
City Hall
601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Contact: Joyce Phillips
360.570.3722

Meeting Agenda

Planning Commission

Room 2076:30 PMMonday, August 1, 2016

1. CALL TO ORDER

Estimated time for items 1 through 5: 15 minutes

1.A ROLL CALL

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes from the July 25, 2016 Planning Commission will be available at the August  15, 2016 meeting.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

An opportunity for the public to address the Commission regarding items related to City business, 

including items on the agenda.  However, this does exclude items for which the Commission or Hearing 

Examiner has held a public hearing in the last 45 days or will hold a hearing on in the future.

5. STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS

This agenda item is also an opportunity for Commissioners to ask staff about City or Planning 

Commission business.

6. BUSINESS ITEMS

6.A 16-0888 Capital Facilities Plan for 2017-2022 - Public Hearing

CFP Excerpt

City Budget Webpage

Attachments:

Estimated time: 30 minutes

6.B 16-0881 Olympia Northeast Neighborhoods Alliance (ONNA) Subarea Plan 
Review and Discussion of Implementation

ONNA Subarea Plan w/o appendices

ONNA Website

Attachments:

Estimated time: 60 minutes

7. REPORTS

From Officers and Liaisons, and regarding relevant topics.

8. OTHER TOPICS
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August 1, 2016Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

9. ADJOURNMENT

Approximately 8:30 p.m.

Upcoming Meetings

Next regular Commission meeting is August 15, 2016.  See ‘meeting details’ in Legistar for list of other 

meetings and events related to Commission activities.

Accommodations

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 

Advisory Committee meeting, please contact the Advisory Committee staff liaison (contact number in 

the upper right corner of the agenda) 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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Planning Commission

Capital Facilities Plan for 2017-2022 - Public
Hearing

Agenda Date: 8/1/2016
Agenda Item Number: 6.A

File Number:16-0888

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: public hearing Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Capital Facilities Plan for 2017-2022 - Public Hearing

Recommended Action
Public Hearing; no action required.

Report
Issue:
The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to hear testimony about the proposed Capital
Facilities Plan for 2017 - 2022.

Staff Contact:
Jane Kirkemo, Administrative Services Director, 360.753.8499

Presenter(s):
Jane Kirkemo, Administrative Services Director

Background and Analysis:
Each year the presentation of the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is the beginning of the annual budget
process. The 2017 - 2022 CFP went before the Finance Committee on July 13th and before the full
Council on July 19th for an early look at the plan. It was an opportunity for the Committee or Council
to direct staff to look at other projects, funding sources etc.

The proposed 2017 - 2022 CFP is the first plan to include new projects since the recession. This is
also the first plan developed since hiring an economic director, increasing the Transportation Benefit
District (TBD) fee, and establishing the Metropolitan Parks District (MPD). This plan assumes the
MPD board sets a rate and begins collecting revenue in 2017.

There are many exciting changes in the 2017 - 2022 CFP. The new plan:

·   Reflects acquiring at least 200 acres of park land in the next six years. This is the most
significant change in the CFP. The MPD supports at least $10 million in funding for land
acquisition.

·   Estimates the preliminary CFP is $142 million, up 3% over the current CFP.
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Type: public hearing Version: 1 Status: In Committee

·   Shifts focus from utility projects (one-third) to general government projects (two-thirds).
·   Reflects a one-time REET (real estate excise tax) increase of approximately $750,000 from

the sale/acquisition of west side medical facilities.
·   Doubles the TBD revenue, providing a total of $1.5 million for transportation projects. The

TBD Board approved a $20 per vehicle fee increase, bringing the total to $40 per vehicle per
year.

· Includes an update to the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) transition plan.  Work will be
done in 2017 on updating the plan for all City-owned buildings and park facilities.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
The Capital Facilities Plan addresses the provision of services to the city and is of broad community
interest.  Under the state Growth Management Act, the Capital Facilities Plan must be consistent with
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and budget.

The plan has applicability citywide.  The Capital Facilities Plan addresses a wide variety of issues
that cover the City of Olympia in its entirety, including: Parks, Arts, and Recreation projects;
Transportation projects; General Capital Facilities Projects; Drinking Water projects; Wastewater
projects; Storm and Surface Water projects; and incorporates projects from other Service Providers
such as the Olympia School District.

Options:
Public Hearing; no action required.

Financial Impact:
The CFP is a multi-year plan of specific capital projects listed, including projected beginning and
completion dates, estimated costs, and proposed methods of financing.  Projects funded in 2017
include parks, transportation, general capital facilities, drinking water, wastewater, and stormwater
improvements.

Attachments:
CFP Excerpt
City webpage
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City of Olympia, Washington 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan

Information and Resources II

The City Council wishes to acknowledge the many individuals who contributed to the preparation of this document. In addition to 
the required review by the Planning Commission, the following advisory groups also provide technical review of the CFP: Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee, and the Utility Advisory Committee. 

The Capital Facilities Plan is an implementing strategy of the Capital Facilities Element of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan developed 
in compliance with the Washington State Growth Management Act. 

The City is committed to the non-discriminatory treatment of all persons in employment and the delivery of services/resources.

