminary analysis and is 
incomplete; because setback distances are inconsistent between the 
SMP, the above named study and the Comprehensive Plan update; 
and because SMP is inconsistent with sea level rise projections, facts, 
and research.  No responsible choices because “Engineered Response 
to Sea Level Rise” is in terms of physical responses and not natural 
science responses involving ecology, biology, oceanography etc.  No 
public involvement because no hearing was held on research for 
flood wall, no hearing comments support idea that City has decided 
to defend downtown from flooding, no hearing held to integrate 
Comp Plan update and SMP, and no information on taxpayers 
financial obligation to continuously increase flood wall heights. City’s 
efforts to manage a strategy to prevent sea level rise flooding are 
inconsistent with requirements of the SMA. 

See responses above.  

 



 

 

Olympia’s Proposed Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Comprehensive Update 

Summary of Ecology Public Hearing Comments 

Comments received at hearing on July 31, 2014: 

Commenter Summary 

Bob van Schoorl 
for Olympia Yacht 
Club (OYC) 

SMP should consider history of waterfront 
OYC supports clear nonconforming regulations as proposed 
OYC supports 30-foot setbacks and vegetation conservation areas as proposed – ‘a 
compromise that works’ for downtown 
Public access should be a partnership, not a mandate 
Proposal is too restrictive regarding covered moorage; should be a Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) lessor/lessee issue; need maintenance options 
Support some mixed use provisions 
OYC benefits the community; membership participates in shoreline and water 
quality activities and is present at this hearing 

Bonnie Jacobs of 
Friends for the 
Waterfront 

Consider placing OYC property in ‘urban recreation’ instead of ‘urban intensity’ 
SMP should more directly address flooding and liquefaction risk 
SMP should include response to sea level rise 
30-foot setback along marine waters not enough; too limiting of options 
Setbacks of 50-feet or more should be required; and more if flooding not 
addressed 

Susan Ahlschwede 

Process should have included more community visioning 
30-foot setback too small; should be 50-feet along marine waters – needed  for 
flood control, adequate space for public trail, and for shoreline restoration (to 
address pollution); except zero setback okay at marine terminal 
Goal should be more than ‘no net loss’ 

Vida Zvirzdys-
Farler of Image 
Source 

Support proposed nonconforming provisions of SMP 
Support proposed setbacks and vegetation conservation areas – “good 
compromise” – need for larger setbacks not supported by record 
Should allow more mixed use – public access and shoreline restoration 
requirements too restrictive for this desirable use 

Bob Jacobs 

Major issue is urban intensity area setbacks 
30-foot setback not enough space for “multi-use path”; 3-story buildings would be 
too close; Image Source building example of too narrow; need at least 50 feet of 
setback – 40 feet of flat land whether public or private 
Wider setback also needed for options to address flooding – see submitted 
graphics  
Wider setback appropriate to address liquefaction risk 

Sherri Goulet 
Urban Intensity 30-foot setback inadequate; not wide enough for multi-use 
pathway; allows 35-foot buildings adjacent to path; not enough space to address 
flooding, earthquake and liquefaction  risks 

Adam Frank for 
Olympia Master 
Builders 

OMB supports the ‘compromise’ regarding setbacks and clear nonconforming 
development regulation 
30-foot setback sufficient to achieve ‘no net loss’ 
Public access should not be required for mixed use – recommends removing that 
requirement 



 

 

Kevin Stormans 
(Bayview grocery) 

Recommends adopting SMP as proposed; strikes a balance and compromise and 
conformance to the shoreline guidelines 

David Schaffert for 
Thurston County 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

Concurs with support for proposed nonconforming regulations – Oyster House 
example 
Proposed setbacks consistent with the cumulative impacts assessment 
Mixed use key element of Chambers’ vision for the waterfront 

Mike Reid for Port 
of Olympia 

Support for SMP as proposed (including compromises) 

Bonnie Jacobs  30-foot setback was not a compromise, it was a minimum proposed by city staff 

 

Written comments received prior to September 9, 2014: 

Commenter Summary 

Paul Ingman - 
Sept. 8 letter 

SMP is not adequate to prevent flood damage; no sustainable strategy regarding sea 
level rise, no responsible choices (armoring will harm the environment), and no 
public involvement with sea level rise  

John DeMeyer - 
Sept. 3 email 

OYC member - proposed SMP ‘strikes an acceptable balance’ and should be 
approved 

Bob Van Schoorl 
– Sept. 1 letter 

Reaffirming comments at July 30 hearing – details regarding same points 

Bob Jacobs – 
August 4 email 

Regarding ‘Cap-6’ and Heritage Park; setback should be 100-feet and buildings 
limited to one-story consistent with Park plan, with an exception for a carillon 

