
City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8244

Meeting Agenda

Land Use & Environment Committee

Council Chambers5:30 PMThursday, August 16, 2018

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

(Estimated Time:  0-15 Minutes)

During this portion of the meeting, citizens may address the Committee for up to three (3) minutes 

regarding the Committee's business meeting topics.

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

5.A 18-0776 Approval of July 19, 2018 Land Use and Environment Committee Meeting 

Minutes

MinutesAttachments:

6. COMMITTEE BUSINESS

6.A 18-0666 Regional Climate Mitigation Plan

Interlocal Agreement and Scope

Phase 2 Snapshot

Attachments:

6.B 18-0725 Briefing on Draft Parking Strategy and Olympia Municipal Code (OMC) 

Updates

Draft Parking Strategy

OMC Updates Summary

Attachments:

6.C 18-0756 Boulevard Road Surplus Property Discussion

PresentationAttachments:

7. REPORTS AND UPDATES

8. 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 Executive Assistant at 360.753.8244 at least 
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August 16, 2018Land Use & Environment Committee Meeting Agenda

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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Land Use & Environment Committee

Approval of July 19, 2018 Land Use and
Environment Committee Meeting Minutes

Agenda Date: 8/16/2018
Agenda Item Number: 5.A

File Number:18-0776

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: minutes Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Approval of July 19, 2018 Land Use and Environment Committee Meeting Minutes
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City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8244

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Land Use & Environment Committee

5:30 PM Council ChambersThursday, July 19, 2018

CALL TO ORDER1.

Chair Gilman called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

ROLL CALL2.

Present: 3 - Chair Clark Gilman, Committee member Nathaniel Jones and 

Committee member Lisa Parshley

OTHERS PRESENT

Community Planning and Development (CP&D) Director, Keith Stahley

CP&D Deputy Director, Leonard Bauer

CP&D Senior Planner, Joyce Phillips

CP&D Intern, Reace Fant

Public Works Director, Rich Hoey

Public Works Senior Planner, Sophie Stimson

Cascadia Grill owner Julie "Juju" Guarino

Olympia Safe Streets, Karen Messmer

APPROVAL OF AGENDA3.

The agenda was approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT4.

The following people spoke, JuJu Guarino and Karen Messmer.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES5.

5.A 18-0684 Approval of June 21, 2018 Land Use & Environment Committee Meeting 

Minutes

The minutes were approved.

COMMITTEE BUSINESS6.

6.A 18-0340 Alley and Right-of-Way Use

Mr. Hoey provided an introduction and background briefing to begin to lay the 
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July 19, 2018Land Use & Environment Committee Meeting Minutes - Draft

groundwork for future action by the Council regarding existing seating and use of public 

space downtown.

The information was received.

6.B 18-0664 Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments Briefing

Ms. Phillips provided information on the proposal to redesignate and rezone vacant land 

located on the corner of Black Lake Boulevard and US Hwy 101 interchange and the 

proposal to add an appendix to the Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the 

Comprehensive plan.

The information was received.

6.C 18-0660 Review Thurston County Joint Plan Update

Ms. Phillips presented a brief whitepaper on the Thurston County Joint Plan. It is a comp 

plan that guides the unincorporated portion of the City's Urban Growth Area.

The discussion was completed.

REPORTS AND UPDATES7.

Mayor Pro Tem Jones asked Mr. Hoey about contaminated sediments in East Bay and 

the health implications associated with exposure. Mr. Hoey and his staff are continuing to 

evaluate the recent Department of Ecology reports.

ADJOURNMENT8.

The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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Land Use & Environment Committee

Regional Climate Mitigation Plan

Agenda Date: 8/16/2018
Agenda Item Number: 6.A

File Number:18-0666

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: recommendation Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Regional Climate Mitigation Plan

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
Not referred to a committee.

City Manager Recommendation:
Move to recommend City Council pass a resolution authorizing an Interlocal Agreement for Phase 2
of a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan.

Report
Issue:
Whether to recommend approval of the proposed scope of work for Phase 2 of a Regional Climate
Mitigation Plan.  Approval will move the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan work forward.

Staff Contact:
Rich Hoey, P.E., Public Works Director, 360.753.8495
Danelle MacEwen, Performance Management Specialist, Administrative Services Department,
360.753.8211

Presenter(s):
Danelle MacEwen
Karen Parkhurst, Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC)

Background and Analysis:
In November 2015, the City formally committed to what is now known as the Global Covenant of
Mayors for Climate and Energy.  The Global Covenant is a coalition of cities committed to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions at a local level.  Currently, more than 9,000 cities worldwide participate.
As a member of the Global Covenant of Mayors, the City committed to several actions, including the
development of a climate action plan.  Additionally, the City’s Comprehensive Plan provides in the
Environment chapter as follows:

“PN8.1 Participate with local and state partners in the development of a regional
climate action plan aimed at reducing greenhouse gases by . . .”
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In April 2018, Thurston County, Olympia, Lacey, Tumwater and Thurston Regional Planning Council
(TRPC) signed an Interlocal Agreement to complete Phase 1 of a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan,
with TRPC leading the effort.  Phase 1 work includes, among other things, the recommendation and
adoption of a common baseline and emissions reductions targets for each jurisdiction.  Adoption of
common targets puts all four jurisdictions on the same path towards emissions reductions.  In June
2018, this Committee voted unanimously to recommend that City Council adopt a 2015 baseline and
the following emissions reduction targets:

· 45% below 2015 levels by 2030

· 85% below 2015 levels by 2050

TRPC and staff from the four participating jurisdictions have been developing of a scope of work for
Phase 2 of the Climate Mitigation Plan.  Phase 2 work, which will also be led and managed by TRPC,
will focus on analysis of mitigation actions, review of current emissions inventories, community
engagement, jurisdictional specific implementation strategies and a plan for tracking and reporting
progress towards the reduction targets. The timeframe for this work is approximately eighteen to
twenty-four months to complete at an estimated cost of $175,000.  The four participating jurisdictions
will share the cost equally for a cost not to exceed $43,750 each.  TRPC anticipates hiring a
consultant to assist with technical aspects of the Climate Mitigation Plan and community
engagement.

TRPC is the lead agency for Phase 2.  An Interjurisdictional Policymakers Panel will be convened,
which will include one policymaker from each jurisdiction.  A Steering Committee, which includes the
members of the Policymakers Panel and supporting staff from each jurisdiction, will be formed to
guide this work.  A Stakeholder Committee will also be formed which will include local residents,
students, non-profits, special purpose district representatives, businesses and issue experts. The
Stakeholder Committee will make advisory recommendations to the Steering Committee.

In September, staff will present the emissions reduction targets recommended by this Committee, the
Interlocal Agreement, and the scope and funding proposed for Phase 2 work to City Council.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
There is strong community interest in local action on climate change.  Thurston Climate Action Team,
a local non-profit organization, has expressed interest in engaging with the City and our regional
partners, in the development of a climate mitigation plan.  People for a Carbon Free Olympia and
local students from Olympia High School have also expressed interest in the City’s climate mitigation
work.

Options:
1. Recommend City Council approve a resolution authorizing an Interlocal Agreement for Phase

2 scope of work for a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan.  This will allow the work to move
forward, and is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and commitment to the Global
Covenant of Mayors.

2. Recommend changes to the Interlocal Agreement for Phase 2 scope of work for a Regional
Climate Mitigation Plan.  This would require staff to negotiate proposed changes with TRPC,
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the County and other participating cities.

3. Do not recommend approval of a resolution authorizing an Interlocal Agreement for Phase 2
scope of work for a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan.  This will require the City to pursue its
own individual climate plan.

Financial Impact:
The City’s share of Phase 1 work is $5,000 and Phase 2 work is $43,750, for a total of $48,750.
$80,000 in funding for climate mitigation planning is included in the 2018 budget.

Attachments:

Interlocal Agreement and Scope of Work - Phase 2

Phase 2 Snapshot: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan
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Interlocal Agreement between Thurston County, the City of Lacey, the City of Olympia, 
the City of Tumwater, and the Thurston Regional Planning Council for 

a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 

 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the _______ day of ________, 2018 by and between: 
Thurston County, a Washington political subdivision (“County”); the City of Lacey, a Washington 
municipal corporation (“Lacey”); the City of Olympia, a Washington municipal corporation (“Olympia”); 
the City of Tumwater, a Washington municipal corporation (“Tumwater”); and the Thurston Regional 
Planning Council, a state-designated council of governments and regional transportation planning 
organization (“TRPC”), collectively referred to herein as “the Parties.”  The City of Lacey, the City of 
Olympia, and the City of Tumwater are also collectively referred to herein as “the Cities.” 

WHEREAS, RCW 39.34.010 permits local governmental units to make the most efficient use of their 
powers by enabling them to cooperate with other localities on a basis of mutual advantage and thereby 
to provide services and facilities in a manner pursuant to forms of governmental organization that will 
accord best with geographic, economic, population, and other factors influencing the needs and 
development of local communities; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 39.34.080, each Party is authorized to contract with any one or more other 
public agencies to perform any governmental service, activity, or undertaking which each public agency 
entering into the contract is authorized by law to perform; provided, that such contract shall be 
authorized by the governing body of each Party to the contract and shall set forth its purposes, powers, 
rights, objectives, and responsibilities of the contracting Parties; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties believe that greenhouse gas emissions accelerate climate change, and result in 
such impacts as reduced snowpack, ocean acidification, sea level rise, increased flooding, summer 
droughts, loss of habitat, and increased forest fires; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties are greatly concerned over these economic, public health, and environmental 
impacts of climate change on the Thurston County region and their respective communities; and 

WHEREAS, Parties have been taking action over many years to reduce their public-sector greenhouse 
gas emissions and believe further, collaborative action is needed to reduce communitywide emissions; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Parties in the spring of 2018 executed Phase 1 of a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
(Exhibit B) that assessed their greenhouse gas emissions and efforts to reduce them, as well as 
recommended that each jurisdiction adopt a resolution with a common emissions baseline and science-
based targets to guide the Plan’s Phase 2 by reducing communitywide emissions 45% below 2015 levels 
by 2030 and 85% below 2015 levels by 2050; and 

WHEREAS, the Sustainable Thurston plan, adopted by TRPC in 2013 and subsequently accepted by the 
Parties, sets a goal for the Thurston County region to move toward carbon-neutrality, recommends 
supporting emissions-reduction targets through 2050, and identifies the creation of a regional climate 
action plan; and 

WHEREAS, a regional climate action plan consists of two parts: 1) the emissions-reducing mitigation plan 
referenced in this Agreement; and 2) the Thurston Climate Adaption Plan adopted by TRPC in January 
2018.  The latter document includes 91 adaption actions to help the region prepare for and adjust to 
climate impacts; and 
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WHEREAS, the Parties believe a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan would be more efficient and effective 
than individual climate mitigation plans; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties wish to contract with TRPC to lead and facilitate this regional planning effort, 
given TRPC’s mission and staff expertise; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties wish to execute Phase 2 of the two-phased planning process to create the 
Regional Climate Mitigation Plan and develop Implementation Strategies to be administered by each 
Party. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, the Parties agree as 
follows: 

I. Scope of Work 

Amend their Phase 1 Interlocal Agreement (Exhibit B), executed on May 8, 2018, to affirm that 
the Parties shall work with TRPC to complete Phase 2 of the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan to 
reduce communitywide emissions 45 percent below 2015 levels by 2030 and 85 percent below 
2015 levels by 2050, in accordance with the scope of work included as Exhibit A.  The Parties will 
pay an equal share of the cost, not to exceed $43,750 each, of the Phase 2 scope of work to 
TRPC, up to a combined total not to exceed $175,000. 

II. Indemnification and Insurance 

Each Party agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold the other Parties, their officers, officials, 
employees, and volunteers harmless from any and all claims, injuries, damages, losses, or suits, 
including reasonable attorney fees, arising out of or in connection with the indemnifying Party’s 
performance of this Agreement, including injuries and damages caused by the negligence of the 
indemnifying Party’s officers, officials, employees, and volunteers. 

The Parties agree to maintain liability insurance; this may be fulfilled by a Party’s membership 
and coverage in the Washington Cities Insurance Authority (WCIA), a self-insured municipal 
insurance pool. 

III. No Separate Legal Entity Created 

This Agreement creates no separate legal entity. 

IV. Duration of Agreement 

This Agreement shall be effective on the date of the last signature affixed hereto and shall 
terminate upon completion of the tasks necessary to accomplish the purpose of the Agreement, 
unless sooner terminated by the Parties as provided herein. 

V. Dispute Resolution 

a. Step One – Negotiation.  In the event of a dispute concerning any matter pertaining to this 
Agreement, the Parties involved shall attempt to adjust their differences by informal 
negotiation.  The Party perceiving a dispute or disagreement persisting after informal 
attempts at resolution shall notify the other Parties in writing of the general nature of the 
issues.  The letter shall be identified as a formal request for negotiation and it shall propose 
a date for representatives of the Parties to meet.  The other Parties shall respond in writing 
within ten (10) business days.  The response shall succinctly and directly set out that Party’s 
view of the issues or state that there is no disagreement.  The Parties shall accept the date 
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to meet or shall propose an alternate meeting date not more than ten (10) business days 
later than the date proposed by the Party initiating dispute resolution.  The representatives 
of the Parties shall meet in an effort to resolve the dispute.  If a resolution is reached, the 
resolution shall be memorialized in a memorandum signed by all Parties, which shall 
become an addendum to this Agreement.  Each Party will bear the cost of its own attorneys, 
consultants, and other Step One expenses.  Negotiation under this provision shall not 
exceed ninety (90) days.  If a resolution is not reached within ninety (90) days, the Parties 
shall proceed to mediation. 

b. Step Two – Mediation.  If the dispute has not been resolved by negotiation within ninety 
(90) days of the initial letter proposing negotiation, any Party may demand mediation.  The 
mediator shall be chosen by agreement.  Each Party will bear the cost of its own attorneys, 
consultants, and other Step Two expenses.  The parties to the mediation will share the cost 
of the mediator.  A successful mediation shall result in a memorandum agreement, which 
shall become an addendum to this Agreement.  Mediation under this provision shall not 
exceed ninety (90) days.  If the mediation is not successful within ninety (90) days, the 
Parties may proceed to litigation. 

c. Step Three – Litigation.  Unless otherwise agreed by the Parties in writing, Step One and 
Step Two must be exhausted as a condition precedent to filing of any legal action.  A Party 
may initiate an action without exhausting Steps One or Two if the statute of limitations is 
about to expire and the Parties cannot reach a tolling agreement, or if either Party 
determines the public health, safety, or welfare is threatened. 

VI. Amendment of Agreement 

This Agreement may be amended by written agreement by all Parties. To terminate this Agreement, in 
part or in full, all Parties must agree and would be equally responsible for all project costs incurred as of 
the Agreement’s termination date. The Parties may also amend this Agreement, should other local 
jurisdictions express a desire to participate in Phase 2. As a prerequisite for joining the Agreement, new 
parties must adopt Phase 1’s common emissions-reduction targets and concur with Phase 2’s scope of 
work. Each new jurisdiction would increase Phase 2’s budget by $10,000, and the total cost would be 
split evenly by all signatory parties. 

VII. Interpretation and Venue 

This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Washington as to interpretation and 
performance.  The Parties hereby agree that venue for enforcement of any provisions shall be the 
Superior Court of Thurston County. 

VIII. Entire Agreement 

This Agreement sets forth all terms and conditions agreed upon by the Parties and supersedes any and 
all prior agreements oral or otherwise with respect to the specific subject matter addressed herein. 

IX. Recording 

Prior to its entry into force, this Agreement shall be filed with the Thurston County Auditor’s Office or 
posted upon the Parties’ websites as provided by RCW 39.34.040. 

X. Counterparts 
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This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, and all such counterparts once so executed shall 
together be deemed to constitute one final agreement, as if one document had been signed by all 
Parties, and each such counterpart, upon execution and delivery, shall be deemed a complete original, 
binding on the Parties. A faxed or email copy of an original signature shall be deemed to have the same 
force and effect as the original signature. 
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XI. Rights 

This Agreement is between the signatory Parties only and does not create any third-party rights. 

XII. Notice 

Any notice required under this Agreement shall be to the Party representative or a designated 
alternate at the address listed below and it shall become effective three days following the date 
of deposit with the United States Postal Service. 