LOTT Clean Water Alliance:  lottcleanwater.org 

Olympia Comprehensive Plan:  imagineolympia.com

Transportation Mobility Strategy:  olympiawa.gov/transportation

Olympia Bicycle Master Plan:  olympiawa.gov/transportation 

Water System Plan:  olympiawa.gov/drinkingwater

Information and Resources

Contact Information

Information Resources

City Council

Administration

Planning Commission

Capital Facilities Technical Team

City of Olympia

PO Box 1967

Olympia WA 98507

360.753.8325 phone

360.753.8165 fax

olympiawa.gov

Cheryl Selby, Mayor

Clark Gilman 

Jeannine Roe 

Jessica Bateman

Jim Cooper

Julie Hankins

Nathaniel Jones

Steven R. Hall, City Manager

Jay Burney, Assistant City Manager

Jane Ragland Kirkemo, Administrative Services Director

Keith Stahley, Community Planning & Development Director

Paul Simmons, Parks, Arts & Recreation Director

Rich Hoey, Public Works Director

Carole Richmond, Chair 

Brian Mark

Darrell Hoppe

Jerome Parker

Mike Auderer

Missy Watts 

Negheen Kamkar

Paula Ehlers

Travis Burns
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City of Olympia, Washington 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan

Letter from the City Manager IV

July 19, 2016

City Council and Citizens of Olympia

I am pleased to present the 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities 
Plan (CFP). I believe we are standing at crossroads. Olympia has 
a unique opportunity to hit the “reset” button.  The Council has 
the opportunity to review the vision—to affi  rm or adjust the path 
forward. This is your fi rst CFP since adopting the comprehensive 
plan, hiring an Economic Development Director and establishing 
the Olympia Metropolitan Park District (OMPD). This is the fi rst 
time since the recession began, over a decade ago, we are able 
to expand, develop, and grow capital infrastructure rather than 
simply maintaining what we have. 

The Preliminary 2017-2022 CFP is $142 million representing roughly 
a three percent increase over the current plan. The plan divides 
project spending into approximately one-third utilities and two-
thirds for general government projects. This is A big shift. Just a 
few years ago we were two-thirds utilities and one-third  general 
government projects.  With the completion of the McAllister 
wellfi eld project plus establishing the MPD, the funding has now 
shifted more to the general government projects.   The funds set 
aside for Park land acquisition account for the largest increase in 
funding. The 2017 plan refl ects a signifi cant one-time increase in 
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET), as well as increases in Transportation 
Benefi t District (TBD) revenues along with creation of the OMPD. 

One need only to look around the City to see the momentum and 
economic development occurring. Commercial, residential, and 
even the State of Washington are building again. Our challenge 
is to keep the momentum moving forward while maintaining 
aff ordability. 

There has always been a strong desire and need for capital 
improvements in Olympia Infrastructure that is innovative, 
inclusive and well maintained for current residents as well as 
future generations. From roads and bridges, to heron rookeries, 
to commercial recycling, Olympians desire infrastructure that 
supports the environment and creates a City where we can all 
live, work, and play. 

It should come as no surprise during the recession maintenance 
on our entire infrastructure was delayed, reduced, or deferred. 
I am pleased to say this CFP puts us back on track for building, 
street, and park maintenance. This CFP also includes funding for an 
updated Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) transition plan and 
projects. In 2017 an ADA assessment will be completed on all of City 
owned buildings and Park facilities. Once the plan is completed 
$180,000 per year is set aside for implementation of improvement 
projects. Funding for transportation ADA improvements is included 
separately in the individual transportation projects. 

A well maintained multimodal transportation network is critical for 
continued economic development and growth. Thanks to increases 
in the REET and the TBD, 2017 promises to be a highly productive 
transportation year. A top Council priority has been to champion 
downtown increasing commerce and private investment. The 2017 
transportation funding will be spent in the downtown corridor 
improving streets and pedestrian access to create a cleaner, safer 
more viable downtown. 

Last year the voters established the OMPD. The OMPD will provide 
funding up to $0.75 cents per $1,000 of assessed value for parks. 
The OMPD board has yet to set the exact Levy rate. The OMPD 
will begin receiving funds in May of 2017. This CFP allows us to 
exercise the options on Kaiser Heights and the D.R. Horton land 
acquisitions. We anticipate issuing a $10 million bond for these and 
other acquisitions acquiring a minimum of 200 acres of park land in 
the next six-years. Also the plan includes a trailhead serving Grass 
Lake Nature Park. The trailhead will include parking, signage, and 
frontage improvements. Also in an eff ort to increase capacity in 
our athletic fi elds, the Parks department is proposing to replace 
one of our existing dirt infi elds with synthetic turf. Expanding our 
public/private partnerships is one of the ways we have been able 
to expand the CFP. This CFP includes partnerships with the Olympia 
School District and Washington State Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT). The plan includes a $25,000 contribution to the School 
District towards the replacement of playground facilities at Lincoln 
Elementary School. This partnership provides a much needed 
Neighborhood Park for the South Capital neighborhood and safe 
play facilities for our kids. We are also exploring a partnership with 
the State for an off -leash dog run. I am sure you will remember 
the City closed the off -leash dog park in 2013 due to impacts on 
surrounding properties. A dog run concept is new. The run would 
be located between the Olympia Woodland Trail and I-5 bike path 
on land the City proposes to lease from WSDOT. The dog run 
would consist of a fenced area where trail users can let their dogs 
run off -leash.