Gary Ball  
– Sept. 3 letter 

OYC member – support for SMP as proposed 

Edward, Victor, 
and Tom 
Zvirzdys and 
Vida Zvirzdys-
Farler – Sept. 6 
letter 

Support for nonconforming provisions as proposed and for proposed setbacks and 
vegetative conservation areas in Urban Intensity; 
Public access and shoreline enhancement/restoration should not be required as a 
condition of mixed use development; significant public benefit should be required, 
but not those specific elements 

Judy Bardin – 
Sept. 6 letter 

Sea level rise and risk of flooding are not adequately addressed in proposed SMP 
‘The City of Olympia Engineered Response to Sea Level Rise” should be considered 
Given ‘data gaps,’ the proposed 30-foot setback is not adequate to provide enough 
flexibility for addressing flood risks 

Walter Schefter 
– Sept. 3 letter 

OYC member – support for SMP as proposed; larger setbacks not needed nor 
justified; OYC committed to shoreline preservation and ‘no net loss’ concept in 
modern context 

Leslie 
Montecucco – 
Sept. 8 email 

Proposed SMP does not meet statutory requirements regarding flooding 
Marine water 30-foot setback not sufficient to retain options to address flooding or 
sea level rise while preserving public access possibilities and vegetation conservation 
space 
50-foot setback recommended 

Dick Binns – 
Sept. 8 letter 

OYC representative  -- support for proposed nonconforming regulations, setbacks 
and vegetation conservation areas 
Support for mix of private and public uses, with reference to setbacks and public 
access in other communities like Portland and Seattle 



 

 

James 
Legenfelder – 
Sept. 7 letter 

Downtown waterfront setbacks should remain ‘as is’ (not increase to 30 feet) until 
there is community consensus  
Record doesn’t support setbacks greater than 30 feet 
Nonconforming repair provision should be exercised by reparing Percival Landing 
New covered moorage should be subject to standards, but not prohibited 
Specifically requiring public access and shoreline restoration is too restrictive 
regarding desirable mixed use – ‘significant public benefit’ should be required 

Kevin Stormans 
– Sept. 5 email 

Support for SMP as proposed; specifically nonconforming structure and use 
regulations, 30-foot setback downtown, and vegetation conservation area provisions 

Robert Jensen – 
Sept. 3 letter 

Request to “remand” to City of Olympia 
SMP fails to address flood risk as required by SMA, citing RCW 90.58.100 
Particularly, marine flooding and sea level rise not adequately addressed 

Jeffrey Jaksich – 
August 20 letter 

Friends of Waterfront member 
Numerous  public process flaws, including distortion and suppression of public input 
Intentional reduction in role of SMA and Ecology staff 
Require public access to the maximum extent practicable 
SMP lacks required plan for flood prevention 
Lacking ‘actual plans’ addressing flooding risk setbacks should be at least 50 to 55 
feet. 
SMP should be specific regarding ‘light industrial uses’; heavy industry should be 
limited to marine terminal 
Sanitary sewer outfall associated with industry should be prohibited 
Uses of vegetation conservation areas should be carefully reviewed 
Moorage, boat storage and similar provisions are not clear 
Various building  heights should be more limited 
Except for marine terminal (Budd 5B), Ward and Ken Lakes and shelters for public 
access, all minimum setbacks should be at least 50 feet 

Mort James – 
August 14 letter 

Comments of West Bay Drive Neighborhood Association 
Confirms prior comments and support for “West Bay Subarea Plan” 
Proposed SMP is good ‘compromise,’ approval encouraged 

Jeanette 
Dickison – public 
hearing 
comment form 

Proposed SMP does ‘good job’ of protecting shoreline and responding to sea level 
rise 
Approve with respect to West Bay Drive and “West Bay Plan” 
Disappointed “views” have usurped heights and providing density in other areas 
Contrary to vision of compact and dense small city; proposed SMP ‘does little to 
bring housing downtown 
Proposal would inhibit Port in exchange of goods and ideas 
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Annual Annexations Briefing
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City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
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Title
Annual Annexations Briefing

Recommended Action
City Manager Recommendation:
Receive briefing regarding annexation issues and provide initial guidance as to whether City should
staff explore annexation of Friendly Grove and Ward Lake Park sites, including potential of including
surrounding areas. (Option 1)

Report
Issue:
Whether the City should initiate any new annexation proceedings.