THURSTON COUNTY 

Attn: Josh Cummings, Community Planning and Economic Development Director 
Re: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

CITY OF LACEY 

Attn: Rick Walk, Director of Community and Economic Development 
Re: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
420 College Street SE 
Lacey, WA 98503 

CITY OF OLYMPIA 

Attn: Rich Hoey, Public Works Director 
Re: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
P.O. Box 1967 
Olympia, WA 98507 

CITY OF TUMWATER 

Attn: Brad Medrud, Planning Manager 
Re: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
555 Israel Road SW 
Tumwater, WA 98501 

THURSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

Attn: Marc Daily, Executive Director 
Re: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan 
2424 Heritage Court SW, Suite A 
Olympia, WA 98502 
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[Signatures are affixed to next page.] 
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This Agreement is hereby entered into between the Parties, and it shall take effect on the date of the 
last authorizing signature affixed hereto: 

GOVERNMENT AGENCY EXECUTIVE   APPROVED AS TO FORM 

THURSTON COUNTY 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, WA 98502 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Ramiro Chavez, County Manager Date 
 
 
CITY OF LACEY 
420 College Street SE, Lacey, WA 98503 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Scott Spence, City Manager  Date 
 
 
CITY OF OLYMPIA 
601 4th Avenue E, Olympia, WA 98501 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Steve Hall, City Manager  Date 
 
 
CITY OF TUMWATER 
555 Israel Road SW, Tumwater, WA 98501 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Pete Kmet, Mayor   Date 
 
 
THURSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 
2424 Heritage Court SW, Suite A 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
 
_____________________________________ 

Marc Daily, Executive Director  Date 

THURSTON COUNTY 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, WA 98502 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Jon Tunheim, Prosecuting Attorney 
 
 
CITY OF LACEY 
420 College Street SE, Lacey, WA 98503 
 
 
____________________________________ 
David Schneider, City Attorney 
 
 
CITY OF OLYMPIA 
601 4th Avenue E, Olympia, WA 98501 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Mark Barber, City Attorney 
 
 
CITY OF TUMWATER 
555 Israel Road SW, Tumwater, WA 98501 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Karen Kirkpatrick, City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT ‘A’ 

SCOPE OF WORK FOR REGIONAL CLIMATE MITIGATION PLAN — PHASE 2 

OVERVIEW 

This scope of work reflects Phase 2 of a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan for Thurston County and the 
Cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater (the Parties). The Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, to be 
developed with the help of the Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) and a Consultant Team, will 
recommend communitywide mitigation actions for the region’s public and private sectors.  The Regional 
Climate Mitigation Plan also will include an Implementation Strategy for each participating Party: 

 Each jurisdiction’s Implementation Strategy will include both “all-
Party” and “individual-Party” mitigation actions that are 
communitywide (public and private sector) [See “Definitions” 
section below]. 

 Collectively, such mitigation actions would be sufficient to achieve 
the region’s common emissions targets, based on the Consultant 
Team’s analysis. 

In mid-2018, Phase 1 assessed the four jurisdictions’ existing climate 
policies that are intended to reduce communitywide emissions of carbon dioxide and other heat-
trapping gases that contribute to global climate change.  Phase 1 recommended that the jurisdictions 
adopt a common emissions baseline and science-based targets to guide Phase 2.  The baseline and 
targets are to reduce communitywide emissions 45% below 2015 levels by 2030 and 85% below 2015 
levels by 2050. 

This scope of work and accompanying Interlocal Agreement assume that the jurisdictions adopt the 
emissions targets, commit to funding Phase 2 in 2018, and begin working on Phase 2 in early 2019.  
Phase 2 of the project will cost an amount not to exceed $175,000 and is expected to take up to 18 
months to complete. 

 

DEFINITIONS 

The following is a list of key terms used throughout this scope of work: 

 “Special Purpose” districts — This term refers to local governments that perform limited 
functions, such as providing fire protection or operating ports, and are separate entities from 
city, town, or county governments. 

 “Communitywide” actions — This term refers to actions taken by the public sector (e.g., cities 
and special purpose districts) and/or the private sector (e.g., businesses and households). 

 “All-Party” actions — This term refers to communitywide actions implemented by all four 
Parties (Thurston County and the Cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater). 

 “Individual-Party” actions — This term refers to communitywide actions that may be taken by 
one or more Parties, but not necessarily all of them. 

 

 

Key Deliverables: 

 Regional Climate 

Mitigation Plan 

 Jurisdictional 

Implementation 

Strategies 
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ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 

Each of the four participating jurisdictions will commit an amount not to exceed $43,750 in project 
funding, as well as in-kind staff support to complete Phase 2, including developing a jurisdictional 
Implementation Strategy.  The jurisdictions also will enter into a contract with TRPC to manage the 
project.  TRPC will perform the following duties, which are spread across Phase 2 tasks: 

 Convene an Interjurisdictional Policymakers Panel, with an elected official from each Party, to focus 
on policy issues. The Panel is considered a part of the Steering Committee and will meet with that 
full Committee at least every other month.  The Panel may also meet separately.  Steering 
Committee staff will serve as advisors to the Panel. This document uses the term “Steering 
Committee” to include both the Interjurisdictional Policymakers Panel and the staff members.     

 Help a Steering Committee of jurisdictional policymakers and staff members recruit and select a 
Consultant Team; 

 Help the Steering Committee select a Stakeholder Committee, composed of local residents, 
businesses, and issue experts; 

 Enter into a contract with and manage the Consultant Team; 

 Facilitate meetings of the Stakeholder Committee, which will develop a project vision statement and 
guiding principles, consider actions, and make advisory recommendations to the Steering 
Committee; 

 Assist with public-engagement materials, logistics, and other needs; 

 Support analysis of the effects of a range of transportation actions to reduce emissions, as in-kind 
support to the project; 

 Develop and host a project website; 

 Write the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, with Steering Committee and Consultant Team 
assistance, as needed; 

 Help jurisdictional staff members present the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan to policymakers and 
the public, as needed; and 

 Help each jurisdiction develop an Implementation Strategy with a mixture of communitywide (public 
and private sector) All-Party and Individual-Party communitywide mitigation actions that are 
sufficient to meet the common emissions targets. 

 

ADOPTION & IMPLEMENTATION 

Each jurisdiction’s policymaking body will consider a resolution that adopts the Regional Climate 
Mitigation Plan and affirms the jurisdiction will execute its respective Implementation Strategy. 

 

TASKS & DELIVERABLES 

Task 1: Manage and Coordinate Project 
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 Task 1.1: TRPC will submit monthly invoices and task-based updates to each jurisdiction’s 
designated staff representative: Chris Hawkins, Thurston County; Jessica Brandt, City of Lacey; Rich 
Hoey, City of Olympia; and Brad Medrud, City of Tumwater. 

 Task 1.2: TRPC will facilitate the Steering Committee, which will be composed of one designated 
policymaker and supporting staff members from each participating jurisdiction.  The Steering 
Committee will meet monthly, and it will: 

 Use a consensus-based process for its designated policymakers to make decisions 
regarding developing the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan and formulating final 
recommendations for each participating jurisdiction to consider. 

 Select Stakeholder Committee members. 

 Help TRPC develop the Request for Proposals and select the Consultant Team to 
perform the following: 

o Lead public-engagement efforts; 

o Draft and present communitywide mitigation actions to the Stakeholder Committee 
for consideration; 

o Assess the actions based on their cost, feasibility, and other common criteria; and 

o Measure the actions’ collective impact to determine if they are likely to achieve the 
targets. 

 Task 1.3: TRPC will issue a Request for Proposals for the Consultant Team, manage the Team, and 
help the Team to produce public-engagement materials, plan and facilitate public meetings, and 
develop draft communitywide mitigation actions for the Stakeholder Committee’s consideration. 

 

Task 2: Engage Public 

 Task 2.1: TRPC, working with the Steering Committee, will develop a project charter and rules of 
engagement that establish accepted norms for making decisions during all meetings (Steering 
Committee, Stakeholder Committee, Public Engagement), as well as for ensuring open 
communication and resolving differences inside and outside of meetings. 

 Task 2.2: TRPC will facilitate regular meetings of the Stakeholder Committee. The Stakeholder 
Committee, composed of public- and private-sector representatives (e.g., rural and urban residents, 
students, business leaders, college faculty members, state government issue experts, environmental 
interests, and special purpose district representatives) will: 

 Develop and recommend to the Steering Committee a vision statement and guiding principles 
for the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan; 

 Identify general economic, social, health, and environmental benefits associated with mitigation 
of greenhouse gas emissions; and, 

 Evaluate, select, and recommend to the Steering Committee appropriate communitywide 
mitigation actions to be implemented to by all Parties (i.e., “All-Party” actions) and 
jurisdictionally (“Individual-Party” actions), considering input from the Consultant Team, general 
public, and other sources [See Task 3.3]. 
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 Task 2.3: The Consultant Team, with TRPC assistance, will develop and lead a public-engagement 
strategy, incorporating Steering Committee input.  TRPC will help the Consultant Team facilitate 
meetings and create materials, as needed: 

 Up to two communitywide workshops and one online survey to present an overview of the 
planning process and to elicit communitywide mitigation action ideas; 

 Up to two regional open houses to present the draft Regional Climate Mitigation Plan to the 
public; 

 Up to 8 policymaker presentations, at least two in each jurisdiction, to present project updates; 

 Multimedia engagement materials; and 

 One community festival information station. 

 The Steering Committee may decide whether additional public meetings are necessary and 
amend the Phase 2 scope and budget accordingly. 

 

Task 3: Assess Actions 

 Task 3.1: The Consultant Team will evaluate the emissions inventory conducted by the Thurston 
Climate Action Team (TCAT).  The Consultant will supplement the emissions inventory by providing 
emissions information for sources not included in TCAT’s inventory that the Steering Committee 
identifies as critical to the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan.  

 Task 3.2: The Consultant Team will develop and present to the Stakeholder Committee an initial list 
of communitywide mitigation actions (e.g., new actions and enhancements to current actions), 
based on ideas and input received from the general public, jurisdictional staff, and other sources 
(e.g., mitigation actions adopted by local jurisdictions throughout the Pacific Northwest and 
nation). 

 Task 3.3: TRPC will help the Stakeholder Committee review and revise the Consultant Team list of 
communitywide mitigation actions, as desired, and recommend a revised list of actions for the 
Consultant Team to assess qualitatively and quantitatively. TRPC also will provide technical support, 
as necessary, especially as it pertains to actions affecting the transportation sector.  Deliverables will 
include: 

 The Consultant Team will assess the actions, using common criteria (e.g., costs, benefits, 
feasibility, social equity, likelihood of success, barriers). 

 The Consultant Team will develop several policy scenarios and show in carbon wedge analyses, 
or a similarly rigorous quantitative tool, the collective emissions-reduction impact of existing 
and potential local, state, and federal actions.  TRPC will assist the Consultant Team in 
quantifying the effect on vehicle miles traveled of various actions related to the transportation 
sector as in-kind support. 

 Task 3.4: TRPC and the Consultant Team will help the Stakeholder Committee identify 
communitywide mitigation actions — both “All-Party” and “Individual-Party” actions.  TRPC and the 
Consultant Team also will help the Stakeholder Committee identify funding sources, leads, partners, 
and implementation timeframes for the actions.  This list of actions — spread across sectors that 
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may include transportation, land use, buildings, waste, water, agriculture, and forestry — will be 
considered by the Steering Committee during Task 4. 

 

Task 4: Develop Plan & Implementation Strategies 

Task 4.1: TRPC, working with the Consultant Team, will help Steering Committee members 
(policymakers and staff members) develop an communitywide mitigation action Implementation 
Strategy for their respective jurisdiction.  Each Implementation Strategy will include “All-Party” and 
“Individual-Party” actions — “communitywide” actions for the public and private sectors — which 
are likely sufficient to achieve the 2030 and 2050 targets. 

 It is anticipated that this Task will require up to.15 FTE from each Party. 

 Task 4.2: TRPC, working with the Consultant Team, will help the Steering Committee identify and 
select metrics, a monitoring framework, reporting structure, and timeline to track their periodic 
progress implementing communitywide mitigation actions. 

 Task 4.3: TRPC will write the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, which will incorporate a summary of 
the Consultant Team’s public-engagement efforts and quantitative and qualitative analyses, as well 
as the list of recommended regional communitywide mitigation actions and jurisdictional 
Implementation Strategies. 

 

Task 5: Adopt Plan & Implementation Strategies 

Task 5.1: Jurisdictional staff will present to their respective policymaker body a resolution that adopts 
the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan.  

 

TIMELINE & BUDGET 

Based on a time/cost assessment of each Phase 2 task, as well as review of other climate plans produced 
by similar jurisdictions, Phase 2 the Regional Climate Mitigation Plan will cost an amount not to exceed 
$175,000. 

This total will be split evenly among Thurston County, Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, each contributing 
an amount not to exceed $43,750.  

 

Cost Estimate by Task — Phase 2: 

 Task 1: $21,000 (TRPC) 

 Task 2: $22,500 (TRPC); $40,000 (Consultant Team) 

 Task 3: $16,000 (TRPC); $30,000 (Consultant Team) 

 Task 4: $28,000 (TRPC); $10,000 (Consultant Team) 

 Task 5: $7,500 (TRPC) 

------------------------------------------ 
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TOTAL: $175,000 (TRPC and Consultant Team)* 

*Figures are rounded and based on estimate of time and overhead. 
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Exhibit ‘B’ 

SIGNED SCOPE OF WORK FOR REGIONAL CLIMATE MITIGATION PLAN — PHASE 1 



Note: As in Phase 1, Phase 2 focuses on production-based emissions only and does not include consumption-based emissions.   

Snapshot: Regional Climate Mitigation Plan  

PHASE 1 
What’s Done: Phase 1 assessed the implementation status of local climate policies and actions to reduce 
communitywide (public-sector and private-sector) greenhouse gas emissions in Thurston County, Olympia, Lacey, 
and Tumwater. Phase 1 also recommended that the jurisdictions adopt a common emissions baseline and science-
based targets to guide Phase 2.  

 Baseline and Targets:  Reduce communitywide emissions 45% below 2015 levels by 2030 and 85% below 
2015 levels by 2050.  

 Working collaboratively toward the shared targets is essential to ensuring each jurisdiction does its part to 
keep the global average temperature from rising 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels by 2100. 

Previous work:   

 Emissions inventories for the participating jurisdictions; 

 Actions from previous planning work (e.g., Lacey’s CR2 strategy and TRPC’s Sustainable Thurston plan) that 
could be expanded or enhanced; 

 Energy consumption and emissions data gathered for the countywide “carbon wedge” analysis consultants 
prepared for TRPC in 2017; and, 

 Climate impacts assessments and community engagement materials prepared as part of TRPC’s companion 
Thurston Climate Adaptation Plan. 

What’s Next: Policymakers adopt the emissions targets via resolution and commit to funding Phase 2 in 2018, so 
work can begin on Phase 2 in early 2019.  

 Phase 2 Cost and Timeline:  $175,000.  Expected to take up to 18 months to complete. 

 The total cost split evenly by each participating jurisdiction ($43,750 per jurisdiction). 

PHASE 2 
What’s Next: Phase 2 will focus on mitigation action analysis, implementation, and accountability to ensure that 

participating jurisdictions hit the shared emissions targets. Key Phase 2 deliverables include:   

 A regional Public Engagement Strategy to help residents understand climate change impacts, elicit action 

ideas, and promote implementation efforts; 

 An evaluation and any needed supplementation of the Emissions Inventory completed by the Thurston 

Climate Action Team; 

 A list of communitywide actions to reduce public- and private-sector emissions. A Consultant Team will 

qualitatively and quantitatively assess such actions and help identify funding sources, leads, partners, and 

implementation timeframes.  

 An Implementation Strategy for each participating jurisdiction. Policymakers and staff will inform 

development of their jurisdiction’s Implementation Strategy, which will include a mix of actions that all four 

parties will take, actions that a single or subset of jurisdictions will implement, and actions that need to be 

implemented by other public and private interests. 

 A Carbon Wedge Analysis, or other analytical tool, that measures the cumulative impact of the 

recommended actions to ensure they’re sufficient to hit the shared emissions targets.  

 Metrics to gauge accountability and periodically track progress implementing actions. 

BENEFITS 
 Coordinates public-sector implementation of actions across the county 

 Educates residents about climate risks and responses, and catalyzes private-sector action implementation 

 Quantifies the speed and scale of actions necessary to hit the shared 2030 and 2050 emissions targets 

 Helps the region’s jurisdictions speak with a unified voice when engaging with Puget Sound Energy, 

Legislature, etc. 
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Background and Analysis:
The Downtown Strategy was adopted in April 2017, and is aligned with our City’s Comprehensive
Plan. The Downtown Strategy calls for a Downtown Parking Strategy to support a stable and thriving
downtown economy by providing people with access to predictable short and long-term parking.

Community Planning & Development contracted with consulting firm Framework to develop an
evidence-based Parking Strategy, using the parking industry’s best practices to map out efficient
uses of new and existing parking assets. The study relied on an eight person advisory committee
representing an array of downtown business, neighborhood, and commuter groups, a general online
survey, and interviews with 12 key stakeholders.

The attached draft Downtown Parking Strategy provides short, mid, and long-term actions to support
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downtown goals. Strategic focus areas include:

1. Tools to Manage the Parking Program and Enforcement and Improve Customer Convenience
2. Improve On-Street Parking
3. Reinvigorate Off-Street Parking
4. Improve Access to Downtown
5. Residential and Employee Parking
6. Arts, Culture, and Entertainment Uses
7. Improve Disabled Parking Management

Phase I and Next Steps
The full strategy has not yet been adopted, however in November 2017 the Council directed staff to
begin implementation of short-term Phase I actions. Accordingly, in 2018 Community Planning and
Development hired a Parking Program Analyst and implemented new technology, including parking
PayByPhone, an online portal, and license plate recognition.

In addition to adoption of the Parking Strategy by City Council this fall, recommended priorities are to
explore the feasibility of a parking structure, consider implementation of meter and permit price
increases, deploy a downtown employee outreach/education program to transition longer-term
employee parking to off-street facilities, and spearhead a city-led voluntary shared parking pilot
program with private lot owners surrounding the Entertainment character area.