A Message from Steven R. Hall, Olympia City Manager

“...Olympians desire infrastructure that supports the 
environment and creates a City where we can all live, 

work, and play.”
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Letter from the City ManagerV

UTILITIES

As important as maintaining a multimodal transportation network 
is maintaining good, safe, and reliable utilities. As mentioned 
earlier our citizens want innovative, inclusive, well maintained 
and aff ordable infrastructure. In the water utility, Olympia, Lacey, 
and Tumwater jointly own the former Olympia Brewery wells 
and water rights. Approximately 30 of the wells are not suitable 
for use as future municipal water sources and will therefore be 
decommissioned. All three cities will fund the project equally. 
Roughly $12 million is included for construction of a new storage 
tank and transmission main located in South East Olympia plus the 
Fones road Booster station replacement project will be completed 
in 2017. Also in Drinking water, we will be designing the Fones 
road water main and designing and implementing the Capital 
Village water main. In stormwater utilities we will construct water 
quality facilities providing treatment of stormwater runoff  along 
Martin Way. Martin Way is one of the City’s highest traveled arterial 
roadways. Providing treatment for runoff  from the roadway should 
improve water quality and habitat conditions in an important 
and intact wetland complex. The Cooper Point and Black Lake 
Conveyance Design project will evaluate the feasibility and present 
a cost eff ective design for increasing the capacity of an extensive 
Westside stormwater conveyance system serving approximately 
700 acres of development.

Utilities are an important key to our quality of life as well as 
our economic development. However, equally as important is 
aff ordability. Aff ordability is becoming more of a challenge for 
some of our community. These utility capital improvements will 
necessitate a modest rate increase.  In the operating budget we 
are looking at converting to monthly billing and are working with 
the UAC to ensure our rates remain aff ordable. It is a daunting 
challenge to provide the full range of services at the level our 
citizens demand without becoming economically segregated. 
This challenge extends to the operating budget and is at the 
center of our crossroads. 

Like the child’s game “whack a mole” just as you fi nd revenues 
for certain capital needs new ones pop up. This CFP does restore 
funding for maintenance but new issues/demands are popping up. 
The CFP does not include general support for sea-level rise, east 
bay erosion, a parking structure, continued removal of hazardous 
trees, or Percival Landing. In 2017 we will continue to study/defi ne 
these issues and look for dedicated funding or year-end surplus 
to address these projects. 

REVENUES

Since the recession we have been forced to look at CFP funding 
creatively. We have been innovative in generating new revenue 
sources, expanding our partnerships and using any excess year 
end funds. We have been transparent with the public about our 
needs and the public has been supportive. In 2016 we applied the 
six percent utility tax to Cable TV generating approximately $1 
million per year for major maintenance. This six-year plan shows 
the cable utility tax supporting building repair and maintenance. 
With voter approval, in 2017 we will begin collecting approximately 
$3 million per year from the OMPD. This CFP shows $7.2 million 

in OMPD funds over six-years. The OMPD board will meet later 
this fall to adopt the budget and set the rate. The rate will help 
support both the operating and capital needs.  Beginning with 
January renewals the TBD fee will increase to $40 per vehicle per 
year. These will double the current amount and this CFP refl ects 
a total of $9.1 million in TBD funds. These funds are dedicated to 
pavement management. The revenue structure supporting this 
CFP has expanded and is sustainable into the future. 

The fi nal payment on the 2006 Park bonds funded by the Voted 
Utility Tax will be made in December of this year. This frees up 
the two percent Voted Utility Tax for additional land acquisitions. 
Earlier this year the Council exercised its options for the D.R. 
Horton property and the Kaiser Heights property. The plan calls 
for the Voted Utility Tax (two percent) and one-half a percent of 
the Non-Voted Utility Tax to pay the debt service on the bonds 
plus generate suffi  cient cash each year for future Councils to avail 
themselves of emerging park opportunities.

CONCLUSION

For the first time in over a decade we are standing at the 
crossroads of sustainability and growth. The continued growth 
requires a vision and commitment to move forward with caution 
and creativity. I believe this CFP responsibly addresses our 
infrastructure needs as well as wants while moving us forward and 
keeping a watchful eye on aff ordability. This CFP is a partnership 
between the Council and its citizens. I am confi dent the plan 
before you strikes the appropriate balance between maintaining 
and improving the capital infrastructure of the City. I am proud 
to present it for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted, 

Steven R. Hall
City Manager
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City of Olympia, Washington 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan

City Council Priorities VI

2016 City Council Priorities
At its January 2016 Retreat, the Council established the following priorities for 2016.

Adopt a Sustainable Budget

• Make our budgetary process transparent, simple, and 
accessible so that everyone knows how and when to be 
involved

• Protect and strengthen core services, as well as identify 
strategic investments

• Build and maintain reserves so that we can continue 
services when times are bad

• Continue to manage our debt level responsibly

• Ensure all resources are used responsibly and eff ectively

Desired Outcome:  We have adequate revenues and 
reserves to support the social, economic, and environmental 
values of the community.

