
City Council

City of Olympia

Meeting Agenda

City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8447

Council Chambers7:00 PMTuesday, January 7, 2014

1. ROLL CALL

1.A ANNOUNCEMENTS

1.B APPROVAL OF AGENDA

2. SPECIAL RECOGNITION

2.A 14-0023 Swearing in of Newly Elected Councilmembers

3. PUBLIC COMMUNICATION

(Estimated Time: 0-30 Minutes) (Sign Up Sheets are Provided in the Foyer)

During this portion of the meeting, citizens may address the Council regarding only items related to City 

business, including items on the Agenda, except on agenda items for which the City Council either held 

a Public Hearing in the last 45 days, or will hold a Public Hearing within 45 days. Individual testimony is 

limited to three minutes or less. In order to hear as many people as possible during the 30-minutes set 

aside for Public Communication, the Council will refrain from commenting on individual testimony until 

all public comment has been taken. The City Council will allow for additional testimony to be taken at the 

end of the meeting for those who signed up at the beginning of the meeting and did not get an 

opportunity to speak during the allotted 30-minutes.

COUNCIL RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMUNICATION (Optional)

4. CONSENT CALENDAR

(Items of a Routine Nature)

4.A 14-0008 Approval of December 17, 2013 City Council Meeting Minutes

MinutesAttachments:

4.B 14-0017 Approval to Initiate the Process to Amend the PY2013 Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) Action Plan to Redirect Use of 

$25,650 for the Downtown Ambassador Program

Downtown Ambassador Program Funding chart

Ambassador Job Description

Clean Team Job Description

Proposed PY 2013 Annual Action Plan

Attachments:

SECOND READINGS - None
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January 7, 2014City Council Meeting Agenda

FIRST READINGS - None

5. PUBLIC HEARING - None

6. OTHER BUSINESS

6.A 14-0013 Approval of Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners 

for the Medela Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment and Site Specific Rezone

Medela Area Map

Land Use Analysis and Application

Neighborhood Collector Design

Medela Process Timeline

Public Comments - Medela

SEPA Determination-Medela

Hearing Examiner SEPA  Appeal Recommendation to BOCC

Attachments:

6.B 14-0024 Approval of Agenda for Annual City Council Retreat

Proposed Retreat AgendaAttachments:

7. CONTINUED PUBLIC COMMUNICATION

(If needed for those who signed up earlier and did not get an opportunity to speak during the allotted 30 

minutes)

8. REPORTS AND REFERRALS

8.A COUNCIL INTERGOVERNMENTAL/COMMITTEE REPORTS AND 

REFERRALS

8.B CITY MANAGER'S REPORT AND REFERRALS

9. ADJOURNMENT

The City of Olympia is committed to the non-discriminatory treatment of all persons in employment and 

the delivery of services and resources.  If you require accommodation for your attendance at the City 

Council meeting, please contact the Council's Secretary at 360.753-8244 at least 48 hours in advance 

of the meeting.  For hearing impaired, please contact us by dialing the Washington State Relay Service 

at 7-1-1 or 1.800.833.6384.
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City of Olympia City Hall

601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501

360-753-8447

Swearing in of Newly Elected Councilmembers

City Council

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 2.A  

File Number: 14-0023  

Status: RecognitionVersion: 1File Type: recognition

..Title

Swearing in of Newly Elected Councilmembers

..Report

Issue:

The following Councilmembers will be sworn in:

Councilmember Jim Cooper

Councilmember Julie Hankins

Councilmember Jeannine Roe

Councilmember Cheryl Selby

A short reception will follow the swearing in ceremony.
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City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Information: 360.753.8447

City of Olympia

Meeting Minutes - Draft

City Council

7:00 PM Council ChambersTuesday, December 17, 2013

ROLL CALL1.

Present: 6 - Mayor Stephen H. Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Nathaniel Jones, 

Councilmember Jim Cooper, Councilmember Steve Langer, 

Councilmember Jeannine Roe and Councilmember Karen Rogers

Excused: 1 - Councilmember Julie Hankins

ANNOUNCEMENTS1.A

Mayor Buxbaum recognized members in the audience including former Mayors Doug 

Mah, Bob Jacobs, and Mark Foutch and former Councilmember Craig Ottavelli.

SPECIAL RECOGNITION2.

13-10712.A Recognition of Outgoing Councilmember Karen Rogers

Mayor Buxbaum recognized outgoing Councilmember Rogers and invited her to 

speak.  Councilmember Rogers recognized and thanked members in the audience 

who have helped her over the past four years and shared some stories during her 

tenure.  

Councilmembers thanked Councilmember Rogers for her contributions.  Mayor 

Buxbaum presented her with a framed photograph of Mount Rainier, taken by City 

Attorney Tom Morrill. The meeting recessed for a brief reception honoring 

Councilmember Rogers.

The recognition was received.

ROLL CALL UPDATE

Councilmember Hankins arrived at the meeting at approximately 7:20 p.m.

Present: 7 - Mayor Stephen H. Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Nathaniel Jones, 

Councilmember Jim Cooper, Councilmember Steve Langer, 

Councilmember Jeannine Roe, Councilmember Karen Rogers and 

Councilmember Julie Hankins

APPROVAL OF AGENDA1.B

Mayor Buxbaum asked to add an item to the Agenda under Other Business regarding 
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

reconsideration of the ordinance amending section 10.16.140 of the parking 

regulations regarding potential penalties.  The Council agreed to the addition.

Councilmember Langer moved, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Jones, to 

approve the agenda as amended. The motion carried by the following vote:

Mayor Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Jones, Councilmember Cooper, 

Councilmember Langer, Councilmember Roe, Councilmember 

Rogers and Councilmember Hankins

7 - Aye:

PUBLIC COMMUNICATION3.

City Manager Steve Hall clarified the parking ordinance that was recently adopted by 

the Council.  He said the bottom line is that if an individual wants to use a parking lot 

for uses other than parking, a permit is required.  He said this ordinance contains 

restrictions that already exist in other parts of City ordinances.

Mr. Dan Meyerpeter, 5308 65th Ave SE, said his church supports Crazy Faith and 

believes they should be able to continue using the parking lot to feed the homeless.  

Ms. Ruth Kendall, 2713 Hibiscus Ct SE, student of Mr. Meyerpeter's youth group said 

she supports feeding the homeless.

Ms. Adrianne Cook, 8615 Queets Dr NE said she is a member of Mr. Meyerpeter's 

youth group and supports feeding the homeless.  

Ms. Susan Cook, 8615 Queets Dr NE, said she had personal experience with a family 

member being homeless and is pleased to say he is now helping others who are 

homeless.  She supports ministries that are helping those less fortunate.

Mr. Tim Russell, homeless, thanked the ministries for helping feed the homeless.  He 

said as a 21-year old, he has trouble finding a shelter.  

Mr. Jerry Reilly, Cardigan Loop NW, Chair of Olympia Capitol Park Foundation, 

thanked the Council for its leadership in purchasing property on the isthmus.   

Mr. Fred Silsby, Capitol Way N, spoke in support of helping the homeless and the 

People's House.

Ms. Lisa Smith, Enterprise for Equity, thanked the City for its contributions over the 

years.  

Mr. Jeff Jaksich, 812 San Francisco Ave NE, spoke in support of siting a facility for the 

homeless away from residential areas.

COUNCIL RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMUNICATION (Optional)

Councilmember Roe asked staff to provide the names of available shelter facilities to 

Mr. Russell.  
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

Councilmembers thanked those who spoke.  Mayor Buxbaum said the Council wants 

to help the homeless.

CONSENT CALENDAR4.

Councilmember Roe pulled Item 4E for discussion following the Consent Calendar.

13-10694.A Approval of December 10, 2013 City Council Meeting Minutes

The minutes were adopted.

13-10704.B Bills and Payroll Certification

Payroll check numbers 86516 through 86517, 86524 through 86575 and Direct 

Deposit transmissions:  Total: $4,648,205.50; Claim check numbers 340187 through 

341626:  Total: $7,989,936.47.

The report was adopted.

13-10264.C Approval of Resolution to Reject All Bids for the Percival Landing F 

Float Replacement Project

The resolution was adopted.

13-10534.D Approval of Amendment to the City Manager’s Employment 

Contract

The contract was adopted.

13-10604.F Approval of Agreement between the City Of Olympia and Thurston 

County for Sharing Geospatial Data

The contract was adopted.

13-10614.G Approval of Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Site of the Future 

Southeast Olympia Water Supply Reservoir

The contract was adopted.

13-10644.H Approval of Intergovernmental Agreement for Maintenance of the 

Amtrak Depot

The contract was adopted.

13-10724.I Approval of Interlocal Agreement with Lewis County for Jail Services

The contract was adopted.

SECOND READINGS
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

13-09124.J Approval of Ordinance Amending Transportation Impact Fees

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.  Councilmember Rogers 

registered a  Nay vote.

13-09134.K Approval of Ordinance Amending Olympia Municipal Code to Add 

Reclaimed Water Engineering Fees

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-09804.L Approval of Ordinance Adopting 2014 Park Impact Fee Rate 

Adjustment

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.  Councilmember Rogers 

registered a  Nay vote.

13-10054.M Approval of Ordinance Amending School Impact Fees

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10154.N Approval of Ordinance Amending Utility Tax Rate on Drinking Water

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10174.O Approval of Ordinance Appropriating 2014 Special Funds

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10214.P Approval of Ordinance Adopting the 2014 Utility Rates and General 

Facilities Charges

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10334.Q Approval of Ordinance Updating Obsolete and Outdated Sections of 

the Olympia Municipal Code and Correcting Scrivener Errors

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10114.R Approval of Ordinance Adopting the 2014 - 2019 Capital Facilities 

Plan (CFP) and Appropriating Funds for 2014

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.

13-10104.S Approval of Ordinance Adopting the 2014 Operating Budget

The ordinance was adopted on second reading.  Councilmember Rogers 

registered a  Nay vote.

Approval of the Consent Agenda
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

Councilmember Langer moved, seconded by Councilmember Hankins, to 

adopt the Consent Calendar, except item 4E, which was pulled for 

discussion. Councilmember Rogers registered Nay votes on items 4J, 4L, 

and 4S.  The motion carried by the following vote:

Mayor Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Jones, Councilmember Cooper, 

Councilmember Langer, Councilmember Roe, Councilmember 

Rogers and Councilmember Hankins

7 - Aye:

FIRST READINGS - None

PULLED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR

13-10594.E Approval of Memorandum of Understanding with the Olympia 

Capitol Park Foundation Regarding Isthmus Property

Board members of the Olympia Capitol Park Foundation presented a check in the 

amount of $100,000 to the Council to help cover the cost to remove some of the 

buildings on the isthmus property.

Councilmembers noted their appreciation for the support from the Olympia Capitol 

Park Foundation.

City Manager Steve Hall reported the City will apply for a $200,000 EPA grant to help 

abate the asbestos in the buildings on the isthmus.

Mayor Pro Tem Jones moved, seconded by Councilmember Langer, to 

approve the Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Olympia 

and the Olympia Capitol Park Foundation regarding fundraising for 

demolition and development of isthmus properties. The motion carried by 

the following vote:

Mayor Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Jones, Councilmember Cooper, 

Councilmember Langer, Councilmember Roe, Councilmember 

Rogers and Councilmember Hankins

7 - Aye:

PUBLIC HEARING5.

13-09855.A Proposed Amendment of 2013 Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) Action Plan to include Section 108 Loan for 

Downtown Safety Improvements

Community Planning and Development Deputy Director Leonard Bauer provided a 

brief background.  He noted written comment will be taken through 5:00 p.m. on 

January 6.  He reviewed the two phases these loan proceeds will be used for, which 

include:

1.  Alleyway lighting improvements in the downtown area

2.  Pedestrian improvements along State Avenue near Columbia St.
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

The public hearing was opened.  No one signed up to speak.  The public hearing was 

closed.

The public hearing was held and closed.

OTHER BUSINESS6.

Reconsideration of an Ordinance Amending Section 10.16.140 of the 

Parking Regulations Regarding Potential Penalties

Mayor Buxbaum noted the action is to clarify that only a civil infraction will apply; it will 

not be a criminal offense.  

Councilmember Langer moved, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Jones, to 

approve amending the last sentence in section 10.16.140 to add "(b)" at the 

end of that sentence, so the sentence will read  "The penalties for violation 

of this section shall be the penalties as set forth on OMC 12.24.160(b)."  The 

motion carried by the following vote:

Mayor Buxbaum, Mayor Pro Tem Jones, Councilmember Cooper, 

Councilmember Langer, Councilmember Roe, Councilmember 

Rogers and Councilmember Hankins

7 - Aye:

13-08936.A Year End Accomplishments Review

Assistant City Manager Jay Burney introduced this item.

Assistant City Engineer Steve Sperr shared a Powerpoint presentation of the capital 

construction projects completed in 2013, projects in progress, and projects scheduled 

for 2014.

Mr. Burney presented a Powerpoint of highlights and accomplishments during the 

past year.  

Mr. Hall noted being a Councilmember is hard work and he thanked the Council for 

their efforts throughout the year.

The report was received.

CONTINUED PUBLIC COMMUNICATION7.

REPORTS AND REFERRALS8.

COUNCIL INTERGOVERNMENTAL/COMMITTEE REPORTS AND 

REFERRALS

8.A

Councilmember Hankins provided highlights on the Coalition of Neighborhood 
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December 17, 2013City Council Meeting Minutes - Draft

Association meeting and the Land Use and Environment Committee meeting.

Mayor Pro Tem Jones reported on highlights of the Intercity Transit Authority Board 

meeting, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee meeting, the Thurston 

Regional Planning Council meeting, the groundbreaking event for the Bridging the 

Gap bicycle trail project near Pacific Avenue, and noted the installation of the City's 

new glass seal behind the dais.

Councilmember Roe reported on highlights of the General Government Committee 

meeting.

Councilmember Langer stated he also attended the groundbreaking event for Bridging 

the Gap.  

Councilmember Rogers reported on highlights of the Transportation Policy Board 

meeting.  

Councilmember Cooper reported on highlights of the Olympic Region Clean Air 

Agency meeting.  

Mayor Buxbaum reported on highlights of the Finance Committee meeting.  He noted 

the first scheduled meeting of 2014 is Monday, January 6, with the Thurston County 

Board of Health.  He also stated the Council's annual retreat is January 10 and 11 at 

the new fire station off Lilly Road.   

Councilmembers thanked staff for their hard work and support throughout the year .

CITY MANAGER'S REPORT AND REFERRALS8.B

City Manager Steve Hall noted that staff has been working with the property owner of 

some trees near 13th & Boundary.  Staff has evaluated the trees and found only one 

to be hazardous and the City may remove it.  He said staff will get back to Mr. Lyons 

who brought this up at last week's Council meeting.

He also reported the State Department of Information System is replacing the 1063 

Building on the corner of Capitol Way and 11th where the Hands On Children's 

Museum used to be.   Assistant City Manager Jay Burney will represent the City on 

the Evaluation Committee.  

ADJOURNMENT9.

The meeting adjourned at 9:41 p.m.
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City of Olympia City Hall

601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501

360-753-8447

Approval to Initiate the Process to Amend the PY2013 Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Action Plan to Redirect Use of $25,650 for the Downtown 

Ambassador Program

City Council

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 4.B  

File Number: 14-0017  

Status: Consent CalendarVersion: 1File Type: decision

..Title

Approval to Initiate the Process to Amend the PY2013 Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) Action Plan to Redirect Use of $25,650 for the Downtown Ambassador 

Program

..Recommended Action

Committee Recommendation:

The General Government Committee recommends:

1. Drafting an amendment to the PY2013 City of Olympia CDBG Action Plan to 

fund one staff position within the Downtown Ambassador/Clean Team 

program for six months (March 1 - August 31, 2014), and

2. Scheduling a 30-day public comment period, including a public hearing, on the 

draft CDBG Action Plan amendment.