OMC updates
In addition, this report includes an overview of recommended house-keeping updates to the Olympia
municipal code relating to parking (table attached).

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
A 2015 survey of downtown businesses revealed that parking is a top concern for businesses and
customers.

Options:
1. Move to forward the proposed parking strategy and OMC updates to City Council for

consideration.
2. Move to forward the proposed parking strategy to City Council, but do not consider proposed

code updates at this time.
3. Move to forward the proposed changes to the parking code to City Council, but do not

consider the draft parking strategy at this time.
4. Move that City Council does not consider the proposed parking strategy or code changes at

this time.

Financial Impact:
Costs to implement the parking strategy will vary.

Attachments:

Draft Parking Strategy
OMC Updates Summary
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Project Overview 
Downtown Olympia is growing. Historically Downtown has not been a major residential area, yet in 
recent years new residential and mixed-use projects are bringing new energy and activity and changing 
the nature of Downtown including around parking. Currently approximately 50% of the ground floor 
land use in Downtown is surface parking, which the City desires to see redeveloped into more active 
uses as part of its Downtown Strategy. To support the City’s goals for Downtown parking will be 
consolidated overtime from primarily surface parking lots to parking garages with more active streets 
and public spaces. The Downtown Parking Strategy provides a framework to support the City’s 
Downtown Strategy focused on a vibrant, livable, and thriving area (See Figure 1).  

Figure 1: Downtown Parking Strategy Diagram 

Guiding Principles 
The guiding principles for the Downtown Parking Strategy are intended to inform and guide short- and 
long-term decision-making for the Downtown parking system and support other goals for Downtown 
and desired outcomes. The guiding principles address questions such as the role of the City in providing 
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and managing parking downtown, the role of the private sector, desired outcomes such as supporting 
local businesses, active and lively streets, and new housing. The guiding principles also address key 
management issues such as whether the system pays for itself. The guiding principles will allow the City 
to adapt to changing conditions over time and achieve long-term success in providing and managing 
parking in the Downtown.  

The City of Olympia’s Downtown parking system: 

1. Supports a Vibrant and Attractive Downtown.
2. Recognizes the value of on-Street parking to Support Retail Uses in the Downtown Core.
3. Is Convenient and Intuitive for short and long-term users.
4. Compliments people’s choices to walk, bike, share a ride, or take the bus Downtown.
5. Encourages the Efficient Use of Parking to implement land use goals.
6. Is Financially Sound.
7. Is Flexible, Adaptable, and Innovative to meet changing needs and demands.

Study Area + Character Areas 
The project study area and character areas from the Downtown Strategy are shown below in Figure 2. 
Parking data was collected for on and off-street facilities within the study area and data was further 
analyzed by character area. Parking strategies include overall strategies for the Downtown and 
strategies tailored to specific character areas.   
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Figure 2: Project Study Area + Downtown Character Areas 

BERK, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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What We Heard 
The City provided several opportunities for public input during the development of the Downtown 
Parking Strategy including an advisory committee, an online survey, stakeholder interviews, and a public 
open house. 

Advisory Committee 
The advisory committee included representatives from key stakeholder groups in Downtown. The 
advisory committee met four times to review project deliverables and provide input and guidance on 
the Strategy. The following is a list of advisory committee members: 

 Jill Barnes, Washington Center for the Performing Arts 
 Todd Cutts, Olympia Downtown Association 
 Bobbi Kerr, Parking and Business Improvement Area 
 Tim Kenney, Downtown Neighborhood Assn. 
 Phil Rollins, Archibald Sisters 
 Jeff Trinin, Always Safe & Lock 
 George Carter, WA Department of Enterprise Services 
 Rebecca Brown, Bicycle, Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

Online Survey 
The City of Olympia conducted an online survey on parking in Downtown Olympia between January 24th 
through March 6th of 2017. A total of 2,623 responses were received.  

The following summary provides question-by-question results to the survey, an analysis of the four 
open-ended questions, and takeaways from the overall results. A detailed summary of the survey results 
is available in Appendix B. 

Survey Takeaways 

The following are the major findings from the survey results: 

 A desire for more signage and marketing around off-street lots was a common comment – many 
respondents aren’t aware of the off-street facilities that are available, and when they’re available. 

 Walkability and feelings of safety may increase willingness to park further from destination. 
 Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit investments are important to many respondents and they feel that 

addressing these priorities will create a greater desire to be downtown, offer alternatives to parking, 
and create a more inviting environment for those parking further from their destination. 

 Many of the survey respondents would like to see a centrally-located garage in Olympia. Some 
respondents recognize the cost associated while others would like to see the garage and other lots 
in Downtown be provided for free. Many of those who would like a garage also specified that safety 
and security at the facility would be essential to the success of a Downtown parking garage. 
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 Seventy-three percent of respondents typically find parking within an acceptable distance, only 
10.6% of respondents find they are forced to park an unacceptable distance from their destination. 

 Many respondents identified the DASH shuttle as a great resource, and some specified a desire for 
expanded services. 

 Some commenters felt positively about the way the parking system is now, appreciate that prices are 
responsible, and feel that parking is available when they need it at a reasonable distance from their 
destination. 

 Respondents stated they would like to see more shared parking with private businesses during 
closed business hours. 

 Free and less expensive parking is desired by many respondents. 
 

Stakeholder Interviews 
As part of the Olympia Parking Strategy, BERK Consulting interviewed key stakeholders about their 
experiences and perceptions about parking Downtown, strategies to improve parking, and how parking 
can support the City’s vision for Downtown. A total of 12 stakeholders were interviewed. They 
represented the business and non-profit communities that operate Downtown.  

The stakeholders expressed consistent viewpoints for the potential of Downtown Olympia to grow and 
the need to pro-actively address parking in Downtown. Stakeholders also see a larger connection 
between the quality of Downtown Olympia and parking issues that occur. There is an interest in 
investing in Downtown to improve streetscapes and the parking/walking experience. Stakeholders also 
expressed an interest in more appealing through safety measures and cleanliness efforts. The following 
are the major themes from the interviews: 

Vision for Downtown 
Stakeholders see Olympia as a changing community, going from a City 
with a small-town feel to a City with an urban feel. As the City grows, 
there will be opportunities for development to support the overall 
experience of living in or visiting Downtown.  

Downtown Safety 
Public safety and cleanliness was a concern for Downtown among 
those interviewed. Stakeholders expressed an interest in not letting 
the potential for growth take a focus away from providing for a safe 
and attractive Downtown, while also helping to provide services to 
those in need.   

“Downtown is the heart of the 
community, and should be 
encouraging and welcoming to 
the entire population.” 

“We need to deal with 
homelessness and mental health 
problems. We can’t leave 
people behind or ignore 
problems in our community. I 
wouldn’t keep my own business 
if I didn’t know we could face 
these problems and solve them. 
We need to work diligently to 
make Olympia even more 
h it bl  d l t ” 
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Parking Challenges Downtown  

Parking Logistics 

Events and the legislature, while they’re in session, cause the largest 
parking problems, as well as some busy weekends.  

Downtown Olympia deals with many modes of travel for different 
purposes throughout the day, and there seems to be no organization 
to deal with parking. This leads to times where it seems like there is 
a lack of parking and others when there is an abundance of parking.  

Public Perceptions of Parking 
Many stakeholders think that there is enough parking in the area, 
but it’s not coordinated enough or people’s perceptions are not 
realistic concerning parking. Stakeholders mainly agree that a short 
walk to their business is good for customers, but that the experience 
could be made more pleasant in some ways.  

Improvements Over Time 
Stakeholders interviewed felt the pace of change to solve identified 
parking issues has been slow, but also feel a commitment to 
continue helping the City and community make progress. Ideas for 
parking improvement and the overall experience of visiting 
Downtown were connected by stakeholders.  

  

“The City should help coordinate 
parking for businesses and 
events, help co-locate places 
with compatible parking 
schedules. Everybody is going to 
the same places at the same 
time, that could be better 

d ” 

“There’s a perception of a lack 
of parking more than a real 
lack of parking. People expect 
to go to the store they want and 
park right in front of it, but 
usually if you drive a block 
away you find a spot. When I 
go to the mall or Wal-Mart, I 
always have to walk from the 
back of the parking lot. I never 
get a spot right in front of the 
one store I need to go to. Get 
the word out that there is 
parking, and that a short walk is 
okay.”  

 “We probably will never find a 
permanent solution to parking, 
but we can work on it all the 
time, and celebrate and 
acknowledge our successes.” 
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Data Collection 
To better understand current conditions and how parking is currently being used data was collected for 
both the on and off-street on Tuesday March 7, 2017 between 9am and 7pm. Data was also collected on 
Saturday May 6, 2017 for a smaller sample of on and off-street facilities. More detail is provided below 
on data collection efforts.  

Findings 
 The Downtown Core District had the highest on-street peak occupancy during the weekday data 

collection period. The peak occupancy in the Downtown core was 78% during the middle of the day on 
Tuesday March 7, 2017. The Capitol to Market District had the next highest occupancy at 70%. Many 
blocks had occupancies above 85% during peak times.  

Figure 3. Hourly On-Street Occupancy, by Character Area 

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 
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Figure 4: On-Street Peak Occupancy 

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 
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 The Artisan/Tech District had the highest off-street occupancy during the weekday data collection 
period. The highest off-street peak occupancy within the Downtown character areas was observed in 
the Artisan/tech District at 67% followed by the Downtown core at 63%.   

Figure 5: Downtown Study Area Hourly Off-Street Occupancy, by Character Area 

 
BERK, 2017; Rick Williams Consulting, 2017 
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Figure 6: Downtown Study Area Peak Occupancy 

 
BERK, 2017; Rick Williams Consulting, 2017 
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 Off-street facilities are underutilized. The peak occupancy for off-street facilities in the Downtown was 
approximately 53% during the weekday count and 31% for the weekend counts at selected facilities. At 
peak occupancy during the weekday count, there were 2,218 parking stalls available within the lots that 
were surveyed.  

 Weekend on-street occupancy is consistent throughout the day. The weekend on-street counts in the 
Downtown core showed relatively consistent occupancy throughout the day indicating low vehicle 
turnover and is likely due parking being free and not time restricted.  

Figure 7: On-Street Hourly Weekend Occupancy  

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 
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Figure 8. On-Street Peak Weekend Occupancy 

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 
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 Peak occupancy for on and off-street facilities is in the middle of the day for the weekday data 
collection period. Both on and off-street facilities had peak occupancy during the middle of the day, 
which is typical of a Downtown due to increased demand during the lunch hour for Downtown 
restaurants and services. 

Figure 9. Downtown Study Area Hourly On-Street Occupancy 

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 

 

 Each occupied on-street parking stall turned over and average of 4.5 times during the weekday 
collection period in the Downtown study area. The average vehicle turnover per occupied parking stall 
was 4.5 during the weekday parking data collection. This indicates that each occupied stall, on average, 
is being occupied by 4.5 different vehicles per day during the collection period. Higher turnover is good 
for local businesses as it brings in more potential customers to the Downtown. Average duration of stay 
was generally longer on the weekend for on-street parking included in both the weekday and weekend 
data collection.  
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Figure 10: On-Street Average Weekday Duration 

 
BERK, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017
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 Organizational Structure to Support the Parking Strategy 
Proposed changes include the hiring of a new full time parking program analyst to oversee the 
implementation of the Downtown Parking Strategy and an additional enforcement officer for expanded 
enforcement hours. The estimated cost in salary and benefits for the parking supervisor position is 
$95,000 per year and the cost of the additional enforcement officer is estimated at $70,000 per year.  

 

City of Olympia, 2017
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Strategy Summary + Implementation Timeline 
The proposed parking strategies for Downtown Olympia include short (1 year), mid (2-3 years), and long-term (3+ years) strategies to manage 
parking. Strategies identified as Phase I are the highest priority for implementation. The strategies were developed to address the challenges 
identified in the data collection findings and to promote best management practices. 

Figure 11. Strategies Table 

Strategy Action Purpose Timeline Costs and Revenues 
1. Tools to Manage the 

Parking Program and 
Enforcement and 
Improve Customer 
Convenience 

1.1: Implement the NuPark 
Parking Management System 
and License Plate Reader (LPR) 
system to improve enforcement 
and ongoing data collection to 
support parking management 
and implement Pay-by-Phone 
system-wide as part of this 
project.  

Improve enforcement accuracy and 
regularly collect parking data in the 
Downtown to better evaluate the 
parking system. Increase staff 
efficiency. Offer online services to 
customers for permit renewals and 
citation appeals. Pay-by-phone will 
give customers a coin-less option for 
paying for parking at metered spaces 
and will allow the City to offer short-
term daily or hourly parking at select 
City-owned parking lots. 

Short-term – Phase I  Cost: Purchase enterprise 
software solution and LPR 
(equipment already 
purchased). Ongoing 
software and maintenance 
costs of approximately 
$60,000 per year. 

 Cost: Staff time associated 
with implementing the 
software and learning to 
use the new equipment. 

 Revenue: Additional 
revenue expected from 
more efficient enforcement 
and the ability to implement 
demand-based pricing 
because of better data. 

2. Improve On-Street 
Parking 

 

2.1: Consider price increases to 
encourage turnover where the 
data supports a change in price. 
Prioritize short-term parking in 
the Downtown core and adjust 
pricing if necessary in order to 
manage to the 85% rule to 
ensure the right spot for the 
right person. Monitor pricing of 
on and off-street facilities to 
ensure on-street facilities are 
priced based on higher 
demand.  

Ensure parking turnover of short-term 
on-street parking to support local 
businesses. 

Short-term  Cost: Staff time costs of 
continued and increased 
management and 
enforcement. 

 Revenue: Increased 
revenues from price 
increases.  
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2.2: Implement paid parking 
and enforcement on Saturdays 
between 9AM and 5 PM in the 
Downtown core. 

Ensure parking turnover of short-term, 
on-street parking on Saturdays to 
support local businesses and increase 
the use of off-street parking for 
longer-term parking users and 
employees. 

Mid-term  Cost: Costs of hiring an 
additional enforcement 
officer and costs to have 
enforcement on Saturdays. 
No additional equipment 
costs associated with 
implementing paid parking 
on Saturday. Salary and 
benefit costs for additional 
enforcement officer is 
estimated at $70,000. 

 Revenue: Increased 
revenues from paid parking 
and enforcement on 
Saturdays. 

2.3: Convert 9-hour meters in 
the Downtown core (as shown 
in the data collection summary) 
to short-term visitor parking. 
There are currently 61 9-hour 
meters in the core.  

Expand short-term parking in the 
Downtown core to increase access to 
local businesses through creating 
more turnover. 

Short-term – Phase I  Cost: Minimal costs to the 
City. To change existing 
meters from long-term to 
short-term parking 
restrictions and upgrade to 
coin meters and/or a phone 
payment system. 

2.4: Collect data and monitor 
parking demand to analyze the 
impacts of 15 minutes of free 
parking, when time limits and 
enforcement are in effect, free 
holiday parking 

To ensure that parking management 
efforts are meeting the objectives of 
the Downtown Parking Strategy to 
improve parking demand 
management,  sustain parking 
revenues to support Downtown, and 
allocate management resources to 
times of higher parking demand. 

Short to Mid-Term  Costs: Staff costs to update 
the Municipal Code and 
updating parking signage.  

 Revenues: Increased 
revenues from eliminating 
15 minutes of free parking 
and free holiday parking 
and decreased revenue 
from beginning paid 
parking an hour later at 
9am.  

3. Reinvigorate Off-Street 
Parking 

3.1: Develop a signage and 
wayfinding plan by character 
area to better identify off-street 
parking facilities, including City-
owned facilities in the 
Downtown Core. 
The plan should be integrated 
with a wayfinding and public art 
program for Downtown. 

Improve the user experience and 
better identify where parking is 
available, particularly off-street.  

Mid-term  Cost: Costs associated with 
design and deployment of a 
coordinated wayfinding and 
signage. 

 Cost: Staff costs of planning 
and coordinating with 
Parks, Arts & Recreation. 
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3.2: Design and manage a 
voluntary City-led shared 
parking program that has 
common branding, signage, and 
accessible information on 
available short and long-term 
parking. Pursue partnerships 
with community organizations 
such as the Olympia Downtown 
Association. 

Off-street parking facilities are 
underutilized and a shared parking 
program would increase the efficiency 
of existing off-street parking. 

Short-term – Phase I: 
Pilot Program around the 
WA Center area  

 Cost: Staff time associated 
with coordinating and 
managing the program. 

 Cost: Staff time and 
additional costs associated 
with incentivizing 
participation in the shared 
parking program. Duties 
may be combined with 
parking supervisor position 
initially. 

 Cost: Maintenance costs for 
private facilities may be 
included in the program 
management and funded 
by new parking revenues.  

3.3: Conduct a feasibility study 
to determine whether to 
consolidate parking resources 
in a City-owned parking 
garage(s). Pursue partnerships 
with the private sector to fund 
new parking garages for public 
and private parking.  

The City owns existing surface parking 
lots that could be leveraged to 
support a public parking garage and 
reduce surface parking over-time.  