Staff Contact:
Todd Stamm, Principal Planner, Community Planning and Development, 360.753.8597

Presenter:
Todd Stamm, Principal Planner, Community Planning and Development

Background and Analysis:
Olympia’s Urban Growth Area (UGA) was created by Thurston County consistent with the Growth
Management Act, the County-wide Planning Policies, and the joint City-County Comprehensive Plan.
Annexation beyond the UGA boundary is prohibited by the Washington’s Growth Management Act.
Among the goals set forth in the Urban Growth Management and Annexation chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan are to, “Support annexations which create logical boundaries and reasonable
service areas within the urban growth area, including annexation of unincorporated islands within the
city limits,” and to, “Annex only areas where the City has the capacity to provide services.” This report
provides an update regarding recent annexations and addresses additional annexation possibilities.
The attached map displays all possible annexation areas.

Only under special circumstances has it been the City’s practice to initiate annexation of new
territory. Instead, annexations are generally initiated by interested property owners.
It has been the City’s practice to:

• seek annexation of the largest area practical
• avoid piecemeal annexations and avoid creating ‘remainder’ areas that are difficult to
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annex
• annex property where development is pending and lack of annexation may result in

development being substantially inconsistent with City standards
• conduct the annexation process in an open public setting.

There are ten different statutory means by which the City of Olympia may annex an area. The most
common of these is the ‘petition method’ usually initiated by the owners of 10% of the assessed
value of the proposed area. This method requires that a minimum of 60% of the assessed value sign
the annexation petition. (Only 50% of value is required if 80% of annexation area boundary is a city
limit line.) Upon receipt of such a petition the City Council votes whether to annex the area as
proposed; the annexation is not subject to a referendum or other election.

Since 1995, Olympia has required anyone seeking new water or sewer service outside the City limits
to provide the City with the authority, i.e., ‘power of attorney,’ to sign such a petition as ‘owner’  of the
served property.  Similarly, owners of property already served by such utilities may obtain services at
a reduced rate by providing this authority for future annexation.  These provisions have resulted in
numerous ‘commitments to annex.’  See attached map. Note that although these commitments
authorize the City to sign an annexation petition, they do not waive a resident or property owner’s
right to object to annexation.

“Island” Annexations
A few years ago the City formally initiated annexation of three unincorporated areas that were
surrounded by the city. Annexation of these areas, numbers 4, 9, and 10 on the attached map, was
completed in the last few months and they are now part of the City of Olympia.

Perimeter Growth Area

The city limits of Olympia now encompass almost 13,000 acres with an assessed value of over
$400,000 per acre. In the growth area surrounding the city, there are seven contiguous
unincorporated areas totaling about 4,000 acres. The largest of these is the area along Yelm
Highway, which is over one-tenth the size of the City of Olympia. The utility extension practices
described above have resulted in ‘commitments to annex’ for over 60% of the assessed value of this
area. As summarized in the table below, some smaller areas also meet this threshold. (Note that all
numbers are approximate.)

LOCATION AREA
(acres)

ASSESSED
VALUE

VALUE PER
ACRE

PERCENT
COMMITTED

1. Cooper Point 700 $253,333,680 $360,000 57%

2. South Bay Road 1050 $149,033,720 $140,000 36%

3. Sleater-Kinney Road 40 $13,705,100 $340,000 0

4.  ‘I-5’ island 200 $43,869,850 $220,000 Annexed

5. Yelm Highway area 1860 $734,473,880 $390,000 67%

6.  Kaiser Road South 120 $12,417,930 $100,000 52%

7. Overhulse Road 40 $8,264,050 $210,000 68%

8. Kaiser Road North 10 $2,843,700 $280,000 31%

9. 14th Ave. NW island 20 $2,227,600 $110,000 Annexed

10. Division St. island 10 $4,242,100 $420,000 AnnexedCity of Olympia Printed on 10/17/2014Page 2 of 3
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LOCATION AREA
(acres)

ASSESSED
VALUE

VALUE PER
ACRE

PERCENT
COMMITTED

1. Cooper Point 700 $253,333,680 $360,000 57%

2. South Bay Road 1050 $149,033,720 $140,000 36%

3. Sleater-Kinney Road 40 $13,705,100 $340,000 0

4.  ‘I-5’ island 200 $43,869,850 $220,000 Annexed

5. Yelm Highway area 1860 $734,473,880 $390,000 67%

6.  Kaiser Road South 120 $12,417,930 $100,000 52%

7. Overhulse Road 40 $8,264,050 $210,000 68%

8. Kaiser Road North 10 $2,843,700 $280,000 31%

9. 14th Ave. NW island 20 $2,227,600 $110,000 Annexed

10. Division St. island 10 $4,242,100 $420,000 Annexed

TOTALS 4050

acres$1,224,411,610
$300,000

These remaining areas include three park sites owned by the City of Olympia. Two are along Yelm
Highway, and the other is Friendly Grove Park in the South Bay Road area.  (See attached map
excerpts.) Friendly Grove is an improved park serving the northeast part of the community, while the
two sites in the southeast have not yet been developed.