City Manager Recommendation:

Move to direct staff to:

1. Draft an amendment to the PY2013 City of Olympia CDBG Action Plan to fund 

one staff position within the Downtown Ambassador/Clean Team program for 

six months (March 1 - August 31, 2014) and

2. Schedule a 30-day public comment period, including a public hearing, on the 

draft CDBG Action Plan amendment.

..Report

Issue:

Should the City amend its PY2013 CDBG Action Plan to shift $25,650 from Isthmus 

Park Project to Downtown Ambassador program?

Staff Contact:

Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning and Development Department , 

360.753.8206

Presenter(s):

Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning and Development Department

Background and Analysis:

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a program of the U.S. 
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File Number: 14-0017

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 4.B  

File Number: 14-0017  

Department of Housing and Urban Development.  There are two basic sources of 

Community Development Block Grant funds.  

Annual Entitlement Grants: The City receives CDBG funds as an entitlement 

grant from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The 

funds must be used in accordance with detailed regulations to benefit low- and 

moderate-income households or aid in the elimination of slum or blighted 

conditions. The CDBG grant in PY2013 is $357,000.

Program Income: In previous years, housing rehabilitation funding was 

distributed by the City in the form of loans. These are repaid to the City 

according to the loan terms and reused for other housing projects that benefit 

low- and moderate-income households. These funds are called “Program 

Income”. During PY2013 the City anticipates receiving approximately $300,000 

in program income.

Olympia’s adopted CDBG Action Plan allocates approximately $1.02 million towards a 

variety of projects for PY2013.  See Proposed PY 2013 Annual Action Plan 

attachment.

This $1.02 million allocation is predicated on all additional program income being 

utilized for the Isthmus Park project, up to $450,000.

This recommendation would divert $25,650 of the program income currently allocated 

to the Isthmus Park to fund one position in the Downtown Ambassador program.  A 

timeline chart and Downtown Ambassador/Clean Team position descriptions are 

included in the attachments.  The City Council can consider extending CDBG funding 

for the position in the PY2014 CDBG Action Plan, which it will consider for adoption in 

late spring or early summer 2014.  The City Council could also consider “re-funding” 

$25,650 to the Isthmus Park project in the PY2014 CDBG Action Plan.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):

The CDBG program is a city-wide program created to help low to moderate income 

residents.  Downtown Olympia is within a low to moderate income census block group.

Options:

1. Direct staff to:

a. Draft an amendment to the PY2013 City of Olympia CDBG Action Plan to 

fund one staff position within the Downtown Ambassador program for six 

months (March 1 - August 31, 2014) and

b. Schedule a 30-day public comment period, including a public hearing, on 

the draft CDBG Action Plan amendment.
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File Number: 14-0017

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 4.B  

File Number: 14-0017  

c. Final action by Council will be taken after the public comment period.

2. Choose not to pursue an amendment to the PY2013 City of Olympia CDBG Action 

Plan at this time.

Financial Impact:

Re-direct use of $25,650 CDBG program income.
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Downtown Ambassador Program Funding 
PY 2013 -PY 2014 

 Capital Recovery Center Ambassador: $4,272/month 
  

3/1/14 9/1/14 8/31/14 

$51,270    allocated to CRC contract 
 
$25,650    “replaced” to Isthmus Park 
project 
 
$76,920    Total 

  $25,650  allocated to CRC 
 contract 
 
<$25,650>  re-directed from 
 Isthmus Park project 

Future Options 

CDBG PY 2014  

Proposed Amendment 

CDBG PY2013 



 

 

522 Franklin Street SE Olympia, WA 98501 | welcomedowntown.com | 360.292.0565 

CRC is a 501(c)3 non-profit Fed. Tax ID# 91-1465297 

Safe and Welcome | Clean and Comfortable  

 

Ambassador Job Description 
 

Downtown Ambassadors act as goodwill ambassadors on behalf of all members of the downtown community. They 

present a positive attitude and customer-service oriented approach. Ambassadors patrol the 18 block-Downtown 

core. Their primary role is to provide information, referrals to resources, and support to citizens and visitors to the 

area, as well as to be on call should conflict arise. 

 

Program Activities 

 

● Attend and participate in meetings as necessary to support all program activities. 

● Be knowledgeable of Olympia history, sites of interest, local businesses, recreation activities, current 

entertainment, social services and other information to assist and direct shoppers, visitors, and others. 

● Greet every passerby with a friendly attitude and smile. 

● Deliver information to businesses in regards to downtown events, news, parking, and updates on the 

Ambassador Program. 

● Work with City Departments and other organizations to provide expertise and resources for work program 

activities. 

● Collaborate daily with social service agencies to help determine and refer services to those in need on the 

streets. 

● Aid in communications among businesses and organizations with the service area. 

● Provide information and directions to Downtown users. 

● Conflict and dispute resolution. 

● Engage in problem solving with local social service agencies, City of Olympia, Olympia Police Department, 

and other interested parties in order to address quality of life and place-making issues within the service 

area. 

● Other duties as assigned. 

 



 
 

1000 Cherry Street SE Olympia, WA 98501 | nwrecovery.org | 360.292.0565 
CRC is a 501(c)3 non-profit Fed. Tax ID# 91-1465297 

Safe and Welcome | Clean and Comfortable 

 
Clean Team Job Description 

 
 The Clean Team seeks to improve the atmosphere in Downtown Olympia by focusing their energy on 
making daily improvements to the cleanliness of the core, and by bringing positivity and a solutions-based approach 
to their daily work. 
 
Duties 

 Report to Team Lead 
o Services/work orders 
o Stakeholder communication 
o Scheduling 
o Personnel matters 

 Adhere to all CRC policies and procedures 

 Arrive to work on time; take breaks/lunches as scheduled 

 Communicate any schedule deviations to via established procedure 

 Conduct daily litter patrol throughout entire zone 

 Collect program data as directed by Program Manager 

 Complete work orders in a timely manner 
o Maintain a work order schedule 
o Communicate to stakeholders about the status of their ticket 

 Monitor sidewalks and storefronts daily for graffiti, posters, stickers, and any other issue requiring Clean 
Team attention, and submit work orders accordingly 

 
Responsibilities 

 Represent the program in a friendly and positive manner. This may include occasionally providing simple 
directions and assistance to Downtown shoppers, visitors, and employees 

 Develop and continually improve data tracking system in order to refine Clean Team work plan 

 Enhance and improve the general atmosphere of Downtown, including increasing communication and 
engagement with stakeholders 

 Develop and maintain relationships with stakeholders  

 Assist with other duties as assigned by Team Lead and/or Program Manager 



 



City of Olympia City Hall

601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501

360-753-8447

Approval of Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners for the 

Medela Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Site 

Specific Rezone

City Council

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 6.A  

File Number: 14-0013  

Status: Other BusinessVersion: 1File Type: recommendation

..Title

Approval of Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners for the Medela 

Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Site Specific Rezone

..Recommended Action

Olympia Planning Commission (OPC) Recommendation:

Recommend that the City Council forward a recommendation to the Board of County 

Commissioners that the proposed area be rezoned from Residential 4-8 units per acre 

(R4-8) to Residential Multi-Family 18 Units per Acre (RM 18) (as proposed by 

applicant.) 

City Manager Recommendation:

Move to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the proposed area 

be rezoned from Residential 4-8 units per acre (R4-8) to Residential Multi-Family 18 

Units per Acre (RM 18).

..Report

Issue:

Following a briefing from City and County staff, the City Council will deliberate on a 

recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners on a proposed joint 

Thurston/Olympia Comprehensive Plan amendment and site specific rezone for 9.01 

acres in Olympia’s Urban Growth Area (UGA). The area, referred to as “Medela,” is 

located east of Boulevard Road between Pacific Avenue and Interstate 5 (see 

attached map.) 

Staff Contact:

Amy Buckler, Associate Planner, Community Planning & Development (CP&D)

360.570.5847

Presenter(s):

Amy Buckler

Christy Osborne, Associate Planner, Thurston County

Background and Analysis:

The City Council annually reviews proposals for amendments to the Comprehensive 

Plan. Proposals are submitted by private applicants or City or County staff . 
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File Number: 14-0013

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 6.A  

File Number: 14-0013  

The 2012 amendment docket included a proposal from a private applicant referred to 

as the Medela Olympia/Thurston Joint Plan Amendment and Rezone. In their 

proposal, Medela Group, LLC requests approval of a site specific land use change 

and rezone for 9.01± acres located east of Boulevard Road, south of Pacific Avenue 

and north of Interstate-5. The proposal is to change the land use and zoning of this 

area from Residential Four to Eight Units per Acre (R 4-8) to Residential Multifamily 

Eighteen Units per Acre (RM-18).  

The Olympia City Council held a public hearing on Medela on November 5, 2012, and 

closed the record for this mater.  The Council then placed any further deliberation on 

hold pending an appeal of the County’s SEPA (environmental review) determination. 

On April 10, 2013, following a public hearing and subsequent recommendation by the 

County’s Hearing Examiner, the Board of County Commissioners upheld the SEPA 

Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) and denied the appeal. The Commissioners 

have now asked the Olympia City Council to complete their deliberation and provide 

them with a recommendation prior to their decision tentatively scheduled for late 

January or early February 2014.  Council’s decision in this matter is based on the 

record that was compiled at the conclusion of the public hearing held on November 5, 

2012.

Joint Planning Process

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires most counties and the cities within them 

to designate urban growth areas (UGA’s). These areas include the incorporated city 

and an unincorporated area planned for future annexation. Urban growth is to be 

encouraged within the UGA, while areas outside the UGA are to be rural in order to 

protect habitat, agriculture and other important lands.

Thurston County and the City of Olympia jointly plan for areas within Olympia’s 

unincorporated UGA. Accordingly, applicable sections of Olympia’s comprehensive 

plan are jointly adopted by Thurston County. These sections are referred to as “the 

Joint Plan.”)

 

The process used for this application is as follows:

· City and County staff assist each other in review of proposals , development of a 

staff recommendation and various associated tasks . (The County is lead on the 

Medela review.)

· County and City Planning Commissions hold a joint public hearing, then forward 

separate recommendations to their elected officials .

· The City Council makes a recommendation to the Board of County 

Commissioners.
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· The Board of County Commissioners issues a final decision . 

The jointly adopted plan and zoning will serve as the basis for County planning 

decisions, as the pre-annexation comprehensive plan for the city to use when 

annexations are proposed, and as the City’s pre-annexation zoning. 

Policy LU 5.1 in Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan regarding the UGA states, “… 

Establish the same zones in both the county and city (pre-annexation zoning) to 

provide predictability for property owners and the public, and to facilitate utility and 

transportation planning.” The purpose of this provision is to spare the larger 

community the expense of retrofitting development to meet urban standards (water, 

sewer, stormwater, roadways) upon eventual annexation.

How the Proposal Relates to Development Review

Although this proposed rezone is identified for a specific area, it is considered a 

non-project action because it is a change to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 

Map, and is not associated with a specific project. A decision in this matter does not 

equate to a development permit. Regardless of the decision, any future development 

permits will be subject to review for compliance with applicable regulations and a 

project-level SEPA (environmental) review.

Because there is a range of potential development options for a particular zone, 

realistic impacts or proper mitigation cannot be known until a specific project request is 

made. Specific associated impacts (noise, traffic, environmental protection, design) 

and mitigation would be assessed once a specific project has been submitted. 

The City and County have adopted consistent (but not quite identical) regulations for 

areas in the unincorporated UGA. As long as this property is within County jurisdiction, 

any permits (except water and sewer extensions) will be handled by the County and 

subject to the County’s development standards. If this property is annexed into the 

City as part of the proposed Boulevard Island Annexation first , the permits will be 

handled by the City and subject to the City’s development standards. 

How the Proposal Relates to the Boulevard/I-5 Annexation

Currently, the City is considering an Interlocal Agreement to annex a 205 acre 

unincorporated island near I-5 and Boulevard Road. If the Interlocal process maintains 

its current timeline, it is expected an annexation agreement may be reached by late 

spring/early summer 2014. Meanwhile, Thurston County has requested the City 

Council’s recommendation on the Medela joint plan amendment/rezone by the end of 

January 2014 in anticipation of their decision soon thereafter. 

The process and decision-making criteria for the joint plan amendment/rezone and 

annexation are separate. It should be noted that the area will be served with City 
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transportation, utility and emergency services according to the proposed Interlocal 

agreement. Staff has not found any technical reasons why either proposed option in 

the Medela staff report would affect the annexation process or criteria .

How the Proposal Relates to the Comprehensive Plan Update

The Medela joint plan amendment was placed on the County’s official comprehensive 

plan docket in 2009, and was reviewed under the currently adopted joint plan. 

Accordingly, the recommended draft of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update, for 

which the City Council will hold a study session on January 21, is not relevant to the 

Medela decision. 

The particular area referred to as Medela was not a primary focus of the Olympia 

Planning Commission’s discussion regarding the Comprehensive Plan Update. 

However, it may be helpful to know that their final recommendation on Future Land 

Use for this area is generally consistent with the proposed land use.

If the County moves forward with the rezone, 9th Avenue between Boulevard Road 

and Chambers Street from ‘Local Access Street’ to ‘Neighborhood Collector’ will need 

to be reclassified.  OPC and staff would recommend this reclassification for internal 

Plan consistency.

Land Use Analysis of Proposal

Attached

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):

Primary concerns include:

· Neighborhood safety and character (compatibility with existing single family 

development)

· Flooding and impacts to critical areas including Indian Creek

· Impacts to wildlife habitat, deer herd

· Traffic concerns, ingress and egress to and from site

· Pedestrian and bicycle safety

· Impacts to adjacent cemetery property

· Air and noise impacts from I-5

· Impacts to a home on 7th Ave on the historic register

All written public comments received by the City and County are attached. 

Written notice of this item on the January 7, 2014 City Council agenda was sent to 

parties of record, and properties and neighborhood organizations within 300 ’ on 

December 20, 2013.
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Options:

1. Move to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the proposed 

area be rezoned from Residential 4-8 units per acre (R4-8) to Residential 

Multi-Family 18 Units per Acre (RM 18).

2. Move to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the rezone 

request not be granted.  

Financial Impact:

Review process included in base budget
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 Olympia/Thurston Joint Comprehensive Plan 1 

Medela Site Specific Plan Amendment & Rezone 2 

Staff Report for Olympia City Council Review 3 

 4 

City Council Deliberation Date: 
 

January 7, 2014 

Public Hearing Dates: 
 

November 7, 2012 

Prepared by: 
 

Amy Buckler, Associate Planner, 
City of Olympia 
Christy Osborn, Associate 
Planner, Thurston County 
 

Proponent/Applicant: 
 
 
Applicant Representative: 

Medela Group LLC, c/o Melvin 
Armstrong, Property Owners 
 
Ron Niemi 
Woodard Bay Works, Inc.  
 

Tax Parcels: 
 

09480045000, 09480046000, 
09480048000, 09480049000, 
09480050000, 09480051000, 
09480052000, 09480053000, 
09480054000, 09480056000, 
09480057000, 52900100100, 
52900200900,  00948004700*, 
09480050005,     02900200700* 
 
*In addition to the originally 
proposed parcels (explanation 
below.) 
 

Action Requested: 
 

Amend the Olympia/Thurston 
County Joint Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use Map to change 
the designated land use from 
Residential 4 to 8 units per acre 
(R 4-8) to Residential Multi-
Family 18 (RM-18); Amend the 
Official Thurston County Zoning 
Map and City of Olympia Zoning 
Map (UGA pre-zoning), to 
change the zoning from 
Residential Four to Eight Units 
Per Acre (R 4-8) to Residential 
Multifamily Eighteen Units per 
Acre (RM-18) 
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Location: 
 
 
 
 
 
Acreage: 
 
State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) Determination: 

In vicinity East of Boulevard 
Road, South of Pacific Avenue 
and north of Interstate-5. Near 
8th Avenue SE and Steele 
Street. 
 
Approximately 9.01acres 
 
Thurston County is the lead 
SEPA agency for this proposal. 
The County issued a 
Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) on October 
11, 2012.  
 