Mid- to long-term  Cost: Staff time associated 
with coordinating the 
financing and development 
of a garage. 

 Cost: Design, permitting, 
and construction of a 
facility(ies) plus ongoing 
operations and 
maintenance costs. 

3.4: Consider the use of service 
agreements and partnerships 
with private developers for the 
use of city-owned land (existing 
surface parking lots). The City 
provides land at no cost in 
exchange for constructing 
public parking in a private 
development. 
 
 

The City can leverage the value of the 
land it owns to consolidate parking in 
parking garages in partnership with 
the private sector, which would also 
support the redevelopment of surface 
parking lots throughout Downtown.  

Mid-term  Cost: Staff time associated 
with coordinating 
partnerships and the value 
of City-owned land.  

3.5: Revaluate parking 
requirements for new non-
residential development to 
ensure the standards are 
appropriate for a Downtown.  

Requiring more parking than is 
necessary increases the costs of new 
development. Parking requirements 
should be right-sized.  

Mid-term  Costs: Staff time to update 
the Unified Development 
Code.  
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3.6: Examine possible building 
or development code revisions 
to require or encourage EV 
charging infrastructure.  

Plan for the future increased use of 
electric vehicles to help achieve the  
the City’s green house gas emission 
goals. 

Mid-term  Costs: Staff time to update 
the City’s Unified 
Development Code.  

3.7: Look for opportunities to 
partner with EV charging 
providers and introduce fast 
chargers in the public setting, 
including  at on-street parking 
stalls for short-term/visitor use.  
 
 

Plan for the future increased use of 
electric vehicles to help achieve the  
the City’s green house gas emission 
goals. 

Mid-term  Cost: Staff time to 
coordinate partnerships. 
Installation costs will be 
privately funded.  

3.8: Consider allowing parking 
validation through local 
businesses. 

Incentivize customers to come shop 
Downtown while managing the 
parking system. 

Mid-term  Cost: May be funded by the 
Downtown Merchants or 
Downtown Olympia 
Association. Requires the 
City to have a system for 
enforcement officers to 
verify validation at public 
facilities. 

4. Improve Access to 
Downtown  

4.1: Improve pedestrian and 
bicycle connections to and from 
Downtown to reduce future 
parking demand. 
 

Improving access to Downtown 
through biking and walking reduces 
parking demand and traffic in 
Downtown and supports a vibrant and 
healthy Downtown. 

Long-term  Cost: Staff time associated 
with planning safe 
connections. 

 Cost: Capital costs 
associated with investing in 
new infrastructure for 
pedestrian and bicycle 
connections.  

 Cost: Acquisition costs 
associated with purchasing 
land for building 
connections and trails. 
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4.2: Expand secure bike parking 
Downtown using a systematic, 
data-driven approach. Evaluate 
the need for more secure 
parking and the locations where 
there is high demand. 

Provide a more reliable and safe 
option for bicycle storage to support 
the use of alternative modes of 
transportation. 

Mid-term  Cost: Consultant or staff 
costs associated with 
collecting data on the 
inventory and location of 
bike parking in Downtown.  

 Cost: Cost of purchase and 
installation of new bike 
lockers. 

 Revenue: New revenues 
associated with bicycle 
lockers, replacing the 
revenues from vehicle stalls 
that would be converted. 

4.3: Encourage carsharing in 
public and private parking 
facilities. 

To reduce demand for parking the City 
should support carsharing vehicles in 
Downtown. 

Mid-term  Cost: Staff time to update 
the Municipal Code to allow 
carsharing 
vehicles to park on-street, 
and to allow the provision 
of carsharing in lieu of 
providing on-site parking in 
new developments. 

4.4: Collaborate with local and 
regional transit agencies to 
improve service to and from 
Downtown. 

Transit access reduces parking 
demand and traffic Downtown and 
increases pedestrian activity in 
support of the goals of the Downtown 
Strategy.  

Mid to Long-term  Cost: Minimal staff costs 
associated with 
coordinating with local and 
regional transit agencies. 

4.5: Implement street and 
public space improvements 
from the Downtown Strategy to 
improve pedestrian comfort, 
mobility, and compliance with 
the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) focusing on the 
Downtown Core. 

The street improvements in the 
Downtown Strategy will enhance the 
experience for pedestrians walking 
from their parking location to their 
destination.   

Mid to Long-term  Cost: Capital costs to the 
City associated with 
investments in street 
infrastructure. 

 Revenue: Removal of on-
street parking will reduce 
parking revenue. 

4.6: For Downtown street 
projects, explore alternatives 
that provide angled parking.  

Increase the amount of on-street 
parking availabe in Downtown. 

Ongoing  Cost: Minimal cost if part of 
an already planned project. 
May involving restriping of 
existing streets for minor 
projects.  
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4.7: Implement a program that 
will give free bus passes to low 
to moderate income Downtown 
employees through a commute 
trip reduction (CTR) task force 
with members from the City, 
major employers, transit 
agencies, community 
organizations, and other 
interested stakeholders. 

Free bus ridership options could 
encourage greater use of transit and 
less demand for long-term employee 
parking in Downtown. 

Short-term – Phase I  Cost: Cost to the City or 
employers of subsidizing 
bus passes for free to 
Downtown employees. Cost 
of $3,000 per month, or 
$3,600 a year to provide 
around 100 free passes. 

5. Residential and 
Employee Parking 

5.1: Convert current residential 
and employee on-street permits 
to temporary access permits 
with a monthly fee. 

As Downtown continues to develop 
the demand for short-term parking will 
increase and is necessary to support 
local businesses and a thriving 
Downtown. Longer-term employee 
and residential parking should be 
located off-street or in areas that do 
not require short-term- parking.  

Short-term  Cost: Costs include staff 
time to administer the 
program with more frequent 
payment periods. 

5.2: Provide residential and 
employee off-street parking 
options through the shared 
parking program in order to 
provide predictability.  

Connecting residents and employees 
with shared parking options helps put 
the right user in the right spot.  

Short-term  Cost: Staff time to educate 
and manage the shared 
parking system. 

5.3 Implement a downtown 
employee parking education 
program 

Provide education and outreach to 
downtown businesses and employees 
about appropriate all-day parking 
options and the importance of leaving 
short-term parking open for 
customers. 

Short-term – Phase I  Cost: Staff time to develop 
educational program and 
cost for print and/or web 
materials 

5.4: Increase the price of on-
street residential and 9-hour 
meter permits to incentivize the 
use of off-street parking 
options. On-street permit costs 
should be consistent with the 
hourly and daily rates.  

Since off-street parking is 
underutilized increasing the price of 
an on-street permit will incentivize the 
use of off-street parking and reduce 
demand for on-street parking by 
residents and employees. 

Mid-term  Cost: Staff time may be 
required to update City 
ordinances, which would 
likely be offset by increased 
revenue to manage the 
program. 
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5.5: Establish parking user 
priorities based on the ground 
floor land use along the street 
frontage for on-street parking. 
Retail and restaurant uses 
should have short-term parking 
while residential uses may have 
longer-term parking for 
residents.   

To minimize parking conflicts and 
ensure that there is available parking 
to support ground floor businesses 
and to prioritize residential parking in 
areas with ground floor residential 
uses.  

Short-term  Cost: Minimal cost to the 
City. 

 Cost: May require staff time 
and a change to the 
municipal code. 

5.6: Review the boundaries, 
time limits, and enforcement of 
the residential parking zones in 
the SE Neighborhood Character 
Area to minimize parking 
impacts on residential streets 
from non-residential use. 

The residential permit program in the 
SE Neighborhood is intended to limit 
non-residential parking use and 
prioritize parking for local residents.  

Mid-term  Cost: Staff time to review 
the boundaries, time limits, 
and enforcement policies 
and conduct neighborhood 
outreach. 

 Cost: Implementation costs 
may include staff time to 
update the Municipal Code 
and increased 
enforcement. 

6. Arts, Culture, and 
Entertainment Uses 

6.1: Develop shared use 
parking agreements to support 
major entertainment and 
culture events focused in the 
Downtown core including 
disabled parking stalls. 

Arts, culture, and entertainment uses 
have unique challenges such as very 
high demand for parking, but only for 
a brief period. Concerns around safety 
and security on Downtown streets 
also limits parking options that 
customers are willing to use. 

Mid to long-term  Cost: Staff costs associated 
with coordinating with event 
hosts and venues.  

7. Improve Disabled 
Parking Management 

7.1: Work with other 
departments on achieving 
Downtown Strategy goals 
around safety, lighting, and 
cleanliness in Downtown 
Olympia to ensure that the 
parking system is clean and 
safe.  

Address the concerns of Downtown 
residents, employees, and visitors 
around their parking experience. 

Short to mid-term  Cost: Staff time associated 
with planning and 
coordinating actions around 
the Olympia Downtown 
Strategy. 

 Cost: Possible third-party 
planning firm to assist in 
development of an Action 
Plan.   
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7.2: Confirm that all City-owned 
off-street facilities are 
compliant with ADA parking 
requirements. Consider 
extending the number of 
disabled parking stalls to the 
City-owned surface lots and 
make available for public 
parking. 

Provide additional parking 
opportunities for those vehicles legally 
parking in disabled stalls. 

Short-term  Cost: Cost associated with 
painting, signage, and 
maintenance of new 
disabled stalls. 

 Revenue: Reduction in 
revenue from converting 
leased lot stalls to disabled 
parking stalls. 

7.3: Restrict disabled parking to 
the 4-hour limit allowed by 
statelaw for on-street parking. 

Ensure that disabled parking stalls 
have turnover and are available 
throughout the day. 

Short-term  Cost: Staff time to 
implement the City 
ordinance. 

7.4: Review the number and 
locations of on-street disabled 
stalls and ensure high demand 
areas, such as the core, have 
sufficient disabled parking 
stalls. Routinely collect data on 
the occupancy, duration, and 
turnover of disabled parking 
stalls.  

Maintain data on the supply and 
demand for disabled stalls, 
particularly in the core. Direct 
disabled users to appropriate stalls to 
minimize conflicts between those 
needing short-term versus long-term 
parking. 

Ongoing  Cost: Staff time associated 
with inventory, data 
collection efforts, and 
education. 

7.5: Work with State 
representative to implement 
reforms that would result in 
reduced handicap placard 
misuse.   

Ensure that the state laws aren’t 
preventing local parking systems from 
functioning or adding a burden to the 
system.  

Long-term  Cost: Staff time associated 
with research on best 
practices and coordinating 
with State staff and 
representatives. 
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Parking Strategy Details 
Strategy 1: Tools to Manage the Parking Program and Enforcement and 
Improve Customer Convenience 

1.1: Implement the NuPark Parking Management System and License Plate Reader (LPR) 
system to improve enforcement and ongoing data collection to support parking 
management and implement Pay-by-Phone system-wide as part of this project.   

The City has already purchased the LPR unit and associated software for parking management, 
enforcement and data collection. The system is currently set up for implementation in early 2018. The 
LPR unit will increase the efficiency of enforcement and staff resources, allow for the routine collection 
of parking data to inform parking management strategies, and improve the overall management of the 
parking system through a data-driven approach. 

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: The initial hardware and software costs were approximately $140,000 and annual 
software maintenance costs are approximately $60,000.  

Strategy 2: Improve On-Street Parking 

2.1: Consider price increases to encourage turnover where the data supports a change in 
price. Prioritize short-term parking in the Downtown core and adjust pricing if necessary to 
manage to the 85% rule to ensure the right spot for the right person. Monitor pricing of on 
and off-street facilities to ensure on-street facilities are priced based on higher demand. 

During times of high parking demand many blocks in the Downtown core had occupancies at 85% or 
greater. Overall, the weekday on-street peak occupancy observed in the core was 78% between 12pm 
and 1pm and observed occupancy was 50% or below at all other times. Therefore, even at peak 
occupancy of 78% there were 127 stalls available in the core. At all other times during the weekday data 
collection there were 275 stalls or more available in the Downtown core. Parking occupancies should be 
kept at 85% or below to maintain an available parking stall on each block at all times. Parking 
occupancies at 85% or below provide a good customer experience and access to local businesses. Price 
increases should be modest to start, but should continue to increase to effectively manage demand at 
peak times and generally keep occupancies at 85% or below on each block.  

The current price at two-hour parking meters of $1 per hour has not increased in several years. To make 
parking more available to customers and visitors the City should increase the hourly price in the 
Downtown core from $1 to $1.50. The City should monitor parking demand and turnover following the 
price increase to assess how on-street behavior changes. As necessary, the price should be increased to 
maintain parking occupancies at 85% or below in the Downtown core.  The City should also consider 
eliminating the allowance for the first 15 being free, which would better manage parking demand while 
providing increased revenues to support parking management and potential improvements Downtown. 
The impact of eliminating the 15 minutes of free parking is discussed in more detail below as part of 
strategies 2.2 through 2.4. 
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Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to implement the price increase and monitor the parking system to 
understand changes in parking demand. 

Estimated Revenues: As shown in Figure 12, estimated current annual revenues in the Downtown core 
are around $110,000 based on observed weekday parking demand. Five scenarios are tested, and 
visualized in the chart, that show the range of potential revenues available with the implementation of 
various management policies, including elimination of 15-minute parking, no charge from 8am to 9am, 
elimination of 9-hour parking in the core, and new hourly pricing. These estimates are based on current 
conditions and targeted policy changes but cannot accurately account for the variation in occupancies 
from day-to-day, month-to-month, or season-to-season. However, the chart in Figure 12 provides a way 
to visualize the order-of-magnitude comparison in revenues between different management policies. 
The policies for each scenario are described in the table that follows the chart, with the estimated 
current annual revenues assuming all current policies apply. For each scenario, the policy changes that 
differ from the current policies are bolded. 

The Park+ model occupancies used for scenarios 2 through 5, where parking management policies are 
implemented, indicate that the occupancies in the core would decrease a fair amount with the increase 
in hourly parking price, which is why greater revenue gains are not seen in scenarios 2 through 5. 
However, the decrease in on-street occupancies in the core comes with an increase in on-street 
occupancies outside the core, where revenues would be expected to increase as well given the shift in 
parking from within the core to outside the core. 

Figure 12. Estimated Future Downtown Core Parking Revenues, by policy change scenario. 

 

Assumpti
ons 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 

Occupancies  Current 
occupancy 
and turnover* 

 Park+ 
occupancy for 
parking 
management 
scenario** 

 Park+ 
occupancy for 
parking 
management 
scenario** 

 Park+ 
occupancy for 
parking 
management 
scenario**  

 Park+ 
occupancy for 
parking 
management 
scenario**  

 

Holiday 
parking 

 Eliminate free 
holiday 
parking 

 Free holiday 
parking 

 Eliminate free 
holiday parking 

 Free holiday 
parking 

 Eliminate free 
holiday parking 
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First 15 
minutes free 

 Eliminate 15-
minutes free 

 15 minutes of 
free parking 

 Eliminate 15-
minutes free 

 15 minutes of 
free parking 

 Eliminate 15-
minutes free 

Paid parking 
from 8AM – 
9AM 

 Paid parking 
starts at 8AM 

 Paid parking 
starts at 9AM 

 Paid parking 
starts at 9AM 

 Paid parking 
starts at 9AM 

 Paid parking 
starts at 9AM 

9-hour meters 
converted to 
3-hour meters 

 No conversion  9-hour 
converted to 
3-hour 

 9-hour 
converted to 3-
hour 

 9-hour 
converted to 3-
hour 

 9-hour 
converted to 3-
hour 

Pricing  Varies  $1.50  $1.50  $2.00  $2.00 

*Model assumes parking occupancy based on Park+ scenario 1 in Appendix F. Where the 9-hour meters are converted to 3-
hour meters, the meters that were previously 9-hours assume the current occupancies for a 3-hour meter given that 
behaviors will change under the new policies. 

**See Appendix F for more information on the scenarios tested. This analysis includes existing conditions with new parking 
policies implemented. 

City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017; Kimley-Horn, 2017 

2.2: Implement paid parking and enforcement on Saturdays between 9AM and 5 PM in the 
Downtown core. 

Data collected in the core on a Saturday 
showed high occupancies and longer 
durations than on weekdays (see Figure 13 on 
right). High demand and low turnover are 
likely caused by free parking and no time 
limits. Off-street data collected on Saturday 
showed lower occupancies even in free public 
parking lots in the core. To increase the 
availability of prime on-street parking in the 
core and access to local businesses the City 
should implement paid parking in the core on 
Saturdays. This will require the City to enforce 
paid parking and time limits on Saturdays. 
The City should charge the same rate per 
hour on Saturdays in the core as they charge 
on weekdays in the core and monitor parking 
demand after paid parking is implemented. If 
occupancies approach 85% or higher the City 
should increase the price of parking to reduce 
demand for on-street parking and encourage 
people to use off-street parking for longer-
term parking needs.  

Timeline: Short to mid-Term 

Estimated Costs: Costs include an additional 
parking enforcement officer with an 

 Figure 13. Weekend Core Parking, On-Street 

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2017; BERK, 2017 
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estimated cost for salary and benefits of $70,000, staff costs to update the Municipal Code, and updated 
signage and communications regarding weekend paid parking rules. Parking revenues should offset the 
costs for implementing weekend paid parking and enforcement. The new enforcement position would 
also support existing parking operations, management, and enforcement on weekdays.  