As noted, it has been the City’s practice to generally respond to property owner requests for
annexation, and to prefer large annexations over small piecemeal expansion of the City limits. But
large annexations can have significant fiscal implications for residents, property owners, and local
governments such as fire districts.

Annexation of smaller areas could serve to bring at least two of the park sites under city jurisdiction
without these larger repercussions. To that end, staff proposes that the city begin exploring the
possibility of neighborhood-scale annexations in the vicinity of the Friendly Grove and Ward Lake
park sites. At minimum, this process would include contacting all potentially affected public service
providers, such as the fire districts, and informational notice to residents and property owners in the
area - including at least one public meeting in each area. Note that this activity would be preliminary
to any formal annexation proceedings - which could only be initiated by City Council, voter, or
property-owner action.

Neighborhood/Community Interests:
The possibility of annexation raises many questions and some concern about changes in taxes,
public services and governance. Interested parties in the unincorporated urban growth areas have
expressed both support for and objections to annexations over the years. Any future annexations are
likely to result in similar interest from residents, business and property owners, and neighbors.

Options:
1.  Provided guidance on whether to conduct preliminary study of annexation of Friendly Grove

and/or Ward Lake park areas, including public information meetings, and report to Land Use and
Environment Committee in approximately six months.

2.  Direct no annexation activities in next twelve months except for responding to privately-initiated
annexations.

3.  Direct other annexation activities deemed appropriate by the Committee.

Financial Impact:
All options are within scope of annual budget and work programs.
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CITY PARK SITES IN UNINCORPORATED AREA NEAR CITY LIMITS 

 ‘Cross-hatched’ areas indicate properties that have “agreed” to annexation. 

 Numbers identify prior annexation areas. 
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Annexations by Decade Olympia City Limits

Index of Annexations

Commitments to Annex
1880
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UrbanGrowthArea
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Numbers in map margin indicate address ranges.
Data Sources: Roads, streams, water bodies, land parcels 
from Thurston County. City limits, urban growth boundary 
from City of Olympia. Annexation and Annexation Commitment 
information is current as of December 31, 2008. 
Map created 18 February 2009 by City of Olympia, Public Works 
Department. For questions contact Whitney K. Bowerman, 
GIS Analyst, (360) 753-8578.

Number Ordinance Case Decade Date Number Ordinance Case Decade Date Number Ordinance Case Decade Date Number Ordinance Case Decade Date
1 ORD-927 1900 7/19/1907 46 ORD-3024 1950 5/28/1957 90 ORD-3643 1970 3/31/1971 134 ORD-4309 557 1980 10/7/1981
2 BY ELECTION 1930 3/27/1930 47 ORD-3047 1950 10/15/1957 91 ORD-3647 1970 4/21/1971 135 ORD-4343 528 1980 1/19/1982
3 BY ELECTION 1930 11/24/1930 48 ORD-3076 1950 8/19/1958 92 ORD-3648 176 1970 4/21/1971 136 ORD-4351 575 1980 4/14/1982
4 ORD-2369 1940 2/12/1940 48 ORD-3076 1950 8/19/1958 93 ORD-3649 1970 4/21/1971 137 ORD-4394 579 1980 11/9/1982
5 ORD-2434 1940 12/1/1942 49 ORD-3086 1950 11/18/1958 94 ORD-3650 1970 4/27/1971 138 ORD-4433 596 1980 5/10/1983
6 ORD-2472 1940 6/5/1945 50 ORD-3125 1960 1/26/1960 95 ORD-3660 192 1970 7/1/1971 139 ORD-4465 1980 10/4/1983
7 ORD-2495 1940 12/4/1945 51 ORD-3242 1960 9/4/1962 96 ORD-3661 1970 7/21/1971 140 ORD-4499 607 1980 3/11/1984
8 ORD-2475 1940 7/3/1945 52 ORD-3253 1960 12/26/1962 97 ORD-3665 197 1970 9/18/1971 141 ORD-4497 578 1980 3/28/1984
9 ORD-2499 1940 3/7/1946 53 ORD-3262 1960 4/9/1963 98 ORD-3684 206 1970 1/20/1972 142 ORD-4525 603 1980 7/11/1984