Champion Downtown

• Increase commerce and private investment

• Create a safer, cleaner, and more welcoming downtown 
for all to enjoy

• Develop partnerships to expand desirable public spaces

• Play a greater role in developing the vision and 
enhancing the image of downtown

• Develop a Community Renewal Plan

Desired Outcome:  More people will want to work, live, 
shop, and play here, and to increase the revenue base.

Deliver Proactive Community Development

• Invest in a proactive system that encourages 
collaboration in formulating and implementing plans

• Engage neighborhoods to plan their own future so that 
investments refl ect community values

• Encourage a staff  culture of community involvement and 
dialogue

• Increase revenue base so we can provide the enriching 
services and environmental stewardship the community 
values

• Align plans and ordinances so plans can be implemented

Desired Outcome:  We achieve the growth and development 
as defi ned by the community in the Comprehensive Plan.

Inspire Strong Relationships

• Develop stronger and healthier regional partnerships

• Enrich public participation so the community has a role in 
shaping public policy

• Fully engage advisory committees and the Coalition of 
Neighborhood Associations (CNA)

• Make homelessness a collaborative, regional priority so 
that we can establish an eff ective service delivery system

Desired outcome:  We operate more effi  ciently, foster trust, 
stay connected, and move forward together.

Ongoing issues with the economy require careful managing of programs and services to ensure public interests are well served.
Intergovernmental relations with the Port, Thurston County, Lacey, Tumwater, and the local Indian Tribes will also continue to be a 
priority for the Council. 
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Long Term Financial StrategyVII

What Should the City Do in the Following Year’s Budget When the Financial Forecast is Positive?

• Assess the situation

• Maintain adequate reserves

• Use one-time revenues only for one-time expenses

• Use recurring revenues for recurring costs or for one-time expenses

• Stay faithful to City goals over the long run

• Think carefully when considering revenue cuts

• Think long-term

What Should the City Do Every Year, Whether the Financial Forecast is Positive or Negative?

• Increase operating cost recovery

• Pursue cost sharing

What Should the City Do in the Following Year’s Budget When the Financial Forecast is Negative?

• Assess the situation

• Use reserves sparingly

• Reduce services

• Continue to think carefully when considering tax increases

What should the Council consider before increasing taxes?

• Will the increase result in programs or services that will have a quantifi able public benefi t?

• Is the tax source related and connected to the services that are to be supported by the new revenue?

• Is the increase fully justifi able in terms of need?

• Has every eff ort to educate citizens about the tax been taken in advance of the increase?

• Are the services that are intended to be supported by the new revenue supportable into the foreseeable future?

What should the Council consider before asking residents to increase taxes?

• Have eff orts to educate residents about the tax been made?

• Has there been ample time for residents to debate and discuss the issue? 

• Has the council taken the time to listen to residents’ concerns?

• Do our residents understand what the results will be following implementation of the new tax?

Revised 2015

• Make Trade-Off s

• Do It Well

• Focus Programs on Olympia Residents and Businesses

• Preserve Physical Infrastructure

• Use Unexpected One-Time Revenues for One-Time Costs or Reserves

• Invest in Employees

• Pursue Innovative Approaches to Service Delivery

• Contract In/Contract Out

• Maintain Capacity to Respond to Emerging Community Needs

• Pursue Entrepreneurial Initiatives

• Address Unfunded Liabilities

• Selectively Recover Costs

• Recognize the Connection Between the Operating Budget and the Capital Budget

Long Term Financial Strategy - Guidelines

Long Term Financial Strategy (LTFS) - Key Financial Principles
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City of Olympia, Washington 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan

Introduction - How to Read this Plan1

Below is the Readers Guide to help navigate the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) by section with a brief description of what each contains. 

Introduction

The Frequently Asked Questions have been designed to answer the most commonly asked questions about the Capital Facilities 
Plan, as well as assist the reader in better understanding elements of the Plan.

The Executive Summary provides a summary of project costs and funding sources included in the 2017-2022 six-year planning 
window. 

The Debt Limitation section explains the amount of money the City of Olympia can legally borrow. This is important because some 
capital projects are fi nanced with debt resources.

The Capital Facilities Plan Explanation defi nes the purpose of the CFP, statutory requirements, and methodologies used to develop 
the CFP in its entirety.

The CFP Funding Sources identifi es the various revenue sources used by the City to fi nance capital projects. Charted trends on the 
collection of impact fees, Real Estate Excise Taxes and Utility Taxes are provided in this section. 

Completing the Introduction section is the Project Funding Summary, which identifi es project funding sources for each project in 
the various program categories. County-funded projects within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary are also found here.

“What Are We Building in 2017?”

This section highlights projects that are past the planning and design phase and are “shovel ready” in 2017.

New and Completed Projects

Provides a brief description of all new and recently completed capital projects, the end result of the project, and before and after 
photos when available. This provides the Council and citizens a way to see how their money is being spent. New projects are those 
new to the CFP in 2017, and Completed projects are those that were completed in 2016.

 Readers Guide
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Introduction - How to Read this Plan 2

Program Sections

The next seven sections include the specifi c projects proposed for the 2017-2022 CFP six-year plan and are presented in one of the 
following program categories: 

Parks, Arts and Recreation Projects: 

Park site acquisition, development and maintenance projects, projects for the construction of individual neighborhood or 
community parks.