Estimated Revenues: The following revenue estimates assume that paid parking enforcement occurs 
between 9AM and 5PM in the Downtown core, and that all 9-hour spaces are converted to 3-hour stalls 
(which is consistent with other implementation strategies). Given these conditions, the estimated 
annual revenue for Saturday paid parking based on an hourly rate of $1.50 is about $233,000 when the 
first 15 minutes are free, and around $292,000 when the policy for 15-minutes of free parking is 
removed. Any paid parking option on Saturday would result in an increase in revenues as there is 
currently no charge to park in Downtown on the weekends.  

2.3: Convert 9-hour meters in the Downtown core (as shown in the data collection summary) 
to short-term visitor parking. There are currently 61 9-hour meters in the core. 

To increase short-term customer and visitor parking in the Downtown core the 9-hour meters should be 
converted to 3-hour meters. Currently residential and employee on-street permit holders can park in 
the 9-hour meter stalls even in the Downtown core. This reduces parking turnover and the overall 
availability of short-term parking in the Downtown core to support access to local businesses. 

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: To upgrade the existing coin operated meters in the core to the newer credit card 
meters would cost $675 per meter or a total of around $41,000 for 61-coin operated meters. The only 
cost to the City to implement Pay-by-Phone is staff time to install signage. Pay-by-Phone charges the 
user a transaction cost of $0.35 unless the City chooses to absorb the cost as part of the parking fee. The 
City is currently in the process of implementing Pay-by-Phone.   

Estimated Revenues: Revenues collected from the conversion of 61 9-hour meters in the Downtown to 
3-hour meters on weekdays would range from around $22,000 to $43,000 (see Figure 14), depending on 
the implementation of additional policies, such as pricing, eliminating the 15 minutes of free parking, 
and eliminating free holiday parking. The revenue estimates assume that paid parking is enforced from 
9AM until 5PM. 

Figure 14 shows the estimated current revenues from the 9-hour meters within the Downtown core, as 
compared to various policy scenarios for future revenue collection shown in Figure 15. When applying 
the 3-hour conversion to the revenue estimates, assuming occupancies and turnover at the meters 
would be consistent with those observed at current 3-hour meters, there would be little change to 
revenues unless the 15 minutes of free parking were to be eliminated. Eliminating 15 minutes of free 
parking in the current 9-hour meters would result in around 25% greater revenues annually from these 
61 meters, while converting to 3-hour parking and eliminating the 15 minutes of free parking would 
result in around a 100% increase in revenues annually. 

The policies for each scenario are described in the table that follows the chart, with the estimated 
current annual revenues assuming all current policies apply. For each scenario, the policy changes that 
differ from the current policies are bolded. 
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Figure 14. Estimated Future Revenues from 9-Hour Meter Conversion to 3-Hour Meters 

 

Figure 15. Policy Scenarios for 9-Hour Meter Conversion to 3-Hour Meters 

 Assumpt
ions 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

Occupancies Current 9-Hour Occupancy 
and Turnover* 

Current 3-hour occupancy and 
turnover* 

Current 3-hour occupancy and 
turnover* 

9-Hour Parking 
in Core 
converted to 3-
Hour 

No conversion 9-hour converted to 3-hour 9-hour converted to 3-hour 

Pricing $0.50 $1.50 $1.50 

Eliminate 15-
Minutes Free 
Parking 

Eliminate 15-minutes free 15 minutes of free parking Eliminate 15-minutes free 

Eliminate Free 
Holiday 
Parking 

Eliminate free holiday 
parking Free holiday parking Eliminate free holiday parking 

*Estimates assume the existing occupancy and turnover rates, using the 9-hour occupancies for current revenues and the 3-
hour occupancies for estimating the converted meter usage once the 9-hour have been changed over to 3-hour. 

City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017 

2.4: Collect data and monitor parking demand to analyze the impacts of 15 minutes of free 
parking, when time limits and enforcement are in effect, free holiday parking. 

Currently the first 15 minutes of on-street parking is free, which significantly reduces parking revenue to 
the City and may be in contrast with the strategies to improve parking demand management in areas 
with the highest demand. For example, the average length of time a vehicle was parked in a 2-hour or 3-
hour space in the core during the weekday data collection was a half hour, resulting in the City receiving 
about half the revenue in those locations than if the 15 minutes free policy were eliminated. This loss of 
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revenue reduces the resources available to the City to support parking management and other 
improvements to implement the Downtown Strategy and improve the overall experience in the 
Downtown. Eliminating the 15 minutes of free parking may also help manage parking demand and 
increase on-street parking availability in high demand areas.  

The City also offers free parking for two weeks during the holiday season when parking demand is 
typically the highest. Time limits are enforced during the two-week parking holiday. Parking pricing is 
one of the most effective ways to manage demand and increase access to Downtown. Therefore, 
offering free parking during the highest demand times may contrast with the parking strategy to use 
price increases to manage parking demand. The City should collect parking occupancy and turnover data 
during the parking holiday to ensure that parking management is increasing access to local businesses in 
the Downtown. 

On-street parking time limits are currently in effect Downtown from 8am to 5pm Monday through 
Friday. Data collected during the weekday data collection period showed very low parking occupancies 
between 9am. The City should consider revising the on-street time limits to be in effect from 9am to 
5pm. The City may consider extending time limits to 6pm as evening demand increases.   

Timeline: Short to Mid-term 

Estimated Costs: See the discussion of costs and revenues under strategies 2.2 and 2.3 above.  
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Strategy 3: Reinvigorate Off-Street Parking 

3.1: Develop a signage and wayfinding plan by character area to better identify off-street 
parking facilities including City-owned facilities in the Downtown Core. 

Olympia’s Guiding Principles for parking call for a system that is “intuitive so 
that users can find parking that fits their needs.”  Supporting this principle 
calls for implementation of an effective; high-quality branded 
communications program.  To the highest degree possible, communications 
and signage systems should be reliable and easy to use and understand.  
Ideally this would be provided through a program that links parking assets 
and communication systems under a common brand or logo. The intent being 
to create a unified public parking system that is easily recognized through use 
of a common brand or logo, both at parking sites and, ideally, on a wayfinding 
system located throughout the downtown and character areas; and on maps, 
websites, and other communications. 

It is recommended that the City engage a design firm (possibly in conjunction 
with a wayfinding firm) to develop a parking brand for use at all of Olympia’s 
public off-street facilities, any shared-use facility that offers visitor access and 
in the public right of way.  

The design/wayfinding team would:  

 Work with the City to create a new parking brand for Olympia. 
 Develop options and assist in developing a final recommended 

brand/logo. 
 Assist in signage design. 
 Identify key entry points into the downtown for placement of signage.   
 Explore real-time communications linking multiple facilities, apps, websites, and other resources to 

wayfinding (as appropriate and feasible). 
 Conduct a cost feasibility analysis for the creation and placement of branded signage at all City-

owned off-street sites, shared use facilities and wayfinding within the public right of way. 
 Establish an installation schedule. 

Examples: Parking 
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Timeline: Mid-term 

Estimated Costs: It is estimated that 
engaging a design consultant to carry out 
the tasks identified above would range 
from $20,000 to $25,000.  Estimated costs 
associated with wayfinding signage can 
range from $10,000 - $30,000 per sign, 
depending on size, design and whether 
systems are dynamic or not (i.e., linked to 
counter systems, apps, etc.). 

3.2: Design and manage a voluntary 
City-led shared parking program that has common branding, signage, and accessible 
information on available short and long-term parking. Pursue partnerships with community 
organizations such as the Olympia Downtown Association. 

Much of the parking in Downtown is off-street in privately owned parking assets.  The 2017 parking 
study indicates that the number of empty parking stalls during the peak hour was over 2,200 stalls in the 
surveyed supply of 113 off-street facilities.  This unused resource presents an opportunity to manage 
and support future growth in parking demand, and could be used to: 

 Create designated parking for permit and long-term parkers that includes downtown opportunity 
areas and remote satellite lots. 

 Incentivize employees to park in these areas during the work week. 
 Serve as resources for evening, weekend and event parking. 
 Increase user awareness that free public parking is available after 5pm and on weekends in City 

owned lots (and future shared facilities).  
Directing permit users to these facilities would have a significant impact on on-street occupancy rates. 
These efforts should be coupled with strategies to increase awareness and create partnerships for use of 
shared parking supplies during all hours of the day and days of the week. 

The City should consider the following for completion within 24 months of plan adoption: 

 Using data from the 2017 parking study; identify a subset of the 113 off-street facilities surveyed as 
potential shared-use opportunity sites.  Criteria could include proximity to key downtown 
destinations, a meaningful supply of empty stalls, pedestrian/bike connectivity, safety and security 
issues, etc.   

 Develop a short list of opportunity sites and identify owners. 
 Establish a target goal for the number of Downtown employees to transition into opportunity sites. 
 Begin outreach to owners of private lots. 
 Negotiate shared-use agreements. 
 Obtain agreements from downtown businesses to participate in an employee assignment program. 

Examples: Wayfinding Signage (Portland, OR and San Jose, CA) 
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 Integrate the program (as appropriate and feasible) into signage, wayfinding and other information 
systems developed in Strategy 3.1., above. 

 Update the City’s website to add information about public off-street options. 
Timeline:  Short-Term 

Estimated Costs: It is estimated that costs associated with this strategy would be mostly expended in 
efforts of existing staff and volunteers to identify opportunity sites and conduct outreach to potential 
private sector participants and to upgrade City information systems (e.g., website).  Planning may 
determine that funds are needed to create incentives and/or improve the condition of facilities and 
connections. 

3.3: Conduct a feasibility study to determine whether to consolidate parking resources in a 
City-owned parking garage(s). Pursue partnerships with the private sector to fund new 
parking garages for public and private parking. 

A key finding from the 2017 parking study is 
that there is a significant amount of land 
currently in use as surface parking.  Only 58% 
of that supply is occupied at the peak hour 
with parked cars (see Figure 16).  This suggests 
that parking supply could be consolidated into 
strategically located structured parking 
garage(s), serving multiple parking demands 
(i.e., employee, visitor and resident).  Such 
consolidation would free land up for new 
development and, potentially, provide parking 
to current and future uses more cost 
effectively.  New supply would not be 
provided at each site, but shared within 
consolidated “district” garages. 

It is also extremely expensive to build new 
supply.  Per stall estimates for a new parking 
garage in Olympia can range from $25,000 to 
$40,000.  

It is recommended that the City conduct a 
feasibility study to: 

 Identify existing land parcels 
(opportunity sites) that could effectively 
serve multiple parking demand types if structured parking were provided; particularly if 
consolidation could result in the transition of adjacent surface lots into new, more compact 
development (e.g., office, mixed use residential). 

 Conduct proforma analyses for prototypical parking garages to assess cost to develop, operate and 
cover debt service to determine feasibilities for consolidated supply. 

Figure 16. Weekday Off-Street Occupancies 
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 Use proforma analyses to determine funding and partnership options with planned or proposed 
private development in areas near or adjacent to opportunity sites. 

 Engage private sector land owners and developers in the process to educate on the benefits of 
consolidation and to serve as a resource for input and information related to feasibility and 
opportunity. 

Timeline:  Mid to Long-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time associated with coordinating the financing and development of a garage. 
Design, permitting, and construction of facility(s) plus ongoing operations and maintenance costs. 

3.4: Consider the use of service agreements and partnerships with private developers for the 
use of city-owned land (existing surface parking lots). The City provides land at no cost in 
exchange for constructing public parking in a private development. 

Given the high cost associated with building structured parking, the City can serve as a partner with the 
private sector through strategies that assist in buying down the front-end costs associated with 
development.  Coupled with Strategy 3.3. above, the City can leverage the value of the land it currently 
owns to consolidate parking in a parking garage(s). By offering land at no cost (in return for agreements 
on public access and shared uses), the financing costs for new parking can be reduced within a private 
development.  This would also support the redevelopment of surface parking lots throughout 
Downtown.   

Timeline:  Mid to Long-term 

Estimated Costs: It is estimated that costs to implement this strategy would be comprised of existing 
staff assigned to coordinate development agreements with a potential private sector partner(s). 

3.5: Revaluate parking requirements for new non-residential development to ensure the 
standards are appropriate for a Downtown. 

At present (in the “Downtown Exempt Parking Area”) there are no code requirements for parking in 
existing buildings (i.e. rehab, changes of use) for new buildings up to 3,000 square feet of non-
residential use or for new residential.  Outside of the exempt area the City requires the same amount of 
parking for residential and non-residential uses in the downtown as they do throughout the entire City.  
Figure 17 summarizes existing parking development requirements.   

Figure 17. Existing Parking Development Requirements 

Restriction 
Category 

Summary of Restrictions Code 

Downtown Exempt 
Parking Area 

 Existing buildings built before 2002 are exempt from parking 
standards. A change of use in the structure must comply with bicycle 
parking standards 

 New residential buildings in the exempt area are exempt from 
vehicle parking standards but must meet the Parking Design, 
Pedestrian Street and Design Review Criteria 

 New commercial buildings or expansions over 3,000 square feet 
and built after 2002 must meet vehicle parking standards 

18.38.160(C) 
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Parking Requirements  New residential uses in the Downtown Exempt Parking Area do not 
require vehicle parking 

 Restaurants: 10 per 1,000 square feet 

 Office: 1 per 250-400 square feet (depending on size of building) 

 Retail: 3.5 per 1,000 square feet 

 Other Commercial, recreational, and institutional: varies by use 

 Industrial: 1 for every 2 employees 

 Residential: 1-2 per unit, varies based on type of structure/use 

18.38.100 

City of Olympia Municipal Code, 2017 

Based on occupancy counts derived from the 2017 parking study, data suggests that parking is being 
oversupplied; with just 58% of the off-street supply occupied in the peak hour.  This oversupply may be 
driven by existing parking requirements.  Many of the standards in the current code are very suburban 
in nature (e.g., 10 stalls per 1,000 square feet restaurant, 2.5 – 4.0 stalls per 1,000 square feet of office 
and 3.5 stalls per 1,000 square feet of retail) and do not appear to reflect goals and objectives for 
transit, bike and walk modes.   

Requiring more parking than is necessary increases the costs of new development and discourages new 
uses from being developed in the Downtown.  To ensure a development friendly and efficient access 
environment, parking requirements should be “right-sized.” 

It is recommended that the City further evaluate its parking demand data on a more granular level to 
determine if parking standards should be recalibrated to lower minimum requirements in Downtown.  

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: Costs would include consultant or staff time associated with integrating existing land 
use information with 2017 parking occupancy data to derive a measure of actual parking demand for the 
downtown.  Additional costs would include staff time associated with updating the Unified Development 
Code. 

3.6: Examine possible building or development code revisions to require or encourage EV 
charging infrastructure. 

The percentage of electric vehicles (EV) entering the market is still small but predictions are it will grow.  
With the future still somewhat undetermined, many cities are struggling to determine the right 
approach to establishing infrastructure to support a future EV market.  Similarly, there is still not a high 
level of understanding as to the variations and nuances involved in supporting the EV market.  For 
instance, EV’s serving commuters are well served with support infrastructure (e.g., charging stations) 
that provides a “slow charge” system for vehicles.  Given that most commuters are parked for long-
periods during the day, a slow charge system works well – and is generally a less expensive charging 
option. Slow charge systems are best located in off-street facilities to ensure that commuters are not 
dominating on-street parking intended for visitors.  Costs of these systems currently range from $8,000 
to $12,000 per charging unit. 

Systems intended to serve short-term visitor trips need to provide a “fast charge” option (e.g., less than 
2 hours).  These systems can be located in on-street parking systems (for instance, limited to a 2-hour 
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stay) or in garages in areas intended for visitor parking.  Costs of these systems currently range from 
$25,000 to $40,000 per charging unit. 

At present, most existing development codes are not structured to address these nuances, let alone 
anticipate a market that is not yet fully developed.  To this end, it is recommended that the City: 

 Make changes to the existing development code requiring new garages to be wired to support the 
future integration of EV charging stations. 

 Require that developers indicate where such stations would be located in a garage and validate that 
wiring is in place at certificate of occupancy. 

 Require that wiring could accommodate both slow and/or fast charge systems. 
Changes to this effect would ensure that new garages are EV capable but flexible enough to be able to 
respond to unknown future market trends and adaptable to the user mix associated with the land use 
(i.e., visitor, commuter, residential or a mix of such uses). This type of requirement would not preclude a 
developer from moving forward with EV infrastructure in a development, but would not commit them to 
a technology and market that is not yet fully evolved. 

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to update the Unified Development Code. 

3.7: Look for opportunities to partner with EV charging providers and introduce fast chargers 
in the public setting including potentially on-street parking for short-term/visitor use.  

The City could lead the way in initiating EV infrastructure for short-term users of its on-street system by 
identifying strategic locations to place fast chargers.  This puts the City in a leadership role for planning 
for the future increased use of electric vehicles and to help achieve the City’s greenhouse gas emission 
goals.  The City can also explore partnerships with EV charging providers, who may want opportunities 
to feature, promote and test their equipment as the market evolves and to explore state and federal 
grant funding opportunities. 

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to explore potential EV charging sites and partner/grant opportunities.  Costs 
associated with new equipment technology are undetermined at this time. 