10 ORD-2502 1940 6/4/1946 54 ORD-3307 1960 5/5/1964 99 ORD-3690 210 1970 2/18/1972 143 ORD-4569 617 1980 11/6/1984
11 ORD-2504 1940 6/11/1946 55 ORD-3345 1960 6/29/1965 100 ORD-3691 309 1970 2/18/1972 144 R/W ADJUST 548 1980 12/28/1984
12 ORD-2507 1940 7/9/1946 56 ORD-3353 1960 8/17/1965 101 ORD-3693 1970 3/7/1972 145 ORD-4644 AX-2-85 1980 11/22/1985
13 ORD-2513 1940 10/1/1946 57 ORD-3371 1960 4/5/1966 102 ORD-3705 220 1970 4/20/1972 146 ORD-4661 1980 1/7/1986
14 ORD-2539 1940 4/8/1947 58 ORD-3370 1960 4/6/1966 103 ORD-3706 213 1970 4/20/1972 147 ORD-4664 606 1980 1/21/1986
15 ORD-2540 1940 4/15/1947 59 ORD-3028 1960 2/28/1967 104 ORD-3707 1970 4/20/1972 148 ORD-4665 AX-1-185 1980 1/21/1986
16 ORD-2566 1940 12/2/1947 60 BY ELECTION 1960 2/28/1967 105 ORD-3714 1970 5/25/1972 149 ORD-4680 AX-3-85 1980 4/22/1986
17 ORD-2655 1940 11/29/1948 61 BY ELECTION M-881 1960 6/25/1967 106 ORD-3736 237 1970 9/22/1972 150 ORD-4781 1980 6/2/1987
18 ORD-2641 1940 8/30/1949 62 ORD-3424 1960 12/5/1967 107 ORD-3737 239 1970 9/22/1972 151 ORD-4873 AX-3-87 1980 4/5/1988
19 ORD-2642 1940 9/6/1949 63 ORD-3430 1960 12/5/1967 108 ORD-3767 254 1970 3/8/1973 152 ORD-4954 AX-1-88 1980 11/1/1988
20 ORD-2644 1940 9/27/1949 64 ORD-3431 1960 12/5/1967 109 ORD-3798 273 1970 9/13/1973 153 ORD-5160 AX-2-86 1990 1/22/1991
21 ORD-2646 1940 10/4/1949 65 ORD-3441 1960 2/27/1968 110 ORD-3824 291 1970 3/14/1974 154 ORD-5161 AX-5-90 1990 2/5/1991
22 ORD-2648 1940 10/25/1949 66 ORD-3464 1960 6/18/1968 111 ORD-3829 293 1970 3/28/1974 155 ORD-5209 AX-3-90 1990 8/29/1991
23 ORD-2649 1940 10/25/1949 67 ORD-3469 1960 7/23/1968 112 ORD-3830 300 1970 3/28/1974 156 ORD-5210 AX-4-90 1990 8/29/1991
24 ORD-2650 1940 11/8/1949 68 ORD-3470 1960 7/23/1968 113 ORD-3847 305 1970 7/25/1974 157 ORD-5277 AX-01-91 1990 4/14/1992
25 ORD-2651 1940 11/8/1949 69 ORD-3476 1960 9/24/1968 114 ORD-3857 295 1970 8/29/1974 158 ORD-5286 AX-2-91 1990 5/12/1992
26 ORD-2660 1950 2/14/1950 70 ORD-3477 1960 9/24/1968 115 ORD-3888 322 1970 4/24/1975 159 ORD-5308 AX-01-92 1990 8/18/1992
27 ORD-2666 1950 2/21/1950 71 ORD-3488 1960 11/6/1968 116 ORD-3970 1970 9/9/1976 160 ORD-5446 AX-02-93 1990 4/12/1994
28 ORD-2677 1950 5/23/1950 72 ORD-3490 1960 12/3/1968 117 ORD-4087 436 1970 7/5/1978 161 ORD-5469 AX-01-93 1990 8/9/1994
29 ORD-2683 1950 5/31/1950 73 ORD-3496 1960 1/14/1969 118 ORD-4091 431 1970 8/2/1978 162 ORD-5472 AX-03-93 1990 8/30/1994
30 ORD-2691 1950 7/18/1950 74 ORD-3498 1960 2/4/1969 119 ORD-4093 426 1970 8/23/1978 163 ORD-5634 CD95-3670 1990 9/24/1996
31 ORD-2698 1950 9/12/1950 75 ORD-3514 1960 5/6/1969 120 ORD-4113 456 1970 11/21/1978 163 ORD-5634 CD95-3670 1990 9/24/1996
32 ORD-2762 1950 5/20/1952 76 ORD-3523 1960 7/22/1969 121 ORD-4103 1970 12/9/1978 164 ORD-5686 CD95-0107 1990 5/13/1997
33 ORD-2767 1950 7/22/1952 77 ORD-3527 110 1960 8/12/1969 121 ORD-4103 1970 12/9/1978 165 ORD-5761 AX-02-94 1990 1/13/1998
34 ORD-2781 1950 4/14/1953 78 ORD-3530 1960 8/19/1969 122 ORD-4124 455 1970 2/4/1979 166 ORD-5810 CD97-0187 1990 7/7/1998
35 ORD-2782 1950 4/14/1953 79 ORD-3533 1960 8/26/1969 123 ORD-4132 470 1970 4/3/1979 167 ORD-5870 CD98-2020 1990 2/24/1999
36 ORD-2835 1950 7/16/1954 80 ORD-3546 1960 11/6/1969 124 ORD-4136 480 1970 6/5/1979 168 ORD-6352 2000 4/19/2005
37 ORD-2891 1950 5/31/1955 81 ORD-3587 1970 5/13/1970 125 ORD-4140 483 1970 6/26/1979 169 ORD-6396 2000 2/21/2006
38 ORD-2896 1950 6/14/1955 82 ORD-3600 1970 7/22/1970 126 ORD-4151 1970 9/11/1979 170 ORD-6418 2000 8/15/2006
39 ORD-2912 1950 9/13/1955 83 ORD-3609 1970 8/18/1970 127 ORD-4165 473 1970 11/20/1979 171 ORD-6423 CD04-2058 2000 8/22/2006
40 ORD-2913 1950 9/13/1955 84 ORD-3624 1970 10/28/1970 128 ORD-4240 518 1980 11/12/1980 172 ORD-6431 CD04-2165 2000 11/3/2006
41 ORD-2921 1950 10/4/1955 85 ORD-3629 162 1970 12/29/1970 129 ORD-4258 545 1980 12/31/1980 173 ORD-6432 CD04-2489 2000 11/3/2006
42 ORD-2964 1950 5/29/1956 86 ORD-3630 163 1970 1/5/1971 130 ORD-4265 1980 1/28/1981 174 ORD-6433 CD04-0041 2000 11/3/2006
43 ORD-2974 1950 7/17/1956 87 ORD-3633 158 1970 2/2/1971 131 ORD-4289 549 1980 6/10/1981 175 ORD-6438 2000 12/4/2006
44 ORD-2975 1950 7/17/1956 88 ORD-3634 171 1970 2/16/1971 132 ORD-4301 572 1980 9/9/1981 176 ORD-6477 CD05-1218 2000 7/4/2007
45 ORD-3022 1950 3/28/1957 89 ORD-3635 172 1970 2/16/1971 133 ORD-4303 556 1980 9/9/1981 177 ORD-6488 2000 10/9/2007
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The City of Olympia cannot assure the accuracy, completeness, 
reliability, or suitability of this information for any particular purpose.
Using GIS data for purposes other than those for which they were 
created may yield inaccurate or misleading results. The recipient 
may not assert any proprietary rights to this information. The City of 
Olympia shall not be liable for any activity involving this information 
with respect to lost profits, lost savings or any other consequential 
damages.
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City of Olympia