Transportation Projects:  

Major street maintenance projects, minor streets, sidewalk, and bridge repair projects, pedestrian accessibility projects; other 
transportation infrastructure-related projects including bikeways, intersection improvements, street oversizing, traffi  c calming, 
etc. Transportation projects have been split into two sections—those not funded by impact fees and those funded by impact fees.

General Capital Facilities Projects: 

Includes the City’s major building and facilities maintenance, repair and replacement projects, projects for the construction of 
public facilities, non-typical capital improvement projects or other projects that do not fi t any of the other categories.

Drinking Water Projects:  

Projects for additional storage for treated water, improving raw water utilization, planning for future water systems and capacity, 
and reclaimed water.

Wastewater Projects:  

Projects providing enhanced treatment of wastewater Septic Tank Effl  uent Pump (STEP) system management, and planning for 
future system capacity.

Storm and Surface Water Projects:  

Projects include stormwater fl ood control and water quality measures in the City’s storm drainage basins, and enhancement of 
aquatic habitat in local creeks and wetlands.

Each of the program category sections are organized in the same way and contain:

• An introductory narrative providing a general background of planning activities done in that section, as well as a discussion of 
planning goals and policies.

• Individual project information identifying the project’s location, links to other projects in this CFP document, a brief description 
about the project, a detailed project list for projects that include multiple sub-projects, justifi cation for the project, level-of-
service (LOS) standards or target outcome ratios (TORs) and how these will be aff ected by the project, and references to City goals, 
policies, and plan documents.

• A project fi nancial summary table summarizing proposed project costs, funding sources, and future operating and maintenance 
costs for the project.

Element of the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies

The CFP Element of the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies demonstrates how the Comprehensive Plan directly impacts 
development of the CFP. 

Miscellaneous Reports

• Financial Status reports for all active CFP projects; those currently listed in the CFP and those no longer requiring additional 
funding

• Schedule of collection and usage of impact fees
• Quick-reference CFP project location matrix
• Public facilities inventory
• Index of projects

Glossary

Glossary of acronyms and terms used throughout this document.

Olympia School District 2017-2022 CFP

The Olympia School District CFP is included because the City charges impact fees on their behalf. Any questions regarding their 
projects or their impact fees should be directed to the Olympia School District. 
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Frequently Asked Questions3

Frequently Asked Questions
1. What is a Capital project?

A structure, improvement, piece of equipment, or other major asset, including land, that has a useful life of at least fi ve years 
and a project cost that exceeds $50,000.  Capital projects are provided by and for public purposes and services including, but 
not limited to, public streets and transportation facilities, City parks and recreation facilities, public buildings such as libraries, 
fi re stations, community centers, public water systems and sanitary sewer systems. While capital projects do not cover routine 
maintenance, they do include renovation and major repair or reconstruction of damaged or deteriorating facilities. 

2. There are many projects listed in the CFP.  How does the City determine which projects are priority? 

First, the City determines if it meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan? Then, each project proposal is matched against the 
Council’s Long-Term Financial Strategy (LTFS) criteria:

• Maintenance or general repair of existing infrastructure
• A legal or statutory requirement
• A continuation of multi-year projects (contractual obligations, etc.)
• Implementation of legislative (Council) goals and objectives
• Ability to leverage outside sources (grants, mitigation, impact fees, low interest loans, etc.)
• An acquisition or development of new facilities

When considering which projects are funded in the CFP, adequate funding to construct and maintain projects is determined 
by two important questions:

1. What can we really aff ord? 

2. How do we choose when two or more priorities confl ict with each other?

As noted in the LTFS, leveraging outside revenue sources is critical. If grant funds are applied for and received, chances are 
good that the grant-funded project will become a priority. Grant funds become new and additional revenue to the City, 
above and beyond the City’s current resources. The City continually looks for ways to reduce the reliance on General Fund 
dollars for capital projects. In essence, grant funds allow the City’s current resources to be stretched a little further. Similar 
to grants are partnerships. The City tries to develop partnerships with other groups to lower the cost for construction or 
operations and maintenance.
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3. Once determined to be a priority, are these projects automatically given funding in priority order? 

No. See the last paragraph in question 2. When grant funds are received for a particular project, chances are good that project 
will become a priority.

4. Do state or federal grants require the City to do projects out of our preferred order?

Not necessarily—the order is determined on a project-by-project basis.

5. It seems likely that a capital project may aff ect future operating budgets. Does this have an impact on whether or not a 

project will be approved and funded? 

Yes. It is important that capital improvements carrying additional maintenance obligations impacting the General Fund budget 
do not intensify the strains already being placed on the Operating Budget.

6. When funding a particular project, where does the money come from? 

Non-Utility Projects

Parks, Transportation, and General Capital Facilities projects are funded through grants, cost sharing with neighboring 
jurisdictions (on shared projects), local improvement districts (LIDs), developer contributions, impact fees, the Real Estate 
Excise Tax (REET) (0.5%), Transportation Benefi t District fees, Non-Voted Utility Tax (1%), and Voted Utility Tax (V.U.T.) (3%). 