The SEPA DNS was appealed 
on November 1, 2012 by 
“Concerned Eastside Neighbors/ 
Teresa Goen-Burgman, Joe 
Hanna, et al.” On April 10, 2013, 
following a public hearing and 
subsequent recommendation by 
the County’s Hearing Examiner, 
the Board of County 
Commissioners upheld the 
SEPA Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) and denied 
the appeal. 
 

 Map Changes   Text Changes   Both   Affects Comprehensive 
Plans/documents 

 Affected Jurisdictions: City of Olympia & Thurston County 
 
ISSUE: 1 

The applicant requests approval of a site specific Comprehensive Plan amendment and 2 

associated rezone of 9.01± largely undeveloped acres located at 8th Avenue SE and 3 

Steele Street SE. This property is located in an unincorporated county island to the 4 

north of Interstate 5 and south of Pacific Avenue SE in Olympia’s urban growth area. 5 

 6 

The request would change the land use and zoning from Residential Four to Eight Units 7 

per Acre (R 4-8) to Residential Multifamily Eighteen Units per Acre (RM-18). The 8 

amendment would change Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan, the Thurston 9 

County Zoning map and the City of Olympia Zoning map (UGA pre-zoning.)   10 

 11 

In order for the Plan to be internally consistent, County and City staff also recommends 12 

the following: Reclassify 9th Avenue between Boulevard Road and Chambers Street 13 

from ‘Local Access Street’ to ‘Neighborhood Collector’ (described below.)  14 
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BACKGROUND: 1 

Property located in the unincorporated portion of the Olympia UGA falls under the 2 

Olympia/Thurston County Joint Plan and the Olympia Urban Growth Area Zoning 3 

Ordinance in Title 23 of the Thurston County Code.   4 

 5 

The property is comprised of 14 contiguous parcels currently developed with nine single 6 

family structures. Two of the existing structures are currently vacant due to their age 7 

and condition. The request is to change the land use and associated zoning from low-8 

density residential to medium-density residential, to allow for the redevelopment of the 9 

property with a mix of housing types. 10 

 11 

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 12 

East: 13 

Land Use:  This property is within the City of Olympia. The predominant development 14 

pattern is industrial warehouse and commercial.  A Puget Sound Energy storage yard 15 

and offices are located to the east of the project site. 16 

Zoning:  Properties are located within the General Commercial (GC) and High Density 17 

Corridor 4 (HDC-4) zoning district of the Olympia UGA. 18 

West: 19 

Land Use:  Property to the west is located within the City of Olympia.  The predominant 20 

development pattern is single family residential development with a density of three to 21 

four and a half units per acre with lot sizes starting at 5,500 square feet. 22 

Zoning:  Properties are located in the Residential Four to Eight Units per Acre (R 4-8) 23 

Olympia UGA zoning district. 24 

North: 25 

Land Use:  Forest Cemetery is located adjacent to and north of the subject properties.  26 

This property is located in the Olympia UGA. 27 

Zoning:  The cemetery is located within the General Commercial (GC) zoning district on 28 

the Official Zoning Map for North County Urban Growth Areas. The 2013 City of 29 

Olympia Zoning map also shows this area of the UGA pre-zoned as GC. 30 

South: 31 

Land Use:  There is an existing single family home site at the end of Steele Street 32 

located southeast of the subject properties. Interstate 5 traverses the remainder of the 33 

southernmost boundary of the property. 34 

Zoning:  Adjacent properties are located within the Residential Four to Eight Units per 35 

Acre zone. Properties located across Interstate-5 are located both inside the city limits 36 

of Olympia and are zoned Residential Multifamily Eighteen Units per Acre and inside 37 

the Olympia UGA and are zoned R 4-8 and R 6-12. (See map Attachment A). 38 

Access and Traffic Generation: 39 

Access to the property is provided from Boulevard Street SE off of Pacific Avenue SE.  40 

Boulevard Street SE provides access to 7th Avenue SE and 9th Avenue SE which tie into 41 

Chambers Street SE which forms the western boundary of the site. Internal access to 42 

the site is provided via 8th Avenue SE via Chambers Road. 43 
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A preliminary assessment of traffic trips was completed using the ITE Trip Generation 1 

Manual, 8th Edition. Based on a preliminary development concept plan with achievable 2 

densities of 15.5 units per acre and the proposed land use, the proposal would 3 

significantly increase traffic volumes on Chambers Street, 7th Avenue SE and 8th 4 

Avenue SE. Access to the Medela site off Boulevard Road SE is provided by 7th and 9th 5 

Avenues, which are both classified as ‘Local Access Streets’ in Olympia’s 6 

Comprehensive Plan. The number of trips generated by the proposed density would 7 

exceed the 500 daily trip threshold for ‘Local Access Streets.’  8 

Street Reclassification:  9 

In order for the land use and transportation elements of the Joint Plan to be internally 10 

consistent, to designate the area as RM-18 would require an additional Plan 11 

amendment to reclassify 9th Avenue between Boulevard Road and Chambers from a 12 

Local Access Street to a Neighborhood Collector.  13 

 14 

A ‘Neighborhood Collector’ has includes two vehicle lanes, a sidewalk, planter strip, 15 

utility easement, curb and gutter (See attached detail.) The physical street improvement 16 

would be required for a development project generating over 500 average daily trips. 17 

Typically, the developer pays for such improvements; however this would ultimately be 18 

decided at time of land use review.  19 

 20 

Other Traffic Impacts 21 

Should development of the site occur, there may be other on-site and off-site traffic 22 

improvements required; however, what those specific improvements would be can only 23 

be accurately determined at the time a project application is submitted.  An applicant 24 

would be required to submit a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) as part of the application.  25 

 26 

In addition, impact or traffic mitigation fees to address offsite impacts may be applied at 27 

the time of development permit. As lead agency on SEPA (environmental review) within 28 

their jurisdiction, the County may require the developer to pay traffic mitigation fees, 29 

which would then be applied to traffic improvements; the City may request such fees be 30 

applied while commenting on SEPA. Likewise, if the property is within City of Olympia 31 

jurisdiction at time of development application, the City may apply applicable 32 

transportation impact or mitigation fees.  33 

 34 

Sewer and Water Service: 35 

There is City sewer and water servicing this property. The capacity/sizing will be 36 

assessed during the review of any specific development or building permit applications. 37 

 38 

Environmental Concerns: 39 

The preliminary analysis from GeoData shows a wetland and 100-year FEMA flood area 40 

directly to the east of the subject property on the Puget Sound Energy property.   41 

 42 

Indian Creek is shown under the Puget Sound Energy site just east of the project site.  43 

The creek is shown as being piped underground in this area.  The source of the creek is 44 

the Biglow Lake wetland near South Bay Rd. which is then directed under Interstate 5 to 45 

join Moxlie Creek which is piped into East Bay.  Indian Creek has been identified as a 46 

fish bearing stream and would be regulated under the Thurston County Critical Areas 47 

Ordinance (or City of Olympia CAO if in City jurisdiction at time of application.) Potential 48 
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buffer areas from the creek may impact the development of the site. A more in-depth 1 

analysis with other agencies will be conducted during the review of any specific 2 

development or building permit applications. 3 

 4 

PLANNING DEPARTMENTS’ ANALYSIS: 5 

 6 

Thurston County County- Wide Planning Policies 7 

The Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies contain the following direction 8 

applicable to joint planning in within urban growth areas: 9 

 10 

Thurston County and the cities and towns within its borders will jointly plan the 11 

unincorporated portions of urban growth areas as follows:  12 

 13 

3.1  Each city and town will assume lead responsibility for preparing the joint plan for 14 

its growth area in consultation with the county and adjoining jurisdictions. 15 

 16 

a.  The lead city or town and the county will jointly agree to the level and role 17 

of county involvement at the outset of the project, including the role of 18 

each jurisdiction's planning commission.  19 

 20 

b.   A scope of work, schedule and budget will be jointly developed and 21 

individually adopted by each jurisdiction.  22 

 23 

c.  The process will ensure participation by area residents and affected 24 

entities. 25 

 26 

3.2  The jointly adopted plan or zoning will serve as the basis for county planning 27 

decisions and as the pre-annexation comprehensive plan for the city to use when 28 

annexations are proposed. 29 

 30 

3.3 Each joint plan or zoning will include an agreement to honor the plan or zoning 31 

for a mutually agreeable period following adoption of the plan or annexation. 32 

 33 

3.4  Nothing in these policies shall be interpreted to change any duties and roles of 34 

local governmental bodies mandated by state law; for example, statutory 35 

requirements that each jurisdiction's planning commission hold hearings and 36 

make recommendations on comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances. 37 

 38 

Consistency with the Olympia/Thurston County Joint Plan 39 

Land use policies in the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Olympia and the Olympia 40 

Urban Growth Area encourage growth to be focused in areas with the capacity to 41 

absorb development, areas with vacant or underutilized land, available services that can 42 

provide for mass transit service, and areas where adverse environmental impacts can 43 

be avoided or adequately mitigated.   44 

 45 

Various goals and policies within the Land Use & Transportation elements of the Joint 46 

Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and its UGA aim to:  47 

 48 
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•   Maintain or improve the character and livability of established neighborhoods;  1 

 2 

•   Provide for a variety of transportation alternatives to enable less reliance on 3 

automobiles;  4 

 5 

•   Provide people with opportunities to live close to work;  6 

 7 

•   Create desirable, livable neighborhoods that provide a variety of housing 8 

opportunities, accommodate different lifestyles and income levels, and provide a 9 

sense of community;  10 

 11 

•   Provide for a compact growth pattern to efficiently use the remaining buildable land 12 

and enable cost effective provision of utilities and services.  13 

 14 

•   Encourage well-designed “infill” development so that Olympia will become more 15 

urban 16 

 17 

The Joint Plan contains the following land use designation description for the 18 

Residential Multifamily 18 designation.  The plan states “This designation provides for 19 

multifamily development at densities averaging eighteen (18) units per acre. The 20 

permitted density will be on or near arterial or collector streets at a density and 21 

configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service, enables 22 

affordable housing and is designed to be compatible with adjoining uses including 23 

existing and proposed single-family.” 24 

 25 

Most of the Medela site is within ¼ mile from Pacific Avenue, an arterial envisioned for 26 

greater development intensity and activity. Over time, the Plan calls for this area to 27 

transition into an ‘urban corridor’ that accommodates a balanced mix of commercial, 28 

residential, and recreational uses. Within these areas, an average of 15 units per acre is 29 

desired in order to facilitate efficient and effective mass transit. Olympia’s 30 

Comprehensive Plan is consistent with the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, 31 

which focuses heavily on the urban corridors concept to help our region achieve its 32 

sustainable land use and transportation goals.  33 

 34 

Olympia UGA Zoning Ordinance 35 

The general purposes of the residential districts contained in Section 23.04.020 of the 36 

Olympia Urban Growth Area Zoning are outlined as follows: 37 

 38 

1.  To provide a sustainable residential development pattern for future generations; 39 

 40 

2.   To encourage development of attractive residential areas that provides a sense 41 

of community and contains a variety of housing types to accommodate different 42 

lifestyles and household sizes;  43 

 44 

3.   To maintain or improve the character, appearance, and livability of established 45 

neighborhoods by protecting them from incompatible uses, excessive noise, 46 

illumination, glare, odor, and similar significant nuisances;  47 

 48 
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4.   To establish a compact growth pattern to efficiently use the remaining 1 

developable land; enable cost effective extension and maintenance of utilities, 2 

streets and mass transit; and enable development of affordable housing;  3 

 4 

5.   To enable community residents to reside and work within walking or bicycling 5 

distance of mass transit, employment centers, and businesses offering needed 6 

goods and services in order to reduce traffic congestion, energy consumption, 7 

and air pollution;  8 

 9 

6.   To provide for development of neighborhoods with attractive, well connected 10 

streets, sidewalks, and trails that enable convenient, direct access to 11 

neighborhood centers, parks, and transit stops;  12 

 13 

7.   To ensure adequate light, air, and readily accessible open space for each 14 

dwelling unit in order to maintain public health, safety, and welfare;  15 

 16 

8.   To ensure the compatibility of dissimilar adjoining land uses; 17 

 18 

9.   To protect or enhance the character of historic structures and areas; 19 

 20 

10.   To provide residential areas of sufficient size and density to accommodate the 21 

City's projected population growth, consistent with Section 36.70A.110, RCW;  22 

 23 

11.   To preserve or enhance environmental quality and protect ground water used as 24 

a public water source from contamination; 25 

 26 

12.   To minimize the potential for significant flooding and allow recharge of ground 27 

water; 28 

 29 

13.   To allow innovative approaches for providing housing, consistent with the policies 30 

of the Olympia Joint Plan; 31 

 32 

14.   To ensure that development without municipal utilities is at a density and in a 33 

configuration that enables cost effective urban density development when 34 

municipal utilities become available. 35 

 36 

The stated purpose of the current R 4-8 zone is to accommodate single-family houses 37 

and townhouses at densities ranging from a minimum of four units per acre to a 38 

maximum of eight units per acre; to allow sufficient residential density to facilitate mass 39 

transit service; and to help maintain the character of established neighborhoods. 40 

 41 

The RM-18 district is intended to accommodate predominantly multifamily housing, at 42 

an average maximum density of eighteen units per acre, along or near (e.g., one-forth 43 

mile) arterial or major collector streets where such development can be arranged and 44 

designed to be compatible with adjoining uses; to provide for development with a 45 

density and configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service; and 46 

to enable provision of affordable housing. 47 

 48 
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In addition to the properties originally included in this proposal, there are two properties 1 

located adjacent to and south of the subject site. These properties are also currently 2 

zoned R 4-8. If the proposed site is rezoned to the RM-18 zoning district and the 3 

property to the south of I-5 is currently in the RM-18 district, these properties would be 4 

the only two properties that would remain in the R 4-8 zone, creating a ‘spot zone 5 

situation.’ In order to rectify this potential situation, the staff and Olympia Planning 6 

Commission recommendation includes these two properties (parcels 00948004700 and 7 

00948005000) as well as the Interstate 5 right-of-way be included in the land use 8 

designation and rezone request.  The applicants’ proposal also indicates that there is an 9 

option to purchase these two properties. 10 

 11 

Thurston County Decision Criteria for Rezones  12 

Chapter 23.58 of Title 23 Olympia Urban Growth Area Zoning specifies one or more 13 

criteria that a rezoning amendment must be consistent with. Rezoning shall only be 14 

allowed if the applicant demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that: 15 

 16 

A. The land to be rezoned was zoned in error and as presently zoned, is 17 

inconsistent with the policies and goals of the Olympia Joint Plan; 18 

 19 

B. Conditions in the area for which rezoning is requested have changed or are 20 

changing to such a degree that it is in the public interest to encourage a 21 

redevelopment, or change in land use for the area; or 22 

 23 

C. The proposed rezoning is necessary in order to provide land for a community-24 

related use which was not anticipated at the time of the adoption of the 25 

Olympia Joint Plan, and that such rezoning will be consistent with the policies 26 

of the Olympia Joint Plan. 27 

 28 

City of Olympia Decision Criteria for Rezones  29 

Although the applicable criteria for the associated rezone are found in Title 23 30 

of the County Zoning Code, City staff also looked at the City’s criter ia in Title 31 

18.59 of the Olympia Municipal Code for guidance: 32 

 33 

18.59.050 Decision criteria for rezone requests 34 

The Department shall forward rezone requests to the Planning Commission for review 35 

and recommendation and to the City Council for consideration for review and action. 36 