Land Use & Environment Committee

Artesian Commons Fence

Agenda Date: 10/23/2014
Agenda Item Number: 4.C

File Number:14-1011

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8447

Type: decision Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Artesian Commons Fence

Recommended Action
City Manager Recommendation:
Authorize staff to proceed with a 6-foot tall wrought iron fence at Artesian Commons that is consistent
with design around existing porta-potty and fleet parking lot.

[Note: at the LUEC meeting, staff will present visuals of the proposed location and fencing.]

Report
Issue:
Approve final design of fence to be installed at Artesian Commons.

Staff Contact:
David Hanna, Associate Director, Parks, Arts and Recreation, 360.753.8020

Presenter(s):
Paul Simmons, Director, Parks, Arts and Recreation

Background and Analysis:
Staff presented an Artesian Commons status report to Council on September 9, 2014 and received
approval for the following:

1. Install fencing and basketball hoop, and

2. Pursue an administrative rule banning smoking of tobacco, e-cigarettes and marijuana.

Staff updated Council on the progress of PBIA to fund and install a mural on one of the adjoining
building walls.

City Council approved the fence subject to the design being presented and approved by the LUEC.
Staff reviewed several fence design options. Given the existing fence style that is in place around the
porta-potty and fleet parking, higher cost of more decorative styles, and acceptable functionality of
the existing style, it seemed to make sense to stay with the style of the existing fence.
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At the LUEC meeting, staff will present visuals of the proposed location and fencing, plus an update
on other efforts at the Artesian Commons.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Outreach to the PBIA, youth and stakeholder groups have resulted in many recommendations for the
park.  The basketball hoop is high on everyone’s list.  Fencing is needed to keep players safe and
balls from entering the street, and manage destructive behaviors.

Options:
1. Install a 6-foot tall wrought iron fence consistent with the existing fence around the porta potty

to fully enclose the Artesian Commons.