3.8: Consider allowing parking validation through local businesses. 

Parking validation allows local businesses to pay the cost of parking for customers that purchase goods 
or services from the businesses. Validation programs are typically focused on the off-street system. 
Parking validation may be integrated into the shared parking program to provide free customer parking 
and could be funded by local businesses or organizations. 

Timeline: Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Funded by local businesses that are interested in participating. The businesses pay the 
actual cost of parking in public paid parking lots including those participating in the shared parking 
program.  
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Strategy 4: Improve Access to Downtown 

4.1: Improve pedestrian and bicycle connections to and from Downtown to reduce future 
parking demand. 

Improving access to Downtown by walking and biking will minimize future parking demand in the 
Downtown. The City should prioritize capital projects that improve access to Downtown for pedestrians 
and bicyclists through the City’s transportation and capital plans.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Capital costs will be developed as part of the transportation and capital planning 
process. Design and planning costs will not substantially increase if considered as part of the regular 
updates to the transportation plan and annual update to the City’s Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP).  

4.2: Expand secure bike parking Downtown using a systematic, data-driven approach. 
Evaluate the need for more secure parking and potential bike parking locations where there 
is high demand. 

Bicycle parking is important to support transit access and commuting. The City should develop a bicycle 
parking plan that identifies areas of high demand such as at the transit center and near major 
employers, best practices for bicycle parking technology, and partnerships with community 
organizations and major employers to increase bicycle commuting to and from Downtown. 

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: A bicycle parking plan could likely be developed in-house by existing City staff with 
limited consultant assistance. There may be an opportunity to leverage other City planning projects such 
as the Downtown wayfinding plan to also address bicycle parking. Capital costs would be developed as 
part of the bicycle parking planning effort.  

4.2: Encourage carsharing in public and private parking facilities. 

Carsharing services such as ZipCar, Car to Go, and ReachNow provide access to vehicles as an alternative 
to vehicle ownership. Carsharing vehicles are more efficient than individual ownership because they are 
shared amongst many users since most vehicles spend most of the time parked. Carsharing vehicles 
increase mobility options while decreasing the demand for parking. Carsharing vehicles can be provided 
in private residential or non-residential parking lots, in public off-street lots, or in on-street parking 
stalls. Carsharing vehicles may require round trip use or one-way trips typically using on-street parking 
stalls. An on-street carsharing program requires a City ordinance establishing a permit program for 
carsharing vehicles and associated permit fees.  

Currently, the nearest carsharing services are provided by ZipCar at the Evergreen State College. No 
carsharing services are currently operating in the City of Olympia. The City should discuss opportunities 
to provide service Downtown with carsharing companies and pursue partnerships with major employers 
such as the State of Washington. Other incentives may include a reduction in the on-site parking 
requirement or other incentives for providing carsharing vehicles in new developments.  
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Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to update the Municipal Code to establish an on-street carsharing permit 
program and associated fees and other carsharing incentives.  

4.4: Collaborate with local and regional transit agencies to improve service to and from 
Downtown. 

The City should pursue transit access improvements to Downtown in partnership with local transit 
agencies. While transit agencies have the primary responsibility for transit planning the City owns the 
streets and public right-of-way that buses travel along, and therefore have a role in improving transit 
efficiency and access.  Transit improvements may include updating routes based on new development 
and changing demand, improving signal timing for transit priority, expanding and improving bicycle 
parking, allocating the public right of way for transit improvements such as bus bulbs and improved 
shelters, parking for transit access, and commute trip reduction programs to increase incentives for 
transit use.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs:  Staff time and capital costs associated with coordinating with local and regional transit 
agencies and planning future improvement projects within the right-of-way. 

4.5: Implement the street and public space improvements from the 2016 Downtown Strategy 
to improve pedestrian comfort, mobility, and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA), focusing on the Downtown Core. 

The Downtown Strategy includes several major street improvement projects that may impact the 
amount, location, and configuration of on-street parking. Improved streetscapes that support greater 
levels of pedestrian comfort and mobility as well as better ADA access will improve the experience with 
the parking system. Some reduction of parking to support these mobility goals may be a better use of 
the public right-of-way than maintaining every on-street parking stall. In addition, the shared parking 
program is an opportunity to increase parking access using parking that is already constructed and not 
currently being used.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time and capital costs associated with planning future improvement projects. 

4.6: Explore alternatives that provide angled parking for Downtown street projects. 

Angled parking has the potential to significantly increase the amount of on-street parking. Converting 
parallel parking to angled parking typically requires the reduction in the width of travel lanes or the 
elimination of one or more lanes of travel. Some downtown streets have a center turn lane that may not 
be warranted and may support the conversion of parallel parking to angled parking. Sidewalk widths in 
relation to supporting ground floor land uses should also be considered as wider sidewalks are generally 
favored along active first floor uses such as retail stores and restaurants that may desire outdoor 
seating. Back in angled parking could also be considered. 

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 
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Estimated Costs: No significant costs as angled parking would be considered as part of the design and 
engineering that is already required for the street projects.  

4.7: Implement a program that will give free bus passes to low to moderate income 
Downtown employees through a commute trip reduction (CTR) task force with members 
from the City, major employers, transit agencies, community organizations, and other 
interested stakeholders. 

To incentivize Downtown commuters to take the bus, the City could reinstate the free bus passes that 
were a part of the Downtown Commuter Program (in place from 2008 to 2010). Among other tools, the 
Downtown Commuter Program provided free monthly bus passes on a first-come first-served basis. 
Funding during the program came from Washington State Department of Transportation grants. During 
the public engagement process of the Downtown Parking Strategy, free bus passes were identified as a 
desired amenity. The City could re-implement the program using funding from the Parking Fund. The 
City and Olympia Downtown Association could work together to determine employee eligibility and 
administration of the program.  

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: There would be costs associated with purchasing or subsidizing the bus passes. 
Currently, local monthly passes are $30 and it would cost $3,000 per month to purchase 100 passes for 
distribution. This would cost a total of $18,000 for a 6-month pilot program. There would be staff time 
associated with administering the free pass program as well legal review by the City attorney to ensure 
that there would be no legal issues with the program structure related to the gift of public funds.    

Strategy 5: Residential and Employee Parking  

5.1: Convert current residential and employee on-street permits to temporary access permits 
with a monthly fee. 

As the Downtown continues to redevelop, and land uses change, the City should maintain the flexibility 
to change parking regulations to support greater demand for short-term parking in the Downtown, and 
particularly in the core. Reliance on residential and employee on-street permits may also impact the 
decision for developers and property owners as to whether to build off-street parking. An over-reliance 
on low-cost on-street parking permits will likely lead to conflicts between long-term parking users and 
short-term visitor and customer access. Therefore, the City should rebrand the employee and residential 
on-street parking permits as temporary access permits, require monthly payments for the permits, and 
maintain the ability to reduce or eliminate the number of on-street permits as short-term parking 
demand increases.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff costs to update the Municipal Code. May result in reduced permit revenues as the 
number of permits are reduced, but would likely be offset by increased short-term paid parking 
revenue.  
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5.2: Provide residential and employee off-street parking options through the shared parking 
program to provide predictable parking options.  

Shared parking programs can be targeted to specific parking users such as visitors, customers, 
employees, commuters, or event attendees. The City shared parking program should include options for 
employees and other long-term parking users in the form of monthly or daily permits.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to produce educational materials on employee parking and printing costs. 
Costs for a shared parking program are addressed under the shared parking strategy.  

5.3: Implement a downtown employee parking education program 

The City should provide more information to employees on available parking options Downtown, 
including options for on and off-street permits, transit accessibility, and the locations of 9-hour meters 
that allow all-day parking. The information should be updated on the City’s website and through a 
parking brochure than can be distributed to downtown businesses and organizations such as the 
Olympia Downtown Association (ODA).  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff costs to update the Municipal Code.  

5.4: Increase the price of on-street residential and 9-hour meter permits to incentivize the 
use of off-street parking options. On-street permits costs should be consistent with hourly 
and daily rates. 

Increasing the cost of permits for on-street parking will encourage the use of off-street alternatives, 
which is a more appropriate location for long-term parking. The on-street permits for residents are 
currently $10 annually and the on-street permits for employees are currently $60 per month. These 
prices are not conducive to incentivizing alternative parking in some of the available off-street facilities.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Revenues: 

RESIDENTIAL PERMITS 
Increasing the price of residential permits from $10 annually to a varying rate based on zone location 
could result in around $136,400 in new annual revenues, assuming the same number of permits are 
sold. The permits would be sold monthly rather than an annual basis, with the costs more closely 
aligned with the competing parking options. Figure 18 shows a potential pricing structure with annual 
pricing replaced by monthly pricing. 

Figure 18. Residential Permit Revenues  

Permits 
Sold 

(2016) 

Current 
Permit 

Cost (per 

Future 
Permit 

Cost (per 
Annual 
Increase 
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permit per 
year)  

permit 
per 

month) 

 

Zone 1 191 $10 $5 $50 

Zone 2 94 $10 $5 $50 

Zone 3 47 $10 $10 $110 

Zone 4 65 $10 $15 $170 

Zone 5 120 $10 $20 $230 

Zone 6 21 $10 $20 $230 

Zone 7 307 $10 $20 $230 

Zone 8 17 $10 $15 $170 

Total 
Revenues 862 $8,620 $145,020 $136,400 

City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017 

EMPLOYEE PERMITS  
Increasing the price of employee permits from $60 monthly to $90 monthly would result in around 
$72,000 in new revenues, assuming the same number of permits are sold. Currently, it costs $90 per 
month to park at the 9-hour meters (during weekdays) when paying for the meter at the daily rate of 
$0.50 per hour so the new pricing would be consistent with the hourly pricing structure.  

Figure 19. Employee Permit Revenues  

Current Future Change 
Employee Permits (per month) 200 200  

Cost (per month) $60 $90 $30 

Revenue (annual) $144,000 $216,000 $72,000 

City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017 

5.5: Establish parking user priorities based on the street-fronting ground floor land use for 
on-street parking. Retail and restaurant uses should have short-term parking while 
residential uses may have longer-term parking for residents. 

On-street parking should be prioritized to support the ground-floor land uses. For example, on-street 
parking in front of retail businesses should have short-term time limits and on-street parking on 
residential streets should prioritize parking for residents and limit long-term parking for commuters and 
employees. If there is available parking beyond that generated by the priority parking users then other 
users may be accommodated. Parking management strategies should minimize conflict between parking 
users and ensure the right users are parking in the right stall. For example, long-term parking users such 
as residents, employees, and commuters should not be parking in short-term parking stalls intended to 
support ground-floor commercial uses. Similarly, employees and commuters should not be parking in 
residential neighborhoods unless authorized by the City.  
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The City should review the existing and future land use maps and prioritize on-street parking based on 
the future land use categories. In cases where the existing land use is different than the future land use 
designation the implementation of new parking user priorities should not occur until the ground floor 
land use changes to conform with the future land use maps. In areas with different ground floor land 
uses the management strategy should be driven by the predominant land use and/or the future land use 
designation.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Costs would include staff time to review the land use maps and develop the user 
priorities. Additional staff time costs would be required to make updates to the Municipal Code as 
parking regulations are changed to reflect new user priorities. New signage and parking meters may also 
be required in areas that expand paid parking.  

5.6: Review boundaries, time limits, and enforcement of the residential parking zones in the 
SE Neighborhood Character Area to minimize parking impacts on residential streets from 
non-residential use. 

Neighborhoods in the Southeast character area of Downtown have a residential parking permit program 
to limit long-term commuter and employee parking in residential neighborhoods. This strategy is 
intended to review the existing boundaries of the permit area, enforcement procedures, and the days 
and times that permits and time limits are in effect to ensure the program is effective. During legislative 
sessions demand for longer-term parking in the area may extend beyond typical business hours when 
permit requirements and time limits aren’t in effect. The City’s purchase of an LPR unit will increase the 
efficiency and effectiveness of enforcement and will allow the city to collect parking data in the area. 
Outreach to residents of the neighborhood will help to understand the current issues of concern that 
should be addressed in redesigning the program. Depending on the outcome of the program review the 
days and times that permits and time limits are in effect may be modified to minimize long-term parking 
on residential streets.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to conduct neighborhood outreach, review the program, and collect data. 
May require future updates to the Municipal Code to implement any reforms.    

Strategy 6: Arts, Culture, and Entertainment Uses 

6.1: Develop shared use parking agreements to support major entertainment and culture 
events focused in the Downtown Core, including disabled parking stalls. 

Arts, culture, and entertainment uses have unique parking challenges to meet customer needs. Facilities 
often have limited on-site parking, events occur in the evening when people may be less willing to walk 
longer distances, and parking demand is relatively low during non-event times. Meeting disabled parking 
needs is also a challenge. The cost of building new parking facilities when parking demand is high during 
specific event times is not feasible. A shared parking program should be pursued to meet the needs of 
these important cultural institutions and improve the customer experience. Many uses have low parking 
demand in the evening, such as banks, when arts, culture, and entertainment uses have most of their 
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events. The shared use agreements program should be integrated with a City-run shared parking 
program to the extent feasible.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time to design and implement the shared parking program. Parking revenues 
from the program may offset long-term operating costs for the shared parking program.  

Strategy 7: Improve Disabled Parking Management 

7.1: Work with other departments on achieving Downtown Strategy goals around safety, 
lighting, and cleanliness in Downtown Olympia to ensure that the parking system is clean 
and safe. 

Stakeholder input to this study suggested that connections between the downtown core and parking 
assets (inside and outside the core) are lacking.  Infrequent users are especially inconvenienced by the 
lack of signage directing them to, through and between the downtown and adjacent areas.  Inadequate 
street lighting and the poor condition of some facilities create negative safety perceptions, and 
alternative mode options that could allow users to park once and access all the downtown easily are not 
strategically coordinated or managed. 

It is recommended that the City undertake a comprehensive inventory and evaluation of impediments 
to connectivity in the downtown and develop solutions for each.  This might necessitate engaging a third 
party to assist in cataloguing issues, drafting solutions, and forecasting costs.  Input from and 
participation by other relevant City divisions, as well as Intercity Transit, will be important.  An action 
plan would be developed for presentation to City Council and other affected entities for their review, 
consideration, and approval. 

Potential elements of the action plan could include: 

 Improving pedestrian links (e.g., unsafe pedestrian crossings, sidewalk conditions, lighting 
improvements) 

 Improving bikeway links (e.g., safe routes/lanes, directional signage, bike parking). 
 Installing wayfinding signage at key access portals to direct users to available parking and help them 

find efficient routes between parking and their destinations (in coordination with Strategies 3.a and 
3.b., above.  

 Evaluating improved transit connections between parking locations and destinations in and outside 
the core.  This could entail rerouting of existing services and/or new shuttle/circulator programs. 

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs: The costs associated with developing such an action plan are unknown at this time.  It 
would involve City staff time, working with stakeholders, coordination with other City departments, and 
most likely the assistance of a third-party planning firm.  The costs for engaging a planning firm could 
range from $20,000 to $25,000. 
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7.2: Confirm that all City-owned off-street facilities are compliant with ADA parking 
requirements. Consider increasing the number of disabled parking stalls in City-owned 
surface lots and make these spots available for public parking. 

It is recommended that the City conduct a survey of all its off-street parking facilities to validate that 
these facilities meet the minimum ADA parking requirements for handicap and disabled stalls.  The 
survey should include not only a count of required stalls but an assessment of stall sizes, signage, 
location and ingress/egress paths within the parking facility.  This will ensure that the City assumes a 
leadership role in serving ADA customers, residents and employees in its downtown facilities.  Based on 
occupancies, the City should also consider increasing the number of disabled stalls at its off-street 
facilities as necessary to meet demand that may exceed minimum standards. 

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: Assessment of City lots/facilities could be completed by existing facilities staff or 
through third-party engagement.  Any recommended changes or upgrades to existing ADA stalls would 
incur costs associated with painting, signage, and maintenance of new disabled stalls. 

7.3: Restrict disabled parking to the 4-hour limit allowed by law for on-street parking. 

Several cities in WA have begun restricting the use of on-street ADA parking to a maximum time limit of 
4-hours.  These include Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Oregon.  This restriction is allowed by 
federal law and is intended to preserve on-street ADA parking to visitor uses, while encouraging and 
supporting longer-term and employee ADA parking to locate in off-street facilities.  Moving to this type 
of on-street limit would need to be coordinated with Strategy 7.2., above.  Again, implementing this 
strategy would ensure that disabled parking stalls have turnover and are available throughout the day. 

Timeline:  Short-term 

Estimated Costs: Staff time associated with developing necessary ordinances and code changes. 

7.4: Review the number and locations of on-street disabled stalls and ensure high demand 
areas, such as the core, have sufficient disabled parking stalls. Routinely collect data on the 
occupancy, duration, and turnover of disabled parking stalls. Direct disabled users to 
appropriate stalls to minimize conflicts between those needing short-term versus long-term 
parking. 

As a corollary to Strategy 7.3., above, the City should assess the demand for short-term on-street ADA 
parking to ensure that ADA stalls are adequately provided to meet demand and are strategically located 
near destinations with high ADA demand. This can be accomplished through routine data collection 
related to occupancy, duration of stay and turnover at existing stalls, and outreach and communications 
with Downtown destinations and the ADA community.  With Olympia’s new License Plate Reader (LPR) 
technology, routine assessments of on-street ADA stalls could become a standard operating procedure 
throughout the year; leveraging the new technology and minimizing data collection costs.  This type of 
assessment will ensure that ADA stalls are sufficient in number and appropriately located. 