The following criteria will be used to evaluate the rezone request. 37 

A. The rezone is consistent with an approved amendment to the future land use 38 

map. 39 

B. The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and 40 

C. The rezone will maintain the public health, safety, or welfare; and 41 

D. The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the Comprehensive 42 

Plan, or because of a need for additional property in the proposed land use district 43 

classification, or because the proposed zoning classification is appropriate for 44 

reasonable development of the subject property; and 45 
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E. The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate 1 

vicinity of the subject property. 2 

Rezone requests not accepted for review may be resubmitted by the proponent, subject 3 

to the timelines contained in this chapter. 4 

18.59.060 Planning Commission and City Council review and adoption 5 

process 6 

A. Following one or more public hearings the Planning Commission shall forward its 7 

written recommendation regarding each amendment, including rezones, to the 8 

Council. 9 

B. The Council shall review the recommendations of the Planning Commission, may 10 

hold a public hearing, and shall decide whether to adopt, modify and adopt, reject or 11 

defer to a later date, each proposed amendment, including rezones. 12 

C. Each proponent shall be notified by mail of all public hearings and of the Council’s 13 

final decision. 14 

 15 

Since the rezone request is in conjunction with a Joint Plan amendment, the rezone 16 

must be consistent with an approved amendment to the future land use map (Joint Plan 17 

amendment.) Presuming that, the above criteria are consistent and the above process 18 

has been followed for this proposal. 19 

 20 

Other land use designations/zoning considered:  21 

In addition to the proposed RM 18 land use designation, City staff also considered the 22 

implications of re-designating and rezoning the area to Mixed Residential 10-18 (MR 10-23 

18) Units per Acre, or Mixed Residential 7-13 (MR 7-13) Units per Acre.  24 

The City and County have similar regulations pertaining to these land use designations 25 

as well. Like RM-18, both MR 10-18 and MR 7-13 require buffering between existing 26 

single-family and multi-family. In addition to the minimum and maximum density 27 

requirements, key differences include: 28 

 These mixed zones are more prescriptive and require specific ratios of multi-29 

family and single-family with the uses intermixed on the site.  30 

 31 

o MR 10-18 - A minimum of thirty-five (35) percent and a maximum of 32 

seventy-five (75) percent of the authorized dwelling units in a 33 

development must be single family dwellings. 34 

 35 

o MR 7-13 - A minimum of sixty-five (65) percent and a maximum of 36 

seventy-five (75) percent of the total authorized units in a development 37 

must be single family dwellings. At least seventy (70) percent of these 38 

single family dwellings must be detached. 39 

 There is a 50% open space requirement in these mixed zones, wherein at least 40 

fifty (50) percent of such open space must be available for the common use of 41 

the residents. 42 
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 1 

Preliminary traffic analysis suggests rezoning to MR 10-18 or MR 7-13 would also 2 

require reclassification of 9th Avenue between Boulevard Rd. and Chambers from a 3 

Local Access Street to a Neighborhood Collector.  4 

 5 

While these could also be appropriate designations for the area, they are not being 6 

provided as options in the staff report since they were not proposed by the applicant or 7 

recommended by the Olympia Planning Commission. 8 

 9 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 10 

The Thurston County and Olympia Planning Commissions held a joint public hearing on 11 

October 10, 2012.  12 

 13 

On October 22, 2012, the Olympia Planning Commission issued a 5-2 majority 14 

recommendation of approval, arguing the proposal is consistent with local and regional 15 

visions for increased density in proximity to urban corridors (Pacific Ave) to facilitate 16 

urban transit services and mixed use development. The minority expressed concerns 17 

about lack of connectivity and human health due to proximity to I-5. 18 

 19 

On November 7, 2012, the Thurston County Planning Commission issued a 4-3 majority 20 

recommendation of denial, arguing that despite regional and City visions for urban 21 

corridors, in the majority opinion, it is bad planning to put multi-family housing near 22 

single-family residential and a cemetery 23 

 24 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 25 

(See attached) 26 

Concerns raised by the public include neighborhood safety and character, flooding and 27 

loss of wildlife habitat related to development of the site. Many of these concerns are 28 

addressed by regulations that would be applied at the time a permit is issued.  29 

 30 

Residents of the City who live west of the subject sight testified about concerns 31 

regarding loss of neighborhood character should multi-family development occur. The 32 

City and County have similar RM18 zoning that attempts to address such concerns. 33 

RM-18 regulations provide for buffering between existing single-family districts and 34 

multifamily developments – if over 5 acres. Townhouses, duplexes, or detached houses 35 

shall be located along the boundary of multifamily housing sites over five (5) acres in 36 

size which adjoin, but do not directly face, existing detached single-family housing. 37 

Exceptions may be granted where existing or proposed landscaping, screening, or 38 

buffers would provide an effective transition between the uses. 39 

 40 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION: 41 

Written notice of the January 7, 2014 City Council meeting was sent to parties of record, 42 

properties within 300’ and nearby recognized neighborhood organizations on December 43 

20, 2013. 44 

 45 

Written notice of the following two public hearings was published in The Olympian and 46 

posted to the site at least 20-days before the hearings, and sent to property owners 47 
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within 300 feet, parties of record and nearby neighborhood associations at least ten 1 

days before the public hearings,  in accordance with City of Olympia and Thurston 2 

County policies.  3 

 4 

 Olympia City Council Public Hearing – November 5, 2012  5 

 Joint Olympia/Thurston Planning Commission Public Hearing – October 10, 2012 6 

 7 

APPENDIX: 8 

Attachment A Maps 9 

Attachment B Excerpts from the Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan  10 

Attachment C Excerpts from the Olympia Zoning Ordinance 11 

Attachment D Application and SEPA Checklist 12 

 13 

 14 
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• Protect views and features of the 

regional landscape which are unique 
to Olympia, such as Budd Inlet, the 
Capitol Dome, the Black Hills, 
Mount Rainier, and the Olympic 
Mountains. 

 
GOAL LU1*.  To accommodate the city's 
expected population growth in a sustainable 
manner that maintains or improves the 
community's character, environmental quality, 
and quality of life. 
 
POLICIES: 
 
LU 1.1* Focus growth in areas with the 

capacity to absorb development (i.e., 
areas with vacant or underutilized 
land and available utility, street, park 
and school capacity, or where such 
facilities can be cost effectively 
provided); in areas where 
development will facilitate efficient, 
effective mass transit service; where 
adverse environmental impacts can 
be avoided or adequately mitigated; 
and where development will enhance 
the area's appearance or vitality. 

 
LU 1.2* Avoid high density development 

where the existing development 
pattern or terrain are not conducive 
to walking, bicycling, and frequent 
transit service; or where new 
development would have a 
significant adverse impact upon the 
habitat within designated sensitive 
drainage basins. (Ordinance #6140, 
08/28/01) 

 
LU 1.3* Increase the overall housing densities 

in Olympia, and ultimately in the 
unincorporated growth area, in order 
to efficiently use the remaining 
buildable land while considering 
environmental constraints; to enable 
efficient, cost-effective provision of 
city facilities, services and to enable 
provision of affordable housing:  
(Ordinance #6140, 08/28/01) 

 
a.  Establish incentives (e.g., 

density bonuses) and 
requirements (e.g., minimum 
housing densities) in the 
zoning ordinance to ensure that 
residential development is 
sufficiently dense to 
accommodate the city's 
anticipated population growth. 
(Ord. #6140, 08/28/01) 

 
b. Establish minimum and 

maximum housing densities for 
residential districts.  Establish 
minimum densities for the 
High Density Corridors (see 
LU17), neighborhood villages 
and urban villages (see LU9) 
which provide sufficient 
residential density to facilitate 
frequent transit service and to 
sustain area businesses.   

 
c. Allow minimum densities to be 

reduced to the extent necessary 
to accommodate site 
constraints (e.g., difficult 
topography, stormwater 
drainage problems, aquatic 
habitat protection or wellhead 
protection areas) that impede 
development at higher 
densities.  (See Land Use 
Designations.) (Ordinance 
#6140, 08/28/01) 

 
d. Encourage compact 

development through density 
bonuses and by allowing small 
minimum lot sizes and 
innovative lot configurations.  
(See LU 4.2.) 

 
e. Encourage well-designed 

"infill" development and 
redevelopment in established  
areas which maintains or 
improves neighborhood 
character.  

 

davisj
Text Box
Excerpt from Chapter 1 Land Use and Urban Design
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POLICIES: 
 
LU 18.18 Expansion of existing industrial uses 

should only be permitted within 
properties currently used for industrial 
purposes.   

 
LU 18.19 New industrial uses should be limited to 

water-dependent or water-related 
industrial uses (as defined by the 
Shoreline Master Program).    
(Ordinance #6140, 08/28/01) 

 
LU 18.20 New structures along the shoreline 

should be located and designed to 
minimize the blockage of views from 
upland residences and offices. 

 
LU 18.21 In the event that the rail line adjacent to 

West Bay Drive is abandoned, 
consideration should be given to using 
the southern portion of the rail line 
right-of-way (near the wildlife tidal 
lagoon) for an urban trail connecting to 
the Percival Landing and Deschutes 
Parkway waterfront facilities.  (See the 
Urban Trails Plan.)  (Ordinance  No. 
5569, 12/19/95; Ordinance #6140, 
08/28/01) 

 

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
 
This section provides a brief description of the land 
use designations shown on Map 1-3.  Figure 1-5 
summarizes the types of uses, densities of 
development, and building heights generally 
allowed in under these designations.  Figure 1-6 
lists the acreage of land area proposed for each 
land use in each neighborhood.  The zoning 
ordinance will provide more detailed direction 
regarding the development of these ar1eas, 
consistent with the policies of this chapter.  
 
Residential- 1 Unit Per 5 Acres.  This designation 
provides for low-density residential development 
in designated sensitive drainage basins in a manner 
that protects aquatic habitat from degradation. 

Residential Low Impact.  This designation 
provides for mixed density single-family 
residential development at average housing 
densities from two to four units per acre, 
provided that the development avoids adverse 
impacts upon aquatic habitat and does not create 
off-site stormwater problems.   (Ordinance 
#6140, 08/28/01) 
 
Residential - 4.  This designation provides for 
single family residential development at 
densities that will maintain environmental 
quality and prevent stormwater related 
problems.  Residential development may occur 
in these areas at densities of up to four units per 
acre, provided that the applicant demonstrates 
that stormwater generated by the proposed 
development can be accommodated without 
creating off-site problems.  (See the Drainage 
Design and Erosion Control Manual.) 
 
Residential 4-8.  This designation provides for 
single family and townhouse development at 
densities between four and eight units per acre.  
Housing on sites without sewer service must be 
clustered on a portion of the site, consistent with 
Environmental Health requirements, so that the 
overall site can achieve a minimum density of 
four units per acre upon provision of sewer 
service.  (See LU5.) 
 
Residential 6-12.  This designation provides for 
single family, duplex, and townhouse 
development at densities from six to twelve 
units per acre. Areas designated for such use 
should be relatively close to arterials or major 
collectors with transit service.  Parcels located 
in the High Density Corridor Transition Area 
are allowed triplex and fourplex housing types 
as permitted uses. 
 
Residential Mixed Use.  This designation 
provides for downtown high density housing 
mixed with commercial uses.  The commercial 
uses are intended to help preserve the residential 
use of the area by providing retail and personal 
services within walking distance of the housing. 
 
Residential Multifamily 18.  This designation 
provides for multifamily development at 
densities averaging eighteen (18) units per acre.
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The permitted maximum density will be on or near 
arterial or collector streets at a density and 
configuration that facilitates effective and efficient 
mass transit service, enables affordable housing 
and is designed to be compatible with adjoining 
uses including existing and proposed single-family.  
(Ord. #5757, 12/16/97) 
 
Residential Multifamily 24.  This designation 
provides for multifamily development at densities 
averaging twenty-four (24) units per acre.  The 
permitted maximum density will be on or near 
arterial or major collector streets at a density and 
configuration that facilitates effective and efficient 
mass transit service, that enables affordable 
housing and is close to major employment and/or 
major shopping areas (e.g. the Capital Mall and the 
Lilly Road medical complex).  (Ord. #5757, 
12/16/97) 
 
High Density MultiFamily.  This designation 
provides for downtown mid-rise multifamily 
housing near the center of the City, the Capitol 
Campus, shopping, and transit.  It is intended to 
encourage dense downtown neighborhoods with a 
wide range of housing types, prices, and rent 
levels. 
 
Urban Residential.  This designation 
accommodates multifamily housing in multistory 
structures in or near the State Capitol Campus, 
downtown, High Density Corridor or other activity 
center areas; to provide opportunities for people to 
live close to work, shopping, and services; to help 
achieve City density goals, to create or maintain a 
desirable urban living environment for residents of 
the district; and to ensure that new urban 
residential buildings incorporate features which 
encourage walking and add interest to the urban 
environment.  (Ordinance #6323, 10/15/2004) 
 
Mixed Density 7-13.  This designation provides for 
a mixture of single and multifamily development at 
densities averaging seven to thirteen units per acre.  
The zoning ordinance may establish requirements 
for the minimum proportions of various types and 
densities of residential uses in projects developed 
under this designation.  Neighborhood centers may 
be established in these districts subject to the 
policies of this chapter. 
 

Mixed Density - 10-18.  This designation 
provides for multifamily housing averaging ten 
to eighteen units per acre.  Neighborhood 
centers may be established in these areas, 
consistent with applicable policies in this 
chapter. 
 
Neighborhood Centers.  This designation 
provides for the development of neighborhood 
centers, which will typically include 
neighborhood oriented convenience businesses 
and a small park (see Figure 1-1).  The locations 
for neighborhood centers shown on Map 1-3, 
Future Land Use are approximate, but are 
intended to apply within the bounds of the 
districts in which they appear on the map.  The 
exact location and mix of uses of the centers in 
these areas will be established at the time of 
project approval, consistent with applicable 
policies and requirements.  Additional 
neighborhood centers may be established 
consistent with the policies of this chapter and 
other applicable regulations.  (See LU9.) 
 
Neighborhood Commercial.  This designation 
provides for specific neighborhood convenience 
commercial uses in residential areas, [to be 
defined in the zoning ordinance]. [Language in 
brackets not adopted by Thurston County Board 
of County Commissioners.] 
 
Community Oriented Shopping Center.  This 
designation provides for the development of 
community- oriented shopping centers.  Such 
centers will typically contain a supermarket and 
drug store, and a variety of personal and 
professional services scaled and oriented to 
serve the surrounding neighborhood (e.g., 1-1/2 
mile radius). On larger sites, residential uses 
may be incorporated into the site design.  The 
zoning ordinance will provide standards for the 
development of such districts to ensure that they 
are compatible with adjoining uses. 
 
Neighborhood Village.  This designation 
provides for a compatible mix of single and 
multifamily housing (averaging seven to 
thirteen units per acre) and a neighborhood 
center.  This designation will enable 
development of innovative residential 
communities offering a wide variety of 
compatible housing types and densities, 
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neighborhood convenience businesses, recreational 
uses, open space, trails and other amenities that are 
seldom achieved under conventional, segregated 
zoning districts.  Specific requirements for the 
siting and relationship of the various land uses, 
dwelling types, and densities in these 
developments will be established in the zoning 
ordinance, consistent with the applicable policies 
of this chapter.  The actual mix and arrangement of 
uses will be established by the project's binding 
site plan.  (See page LU10.) 
 
Land under this designation may be redesignated 
for another use upon demonstration that the site is 
not viable for development of a neighborhood 
village due to site conditions, infrastructure or 
street capacity or, in the case of multiple 
ownerships, land assembly problems. 
 
Urban Villages.  This designation provides for the 
development of urban villages.  Urban villages are 
essentially the same as neighborhood villages, 
except the commercial component is bigger and 
caters to a larger area.  (See LU10.) 
 
Land under this designation may be redesignated 
for another use upon demonstration the site is not 
viable for development of an urban village due to 
site conditions or inadequate infrastructure or street 
capacity. 
 
Medical Services.  This designation provides for 
medical services and facilities, associated uses, and 
moderate to high density housing. 
 