Funding for non-utility projects continues to be a challenge. In years when the City ends the year with revenues exceeding 
expenditures the council may choose to spend the excess on capital projects. 

Utility Projects

City Drinking Water, Wastewater,  and Storm & Surface Water utilities are operated like businesses and must be self-sustaining. 
Utility capital projects are funded through a combination of general facility charges, rates, and developer improvements. In 
addition, state and federal grants play an important role in funding of utility projects. 

The Growth Management Act requires projects shown in the Capital Facilities Plan to have suffi  cient revenues to fund the 
project.

7. What is the Utility Tax and what projects does it fund? 

The City Council has authority to approve, without voter approval, up to a 6% utility tax on private utilities. Five percent of 
the tax collected goes to the General Fund Operating Budget and 1% goes to fund Capital Projects. Currently the Capital 
Projects portion is $1 million. By ordinance, the Council can reallocate the 1% from the CFP to the General Fund. In 2004 the 
City presented Olympia residents with a ballot measure to raise the utility tax to 9%. This Voted Utility Tax was approved and 
provides an additional 2% funding to Parks and 1% funding to Pathways/Sidewalks.

8. What is the “CIP“ funding source?

CIP is funding for the City’s Capital Improvement Program. It funds projects that are not utility-related, such as Parks, 
Transportation, and General Capital Facilities projects. It is made up of 0.5% of the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) which must be 
spent on Parks or Transportation projects, 1% of the Non-Voted Utility Tax, interest earnings, and utility support from Storm & 
Surface water for Transportation projects.

9. Once a project has been approved and funded, can any part of the money be used for another project? 

Yes. The legislative body (Council) can, by simple majority, vote to appropriate funds to a diff erent project. In most cases, this 
will be done when money is needed to match a grant the City has applied for on another project, which allows us to receive 
new and/or additional revenue.

10. If a project was initially funded through the CFP and is not yet complete, will it continue to be listed in the CFP 

document until it is completed? 

It depends. If the project is still in-progress, but no additional money is needed beyond what has already been appropriated, it 
will not be listed in the CFP in future years. If the project does need additional funds appropriated beyond the current level of 
funding, it will continue to be listed in the CFP.

11. Individual project fi nancial information seems to indicate that a specifi c dollar amount can be expected to be spent on 

the project over the next six years. Is this a correct interpretation? 

No. The planning period for a CFP project is six years. Only expenditures and revenues proposed for the fi rst year of the program 
are incorporated into the Annual Operating Budget as the Capital Budget (adopted in December of each year). It is important 
to note that the CFP is a planning document that includes timeline estimates based on changing dynamics related to growth 
projections, project schedules, new information, evolving priorities, or other assumptions. The Capital Facilities Plan is reviewed 
and amended annually to verify availability of fi scal resources. Therefore, project cost estimates and timelines may change.

12. What happens if a project does not collect the amount of revenue as anticipated over the next six years? 

In deciding how to address a particular shortfall of funding, the City continually assesses current needs against future growth 
requirements and existing defi ciencies against future expansions. Other options available for the City to consider are to 
decrease level of service standards, decrease the cost of the facility, or decrease the demand for the public service or facility, 
resulting in postponement or termination of the project.
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13. Are all projects in the CFP completed within six years? 

No. The Capital Facilities Plan is reviewed and amended annually to verify that fi scal resources are available. And because the 
need for capital facilities is generated by population growth, existing facility defi ciencies, major facility maintenance and repair 
needs, internal operations, and Council and Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, there is a need to continually assess which 
projects are aff ected and should be considered a priority. As a result, project cost estimates and timelines may change.

14. How are lifecycle costs budgeted for replacement projects?

The City hired a consultant to determine the standard industry lifecycle for a variety of projects, (i.e. parks playground 
equipment, fi re equipment, HVAC systems, etc.). Replacement costs were then formulated to identify annual lifecycle costs for 
the City’s replacement projects. The recent acquisition of asset management software allows the City to better understand the 
optimal lifecycle of major assets, further enabling strategic and fi nancial replacement plans.  

15. What are impact fees?

Impact fees are charges assessed against newly-developing property in the City limits that attempt to recover the cost incurred 
by a local government in providing the public facilities required to serve the new development. Under the Growth Management 
Act, impact fees can be collected and spent on roads, streets, parks, schools, and fi re protection facilities. Currently, the City is 
not collecting fi re impact fees. 

16. What is the diff erence between State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) mitigation fees and impact fees?

SEPA mitigation fees are charged to “long plats,” or new, major developments for their direct impact on the system. SEPA 
mitigation measures must be related to a specifi c adverse impact identifi ed in the environmental analysis of a project. The 
impact mitigated may be to the natural or built environment, including public facilities. Transportation mitigation fees are the 
most common, but mitigation fees may be assessed for any project. These fees are collected for specifi c projects, and the funds 
can only be spent on the identifi ed projects. SEPA mitigation fees are assessed on projects within the City of Olympia, Olympia’s 
Urban Growth Area and adjacent jurisdictions (Tumwater & Lacey).