Timeline:  Short-term 
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Estimated Costs: Staff time associated with inventory, data collection efforts, and education. 

7.5: Work with State representative to implement reforms that would result in reduced 
handicap placard misuse.   

The State of Washington has the primary responsibility for regulating disabled parking and the issuance 
of handicap placards.  Cities have limited options for regulating and managing disabled parking. Cities 
are responsible for enforcing disabled parking rules and the potential for misuse of handicap placards 
that occurs when violators attempt to avoid time limits and parking payment. Reforms to improve the 
ability of a City to enforce handicap placard violations should start with state law. Reforms may include 
connecting temporary handicap placards to specific vehicles and improved systems for enforcing the 
expiration of temporary placards.  The City should work with state representatives and other cities to 
support reforms that minimize handicap placard misuse while improving disabled parking access and 
management for those complying with the regulations.  

Timeline:  Short to mid-term 

Estimated Costs:  Staff time associated with research on best practices and coordinating with State staff 
and representatives. 
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Park + Parking Behavior Analysis  

Overview 
As part of the study, parking behaviors were analyzed to identify parking issues and opportunities and 
evaluate the effectiveness of potential parking management strategies. The intent of the analyses and 
evaluations is to ensure parking management strategies are based in sound data that is representative 
of the parking behaviors found within Downtown Olympia. 

This report provides a summary of the data collection process, analysis and findings of existing parking 
behaviors, and analysis and findings of future conditions, which are based on existing parking behaviors 
and planned growth assumptions. The intent of this study is to identify recommendations that, if 
implemented, will improve parking management and help the parking system in the downtown area 
function more efficiently. 

For the purpose of this study, parking behaviors are analyzed in the Downtown area as a whole and for 
the sub-areas that are present within the Study Area including the Waterfront, Capitol to Market, 
Artisan/Tech, Southeast Neighborhood, and Downtown Core. A few of the sub-areas overlap each other. 
The Study Area and sub-areas are shown in Figure 20 on the following page. 
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Figure 20. Study Area 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia 2017 
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Existing Parking Conditions 
When analyzing parking occupancy, it is important to understand that the primary industry accepted 
threshold for identifying demand constraints for a system is when occupancies reach 85-90% 
consistently. When occupancies for a parking system reach this level of occupancy, parking efficiency 
starts to deteriorate and changes need to be implemented to maintain efficiency of the system. The 10-
15% remaining capacity accounts for those vehicles leaving a space and the few spaces that are 
scattered throughout the system or a facility that one might have to circle to find.  

However, it is important to note that this level of occupancy does not necessarily have to happen across 
the entire system for users to experience frustrations. When individual facilities or sections of a larger 
area, such as the Core, experience higher demands, the perception of parking can deteriorate 
throughout the entire Study Area. This deterioration is often the cause of poor public perception of the 
parking system or patron frustration.  

The parking behaviors were evaluated using this industry standard for on-street and off-street parking 
facilities throughout the Study Area. The following sections summarize the data collection process and 
the analysis performed to evaluate the parking system. 

Data Collection Methodology 
To understand parking behaviors and existing parking conditions, parking data was collected using a 
combination of manual data collection for off-street facilities and License Plate Recognition (LPR) 
technology for on-street parking. The mobile LPR equipment uses a dual camera configuration, placed 
on the roof of the data collection vehicle. The vehicle drives continuous loops through each collection 
area, counting the number of vehicles parked on-street. The intent of this effort was to count the 
number of parked vehicles in the area to determine parking occupancy and duration behaviors.  

LPR technology was used to take reads on license plates along curb faces to determine parking 
occupancy. The data received from the LPR unit was limited to a license plate number, the time stamp 
the read was taken, and a GPS location. The license plate number was used to create a unique identifier 
for each vehicle observed, which was assigned to each read, replacing the license plate number. Using 
this information, parking occupancy data was obtained and analyzed on an hourly basis for the on-street 
facilities in the Study Area.  

Data for both on-street and off-street parking was collected during a typical weekend and weekday to 
identify standard parking conditions and behaviors in the Study Area. The weekday data was collected 
on Tuesday, March 7th, 2017 between 9am and 7pm. The weekend data was collected on Saturday, May 
6, 2017 between 9am and 6pm. Based on the analysis, 11am on a weekday was found to be the peak 
condition for parking. Therefore, the following sections summarize the results of the data collection 
efforts for that peak hour. 

Existing Parking Behaviors 
The Downtown Olympia area is a combination of on-street, public off-street and private on-street. Each 
of the parking facilities within the downtown area were collected and analyzed based on the existing 
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behaviors. The peak hour (11 am) occupancies were evaluated for the three parking facilities, as well as, 
number of vehicles from and to other areas.  

Figure 21 illustrates the Park+ modeled parking occupancies through the Study Area during the peak 
hour.  
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Figure 21. Existing Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) 

 
Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Below are Figure 22 and Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Figure 23 that summarize the occupancies for each facility type and the results broken down by sub-
area.  Table 2 not only presents occupancies for each sub-area but also depicts how many vehicles are 
parking in each sub-area that are from another area and vice versa.  

Figure 22. Existing Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

Parking Type Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,182 1,139 51% 

Public Off-Street 1,959 1,104 855 56% 

Private Off-Street 7,957 4,494 3,463 56% 

Study Area 12,237 6,779 5,458 55% 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 23. Existing Parking Results by Area 

Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from Other 

Areas 

# Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Waterfront  1,335 399 595 936 45% 135 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

4,388 2,539 2,348 1,849 30% - 191 

Artisan/Tech  4,296 2,573 2,565 1,723 60% - 8 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,661 1,897 1,661 57% 236 - 

Downtown 
Core 

2,271 1,243 1,264 1,028 56% 21 - 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

After the existing conditions were inputted into the Park+ model, it was shown that during the peak 
hour (11 am) the Study Area operates at 55% and the Core area operates at 56%. Since the Downtown 
Core is only operating at 56%, it is allowing approximately 21 vehicles from other areas to park within 
the Core.  

The crossing of area boundaries may be due to proximity preferences. For instance, the most convenient 
parking for a destination may be in a different sub-area, thus contributing to the cross-area parking. 
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Future Parking Demands and Behaviors 
Long-term success of parking management strategies is critical to helping the downtown area grow 
successfully to support surrounding businesses, new developments, while accommodating existing uses 
by enabling ease of access to these destinations through parking. To identify appropriate parking 
management strategies that effectively manage the system into the future, it is important to understand 
potential future changes that could likely impact the parking system. 

To understand how the future growth and development changes impact the parking system, a dynamic 
modeling platform was utilized and developed specifically for Downtown Olympia, to predict parking 
behaviors and analyze potential parking management strategies and their effectiveness.  

The Park+ model evaluates observed data collected in the field, existing land use intensities, parking 
relationships to surrounding land uses, walking tolerances, transportation system attributes and 
community specific parking behaviors. As a result, the model is able to project occupancies for the 
parking resources in the Study Area, demands generated by the various land uses, and visually depict 
these characteristics on a heat map to illustrate the impacts to the system. The results of the demand 
model represent how much parking demand is being generated, where it is being generated, and where 
existing parking supplies can no longer meet demands. Additionally, model inputs can be changed to 
reflect various management techniques to predict parking patterns within the Study Area. 

Once the model is developed and reflective of existing conditions, future scenarios can be developed to 
evaluate impacts to the parking system based on changes to development, new or removed parking, 
and/or changes to the parking management approach.  

The following five scenarios were evaluated as part of this study. 

- Scenario 1: Existing conditions with evaluation of parking management strategies in 
the Core 

- Scenario 2: Market Study 10-Year Planning Horizon 

- Scenario 3: Market Study 10-Year Planning Horizon with Columbia Site Garage 

- Scenario 4: Market Study 20-Year Planning Horizon 

- Scenario 5: Market Study 20-Year Planning Horizon with Columbia Site Garage  

The following sections present the analyses and findings for each of these scenarios. 
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Scenario 1: Existing Conditions with Parking Management 
Strategies 
The following parking management strategies were evaluated based on existing conditions to determine 
their effectiveness for improving the management of the parking system. The intent of implementing 
these strategies is to create greater availability and allow more people to park in the area. It was 
assumed that these strategies were applied to the Core area only, however, the impacts of 
implementing these strategies are felt throughout the Study Area. These parking management 
strategies are present in each of the other future scenarios as a baseline assumption.  

- Conversion of 9hr parking time limit restrictions to 3hr time limits – encourages 
turnover of spaces, which creates greater availability, allowing more people to park 
on the street. 

- Increased paid parking from $1.00 to $2.00 – an increase of price in the Core 
encourages people to park in lower price areas, thus redistributing the parking 
demands and creating greater availability in the areas with higher prices. 

- Implementing 100% shared parking with private parking facilities – private facilities 
contain most of the parking supply in the study area. For those that are 
underutilized, sharing of these resources creates greater parking availability in both 
the on-street and off-street parking systems. 

The Park+ model was used to evaluate these parking management strategies and the impacts to the 
parking system. Using the model, the parking within the study area was viewed from several angles to 
help better dissect the parking behaviors and interpret how the system functions. Figure 24 presents a 
breakdown of the demands and occupancies for each parking type within the study area.  

Figure 24. Scenario 1 Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

Parking Type Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,034 1,287 45% 

Public Off-Street 1,959 1,088 871 56% 

Private Off-Street 7,957 4,655 3,302 59% 

Study Area 12,237 6,777 5,460 55% 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

The implementation of parking management strategies was intended to redistribute the parking 
demands to create greater availability. The results indicate that should the City implement these 
strategies, that they will achieve the desired outcome. Compared to the existing conditions, the 
occupancy for on-street parking facilities decreased by 10% and the occupancies for private off-street 
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facilities increased by 3%. The parking management strategies redistributed the on-street parkers and 
pushed some into the off-street facilities, creating greater availability and access in the Study Area. 

Figure 25 takes the analysis to a deeper level and compares the parking demands and occupancies 
within each sub-area and summarizes how many vehicles are moving from one area to another. 

Figure 25. Scenario 1 Parking Results by Area 

Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from 
Other 
Areas 

# 
Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Waterfront  1,335 399 637 936 48% 238 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

4,388 2,539 2,368 1,849 54% - 171 

Artisan/Tech  4,296 2,573 2,588 1,723 60% 16 - 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,661 1,801 1,661 54% 142 - 

Downtown Core 2,271 1,243 1,333 1,028 59% 90 - 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Looking at Table 4 results, the Downtown Core occupancy increased to 59%, which could be the result of 
increased availability that allowed 90 vehicles from other areas to park within the core. 

Figure 26 illustrates the parking occupancies throughout the Study Area and within the Core. 
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Figure 26. Existing Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) with Parking Management 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Scenario 2: Market Study 10-Year Planning Horizon 
Scenario 2 evaluates the impact to parking of new development in the Study Area that is anticipated to 
occur within a 10-year planning horizon. It includes “Pipeline” developments which are currently 
planned, approved, or under construction. These “Pipeline” developments are summarized in Figure 27.  

Figure 27. “Pipeline Developments 

Project Land Use Intensity Parking (Spaces) 

123 4th Ave W 
Apartments 138 (DU) 

121 
Office 7,000 (SF) 

Columbia Place 
Apartments 115 (DU) 

262 
General Retail 58,000 (SF) 

321 Lofts Apartments 36 (DU) 28 

Campus Lofts Apartments 43 (DU) - 

Billy Frank Jr Place Apartments 43 (DU) 16 

Legion Square Remodel Apartments 28 (DU) - 

State’s 1063 Building General Retail 225,000 (SF) - 

Annie’s Artist Flats 

Art Studio 6,000 (SF) 

25 
Restaurant 4,000 (SF) 

Apartments 66 (DU) 

Office 20,543 (SF) 

East Bay Flats and 
Townhomes 

Townhomes 69 (DU) 

72 General Retail 8,500 (SF) 

Community Center 2,200 (SF) 

Views on 5th 
Apartments 136 (DU) 

150 
Restaurant 30,000 (SF) 

Well 80 Brewing Co. Restaurant 6,000 (SF) - 

City of Olympia, 2017 
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Additionally, Scenario 2 evaluates the impact of development that could occur within the next 10 years. 
While specific sites for the development are not yet identified, there are planned land uses and 
associated intensities. Figure 28 provides a summary of the 10-year growth assumptions. It should be 
noted that 40% of developments were assumed to be inside the Downtown Core with the remaining 
60% outside of the Core. 

Figure 28. Market Study 10-year Developments 
 

Land Use Intensity 
New Parking 

Spaces 
Parking Spaces 

Removed 

Inside Downtown Core 

Hotel 54 (Rooms) 148 47 

Apartments 700 (DU) 654 149 

General Retail 130,800 (SF) 
- - 

Office 80,000 (SF) 

Outside Downtown 
Core 

Hotel 79 (Rooms) 220 60 

Apartments 1,050 (DU) 820 370 

General Retail 196,200 (SF) 
- - 

Office 120,000 (SF) 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

These developments were incorporated into the Park+ model to evaluate their impacts on the parking 
system. The parking management strategies presented in Scenario 1 are continued under this scenario. 
As Figure 29 indicates, the demand in the study area increases due to the inclusion of the new 
development. As a result, the occupancies for each of the parking types also increases, particularly the 
on-street parking. However, even with the increase in demand the parking system can absorb that 
demand and meet the parking needs as none of the facilities within the study area experience parking 
occupancies greater than 85%.  

Figure 29. Scenario 2 Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 30 analyzes the data for each of the sub-areas and this information indicates that most of the 
sub-areas are operating at acceptable or underutilized levels. The Core is within the effective capacity 
mark of 85-90%. At occupancies of 87%, it is likely that new visitors to the Core may experience 

Parking Type Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,643 678 71% 

Public Off-Street 1,658 1,128 530 68% 

Private Off-Street 9,227 5,930 3,297 64% 

Study Area 13,206 8,701 4,505 66% 
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frustrations finding an available space within the Core. However, those who visit the Core on a regular 
basis and know the system and where to park may still be able to find parking easily because they know 
where to go and how to navigate to the location. 

Figure 30. Scenario 2 Parking Results by Area 

Zone Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from Other 

Zones 

# Vehicles 
to Other 

Zones 

Waterfront  1,559 520 1,066 1,039 68% 486 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

4,770 3,590 3,262 1,180 68% - 328 

Artisan/Tech  4,618 3,657 3,477 961 75% - 180 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,656 1,843 1,666 55% 187 - 

Downtown 
Core 

2,653 2,320 2,302 333 87% 17 - 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 31 illustrates the parking occupancies throughout the Study Area and within the Core.   
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Figure 31. Scenario 2 – Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Scenario 3: Market Study 10-Year Planning Horizon with the 
Columbia Site Garage 
Scenario 3 evaluates the same developments analyzed in Scenario 2, but also includes a new parking 
garage (Columbia Garage) located on the southwest corner of State Ave and Columbia St. It was 
assumed that the Columbia Garage would be 355 spaces, would be available for public parking, and 
would have a rate of $60 per month. The parking management strategies presented in Scenario 1 are 
continued under this scenario. The following are the results and findings of this scenario. 

As shown in Figure 32, with the inclusion of a new garage, the on-street parking occupancy decreased 
substantially to 65% (as compared to 71% from Scenario 2). This is because with readily available public 
off-street parking, and the on-street parking regulations as described in Scenario 1, that people are 
opting to park in the new garage. This increases the public off-street parking occupancy to 73%, a 5% 
increase from 68% in Scenario 2. 

Figure 32. Scenario 3 Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 33, which summarizes the results for each sub-area, indicates that due to the new garage, more 
people can park in the Core. The parking demand does not change between Scenario 2 and Scenario 3, it 
remains 2,320 spaces. However, under Scenario 3, because of the garage, the Core can park more 
vehicles as indicated by the increase in Met Demand and the number of vehicles from other areas 
parking in the Core. The garage allows for 396 vehicles to park from other areas to within the Core. In 
Scenario 2, this was only 17 vehicles. 

Figure 33. Scenario 3 Parking Results by Area 

Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from Other 

Areas 

# Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Waterfront  1,559 520 894 1,039 57% 375 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

4,770 3,590 2,967 1,180 62% - 624 

Parking Type Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,477 844 64% 

Public Off-Street 2,013 1,477 536 73% 

Private Off-Street 9,227 5,810 3,417 63% 

Study Area 13,561 8,764 4,797 65% 
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Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from Other 

Areas 

# Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Artisan/Tech  4,618 3,657 3,469 961 75% - 188 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,656 1,843 1,666 55% 187 - 

Downtown 
Core 

2,653 2,320 2,324 296 88% 396 - 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 34 illustrates the parking occupancies throughout the Study Area and within the Core. 
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Figure 34. Scenario 3 – Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Scenario 4: Market Study 20-Year Planning Horizon  
Scenario 4 evaluates the impact of development that could occur within the next 20 years. While 
specific sites for the development are not yet identified, there are planned land uses and associated 
intensities. Figure 35 provides a summary of the 20-year growth assumptions. It should be noted that 
40% of developments were assumed to be inside the Downtown Core with the remaining 60% outside of 
the Core. 