Professional Office/MultiFamily.  This designation 
accommodates a wide range of offices, services, 
limited retail uses specifically authorized by the 
applicable zoning district and moderate-to-high 
density multifamily housing in structures as large 
as four stories.  (Ord. #5757, 12/16/97) 
 
General Commercial (GC).  This designation 
provides for commercial uses and activities which 
are heavily dependent on convenient vehicle access 
but which minimize adverse impact on the 
community, especially on adjacent properties 
having more restrictive development 
characteristics.  The area should have safe efficient 
access to major transportation routes, but 
discourage extension of "strip" development by 
filling in available space in a way that 

accommodates and encourages pedestrian 
activity.  (Ord/ #5757, 12/16/97) 
 
High Density Corridor-1 (HDC-1).  This 
designation provides for a mix of office, 
moderate to high-density multifamily 
residential, and small-scale commercial uses.  
The area should be a safe, convenient and 
attractive pedestrian environment that includes 
access by a full range of travel modes in order to 
reduce the number and frequency of vehicle 
trips.  Opportunities to live, work, shop and 
recreate are encouraged within walking distance 
of these areas.    (Ord. 6073, 12/12/00) 
 
High Density Corridor-2 (HDC-2).  This 
designation provides for a mix of office, 
medium intensity commercial and moderate to 
high-density multifamily residential uses.  
Opportunities to live, work, shop and recreate 
are encouraged within walking distance of these 
areas.  The area should be a safe, convenient 
and attractive pedestrian environment that 
includes access by a full range of travel modes 
in order to reduce the number and frequency of 
vehicle trips.    (Ord. 6073, 12/12/00) 
 
High Density Corridor-3 (HDC-3).  This 
designation provides for a mix of medium to 
high-intensity commercial, offices, and 
moderate to high-density multifamily residential 
uses.  Neighborhood and community shoppers 
will be encouraged to frequent these areas.  As 
redevelopment occurs the access and needs of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders and 
motorists should be addressed.  (Ord. 6073, 
12/12/00) 
 
High Density Corridor-4 (HDC-4).  This 
designation provides for a mix of high-intensity 
commercial, offices, and high-density 
multifamily residential uses.  Over time this area 
will transform into a more dense form of 
community activity centers and as continuous a 
street edge as possible which balances the 
access needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit 
riders and motorists.  (Ord. 6073, 12/12/00) 
 
Urban Waterfront.  This designation provides 
for a compatible mix of commercial, light 
industrial, limited heavy industrial, and 
multifamily residential uses along the 
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waterfront, consistent with the Shoreline Master 
Program for Thurston Region.  (Ord. #5757, 
12/16/97) 
 
Urban Waterfront – Housing (UW-H).  This 
designation provides for a neighborhood of 
residential housing with limited 
retail/commercial/office.  This area is intended to 
help meet city housing density goals for 
downtown, and sustainability goals through the use 
of land for housing in a location – and at a density 
– that makes the use of a car a choice and not a 
necessity.  Housing in these high amenity areas 
will:  contribute to downtown vitality; result in 
well-designed buildings on continuous street 
edges; link one area with another; encourage 
pedestrian activity; add resident surveillance of 
public spaces to increase safety and decrease 
vandalism or other security problems; and help the 
city achieve land use, transportation, 
environmental and housing goals.  Development 
with 200 feet of the shoreline are subject to The 
Shoreline Master Program for the Thurston Region 
as amended.  (Ord. #6195, 07/03/02) 
 
Light Industrial.  The designation provides for light 
industrial uses (e.g., assembly of products, 
warehousing) and compatible, complementary 
commercial uses. 
 
Industrial.  The designation provides for heavy 
industrial development, such as manufacturing, 
transportation terminals and bulk storage, and 
complementary commercial uses.  Much of the 
land under this designation is subject to the 
provisions of the Shoreline Master Program for 
Thurston Region. 
 
Downtown Business (DB).  This designation 
provides for a wide range of activities that make 
downtown Olympia the cultural, civic, 
commercial and employment heart of the 
community.  A dense mix of housing, pedestrian 
oriented land uses and design and proximity to 
transit make a convenient link between 
downtown, the State Capitol, the waterfront, and 
other activity centers in the region.  The scale, 
height and bulk of development reinforces 
downtown Olympia's historic character, buildings, 
places and street layout.  (Ord. #5757, 12/16/97)  
 

Capitol Campus and Commercial Services - 
High Density.  This designation contains the 
State of Washington Capitol Campus and areas 
where limited commercial services and high 
density multifamily can enhance activities near 
chief employment centers such as the Capitol 
Campus, Downtown Business District and 
Central Waterfront.  The zoning ordinance will 
establish building height limits which protect 
views of the Capitol Dome.  (Ord. #5757, 
12/16/97) 
 
Manufactured Housing Park.  This designation 
is intended to provide suitable locations for 
retaining existing manufactured housing parks 
or allowing for the development of new ones.  
This designation should also allow other 
residential forms that are comparable to 
manufactured housing parks in development 
intensity, such as single-family homes, 
duplexes, townhouses, and the like.  (Ord. 
#5661, 12/26/96.) 
 
Planned Unit Development (Ord. #5757, 
12/16/97) 
 

Evergreen Park Development.  This designation 
provides for development and use of properties 
in Evergreen Park Planned Unit Development in 
accordance with the original project approval 
granted by Ordinance No. 3544 and all 
subsequent amendments thereto, including, but 
not limited to, Ordinance Nos. 3579, 3730, 
3776, 4835, and 5215. 
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 FIGURE 1-5 
LAND USE CATEGORIES (Ord. #5661, 12/26/96; Ord. #5757, 12/16/97; Ord. #6073, 12/12/00; Ord. #6140, 08/28/01, Ord. 5#6195, 07/03/02, Ord. 
#6323, 10/15/04) 

 
 

 
 ALLOWABLE DENSITY (UNITS PER ACRE) 

 
CATEGORY 

 
TYPICAL LAND USES ALLOWED 

 
MINIMUM4 

DENSITY 

 
MINIMUM1 

AVERAGE DENSITY 

MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE 
DENSITY 

 
MAXIMUM 
DENSITY 

 
MAXIMUM 

HEIGHT 

 
Residential 1-5 (Thurston 
County) 

 
Single-Family Houses 0.2 0.2 0.2 

 
1/5 acre 2 stories 

 
Residential - 4 

 
Single-Family Houses --- --- --- 

 
4 2 stories 

 
Residential - 4-8 

 
Single-Family5  and Townhouses 4 --- --- 

 
8 2 stories

 
Residential - 6-12 

 
Single-Family2, Duplexes, Townhouses and Condos 6 --- --- 

 
12-14 2 stories 

 
Residential Low Impact 

 
Single-Family, Duplexes, and Townhouses 2 -- 4 

 
4 3 stories

 
Residential Multifamily 
18 

 
Single-Family, Townhouses, Condos and Apartments, 
Manufactured Housing Parks 

--- Manufactured Housing 
Parks:  5; All others:  8-

18 

8 
 

24 
 

3 stories 

 
Residential Multifamily 
24 

 
Single-Family, Townhouses, Condos and Apartments, 
Manufactured Housing Parks 

--- Manufactured Housing 
Parks: 5; All others: 8-18

18 
 

306 3 stories 

 
Residential Mixed Use 

 
All Residential Types, Plus Small Scale Retail and 
Personal Services 

--- --- --- 
 

None 3-5 stories 

 
Urban Residential 

 
Residential Plus Limited Commercial --- --- --- 

 
None 3-8 stories

 
High Rise Multifamily 

 
Single-Family, Townhouses, Condos and Apartments --- --- --- 

 
None 5 stories 

 
Neighborhood Center  

 
Neighborhood Commercial Uses, Apartments, Condos, 
Townhouses, Parks, Civic Uses 

7 --- --- 
 

24 3 stories 

 
Neighborhood Retail7

 

 
Neighborhood Oriented Commercial, Existing 
Commercial Uses. 

--- --- --- 
 

--- 2 stories 

 
Urban Village 

 
Single-Family2, Townhouses, Condos, Apartments, 
Neighborhood Center, Supermarket 

--- 7 14 
 

243 3 stories 

 
Neighborhood Village 

 
Single-Family2, Townhouses, Apartments, Condos, 
Neighborhood Center 

--- 7 13 
 

243 3 stories 

 
Community Oriented 
Shopping Center 

 
Community oriented supermarket, personal and 
professional services and residential uses. 

--- 7 13 
 

24 3 stories 

 
Mixed Density 7-13  

Single-Family2, Townhouses, Condos, Apartments and 
Manufactured Housing Parks 

--- 7 13 
 

243 4 stories 
 
Mixed Density 10-18 --- 10 18 

 
303 4 stories

 
Medical Services 

 
Medical Offices, Limited Commercial, Townhouses, 
Condos and Apartments 

7 --- --- 
 

None 6 stories 

 
High Density Corridor-1 
(HDC-1) 

 
Mix of office, moderate to high-density multifamily 
residential and small-scale commercial uses. 

-- -- -- 
 

None 3 

 
High Density Corridor-2 
(HDC-2) 

 
Mix of office, medium intensity commercial and 
moderate to high-density multifamily residential uses. 

-- -- -- 
 

None 3 

 
High Density Corridor-3 
(HDC-3) 

 
Mix of medium to high-intensity commercial, offices, 
and moderate to high-density multifamily residential 
uses. 

-- -- -- 
 

None 3-6 Stories 

 
High Density Corridor-4 
(HDC-4) 

 
Mix of high-intensity commercial, offices, and high-
density multifamily residential uses. 

-- -- -- 
 

None 3-6 Stories 

 
PORM & PUD 

 
Offices, Townhouses and Apartments 7 --- --- 

 
None 3-4 stories

 
Downtown Business 

 
Commercial, Office, Apartments, Townhouses and 
Condos 

7 --- --- 
 

None 8 stories 

 
General Commercial 

 
Commercial, Office, Apartments, Townhouses and 
Condos 

7 --- --- 
 

None 3-6 stories 

 
Urban Waterfront 

 
Limited Industrial, Marinas, Hotels, Apartments, 
Townhouses, Condos, Offices and Retail Businesses 

7 --- --- 
 

None 5 stories 

 
Urban Waterfront - 
Housing 

 
Condos, apartments, townhouses, limited retail, 
commercial, office 

15 -- -- 
 

None 5-7 stories5 

 
Light Industrial 

 
Light Manufacturing and Warehouses --- --- --- 

 
--- 5 stories 

 
Industrial 

 
Heavy Industrial Uses --- --- --- 

 
--- 5 stories

 
Capitol Campus and 
Commercial Services - 
High Density 

 
State Government --- --- --- 

 
--- --- 

 
Manufactured Housing 
Park 

 
Mobile/manufactured Housing Parks, Manufactured 
Housing on Individual Lots, Single-family2, Duplexes, 
Townhouses and Condos 

5 -- -- 
 

12-14 2 stories 

 

                                                 
     1 Densities are calculated based upon net buildable residential areas.  Environmentally critical areas are excluded.  Minimum densities may be reduced as necessary to accommodate other site constraints such as poor 

drainage or difficult topography. 
     2 Includes zero lot line development and other innovative lot types. 
     3 This refers to the maximum density of individual project components (e.g., an apartment building may have 24 units per acre, but overall the development cannot exceed the maximum average density allowed for the site.) 
     4 See page 52 in Land Use and Urban Design for clarification of City and County adopted definition. 
        5 Height and building configurations have been established for specific blocks in this land use category. 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment C:  Olympia UGA Zoning Ordinance, Thurston 

County Title 23, Excerpts 





















 

 

 

 

 

Attachment D: Application and SEPA Checklist 
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Timeline of Events for Medela 
(Includes Staff and Planning Commission Recommendations) 

 
November 2009: Medela Group, LLC files their application with Thurston County  
 
September 2010: The proposal is placed on the County’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Docket  
 
2010 – 2012:  Time lapse due to significant budget resource issues for Thurston County 
 
June 2012: County staff meets with City staff, indicating they are ready to move 
 
October 3, 2012: City and County staff issue a joint recommendation to approve the 

proposal to rezone the area from R 4-8 to RM-18. They also recommend 
an additional plan amendment in order to provide feasible access to the 
subject property for future development at the higher density; This 
proposed amendment would reclassify 9th Avenue from Local Access 
Street to Neighborhood Collector 

 
October 10, 2012: County/City Planning Commissions host a joint public hearing 
 
October 11, 2012:  County issues a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (SEPA DNS) 
 
October 22, 2012:  The Olympia Planning Commission issues a 5-2 majority recommendation 

of approval, arguing the proposal is consistent with local and regional 
visions for increased density in proximity to urban corridors (Pacific Ave) 
to facilitate urban transit services and mixed use development. The 
minority expressed concerns about lack of connectivity and human health 
due to proximity to I-5. 

 
November 1, 2012:  The County’s SEPA Determination of Non-Significance is appealed by 

“Concerned Eastside Neighbors/Teresa Goen-Burgman, Joe Hanna, et al.” 
 
November 5, 2012:  The Olympia City Council holds a scheduled public hearing. Since the 

hearing was noticed prior to the SEPA appeal, the Council holds the 
public hearing and then announces that their recommendation on the 
proposal will be placed on hold pending the outcome of the SEPA appeal. 

 
November 7, 2012: The Thurston County Planning Commission issues a 4-3 majority 

recommendation of denial, arguing that despite regional and City visions 
for urban corridors, in the majority opinion, it is bad planning to put 
multi-family housing near single-family residential and a cemetery 

 



February 4, 2013:  The Thurston County Hearing Examiner holds an open record hearing on 
the SEPA appeal 

 
February 19, 2013:  The Thurston County Hearing Examiner issues a recommendation to the 

Board of County Commissioners, finding the appellants did not meet the 
burden of proof, and recommending they uphold the SEPA DNS and deny 
the appeal 

 
April 10, 2013: The Board of County Commissions issues a decision consistent with the 

Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation 
 
October 10, 2013: The County contacts CP&D Director Keith Stahley announcing the item 

has been placed back on the County’s Docket, and requests the Olympia 
City Council complete their deliberations by end of January 2014 and 
forward a recommendation to the County Board 

 
Nov./December: The City Manager discusses the request with the Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem 

and Chair of the Land Use & Environment Committee. They decide to 
move forward, without need for a further public hearing since nothing 
about the proposal has changed since the last public hearing closed. 

 
December 10, 2013: Mr. Stahley sends a letter to the County indicating that the City Council 

will deliberate on the matter in early January 2014 
 
December 20, 2013: Notice of the Council’s deliberation date is mailed/ emailed to parties of 

record, 300’ property owners/residents, and Registered Neighborhood 
Associations in the vicinity 

 
January 7, 2014: Medela Joint Olympia/Thurston Comprehensive Plan Amendment and 

Rezone is on the City Council agenda as an ‘Other Business’ item, 
including a presentation by City and County staff  



























































































































































 

 COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 
Cathy Wolfe 
      District One 
Sandra Romero 
      District Two 
Karen Valenzuela 
      District Three 

HEARING EXAMINER
Creating Solutions for Our Future  

 

 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, Washington 98502 (360) 786-5490/FAX (360) 754-2939 

 

 
BEFORE THE HEARING EXAMINER 

FOR THURSTON COUNTY 
 
In the matter of the Appeal of   ) 
      ) APPEAL No. 12-118110VE 
Concerned Eastside Neighbors/  )  Project No. 2009103063 
Teresa Goen-Burgman, Joe Hanna, et al. )    
      )   
      )   
      )  Medela Group LLC  
      )  Rezone and Comprehensive Plan 
Of the County's October 11, 2012  )  Amendment 
SEPA Determination of Non-Significance )   

 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

The Appellants have not met the burden of proving that the County SEPA Responsible Official’s 
environmental threshold determination was in error.  The October 11, 2012 determination of 
non-significance should be upheld and the appeal should be denied. 
 

SUMMARY OF RECORD 
Underlying Request 
Medela Group, LLC proposed a Comprehensive Plan Land Use amendment and site-specific 
rezone from Residential 4 to 8 units per acre (R 4-8) to Residential Multifamily 18 (RM 18) 
within the City of Olympia Urban Growth Area (UGA). The 9.01-acre property subject to the 
application is located generally north of Interstate 5, east of  Boulevard Street SE, and south of 
Pacific Avenue SE on an unincorporated island of Thurston County in the vicinity of 8th Avenue 
SE and Steele Street SE, Olympia, Washington. 
 