2. Install a 5-foot tall wrought iron fence consistent with the existing fence around the porta potty
to fully enclose the Artesian Commons.

3. Install a fence design to be determined by Land Use and Environment Committee.

Financial Impact:
Council approved a transfer of $25,000 to the project on September 9, 2014 to fund the fence and
basketball hoop.
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City of Olympia

Land Use & Environment Committee

Community Planning and Development (CPD)
Work Program Update

Agenda Date: 10/23/2014
Agenda Item Number: 4.D

File Number:14-0887

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8447

Type: report Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Community Planning and Development (CPD) Work Program Update

Recommended Action
Status update - no action required.

Report
Issue:
The CPD Work Program was reviewed by the City Council at its January 2014 retreat.  Staff will
provide a status report and update.

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

Presenter:
Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning and Department

Background and Analysis:
CPD presented a three-year work program at the January 2014 City Council retreat.  The work program
consists of two parts:

1. Annual Baseline (i.e., on-going services and programs)
2. ‘Discretionary’ Planning Projects

Updated versions of these two parts are included in the attachments.  Some work items have been
completed or delayed based on City Council direction or City partners’ schedule changes.  Other items are
added due to changes to state rules or for consistency with city processes. Staff will review the adjustments
made to the CPD work program to fit these changes within existing staff resources.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
There is substantial community interest in many of the items on the work program.  Community
outreach is included in each project, as appropriate.

Options:
Status update only - no action required at this time
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Financial Impact:
This three-year work program is designed specifically to fit within existing budget and staffing
resources for Community Planning and Development Department.

City of Olympia Printed on 10/17/2014Page 2 of 2

powered by Legistar™

http://www.legistar.com/


 

\\calvin\GG\PDF Paperless Packet\2014\102014\4D_L_CPDWorkProgramUpdateATT1.docx 

ANNUAL BASELINE 
CP&D Planning Program 

(as of 7/15/14) 
 
 
 

PROJECT  Annual FTE 

Olympia Planning Commission (OPC) Support  .5 

Olympia Heritage Commission (OHC) Support  .4 

Current Planning  
 (Includes Hearings Examiner, Design Review Board and Heritage Program Support)  

4.3 

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (CNA) and Recognized Neighborhood 
Associations (RNA) Liaisons  

.20 

Proactive Approach to Community Development  
-  Ongoing permit process improvements  
-  Regular code amendments for clarification  
-  Outreach/clarification assistance on potential development projects  

.70 

Urban Forestry Program .75 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)/Housing Program  2.0 

Planning Administrative and Support (plus necessary temp position) 1.2 

Subtotal  10.05 FTE 

TOTAL CAPACITY  12.75 FTE 

“Discretionary”  2.7 FTE 

 



Jan- Mar Apr - Jun Jul - Sep Oct - Dec Jan- Mar Apr - Jun Jun - Sep Oct - Dec Jan- Mar Apr - Jun Jun - Sep Oct - Dec

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 2014 2015 2016

1 Martin Way Study -- Review and Accept. 0.2 X X X 0.15 0.00 0.00

2 Boulevard Road / I-5 Annexation* -- Initiate, Review and Approve. 0 X X 0.00 0.00 0.00

3 Comprehensive Plan Update -- Briefings, Deliberations and Approval. 1.5 X X X X 1.50 0.00 0.00

4 CFP Goals/Policies Update -- Review and Approve. 0.1 X X X 0.00 0.08 0.00

Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategy -- LUEC Briefing, Deliberation and Recommendation.  Council -- 

Review and Approve.

     a. Develop Strategy and Performance Measures 0.3 X X X X 0.23 0.08 0.00

     b. Performance Measure Tracking and Reporting 0.2 X X X X X X X 0.00 0.15 0.20

     c. Comprehensive Plan Implementation Projects & Coordination Citywide 0.5 X X X X X X X 0.00 0.38 0.50

6 Zoning Code and Map Amendments Necessary for Consistency with Comprehensive Plan (Form Based Codes 

not included) -- Review and Approve.
0.2 X X X X 0.15 0.05 0.00

7 CRA Community Renewal Plan and Implementation** -- CERC Briefings, Deliberations and Recommendation. 

Council -- Review and Approve.
0 X X X X X X X 0.00 0.00 0.00

8 CRA Investment Strategy Opportunity Areas Action Plan Implementation*** -- CERC Committee Briefings, 

Deliberations and Recommendation. Council -- Review and Approve.