The parking management strategies presented in Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 are continued under this 
scenario. The Columbia Garage (Scenario 3) is not included as part of this scenario. The following are the 
results and findings of this scenario. 

Figure 35. Market Study 20-year Planning Developments 
 

Land Use Intensity 
New Parking 

Spaces 
Parking Spaces 

Removed 

Inside Downtown Core 

Hotel 125 (Rooms) 148 47 

Apartments 1,400 (DU) 654 149 

General Retail 262,000 (SF) 
- - 

Office 160,000 (SF) 

Outside Downtown 
Core 

Hotel 186 (Rooms) 220 60 

Apartments 2,100 (DU) 820 370 

General Retail 393,000 (SF) 
- - 

Office 240,000 (SF) 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

These developments were incorporated into the Park+ model to evaluate their impacts on the parking 
system. The following are the results and findings of this scenario. 

Figure 36 indicates that overall, the parking system within the study area can accommodate the parking 
demands generated by the new development. However, when looking at each sub-area as shown in 
Figure 37, it is evident that the Core is above the effective capacity threshold and Artisan/Tech area is 
approaching that threshold. Additionally, in previous scenarios, the Core could accommodate vehicles 
from other areas. Under this scenario, it is no longer able to absorb those vehicles and instead is looking 
to place vehicles in other areas. This indicates that with this level of development and parking, the 
parking in the Core has reached its level of effectiveness and users will likely become frustrated with the 
lack of availability. 
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Figure 36. Scenario 4 Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 37. Scenario 4 Parking Results by Area 

Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from Other 

Areas 

# Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Waterfront  1,750 640 1,219 1,110 70% 580 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

5,427 4,567 3,997 860 74% - 571 

Artisan/Tech  5,291 4,662 4,216 629 80% - 446 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,656 1,847 1,666 56% 191 - 

Downtown 
Core 

3,310 3,417 3,045 107 92% - 372 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 38 illustrates the parking occupancies throughout the Study Area and within the Core. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,757 564 76% 

Public Off-Street 1,658 1,184 474 71% 

Private Off-Street 10,257 6,940 3,317 68% 

Study Area 14,236 9,881 4,355 69% 

DRAFT



Figure 38. Scenario 4 – Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Scenario 5: Market Study 20-Year Planning Horizon with 
Columbia Site Garage 
Scenario 5 evaluates the same developments and assumptions analyzed in Scenario 4, however it also 
includes the Columbia Garage, located on the southwest corner of State Ave and Columbia St. As with 
Scenario 3, this scenario assumed that the Columbia Garage would be 355 spaces, would be available for 
public parking, and would have a rate of $60 per month. These developments were incorporated into 
the Park+ model to evaluate their impacts on the parking system. The following are the results and 
findings of this scenario. 

As shown in Figure 39, with the inclusion of a new garage, the public off-street parking facilities can 
absorb more vehicles. Within the Core, as shown in Figure 40, the parking occupancy decreases from 
92% to 83% indicating that the new garage alleviates some demand in this area. However, the parking 
demands in the Core are still high and vehicles within the Core are looking outside of the Core to find 
available parking. Parking management strategies outside of the Core may have to be considered as part 
of a longer-term management approach to help further distribute demands. 

Figure 39. Scenario 5 Parking Occupancies by Facility Type 

 Supply Met Demand Surplus/Deficit % Occupied 

On-Street 2,321 1,809 512 78% 

Public Off-Street 1,947 1,476 471 76% 

Private Off-Street 10,257 6,633 3,624 65% 

Study Area 14,525 9,918 4,607 68% 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

 
Figure 40. Scenario 5 Parking Results by Area 

Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from 
Other 
Areas 

# 
Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Waterfront  1,750 640 1,022 1,110 58% 383 - 

Capitol to 
Market  

5,716 4,567 4,053 1,149 71% - 514 

Artisan/Tech  5,291 4,662 4,210 629 80% 60 452 
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Area Supply Demand 
Met 

Demand 
Surplus/ 
Deficit 

% 
Occupied 

# Vehicles 
from 
Other 
Areas 

# 
Vehicles 
to Other 

Areas 

Southeast 
Neighborhood  

3,322 1,656 1,854 1,666 50% 197 - 

Downtown Core 3,599 3,417 2,971 182 83% - 466 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 

Figure 41 illustrates the parking occupancies throughout the Study Area and within the Core. 
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Figure 41. Scenario 5 – Peak Hour Parking Results (11am) 

 

Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017 
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Summary 
Figure 42 provides a summary of the estimated systemwide occupancies for Downtown Olympia under 
the five scenarios, as compared to existing conditions. Figure 43 shows a summary of the estimated 
occupancies for the Downtown Core under the five scenarios. 

Figure 42. Summary of Supply and Demand by Scenario 

 
Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017 

Figure 43. Summary of Supply and Demand by Scenario in the Downtown Core 

 
Kimley-Horn, 2017; City of Olympia, 2017; Framework, 2017 
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Conclusions 
The following findings are based on the analysis performed using the Park+ model and the associated 
assumptions. 

Immediate Planning Horizon 
 The implementation of parking management strategies will distribute some of the parking demands 

from the on-street facilities to the off-street. This will improve access to surrounding destinations 
since there is greater availability of desired parking. 

 By incorporating the Parking Management Strategies within the Downtown Core of Olympia the 
Study Area is operating at 59%. It allows more availability for vehicles from other areas to park within 
the core. 

10-Year Planning Horizon 
 The parking demands created by the 10-year developments can be accommodated by the parking 

system, however, the parking within the Core will start to reach effective capacity, which could lead 
to frustrations for new users to the study area and particularly the Core.  

 The addition of the Columbia Garage in the 10-year planning horizon will alleviate the demands in 
the Core. Coupled with the parking management strategies, the garage allows people to move from 
the on-street facilities to the off-street facilities, thus creating more availability in the on-street 
system. 

20-Year Planning Horizon 
 Over the course of the next 20 years, the new developments within the Study Area begin to push the 

Downtown Core over the effective capacity (85-90%). This is assuming 100% shared parking, increase 
in on-street parking rates and converting 9-Hour meters to 3-Hour meters within the core.  

 Adding in the Columbia Site Garage to the Market-Study 20-Year Planning developments and 
incorporating the Parking Management Strategies the Downtown Core drops below the 85-90% 
threshold. With the occupancy reductions in the Downtown Core, the Columbia Site Garage at the 
peak hour is operating at 100% occupancy.  
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Definitions 

American Disabilities Act. Under the ADA, discrimination against a disabled person is prohibited, 
including discrimination in transportation, public accommodations, and government activities. 

Car Sharing. A service where vehicles are available to multiple users through the sharing economy. For 
example, the service provided by ZipCar. 

Downtown Strategy. A strategy to implement the comprehensive goals for Downtown Olympia. 

Fee-in-lieu. A fee whereby developers can opt out of requiring all on-site parking established by a 
parking minimum and alternately pay into a municipal fund to be used for building centralized public 
parking.  

Long-term Parking. Parking for uses that require a longer stay, such as all-day parking for employees or 
residences. Long-term parking prioritizes those staying around four hours or more. 

Off-Street Parking (public). Parking stalls located off-street in a publicly-owned parking lot. Public 
parking lots may be managed by a public or private entity. 

Off-Street Parking (private). Parking stalls located off-street in a privately-owned and managed parking 
lot. 

On-Street Parking. Parking stalls located on-street in the public right-of-way. 

Parking Minimum. A minimum number of required parking spaces for a specific type of land use. 
Requirements are often determined based on square footage or number of bedrooms, and vary based 
on density.  

Peak Occupancy. The percent of stalls occupied at the hour where occupancy is highest.  

Parking Enforcement (city). Enforcement of parking restrictions of public parking, both on-street and 
off-street. This enforcement is done by City staff. 

Parking Enforcement (private). Enforcement of parking rules in a privately-owned lot, by a private 
enforcement agent. 

Shared Parking. Shared use of off-street parking facilities when two different land uses with different 
peak parking times can efficiently use the same facility to accommodate their customers, residents, 
and/or employees. 

Shared-use Parking Agreement. An agreement that lays out the roles and responsibilities when a 
property owner partners with the City or another private entity to share off-street parking. 

Short-term Parking. Parking that is meant for short trips, generally four hours or less.  

Surface Parking. Parking located in an off-street surface lot. 
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Questions?
Max DeJarnatt 
mdejarna@ci.olympia.wa.us
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Summary of Parking Ordinance Changes
Chapter Section Item Suggested Change Explanation

10.16 Throughout Referencing tables 10.16.330 & 10.16.340 for fees 

and penalties

Listing fees and penalties in a table makes look up 

more convenient for customer and updating more 

streamlined for parking services.

10.16.020 Parking prohibited at all times on certain 

streets

B & C Additional penalties and option to impound vehicle Increase disincentives for illegal parking

10.16.055 Residential Parking Program 4 Change fee from $10/year to $5/month Per strategy, need to transition residential permit 

holders to montly fee, with the intent to a) move 

vehicles off-street in downtown core and b) provide 

appropriate revenue for adequate enforcement in 

South Capital neighborhood. 

10.16.030 Recreational vehicle parking on city 

streets over 24 hours or between the 

hours of 3:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

prohibited without permit

B.1 Adding ‘conversion vans’ to list New type of vehicle not currently covered in OMC

10.16.070 Free parking areas Section header, A, & 

B

Changing ‘area’ to ‘zone’, adding 'one hour' to list of 

zones

The term 'zone' is industry standard. 'Area' comes 

across as amorphous. 

10.16.110 Parking of motorcycles, motor-driven 

cycles and mopeds within metered 

parking spaces

C.1 & C.2 Restricting parking to motor driven cycles only and 

adding penalty.

This prohibits small cars from using motorcycle stalls

10.16.120 Tampering with parking enforcement 

process is a violation

B & C Specifying meter hoods and signs as enforcement 

process and replacing “boot” with “immobilization 

device”

Needed explicit prohibition on tampering with signs 

and meter hoods, and boots may be joined by 

‘barnacles’, which affix to the windshield.

10.16.210 Prohibited parking C Add city-vehicle designated spaces to prohibited 

parking

Need explicit prohibition on parking in spaces 

reserved for city vehicles

10.16.220 General parking prohibitions A.21, A.22, B, C and D Add meter hoods, cones, and barricades to list of 

prohibited parking, remove exception to subsection 

A14 (fire hydrant), specifying “one hour” as period 

between citations, and allowing for impoundment 

for hazardous vehicles after 3 citations or 24 hours 

after a meter was hooded

Need explicit prohibition on parking at barricades 

and meter hoods, clarifying fee for parking at a fire 

hydrant, and enabling parking services to move 

hazardous vehicles

10.16.230 Disabled parking New Ordinance Add ordinance establishing time limits for disabled 

parking at meters and in timed zones

Without a time limit, disabled placards function as a 

universal parking permit, encouraging misuse. The 4-

hour limit is consistent with State Law.



Chapter Section Item Suggested Change Explanation

10.16.280 Parking Services’ Scofflaw List (vehicles 

involved in eight or such greater number 

of parking tickets unpaid more than sixty 

days after their issuance)

G Remove “and OMC Section 10.16.290, 

Immobilization,”

A hearing for an immobilized vehicle would prevent 

vehicle from being impounded, leaving it on the 

street for days, if not weeks.

10.16.290 Immobilization A, B, C, and D Change “boot” to “immobilization device” and 

describe barnacle

Immobilization technology changing to include other 

methods of immobilizing vehicles

10.16.300 Impoundment A.7, A.8, A.9 Adding hazardous vehicles with 3 consecutive 

restricted citations, 12 hour hooded meters, and 

vehicles in load zones with 3 consecutive citations 

over 24 hours

Having the authority to impound allows business to 

continue, reduces chaos.

10.16.310 Downtown Carpool Parking Program A, D.1.a.vii. Changing “free of” to “without” and requiring permit 

renewal by first of following month.

“free” can give the false impression that the permit 

is free, and the code needed specificity pertaining to 

the renewal deadline.

10.16.320 Expired or improper license plates New Ordinance Prohibits parking in right-of-way with improperly 

displayed plates

RCW requires valid registration to operate vehicle, 

but it is often difficult to catch operators in the act. 

$30 penalty encourages responsible vehicle 

ownership

10.16.330 Fee Schedule New Ordinance Add table to list fees associated with parking Linking ordinances to a fee table streamlines the 

updating process.

10.16.340 Penalty schedule New Ordinance Add table to list penalties associated with parking Linking ordinances to a penalty table streamlines the 

updating process.

10.20.040 Curb-loading zone designation taxi 

zones– passenger and freight

Header, B, D, and E Adding "with permit", removing “bus stops”, adding 

chain violations, and option to impound

Loading zones are important to the movement of 

products and services. Restricting access via permits, 

increasing the penalties, and adding the option to 

impound an offending vehicle will return the flow of 

commerce back to normal faster.

10.20.070 RCW parking enforcement - 

Administrative fees

New Ordinance Specify administration fees added to enforcement of 

RCW 46.19.050 and RCW 46.08.185

Enforcing RCW costs the City money that is not 

recouped by the citation.

10.20.090 Civil Authority adding/updating RCW Add 46.55.113 - Removal by police officer - definition RCW authorizes police to impound vehicles on the 

right of way with expired tabs over 45 days.
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Boulevard Road Surplus Property Discussion
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City Hall
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Type: discussion Version: 3 Status: In Committee

Title
Boulevard Road Surplus Property Discussion

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
Not referred to a committee.

City Manager Recommendation:
Receive a briefing on the City-owned, 10-acre parcel on Boulevard Road and discuss surplus and
development options. Discussion only. No action requested.

Report
Issue:
Whether to receive a briefing on the background and context to the City-owned 10-acre parcel on
Boulevard Road and discuss surplus and development options.

Staff Contact:
Mike Reid, Economic Development Director, Community Planning and Development, 360.753.8591

Presenter(s):
Mike Reid, Economic Development Director

Background and Analysis:
In 2016, the City acquired approximately 72 acres on Boulevard Road. Approximately 59 acres are
dedicated to City park land, approximately 2.8 acres are dedicated to the future extension of the Log
Cabin Road from Boulevard Road to Wiggins Road. The remaining portion of the property
(approximately 10 acres) is located adjacent to Boulevard Road and was designated to be set aside
for development of multi-family housing, and potentially some neighborhood-oriented commercial
uses

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
The property has been of significant neighborhood interest. The acquisition of the 72 acre property
was spurred by community response to a proposed housing development.

Options:
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Boulevard Road Surplus Property
•Background/Context
•Methods of disposal
•Development Objectives



Background

“If the City exercises the option, the intent is to use this 
property for three primary purposes. The majority of the 
property (approximately 59 acres) would be dedicated to 
expanding the City’s inventory of park land. A much smaller 
portion of the property (approximately 2.8 acres) would be 
dedicated to the future extension of the Log Cabin Road 
from Boulevard Road to Wiggins Road, as outlined in the 
Regional Transportation Plan. The remaining portion of the 
property (approximately 10 acres) is located adjacent to 
Boulevard Road and would be set aside for development of 
multi-family housing, and potentially some neighborhood-
oriented commercial uses.”

Staff Report
Approval of Resolution to Authorize Exercise of Option to Purchase Real Estate 

Owned by the
Dawley Trusts, Commonly Known as Bentridge

Agenda Date: 12/6/2016
Agenda Item Number: 4.F

File Number:16-1315



Background

Slides excepted from presentation for Public Hearing at Planning Commission for Comp Plan Amendment & Rezone Request -
2017



Site Characteristics

Zoning & Comp Plan

Residential Multifamily - 18 Units per Acre (RM-18). To accommodate predominantly 
multifamily housing, at an average maximum density of eighteen (18) units per acre, along 
or near arterial or major collector streets where such development can be arranged and 
designed to be compatible with adjoining uses; to provide for development with a density 
and configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service; and to enable 
provision of affordable housing.

Density: Minimum average housing density is 8 units per acre. Maximum density per acre is 
24 with a maximum average housing density of 18 units per acre.

Comprehensive Plan Designation: Medium Density Neighborhood with a Neighborhood 
Center designation. This means a property owner could request a rezone of up to one acre 
to Neighborhood Retail. Such a rezone request would not require a comprehensive plan 
amendment.



Disposition options

Option 1 (Surplus option): Surplus and sale to the highest 

paying qualified offer. No communicated “vision” other than 

what is said in the Comprehensive Plan and compliance with 

existing zoning code and design guidelines. Qualifying offers 

can include requirements such as successful firm history and 

financial capacity.



Disposition options

Option 2 (RFP option): A recruitment/selection through a 
Request for Proposals (RFP) process that communicates 
predetermined and approved “project vision”. 

Buyer will be selected by their ability to present a proposal that 
achieves the vision and obtains the highest degree of alignment 
with identified “Development Objectives”. To achieve the greatest 
degree of alignment with the Development Objectives the city 
may need to adjust the sales price accordingly.



Development Objectives

Examples:

• Density or total number of units delivered
• Home ownership or rental
• Degree of affordability
• Pedestrian connectivity
• Design and layout
• Connectivity to park property
• Retail Inclusion
• Neighborhood support
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