Thurston County reviewed the Comprehensive Plan and zoning map amendments for compliance 
with the requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and issued a determination 
of non-significance (DNS) on the proposed non-project action on October 11, 2012.1   

                                                 
1Under SEPA, "nonproject actions" involve decisions on policies, plans, or programs, including: (i) The adoption or 
amendment of legislation, ordinances, rules, or regulations that contain standards controlling use or modification of 
the environment;  (ii) The adoption or amendment of comprehensive land use plans or zoning ordinances;  (iii) The 
adoption of any policy, plan, or program that will govern the development of a series of connected actions (WAC 
197-11-060), but not including any policy, plan, or program for which approval must be obtained from any federal 
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Appeal 
Teresa Goen-Burgman, Tim Burgman, Lisa Hanna, Joe Hanna, Kathleen Blanchette, Carla 
Baker,  and Deborah Smithingell, known collectively as the Concerned Eastside Neighbors 
(Appellants), timely appealed the DNS on November 1, 2012. 

 
Hearing Date 
After a November 16, 2012 pre-hearing conference to clarify issues and procedures on appeal, 
the Thurston County Hearing Examiner conducted an open record appeal hearing on the SEPA 
appeal on February 4, 2013.   
 
Testimony 
At the open record appeal hearing, the following individuals presented testimony under oath: 
 

Joe Hanna, Appellant 
Teresa Goes-Burgman, Appellant 
Cynthia Wilson, Thurston County Planning Department 
Christy Osborn, Thurston County Planning Department 
Arthur Saint, Thurston County Public Works 
Ron Niemi, Woodard Bay Works, Inc, Applicant  
Lisa Palazzi, JW Morissette & Associates Inc., Applicant Representative 
Amy Buckler, City of Olympia 

 
Attorney Representation 
Jeff Fancher, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, represented Thurston County. 
 
Exhibits 
The following exhibits were admitted in the record of this matter: 
 
EXHIBIT 1 Appeal of an Administrative Decision, November 1, 2012, submitted by 

Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 2 Long Range Planning Department Staff Report, submitted by the County, with the 

following attachments: 
 
 Attachment a  Notice of Public Hearing 

Attachment b  SEPA determination issued October 11, 2012 

Attachment c Vicinity Maps (2) 

Attachment d Application and SEPA checklist dated November 12, 2009 

Attachment e Appeal received November 1, 2012 

                                                                                                                                                             
agency prior to implementation;  (iv) Creation of a district or annexations to any city, town or district;  (v) Capital 
budgets; and  (vi) Road, street, and highway plans.  WAC 197-11-704(2)(b), emphasis added. 
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Attachment f Pre-Hearing order November 20, 2012 

Attachment g Thurston County Zoning Map of Medela Property 

Attachment h City of Olympia and UGA Zoning Map of Medela Property 

Attachment i Memo to the Thurston County Planning Commission from Christy 
Osborn dated November 7, 2012 regarding the City of Olympia 
Planning Commission Recommendation for the Medela Site 
Specific comprehensive Plan/Rezone Amendment and Public 
Hearing Comments, with attachments: 

1. Map of Project site 
2. Vicinity Map 
3. Map of Indian Creek 
4. Land Use Designations 
5. Neighborhood Collector Street Specifications 
6. Written Agency Comments on rezone 
7. Written Public Comments on rezone 

Attachment j Staff Report for the Thurston County Planning Commission dated 
September 19, 2012, prepared by Christy Osborn-Medela 
Olympia/Thurston County Joint Plan Site Specific Land Use Plan 
and Rezoning Amendment  

Attachment k Staff Report to City of Olympia Planning Commission dated 
October 22, 2012, prepared by Amy Buckler 

Attachment l Memo to file from Cynthia Wilson dated 11/19, 2012 

Attachment m Aerials and Lidar from Geodata 

1. Aerial, 2012 
2. Aerial, 2012 with 2 foot contours 
3. Aerial, 2012 with Wetland, Stream, 100-year Floodplain 

Overlays 
4. 2011 Lidar Mapping from Geodata 

Attachment n Comment Letters 

1. 10/25/2012 Comment letter from Department of Ecology 
2. 10/10/2012 Comment letter from Bigelow House 

Preservation  Association 
3. 10/24, 2012 Comment letter from Deborah Smithingell 
4. 10/24/2012 Comment letter from Tim Burgman 
5. 10/24/2012 Comment letter from Joe Hanna 
6. 10/24/2012 Comment letter from Lisa Hanna 
7. 10/24/2012 Comment letter from Kathleen Blanchette 
8. 10/25, 2012 Comment letter from Carla Baker 
9. 10/24/2012 Comment letter from Teresa Goen-Burgman 
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Attachment o January 10, 2013 Summary Report Responding to DNS  appeal 
prepared by Lisa Palazzi, PWS of JW Morrissette and Associates, 
Inc. P.S. for the Medela group   

Attachment p Professional resume and qualifications for Lisa Palazzi 

Attachment q January 10, 2013, Prairie Habitat and Species Reconnaissance 
report submitted by Key Mc Murray, Owner, Professional Stream 
and Wildlife Biologist, Key Environmental Solutions, LLC 

Attachment r Professional resume and qualifications for Key McMurry 

EXHIBIT 3 Summary Report responding to DNS Appeal, Lisa Palazzi, CPSS, PWS of J.W. 
Morrissette & Associates, Inc. P.S., January 10, 2013, submitted by Applicant 

 
EXHIBIT 4 Prairie Habitat and Species Recon, Key McMurray, Key Environmental 

Solutions, LLC, January 8, 2013, submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHIBIT 5 Professional Resume of Lisa M. Palazzi, submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHIBIT 6 Professional Resume of Key McMurray, submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHIBIT 7 Correspondence from Paul Elvig, January 31, 2013, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 8 Professional Background of Paul M. Elvig, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 9 Court of Appeals Published Opinion No. 30178-8-III, Spokane County, 

Headwaters Development Group, LLC. And Red Maple Investment Group, LLC. 
vs. Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board and Michael and 
Mary Fenke, Donald Lafferty, Leland and Darlene Lessig, David and Bobbie 
Masinter, Lawrence McGee, David and Barbara Shields, Bert Walkley and Robert 
and Camille Watson, filed January 31, 2013, submitted by County 

 
EXHIBIT 10 Correspondence from Steve Erickson, January 30, 2013, submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHIBIT 11 Correspondence from Lettie M. Arnold, Masonic Memorial Park, undated, 

submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHIBIT 12 Correspondence from Jamie Glasgow, Wild Fish Conservancy NW, January 31, 

2013, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 13 Report: Thurston County, WA Urban Forest Data Development, completed 

January 2011, prepared by AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc., submitted by 
Appellants 
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EXHIBIT 14 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 
2005, California Environmental Protection Agency California Air Resources 
Board, submitted by Appellants 

 
EXHIBIT 15 Chapter 173-WAC Maximum Environmental Noise Levels, submitted by 

Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 16 Correspondence from Adam Sant, South Puget Sound Salmon Enhancement 

Group, January 29, 2013, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 17 Historic Cemetery Burials, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 18 Color photos submitted by Appellants (46 photos) 
 
EXHIBIT 19 "A Case For Water Typing in Washington State", a 14-minute video distributed 

by the Wild Fish Conservancy, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 20 Sound level measurements, taken by Tracy Burns and Teresa Goen-Burgman, 

submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 21 "Conservancy, the Lifeblood of Puget Sound", promotional materials prepared by 

Wild Fish Conservancy, submitted by Appellants 
 
EXHIBIT 22 Excerpt of DRAFT Mazama Pocket Gopher Status Update and Recovery Plan, 

prepared by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, January 2013, cover 
and page 81 only, submitted by Appellants 

 
EXHIBIT 23 PowerPoint presentation slides prepared by Liza Palazzi, submitted by Applicant 
 
EXHBIIT 24 Four graphics submitted by Lisa Palazzi, referenced in her PowerPoint 

presentation: 

a. Puget Sound Electric Olympia Service Center Parking Lot Repaving As-
Built, dated July 10, 1991 

b. City of Olympia Pacific Avenue Crossing As-Built, map dated February 
1987 

c. City of Olympia Underground Utility Map (current version available, 
undated) 

d. Washington State Department of Transportation map, "As-Built, State 
Route 5 Plum Street to Pacific Avenue" (15 pages) 
 

Exhibit 25 Written comments of Ron Niemi, submitted by Applicant 
 
Based on the record developed at hearing, the Hearing Examiner enters the following findings 
and conclusions.   
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FINDINGS 
Site and Vicinity Description 
1. On November 12, 2009, the Applicants submitted an application for a Comprehensive 

Plan Land Use Map amendment and site-specific rezone from Residential 4 to 8 units per 
acre (R 4-8) to Residential Multifamily 18 (RM 18) within the City of Olympia urban 
growth area (UGA).  The 9.01-acre subject property is located generally north of 
Interstate 5, east of Boulevard Street SE, and south of Pacific Avenue SE on an 
unincorporated island of Thurston County near both 8th Avenue SE and Steele Street 
SE.2  Medela Group LLC is a partnership made up of the three siblings of the Armstrong 
family.  Exhibit 2, Attachment D.  
 

2. The fourteen contiguous parcels are developed with nine low density single-family 
homes in various conditions.  One of the Armstrong sibling Applicants resides in one of 
the nine homes; the other eight were originally intended to be rental properties.  Two are 
currently uninhabitable.  City of Olympia municipal water and sewer provide existing 
service to the site.  Exhibit 2; Exhibit 2, Attachments D and M; Exhibit 3.   
 

3. Adjacent to the north of the site is the Forest Memorial Gardens Funeral Home and 
Cemetery, also within the UGA; zoning to the north is General Commercial.   Land to the 
east is within the City of Olympia, with General Commercial and High Density Corridor 
zoning designations.  Development includes industrial warehouses and the Puget Sound 
Energy storage yard and offices, which abut the site's eastern boundary.  Properties to the 
south are zoned R4-8 and RM18 in both the City and the UGA.  Development to the 
south consists of a single-family home site at the end of Steele Street and the I5 corridor.  
Parcels to the west are within the City of Olympia, zoned R4-8, and developed with 
single-family residences at three to 4.5 units per acre on lots of 5,500 square feet and 
larger.  Exhibit 2; Exhibit 2, Attachments C and H. 
 

4. The site is accessed via Boulevard Street SE off of Pacific Avenue SE, which major 
arterial is approximately one quarter mile from the subject property as the crow flies.  
From Boulevard Street SE, one may take either 7th Avenue SE or 9th Avenue SE east to 
Chambers Street SE, which is the western site boundary.  Presently, 8th Avenue SE and 
Steele Street SE provide access to the existing lots within the subject property.  Exhibit 2, 
page 4; Exhibit 2, Attachments C and G. 
 

5. Thurston County GeoData maps show a wetland and 100-year floodplain area abutting 
the site on the Puget Sound Energy parcel to the east, encumbering a portion of the 
southeastern corner of the subject property.  Indian Creek, a fish-bearing stream, is piped 
under the Puget Sound Energy site just east of the shared boundary.  Staff conducted a 
site visit for the purpose of inspecting the wetland and floodplain/stream area.  The exact 
location of the underground piped creek is currently unknown, but it is assumed to 

                                                 
2 The subject property is comprised of fourteen contiguous tax parcels: 09480045000, 09480046000, 09480048000, 
09480049000, 09480050000, 09480051000, 09480052000, 09480053000, 09480054000, 09480056000, 
09480057000, 52900100100, 52900200900, and 52900200700.  Exhibit 2, Attachment D. 
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daylight into the wetland (which itself is adjacent to I-5) and to then be directed under I- 
5 in a culvert before joining Moxlie Creek, which flows west and discharges in to Budd 
Inlet.  Both Indian Creek and the wetland are regulated under the Thurston County 
critical areas ordinance (CAO, Title 24).  The on-site area of the wetland and creek and 
the associated buffer areas would impact the development of the subject property, likely 
reducing maximum developable density regardless of zoning designation.  Exhibit 2, 
page 4; Wilson Testimony; Exhibit 2, Attachments L and M. 
 

Application and Environmental Threshold Determination 
6. The application was originally submitted in 2009.  At the time, the site was slated to be 

annexed by the City of Olympia by the end of 2010.  However, annexation did not occur 
and the City has indicated that they are not currently processing any annexations.  
Because the site is within the UGA, the application was processed jointly by the City and 
the County via public meetings in the fall of 2012.  Once the instant SEPA appeal was 
filed, the City tabled any action on the proposal pending resolution of the appeal in 
Thurston County.  Exhibit 2, page 3; Buckler Testimony; Exhibit 3. 
 

7. According to the application, circumstances surrounding the site have changed over the 
past 50 years such that a rezone is warranted.  The Olympia urban growth area has 
developed and I- 5 was built very near the site.  Olympia's Boulevard Road has become 
an arterial, utility corridors have been developed, and public transit service has been 
initiated.  Within the City of Olympia, Pacific Avenue is an arterial envisioned for greater 
development intensity.  The City's Comprehensive Plan calls for the area to become an 
urban corridor.  The Applicants assert that proximity to high capacity utilities, public 
transportation, and other alternative commute options renders the site appropriate for 
responsible higher-density development such that the current zoning designation would 
not support the highest and best use of the land.  The Applicants' representative indicated 
that the rezone is being processed as part of preparing the property for sale to another 
party who would develop it.  Exhibit 2, Attachment D; Niemi Testimony; Exhibit 2, 
Attachment K, Buckler Testimony. 
 

8. In the City of Olympia's review of the application, City Planning Staff recommended 
approval of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map amendment and rezone, 
finding the proposal consistent with City of Olympia Comprehensive Plan and Joint 
Olympia/Thurston County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies including those which 
aim to: 
 

 Maintain or improve the character and livability of established neighborhoods; 
 Provide a variety of transportation alternatives to enable less reliance on 

automobiles; 
 Provide people with opportunities to live closer to work; 
 Create desirable, livable neighborhoods that provide a variety of housing 

opportunities, accommodate different lifestyles and income levels, and provide a 
sense of community;  
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 Provide for a compact growth pattern to efficiently use the remaining buildable 
land and enable cost effective provision of utilities and services; and 

 Encourage well-designed infill development so that Olympia will become more 
urban. 

 
Exhibit 2, Attachment K; Buckler Testimony. 
 

9. The Appellants' concerns regarding impacts to neighborhood character resulting from 
development of multifamily housing, expressed in letters submitted in the comment 
period leading up to the City and the County recommendations of rezone approval, were 
also addressed in the City's Staff report.  City Planning Staff noted that the RM-18 zoning 
regulations address impacts to neighborhood character by providing for buffering 
between existing single-family districts and multifamily development when the subject 
property is greater than five acres.  The RM-18 standards require townhomes, duplexes, 
or single-family residences to be located along the boundary of multifamily housing sites 
greater than five acres that adjoin existing single-family housing.  Exhibit 2, Attachment 
K. 
 

10. After completing State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review of the proposed non-
project action, the County's Responsible Official issued a determination of non-
significance (DNS) on October 11, 2012.  The DNS noted that "critical areas including 
Indian Creek and an associated wetland system ... may limit development around this 
area or require the transfer of density outside of critical areas and buffers."  Exhibit 2, 
Attachment B, DNS. 

 
Appeal 
11. On November 1, 2012, Appellants submitted an appeal of the DNS arguing as follows 

(partially paraphrased and condensed):   
 

Court cases have allowed the use of future studies as a mitigating condition. 
However, agencies are encouraged to obtain the necessary studies to identify 
probable impacts before a threshold determination is issued.  This allows 
appropriate mitigation to be added to the permit before any construction activities 
occur.  The Appellants believe the following issues should have been studied 
prior to issuance of the threshold determination: 
 
 Traffic: the identified 937 increased trips do not reflect maximum possible 

density under the proposal and traffic impacts on the neighborhood have not 
been fully analyzed 
 

 On-site soils, wetlands, 100-year floodplain: Appellants believe there are 
wetland areas on-site and the 100-year floodplain has not been identified 
 

 Mazama pocket gopher: Appellants believe the species could be on-site, 
affecting maximum densities 
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 Need for retaining walls 

 
 Air pollution and noise pollution: Appellants believe the proposal would 

increase air and noise pollution to surrounding residences during construction 
and road upgrades, as well as through removing existing mature trees 
 

 Street upgrades: Appellants assert that necessary street improvements to 
handle projected traffic would require "taking" of real property from existing 
residential parcels 
 

 Impacts to historical cemetery and residence: Appellants assert that 
inadequate analysis of impacts to historical features in the area was reviewed 
prior to issuance 

 
For these reasons, Appellants request the DNS be withdrawn and an 
environmental impact statement be required. 