a. Headwaters (see #1 Martin Way Study) 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

b. Olympia Landfill - complete environmental assessment (legal department lead) 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

c. K-mart Site - coordinate with property owners and with #1 Martin Way Study 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

d. Division/Harrison - Focus area plan; potential form-based code (with DPW) 0.3 X X X X 0.00 0.00 0.30

e. Kaiser/Harrison - Focus area plan; potential zoning amendments 0.3 X X X X X 0.08 0.00 0.30

9 Port of Olympia Planned Action -- Briefings, Deliberation, Approval 0.1 X X X X X X 0.00 0.10 0.05

10 Homeless Shelter Zoning Text Amendment 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00

11 Section 108 Loan Program -- CERC Committee Breifings, Deliberations, and Recommendation.  Council - 

Review and Approve
0.2 X X X X X X X X X X X X 0.20 0.20 0.20

12 Annual CFP Update (Liaison to Administrative Services) 0.1 X X X X X X 0.05 0.05 0.05

13 Critical Areas Ordinance Review/Update -- Review and Approve. 0.2 X X X 0.00 0.15 0.00

14
Subarea Plan (Pilot) -- LUEC Briefing, Deliberation and Recommendation -- Council Review and Accept 0.25 X X X X 0.06 0.19 0.00

15 SMP Ecology Coordination/Final Adoption -- Briefings, Deliberations and Approval. 0.2 X X X 0.05 0.10 0.00

17 Downtown Subarea Plan Scoping -- LUEC Deliberation, Consideration and Recommendation. 

Council -- Review and Approve.
0.4 X X 0.00 0.20 0.00

18 Downtown Subarea Plan (includes Scenic Views)-- LUEC Briefings, Deliberations, and Recommendations.  

Council -- Review and Approve.
1 X X X X 0.00 0.50 0.50

19 County Joint Plan, UGA and CWPP Updates -- Review and Approve. 0.1 X X X X X X 0.00 0.10 0.05

20 Liaison to Lacey and Tumwater Comprehensive Plan Updates 0.1 X X X X X X 0.00 0.10 0.05

21 Urban Forestry Management Plan - Review and Accept 0.1 X X 0.05 0.05 0.00

22 Low-Impact Development Codes (with DPW) - Review and Approve 0.25 X X X X X X 0.19 0.19 0.00

23 Greening America's Capitals - Capitol Way Project 0.1 X X X 0.08 0.00 0.00

24 Capitol Campus Plan Update (coordinate with State DES)** 0 X X X X 0.00 0.00 0.00

25 SEPA Code Update (To meet updated statute and rules.) -- Review and Approve. 0.2 X X X 0.00 0.15 0.00

26 Subarea Plan #2 -- LUEC Briefing, Deliberation and Recommendation -- Council Review and Accept 0.25 X X X X 0.00 0.00 0.25

27 Annual Comp Plan Updates -- LUEC Briefing, Deliberation and Recommendation -- Council Review and 

Approve 0.2
X X X X X X X X 0.00 0.20 0.20

2.78 3.00 2.65
28 Sustainable Thurston Implementation TBD 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL ****
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29 Shoreline Master Program Monitoring and Restoration Plan - Review and Approve TBD 0.00 0.00 0.00

30 Urban Agriculture Policies -- Committee Briefings, Deliberation and Recommendation.  Council - Review and 

Approve. TBD
0.00 0.00 0.00

31
Climate Change Response Plan (coordinate with TRPC)

TBD
0.00 0.00 0.00

32
Martin Way Study -- Follow-up Actions

TBD
0.00 0.00 0.00

Significant Council time required.

Significant Committee and Council time required.

** Supported by CPD Director. FTE not included in this budget.

****  Work items below are not  included in the staffing plan and would likely occur after 2016 under current staffing resources.   

* Annexation supported by temporary staff. FTE not included in this budget. 

*** Approximately $200,000 in City Council Goal Money has been allocated for Community Development Process that could be allotted for this work item.
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City of Olympia

Land Use & Environment Committee

Status Reports and Updates

Agenda Date: 10/23/2014
Agenda Item Number: 4.E

File Number:14-1008

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8447

Type: report Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Status Reports and Updates

Recommended Action
N/A

Report
Issue:
Provide the Land Use and Environment Committee with a status report and update on the Downtown
Project III. Subjects include recently approved mural artwork, the Downtown Ambassador Program,
and other Downtown Project III programs.

Staff Contact:
Brian Wilson, Downtown Liaison, Community Planning & Development, 360.570.3798

Presenter(s):
Brian Wilson, Downtown Liaison, Community Planning & Development, 360.570.3798

Background and Analysis:
The Downtown Project is a multi-pronged approach to achieving City Council’s goal of creating a safe
and welcoming downtown for all.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
The Downtown Project involves partnering with several local stakeholder groups.

Options:
Hear report and provide feedback and direction

Financial Impact:
Existing resources.
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