Olympia’s impact fees are charged to new development only within the City limits. The City is able to spend these fees on 
“system improvements.” System improvements can include physical or operational changes to existing streets, as well as new 
street connections that are built in one location to benefi t projected needs at another location. Funds collected can only be 
used for projects that are specifi cally identifi ed as part of the impact fee calculation. 

17. How are Transportation Impact Fees determined?

The impact fee structure for the City of Olympia was designed to determine the fair share of improvement costs that can be 
charged for a new development. Impact fees are charged to developers of new construction to pay for part of the cost to build 
streets and other traffi  c improvements that are needed because of new growth in our community. The following key points 
summarize the impact fee structure:

• A six-year street facility list, oriented to future growth, is developed. The projects are identifi ed through the City’s 
transportation planning process as being needed during the next six years to meet adopted level of service standards.

• Existing defi ciencies are identifi ed and separated from future trips on the street system.
• Future trips are allocated to geographic areas inside and outside the City using a traffi  c forecasting model.
• A Citywide fee system is established. The fee is 

calculated by taking the total cost of projects 
needed to accommodate new growth within 
the six-year planning time frame, divided by 
the number of new vehicle trips expected to be 
generated by new growth within this six-year 
time frame. This results in a cost per trip fee.

• A land-use based fee schedule is then developed.

18. How are Olympia’s population fi gures determined?

The Growth Management Act establishes how population/growth fi gures will be determined. The Act requires the State Offi  ce 
of Financial Management to provide a high, medium, and low range for all counties. It is up to the County Commissioners 
to determine what fi gures to use. The Thurston County Commissioners have delegated this responsibility to the Thurston 
Regional Planning Council (TRPC). TRPC provides the information for all of Thurston County. The numbers are revised every 
three to fi ve years and the model relies heavily on census data. If Olympia wanted to modify its fi gures, TRPC and the other 
jurisdictions would have to agree. 

19. How does the City calculate the amount of Transportation Impact Fees generated in a year?

The amount of transportation impact fees generated in a year is a function of how much growth occurs in a year. For planning 
purposes, the total cost of projects needed to accommodate new growth in the six-year planning time frame is divided by six 
to establish the average amount of transportation impact fees the City expects to collect each year.

 Total cost of 
projects needed to 
accommodate new 
growth within the 
six-year planning 

time frame

 The number of 
new vehicle trips 
expected to be 

generated by new 
growth within this 
six-year time frame

 Cost per trip fee
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20. Does Olympia have multiple zones for the Transportation Impact area?

No. The entire City makes up one zone.

21. If the City collects transportation impact fees on a specifi c project, must it be spent on the impacts of growth in that 

project’s geographic area? 

No. Transportation impact fees collected are pooled into a single account. When it is determined that a geographic area of the 
City does not have suffi  cient capital facilities in place and readily available when new development occurs or a service area 
population grows, money from this pooled fund is used to establish suffi  cient capacity to serve the service area population and/
or new development.

22. What the City anticipates to receive in impact fee funding seems higher than what is actually collected (as indicated in 

previous years). Why is this and how does it aff ect a project funded with impact fee revenue?

Impact fee revenue may be overstated. With the economic downturn, this has been the case in Olympia for several years. By 
showing impact fees in a specifi c calendar year, public expectations are raised about when a project will be initiated. Funding 
projections can change signifi cantly based on the rate of growth, areas where growth occurs, and the ability to obtain grant 
funding for certain projects. As a result, project estimates and timelines may change.

23. Can the City collect impact fees in the Urban Growth Area?

The City of Olympia may not collect impact fees for projects in the Urban Growth Area.

24. Why do various impact fee receipts diff er? 

Park impact fee receipts will diff er from transportation impact fees received based on the projects being constructed/acquired 
due to new growth. Also, Transportation collects impact fees on both residential and commercial projects, while Parks collects 
impact fees only on residential projects. 

25. When Olympia annexes an area where the County has a current, County-funded project underway, does the City assume 

responsibility for the project and associated project costs? 

When an annexation includes capital projects that will add to Olympia’s asset base, the City may negotiate related project costs 
as part of an interlocal agreement between the City and the County. 

26. How does the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) relate to the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan)?

The City of Olympia’s Comp Plan describes our community’s values and our vision for the future, including a set of goals and 
policies that aim to defi ne how we will get there. It serves as the foundation upon which City regulations, programs and other 
plans are formed. As many as 20,000 additional people are expected to join our community over the next two decades. The 
Comp Plan is our strategy for maintaining and enhancing our high quality of life and environment while accommodating that 
growth. The CFP is the element that brings the Comp Plan to life. By funding projects needed to maintain Levels of Service and 
for concurrency, the CFP helps shape the quality of life in Olympia. The requirement to fully fi nance the CFP provides the reality 
check for the vision of the Comp Plan. 

27. What does Level Of Service (LOS) mean?

A Level of Service is a quantifi able measure of the amount of public facility that is provided. Examples include acres of park land 
per capita, vehicle capacity of intersections, or water pressure per square inch available for the water system.

28. What is concurrency?

Concurrency is a concept that states all public facilities (streets, roads, highways, bikeways, sidewalks, street and road lighting, 
traffi  c signals, water systems, stormwater systems, wastewater systems, parks and recreation facilities, and schools) needed to 
serve new development and/or a growing service area population, must be in place at the time of initial need. If the facilities 
are not in place, a fi nancial commitment must have been made to provide the facilities within six years of the time of the initial 
need, and such facilities must be of suffi  cient capacity to serve the service area population and/or new development without 
decreasing service levels below locally established minimum standards.