 
Exhibit 1; Hanna Testimony; Goen-Burgman Testimony; Exhibit 2, Attachment B, DNS. 
 

12. Written notice of public hearing was mailed to the Appellants and published in The 
Olympian on January 25, 2013, at least ten days prior to the hearing.  Exhibit 2, page 5; 
Exhibit 2, Attachment A. 

 
Traffic 
13. With the application for Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map amendment and rezone, the 

Applicant submitted a conceptual development plan showing what a potential 
development of the site could look like under the proposed zoning.3  It showed single-
family homes in the west portion of the site adjacent to the existing development, with 
the density gradually increasing to the east towards the PSE property.  The conceptual 
design showed 140 townhome and apartment units, representing development at 
approximately 15.5 units per acre.  Using the industry standard ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, Thurston County Staff extrapolated that this number of units would generate 
approximately 937 average new daily vehicle trips and an estimated 86 PM peak hour 
trips.  Both County and City Roads Staff noted that the project would likely trigger the 
500 trips per day threshold requiring the streets used for access to be upgraded to 
Neighborhood Collector standards from their current Local Access standards.  City and 
County Staff noted that prior to any development permit issuance, a full traffic impact 
analysis would be required to determine the extent of additional traffic, required street 
improvements, and intersection and pavement capacities, among other road standards.  
Exhibit 3; Exhibit 2; Exhibit 2, Attachment I. 
 

                                                 
3 The conceptual plan was not offered in evidence. 
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14. Appellants argued that a full traffic study needed to be conducted prior to issuance of the 
DNS due to the significant increase in traffic volumes likely to result from development 
consistent with the proposed rezone and due to significant alteration to the existing local 
access streets that serve residential development around the project site.  Exhibit 1; 
Hanna Testimony. 
 

15. County Planning Staff took the position that a traffic study is premature given that no 
development proposal has been submitted.  Osborn Testimony; Exhibit 2.  City Planning 
Staff testified that at the rezone stage, traffic is considered in terms of feasibility rather 
than identification of mitigation because impacts cannot be known until a proposal is 
submitted.  Buckler Testimony. 
 

16. The Applicants acknowledged that a full traffic study would be required at the time 
development is proposed and that mitigation would be required for traffic from any future 
development of the site.  They agreed with City and County Staff that a traffic impact 
analysis is not typically undertaken at rezone without a specific development proposal 
under review.  Niemi Testimony; Exhibit 3.   
 

Soil, Slope, Wetland, and Floodplain 
17. Because portions of the site likely contain wetlands and possibly Indian Creek, 

Appellants argued that lack of detailed soil, wetland, and Indian Creek floodplain studies 
prior to DNS issuance could result in impacts the critical areas because future 
development would be too dense.  They argued that preliminary information short of 
"boots on the ground site study" could not provide adequate information upon which to 
base the DNS.  Appellants consulted with Jamie Glasgow, Science and Research Director 
with Wild Fish Conservancy, regarding their appeal.  Mr. Glasgow submitted a letter 
asserting that failing to require detailed critical areas studies prior to non-project DNS 
issuance could have the adverse outcome of allowing the Applicants to move forward 
with inadequate certainty as to how much development their property can sustain in 
compliance with critical areas regulations.  Exhibit 1; Hanna Testimony; Exhibit 12.  
 

18. The Appellants did not submit argument or evidence relating to slopes or retaining walls 
at hearing. 
 

19. The Applicants noted that there are no active landslide areas or other geological hazard 
areas on-site and the site's soils as mapped are not considered erosion prone by the 
NRCS.  They also noted that slopes would be evaluated for site design purposes once 
there is a development proposal under consideration and that any grading or engineered 
retaining walls would be required to satisfy County regulations.  Exhibit 3; Exhibit 23, 
Slide 5;Palazzi Testimony.   
 

20. The County responded to the Appellants' critical areas arguments noting that the site was 
inspected and analyzed to determine if rezoning would cause a significant impact to the 
on-site critical areas including the creek, the wetland, and the potential for Mazama 
pocket gopher habitat on-site.  Because the CAO would prohibit impacts to critical areas 
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regardless of density, the County Responsible Official determined that the rezone would 
result in no significant impacts to the critical areas.  All information indicates that there is 
developable area outside of the sensitive areas capable of being developed to the 
proposed zoning designation.  Wilson Testimony; Exhibit 2, pages 6-7. 
 

21. The Applicants acknowledged that a detailed soil study and wetland delineation/creek 
study would be required when a development proposal is reviewed.  They noted that 
delineation of the wetland boundary and the wetland and creek buffer areas would be 
required in order to determine the required setbacks from critical areas and thus the size 
of the development envelope, which would determine the allowed density.  Exhibit 3.   
 

22. To respond to the SEPA appeal, the Applicants commissioned a professionally prepared 
critical areas and soil survey of the site.  The southwestern portion of the site contains 
two natural swales.  According to the Applicant's consultant who conducted the survey, 
the western of the two swales does not contain wetland hydrology, hydrophytic soils, or 
wetland vegetation.  The eastern of the two swales contains a Palustrine Forested/ 
Palustrine Scrub/Shrub wetland fed by piped flow from Indian Creek and also by 
stormwater flows from the adjacent PSE site (and potentially other properties including I-
5).  Indian Creek is a Type 3 fish-bearing stream requiring a 150-foot buffer based on 
stream width (measuring its width upstream of Pacific Avenue where it is free flowing).  
Based on her site visit, the Applicants' consultant estimated that approximately 1/4 acre 
of the wetland is within the subject property, while the rest is located to the east and 
south.  Preliminary rating of the entire wetland indicates it is a Category 3 wetland with a 
score of 47 points, including 19 habitat points.  Pursuant to the CAO, such a wetland 
must be provided with a 100-foot buffer.  At the time a development proposal is 
reviewed, the wetland would be accurately delineated.  The Applicants' consultant 
postulated that on-site portions of the stream buffer would fall within the 100-foot 
wetland buffer.4  Regardless, the actual square footage of the on-site critical areas would 
be subtracted from the total site area for the purpose of calculating maximum density.  
The buffers would be protected from development but would not be subtracted from the 
site area for the purpose of calculating maximum density.  The site visit confirmed that 
site soils are consistent with existing mapping.  The Applicants' consultant concluded 
from her review of the site that the property is developable.  She has no concerns that any 
critical areas would be adversely impacted by development consistent with the proposed 
rezone, due to the fact that any development would be required to comply with the 
County's CAO and other development regulations.  Exhibit 23; Palazzi Testimony. 

 
Mazama Pocket Gopher 
23. The Appellants argued that the DNS was inappropriately issued without a site study to 

determine the presence of the Mazama pocket gopher, a species which is a candidate for 
listing under the federal Endangered Species Act and is designated as threatened by the 
State.  They argued that the gopher survey conducted by the Applicants' consultant was 

                                                 
4 Jamie Glasgow of the Wild Fish Conservancy commented that the creek might require up to a 200-foot buffer.  
Ms. Palazzi noted that even a 200-foot stream buffer for Indian Creek is likely to fall within the 100-foot buffer for 
the Category 3 wetland.  Exhibit 23; Palazzi Testimony. 
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performed at the wrong time of the year, outside of the optimal April through October 
window.  They noted that the owner of Calvary Cemetery says its site has prairie soils.  
Appellants contended that no site soil samples were taken prior to DNS issuance.  Exhibit 
1; Hanna Testimony. 
 

24. Per Thurston County GeoData, the sites soils are comprised primarily of Yelm fine sandy 
loam.  Exhibit 2, Attachment D. 
 

25. The excerpt of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Draft Mazama 
Pocket Gopher Status Update and Recovery Plan (January 2013) submitted by Appellants 
rates the likely presence of the gophers based on soil types.  The Draft Plan rates Yelm 
fine sandy loam as a "D" gopher soil.  "D" soils are "gravelly, silt loam, or sandy soils 
with variable high seasonal water table [and] a small number of gopher occurrences."  
Exhibit 22. 
 

26. Based on the appeal, the Applicants commissioned and submitted a professionally 
prepared prairie habitat reconnaissance study of the subject property.  The study was 
performed on January 3, 2013, in response to the November 1, 2013 appeal.  The study 
reported that no Mazama pocket gopher mounds, prairie plants, or oaks were observed 
on-site, while numerous moles were observed.  The consultant submitted her professional 
opinion that no prairie species, including Mazama pocket gophers, exist on-site.  The 
document stated that another site visit would occur in April to survey for then-current 
gopher presence within the WDFW-recommended window.  Exhibits 4, 6, and 6.a.  Ms. 
Palazzi reviewed and concurred with the determination that the site did not contain 
evidence of Mazama pocket gophers or other prairie species/habitats.  Palazzi Testimony; 
Exhibit 23. 
 

Noise and Air Pollution 
27. The Environmental Checklists states, at Item 4.b: "The majority of existing grass, trees, 

and shrub vegetation will be removed as required to facilitate construction of the planned 
project and replaced by vegetation in accordance with an approved landscape plan."  
Exhibit 2, Attachment D, page 7. 
 

28. The Appellants asserted that the site's mature vegetation acts to shield existing residences 
in the neighborhood from air and noise pollution caused by I-5 south of the subject 
property.  Citing a Thurston County Urban Forest Data Development report, they noted 
that urban trees are known to reduce air and noise pollution, in addition to providing 
other benefits.  They argued that removal of the site's mature trees would improperly 
increase noise and air pollution from I-5 in the neighborhood north of the subject 
property.  Using a sound level measuring device from Radioshack, members of the 
Appellant team took sound measurements south of the site.  According to their 
measurements,  noise from the freeway already exceeds the County's adopted noise 
standards; they contended that removal of the trees would increase sound levels from the 
freeway.  They noted that noise and air pollution are referenced in the first question of 
County's supplemental questionnaire form for non-project actions, arguing that this 
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means noise and air pollution must be studied prior to issuance of environmental 
threshold determinations in non-project actions.  Exhibit 1; Hanna Testimony; Exhibit 20. 
 

29. The Applicant noted that the Appellants' sound measurements were not conducted by 
professionals using professionally calibrated equipment.  Niemi Testimony.  The 
Appellants conceded this to be true.  Hanna Testimony. 
 

30. The Applicants contended that air and noise pollution studies are not typically undertaken 
during the rezone process, but they are sometimes required during design phases when 
specific development is proposed.  No local regulations require noise studies prior to 
development or prohibit development of residential property adjacent to I-5 or to other 
residential property.  Sometimes noise abatement design is included in developments 
where known noise sources exist or where the development would result in noise 
impacts; however, no development proposal has been submitted that can be reviewed to 
determine whether or not noise abatement is appropriate.  Exhibit 3.    
 

Street Upgrades Resulting in Taking of Real Property 
31. The Appellants argued that due to traffic volumes that would trigger Neighborhood 

Collector standards and because neither Chambers Street SE nor 7th Avenue SE have 60 
feet of  right-of-way, the rezone would result in significant taking of real property on 
several parcels.  Offering photographs taken by group members over the last two months 
from the edges of the respective rights-of-way, the Appellants contended that several lots 
would lose their entire yards, that at least three homes would have to be taken down, and 
that the required road widening would encroach into the adjacent cemetery.  Exhibit 1; 
Hanna Testimony; Exhibit 18.   
 

32. The City of Olympia Planning Department has recommended to the City that 9th Avenue 
SE be reclassified from Local Access to a Neighborhood Collector in conjunction with 
rezone/ land use map amendment in order to provide access to the subject property for 
future development.  Currently, 9th Avenue SE has a 60-foot right-of-way, which would 
allow for the improvements required of a Neighborhood Collector.  This would also 
require the portion of Chambers Street SE between 8th and 9th Avenues to be upgraded 
to Neighborhood Collector.  Because anticipated traffic volumes would be expected to 
exceed capacity for the existing rights-of-way along much of Chambers Street SE and 
along 7th Avenue SE, measures may be required to channel traffic off of these road 
segments.  Access for development at the proposed new densities might require some 
deviation from standards along part of the route, such as eliminating a planter strip on one 
side or other minor deviations.  County Public Works Staff testified that a variance could 
be required, but indicated that access to the site at the proposed densities appears to be 
feasible.  City Planning Staff also testified that access at the proposed density appears to 
be preliminarily feasible.  Exhibit 2, Attachment K; Saint Testimony; Osborn Testimony; 
Buckler Testimony.   
 

33. The County has never used eminent domain powers to acquire private property for the 
benefit of a private development.  It would be a private civil matter between the future 
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developer and each property owner along the proposed access route as to whether any 
parcel gives up any real property to accommodate future development of the subject 
property.  Saint Testimony; Osborn Testimony. 
 

34. The Applicants noted that there are multiple options for providing site access that do not 
require the acquisition of additional property.  Ninth Avenue SE already has 60 feet of 
right-of-way.  The subject property abuts Chambers Street SE along most of its western 
boundary; needed right-of-way along Chambers could be dedicated from the site by the 
future developer.  No new off-site land would be required to construct adequate roads.  
Exhibit 3; Niemi Testimony. 
 

Impacts to Historical Cemetery and Historical Residence on 7th Avenue 
35. The Appellants argued that approval of the rezone would adversely affect the adjacent 

historical Forest Memorial Gardens cemetery, established prior to statehood, where 
several Thurston County founding families have been laid to rest.  They argued that 
environmental checklist item13.b didn’t reflect the cemetery or the historical house on 
7th Avenue SE nearby, which is on the Olympia Heritage Register.  Appellants 
contended that no cemeteries in Thurston County abut higher density residential 
development and that the proposed density is not compatible with a cemetery, suggesting 
that people at graveside services "don’t need three stories of apartment windows looking 
in on their grief".  Appellants asserted that farmland should abut cemeteries.  Exhibit 1; 
Hanna Testimony. 

 
36. County Planning Staff commented that there is no proposed development or intrusion on 

the cemetery property or on any historical site.  They noted that at the time a specific site 
plan is reviewed, mitigation such as screening or visual buffers may be required 
depending on the design of the development.  County Staff indicated that their review 
revealed no significant adverse impacts to historical properties identified from the 
proposed rezone.  Exhibit 2, page 7.  City Planning Staff testified that protections for 
historic sites prohibit redevelopment of historic sites, not development of adjacent land 
and that the City has no concerns about the rezone's potential to impact any historic sites.  
Buckler Testimony. 
 

37. The Applicants argued that many existing cemeteries peacefully exist adjacent to 
residential and commercial development.  Any project-specific impacts to the adjacent 
historic properties from future site development could be addressed through design.  
They submitted comments from managers of other Thurston County cemeteries 
indicating that residential development is more desirable next to cemeteries than vacant 
land, because in the experience of those commenting, adjacent residential development 
tends to reduce trespass and vandalism.  The Applicants submitted testimony indicating 
that they have family buried at Forest Memorial Gardens and that they would never do 
anything to harm the adjacent cemetery.  Niemi Testimony; Exhibit 3; Exhibit 10; Exhibit 
11. 
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Final Arguments 
38. As argued by the County in its staff report: 

 
Although this proposed rezone is identified for a specific area, it is considered a 
non-project action because it is a change in the Comprehensive Plan and there is 
not a site specific project being evaluated.  SEPA review of a rezone evaluates 
whether the rezoning action will cause a significant adverse impact.  There is a 
range of potential development for a particular zone.  ...[F]or any proposed site 
specific project, additional information will be required based on the specific 
proposal itself.  The number of units may vary as could the location and design of 
the development.  ...  Issuing a DNS for the rezone does not allow development of 
the site.  ...[A] site specific SEPA [review] will be required for any development 
proposal over nine units and any development under that level would still be 
required to meet all City and County codes and requirements.  TCC 17.09.055. 
For the proposed rezone request, the impacts to the elements of the environment 
were considered and it was determined that for the rezone, there were no 
significant impacts.  At the time of project submittal, specific impacts, reports and 
mitigation would be evaluated.  No project would be approved that could not meet 
the requirements of the Thurston County code.  

 
Exhibit 2, page 6. 
 

39. The Applicants argued in conclusion that the application has been through a complex 
dual jurisdiction process, resulting in determinations by both the City and the County that 
the non-project action would not result in any probable significant adverse environmental 
impacts.  The critical areas studies prepared in response to the appeal go beyond the level 
of detail usually required at the point of rezone and were provided specifically  to address 
the Appellants' concerns, rather than because they are required by any applicable 
regulations.  The Applicants contended that all evidence in the record supports the 
County's determination that the proposed rezone would not result in probable, significant, 
adverse environmental impacts.   Niemi Testimony. 
 

40. In conclusion, the Appellants reiterate that it is not unheard of to do more complete traffic 
analysis at the rezone level and that for the people living in the neighborhood, it would be 
nice to know as early as possible what changes will occur to their neighborhood in terms 
of traffic volumes and road configurations.  They disputed that the subject property is 
within the Urban Corridor associated with Pacific Avenue.  They reiterated that those 
whose property may be affected by road upgrades want to know as soon as possible what 
impacts to their properties are going to result from higher density development.  Hanna 
Testimony.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

Jurisdiction 
The Examiner is authorized to decide appeals of environmental threshold determinations made 
pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act pursuant to TCC 2.06.010(E) and TCC 
17.09.160(A). 
 
SEPA Appeal Criteria and Standards for Review 
The State Environmental Policy Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW or “SEPA”) specifies the 
environmental review procedures the County must follow for proposals that may have an impact 
on the environment.  One purpose of SEPA is to “insure that presently unquantified 
environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate consideration in decision making 
along with economic and technical considerations.”  Every proposal that may impact the 
environment (unless it is exempt from the act) must undergo some level of environmental 
review.  RCW 43.21C.030 (b). 
 
The SEPA threshold determination is a determination as to whether a proposal is “likely to have 
a probable significant adverse environmental impact.”  WAC 197-11-330.  If the responsible 
official determines that a proposal will not have a probable, significant adverse environmental 
impact, a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) is issued.  If the responsible official 
determines that a proposal will have a probable, significant adverse environmental impact, a 
Determination of Significance (DS) is issued and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must 
be prepared.  SEPA provides a process in which a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance 
(MDNS) may be issued to address identified probable significant adverse environmental impacts 
so that an EIS need not be prepared.  WAC 197-11-350.  
 
“Significant” as used in SEPA means a reasonable likelihood of more than a moderate adverse 
impact on the environment.  Significance involves context and intensity and does not lend itself 
to a formula or a quantifiable test.  WAC 197-11-794.  Several marginal impacts when 
considered together may result in a significant adverse impact. WAC 197-11-330(3)(c). 
 
“Probable” means likely or reasonably likely to occur.  The word probable is used to distinguish 
likely impacts from those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but are remote or 
speculative.  WAC 197-111-782. 
 
The lead agency must make its threshold determination “based upon information reasonably 
sufficient to evaluate the environmental impact of a proposal.”  WAC 197-11-335.  
 
In deciding whether to require an EIS, the lead agency must consider mitigation measures that 
the agency or Applicant will implement as part of the proposal, including any mitigation 
measures required by development regulations, comprehensive plans, or other existing 
environmental rules or laws.  WAC 197-11-330(1)(c).  The lead agency’s reliance on existing 
laws and plans to mitigate some of the environmental impacts of a project need not be disclosed 
in the MDNS.  Moss v. City of Bellingham, 109 Wn. App. 6, 21-23 (2001).  Use of mitigation to 
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bring a project into compliance with SEPA, without promulgation of an EIS, has been viewed 
favorably by Washington Courts.  Anderson v. Pierce County, 86 Wn. App. 290, 303 (1997). 
 
Clear error is the standard of review applicable to substantive decisions under SEPA. Cougar Mt. 
Assocs. v. King County, 111 Wn.2d 742, 747, 765 P.2d 264 (1988).  The determination by the 
governmental agency is clearly erroneous only if the reviewing tribunal is left with “the definite 
and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed.” Id. at 747 (quoting Polygon Corp. v. 
Seattle, 90 Wn.2d 59, 69, (1978)).   
 
The Hearing Examiner may consider environmental information presented after issuance of the 
threshold determination in deciding the appeal.  The purposes of SEPA are accomplished if the 
environmental impacts of the development are mitigated below the threshold of significance, 
even if the mitigation is not identified in the SEPA document.  Moss v. City of Bellingham, 109 
Wn. App. 6, 25 (2001).   
 
The burden of proof is on the Appellant to show that the proposal will have probable, significant 
adverse environmental impacts.  Boehm v. City of Vancouver, 111 Wn. App. 711, 719, 47 P.3d 
137 (2002). 
 
The procedural determination of the County's Responsible Official shall be accorded substantial 
weight in appeals.  TCC 17.09.160.I.2; TCC 17.09.160.S; RCW 43.21C.075(3)(d); RCW 
43.21C.090. 
 
Conclusions Based on Findings 
1. Appellants did not show clear error on the part of the County Responsible Official 

in reaching the determination of non-significance.  The Appellants' concern that 
detailed studies of specific traffic and critical areas impacts must be done to allow 
"appropriate mitigation to be added to the permit before any construction activities occur" 
is not disputed by any party.  Assertions that such study can and should be done prior to 
submittal of an actual development proposal in the present case are misguided.  The 
Appellants have not shown that waiting to review future development for compliance 
with traffic, road standards, and critical areas regulations (among all other development 
standards) in place at the time a development application is submitted would a) prevent 
applicable regulations from being effectively applied at the time of project review or b) 
be any way inconsistent with current procedural requirements.  The Appellants have 
shown no error.  Findings 3, 4, 5, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 
and 37.  

 
2. The County relied on adequate information in reaching its environmental threshold 

determination.  The Applicants submitted a completed environmental checklist and 
additional information that the County found adequate to support review of the proposed 
rezone.  Joint City/County public meetings were held to identify concerns with the 
proposal and many of the appeal issues were submitted in the comments prior to DNS 
issuance.  Using a conceptual site plan designed to show a potential project that could be 
developed if the rezone were approved, County Staff estimated new traffic generation  
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and concluded that road upgrades to provide access to the increased density of 
development would be feasible.  County Planning Staff conducted site visits to verify the 
critical areas information in the environmental checklist.  The nature and scope of 
information relied on were consistent with the SEPA regulations.  WAC 197-11-
330(1)(a)(ii).  The County’s DNS was based on information sufficient to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed amendments.  The information submitted by the Applicants in 
response to the appeal, including the "boots on the ground" wetland and creek review 
done by Ms. Palazzi and the Pocket gopher survey done by Ms. McMurray, corroborate 
the DNS.  Findings 5, 8, 9, 10, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, and 
37.  
 

3. The Appellants did not demonstrate probable, significant, adverse environmental 
impacts that would result from the rezone and land use map amendment.  Any 
future development of the site would be subject to review for compliance with then-
applicable regulations.  The site would be closely studied for slope, prairie habitat, and 
the exact extent and location of all critical areas - and all other County requirements - at 
the time development is proposed.  Any development of the site would be constrained by 
required protections for critical areas.  The number of units allowed to be built would be 
constrained by availability of adequate access.  The Appellants' concerns that real 
property would be forcibly taken by the County or a future developer are misplaced.  
While they voiced opinions regarding what type of development is appropriate adjacent 
to cemeteries, the Appellants have not shown any adverse impacts to the cemetery from 
the proposed rezone.  The Appellants' arguments essentially amount to generalized 
opposition to the proposed increase in density without showing any specific harm.  
Having failed to show any lack of compliance with applicable plans or regulations, their 
opposition is not sufficient to stop the owner of the adjacent property from doing what 
the law allows.  Findings 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 
and 40; Sunderland Servs. v. Pasco, 127 Wn.2d 782, 797 (1995)5;  Parkridge v. City of 
Seattle, 89 Wn.2d 454, 462 (1978); Maranatha Mining, Inc. v. Pierce County, 59 Wn. 
App. 795 (1990).   
 

4. Any arguments not addressed were deemed unpersuasive. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the preceding findings and conclusions, the October 11, 2012 determination of non-
significance should be upheld and the appeal should be denied. 
 
DECIDED this 19th day of February 2013. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Sharon A. Rice 
Thurston County Hearing Examiner  

                                                 
5 “While the opposition of the community may be given substantial weight, it cannot alone justify a local land use 
decision."  Sunderland Servs. V. Pasco, 127 Wn.2d 782, 797 (1995).   
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Approval of Agenda for Annual City Council Retreat

City Council

Agenda Date: 1/7/2014    

Agenda Number: 6.B  

File Number: 14-0024  

Status: Other BusinessVersion: 1File Type: decision

..Title

Approval of Agenda for Annual City Council Retreat

..Recommended Action

Committee Recommendation:

None

City Manager Recommendation:

Move to approve the agenda after discussion and edits as necessary.

 

..Report

Issue:

The City Council’s annual goal setting retreat is scheduled for this coming Friday and 

Saturday, January 10-11.  Approval of the proposed agenda will allow time for timely 

advance posting on the City’s website.  The proposed agenda is attached.  

 

Staff Contact:

Steven R. Hall, City Manager, 360.753.8447

Presenter(s):

Steven R. Hall, City Manager 

Background and Analysis:

Each year, the City Council meets for its annual goal setting retreat.  In addition, to 

setting goals for the year, the Council will also determine intergovernmental 

assignments, Council Committee assignments, its annual calendar, and other 

pertinent information.  

Ms. Kendra Dahlen, the retreat facilitator, has met with individual Councilmembers to 

gather topics and expectations for the retreat.  Ms. Dahlen then met with the Mayor, 

Mayor Pro Tem, the City Manager, and other key staff to develop the draft.  The 

proposed agenda is intended to provide an opportunity for the City Council’s interests 

and issues.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):

None

Options:

1.  Accept proposed agenda
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Agenda Number: 6.B  

File Number: 14-0024  

2.  Amend agenda

Financial Impact:

None at this time. 
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AGENDA 

 

2014 OLYMPIA CITY COUNCIL RETREAT 
January 10 – 11, 2014 
Northeast Fire Station 04   

3525 Stoll Rd SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 

 

Friday, January 10     
11:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.     

 

11:30 p.m. – 11:40 p.m.  WELCOME ~ RETREAT OVERVIEW ~ GOALS 
 Councilmember Interview Themes 
 Preparation for 2014 
 Retreat Agenda  

o 2013Goals and Accomplishments 
o Calendar and Assignments 
o 2014 Policy Priorities 
o 2014 Work Plan  

 

Kendra Dahlen,  
Facilitator, 

Athena Group 
 
 

 

11:40 p.m. – 12:30 p.m. 
[continue through lunch] 

 

INDIVIDUAL  REPORTS  
 Council  Experience 

o What Worked Well in 2013? 
 Who helped with success? 

o Current and Emerging Issues: 
 What will impact 2014? 

 2013 City Councilmember Highlights 
o Personal Perspectives 
o Significant Achievements  
o Lessons Learned  
o Achieving High Performing Council 

Criteria 
o Personal Aspirations for 2014 

Councilmembers 
Steve Hall, 

City Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12:30 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. 
 

LUNCH 
 Review / Approve Criteria for Council 

Assignments 
 Discussion 

o Council Committee Assignments 
o Inter-jurisdictional Assignments 

 
 

Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator 
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1:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS AND    
APPOINTMENTS / APPROVE COUNCIL 
CALENDAR 
 

Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator, 
Steve Hall, 

City Manager 
 

   

PART I - 2014 POLICY AGENDA/ 
DEFINING CITY PRIORITIES 

[take break as needed] 
   

1:30 p.m. – 1:45 p.m.  2013 GOALS and ACCOMPLISHMENTS: 
 Adopt a Sustainable Budget 
 Champion Downtown  
 Change the Culture of Community Dev. 
 Inspire Strong Relationships 

 

Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator, 

Executive Team 

1:45 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. 
[Approx. 15 Min. per  
Goal Area Group]  

BREAK-OUT SESSIONS  (Council will rotate)   
 4 Groups by Goal Area 
 What are the issues / opportunities that 

will impact the City's 2014 policy agenda? 
 Brainstorming / SWOT Analysis:  

o Strengths 
o Weaknesses 
o Opportunities 
o Threats  

 

 

3:00 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 
[4 groups: 15 min. + 
 30 min. discussion] 

BREAK-OUT SESSION REPORTS 
 Presentation from each group  

o Current and Emerging Issues 
o Internal /External Issues 
o Opportunities, Strengths, Threats 

 Common themes from group reports 
 Revisions to Goals? 

 

Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator 

All 
 
  

4:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. ADDITIONAL OR UNFINISHED ITEMS ALL 

 
  6:00 p.m.       SOCIAL DINNER   

The Waterstreet Cafe'  
610 Water Street 

Alcove Room 
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AGENDA 
 

2014 OLYMPIA CITY COUNCIL RETREAT 
 

Saturday, January 11 
8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 

 
 

PART II - 2014 POLICY AGENDA/ 
DEFINING CITY PRIORITIES 

   

8:30 a.m. - 8:40 a.m. ARRIVE, MINGLE, REFRESHMENTS  

8:40 a.m. – 8:45 a.m.  WELCOME ~ OVERVIEW OF DAY 
 Friday Accomplishments 
 Part II:  Policy Agenda 
 Flexibility in agenda and schedule 

 

 Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator, 

Athena Group 
 

8:45 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. FRAMEWORK - ULTIMATE POLICY INTENT 
 Policy Framework   
 Inter-relationships of Goal Areas   
 CP&D Planning Projects   
 Actions and Outcomes   

 

     
Faith/Kendra 

Faith 
Leonard Bauer 

Faith/Kendra 
  
  

10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. BREAK  

10:15 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 
[Discussion may extend 
into lunch] 

ECONOMIC REDEVELOPMENT OF DOWNTOWN 
 CRA Decisions 
 Action Plan - First Steps 
 Purpose, Process and Outcomes 
 Discussion 
 Next Steps 

 
 
 
 

Faith Trimble, 
Facilitator,  

Athena Group, 
Keith Stahley,  

Director, CP&D 
And  

Lorelei 
Juntunen, 

Senior Planner, 
Econorthwest 

 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. LUNCH ~ WALK / STRETCH/FRESH AIR  
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1:00 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
 

 

2014 GOALS AND WORKPLAN 
 Review results from Friday 

 Break-Out Sessions 
 Issues and Approach per Goal Area 
 Action Plans and Activities 
 Roles and Responsibilities  
 Measures 
 Partnerships  
 Timeframes 

 

 Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator 

ALL 
Keith Stahley, 

Director CP&D 
Leonard Bauer, 

Deputy 
Director, CP&D 

Jay Burney, 
Assistant City 

Manager 
  
 

3:30 p.m. - 3:40 p.m. BREAK  

3:40 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 

COMMUNICATION 
 What is working well? 
 What to improve? 
 How to improve? 
 How /when do we 'tell the story?' 
 Pro-active vs. Reactive 
 Levels of Public Participation (IAP2) 

 

 Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator 

ALL  

4:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 
 

WRAP UP  
 Next Steps to Achieve 2014 Workplan 

 Kendra Dahlen, 
Facilitator 
Steve Hall, 

City Manager 
  

 

 

Thank You and Enjoy Your Evening! 

 

 

 
 
 

'People of the Water' 
by 

Andrea Marie Wilbur-Sigo 
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