29. If I want to become more involved in the CFP process, how do I get involved?

Citizens, community groups, businesses, and other stakeholders can maximize the attention and consideration paid to their 
suggestions by working with City staff  and the Olympia Planning Commission to wrap their suggestions into major City planning 
processes. Projects and policies are continually monitored and modifi ed by updates to long-term plans, usually through a public 
process with associated City boards and commissions. The Planning Commission holds a public hearing on the CFP (usually in 
August) and the City Council holds at least one public hearing on the CFP. To learn more, view the Planning Commission and City 
Council meeting schedules on the City of Olympia website. (www.olympiawa.gov) 
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The 2017-2022 Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is a multi-year plan 
of capital projects with projected beginning and completion 
dates, estimated costs, and proposed methods of fi nancing. 
The Plan is reviewed and updated annually according to the 
availability of resources, changes in City policy and community 
needs, unexpected emergencies and events, and changes in 
cost and fi nancial strategies.

It is important to understand that a multi-year Capital Facilities 
Plan does not represent a fi nancial commitment. City Council 
approval does not automatically authorize funding. It does 
approve the program in concept and provides validity to the 
planning process. Appropriations are made in the Capital 
Budget, which is the fi rst year of the capital program. Projects 
beyond the current year Capital Budget should not be viewed as 
a commitment to fund the project, but instead as an indication 
that given the information available at the time, the City plans 
to move forward with the project in the future.

Capital Costs of Proposed Projects in the 
2017-2022 Capital Facilities Plan

Capital project costs for the City’s 2017-2022 six-year capital 
facilities  planning period total  $142,133,482. Chart 1.1 illustrates 
the percentage of the plan’s six-year capital costs attributed to 
each program category. Table 1.1 illustrates planned capital 
costs by program category and the planned year of expenditure. 

Executive Summary

2017-2022 Capital Facilities Plan Cost by Project Category

$ 142,133,482

Transportation
39%

Parks
20%

Stormwater
11%

Wastewater
6%

Drinking 
Water
17%

General Capital 
Facilities - 7%

Chart 1.1

2017 2018-2022 Total

Parks  $ 5,709,105  $ 22,197,400  $ 27,906,505 
Transportation  $ 9,229,823  $ 46,719,155  $ 55,948,977 
General Capital 
Facilities

 $ 1,510,000  $ 7,900,000  $ 9,410,000 

Drinking Water  $ 5,339,500  $ 18,507,500  $ 23,847,000 
Wastewater  $ 1,891,000  $ 7,497,000  $ 9,388,000 
Stormwater  $ 2,116,100  $ 13,516,900  $ 15,633,000 
Total  $ 25,795,528  $ 116,337,955  $ 142,133,482 

Table 1.1
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Revenue Sources Available for the 2017-2022 Planning Period

Utility Projects

City Drinking Water, Wastewater, Storm & Surface Water and  Waste ReSources utilities are operated like businesses and must be self-
sustaining. They do not receive support from the General Fund of the City. Utility capital projects are funded through a combination of 
general facility charges, rates, developer improvements, and revenue bonds. In addition, state and federal grants also play an important 
role in funding of utility projects. There are currently no capital projects planned for solid waste.

Non-Utility Projects 

Parks, Transportation, and General Capital Facilities projects are funded with 
general revenue, grants, cost sharing with neighboring jurisdictions (on shared 
projects), local improvement districts (LIDs), Transportation Benefi t District fees, 
developer contributions, impact fees, the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) (0.5%), 
and the Utility Tax. The City is at the statutory limit (6%) for utility taxes, which 
may be imposed by the Council without a public vote. In September 2004, the 
voters approved a 3% increase in the Utility Tax above the 6% limit, bringing 
the total Utility Tax to 9%. Currently, 1% goes directly to the CFP for general 
CFP support. Another 0.5% goes to the General Fund for park maintenance on 
capital projects. Of the 3% voter approved increase, 2% is for Parks and 1% for 
Pathways/Sidewalks.

Voter-Approved Debt 

The City has $144.6 million capacity for voter-approved bonds (paid back through an excess property tax levy) of which $78 million is 
available, including $33 million in non-voter approved (councilmanic). 

State law limits bonded debt to 2.5% of Assessed Value (AV) of taxable property. The amount of non-voted plus voter-approved may not 
exceed the 2.5% of assessed value limit.

Non-Voted Debt 

As of January 1, 2016 the City has $86.8 million in 
non-voted general obligation bonding capacity 
(councilmanic) and presently has $33 million of 
that amount uncommitted and available to use to 
fi nance projects. The City Council deliberates carefully 
before authorizing this method of fi nancing as the 
City’s existing operating revenues must be used for 
repayment. 

Planning for Capital Facilities

The CFP is the element that makes the rest of 
the Comprehensive Plan come to life. By funding 
projects needed to maintain levels of service and 
for concurrency, the CFP helps shape the quality 
of life in Olympia. The requirement to fully fi nance 
the CFP provides a reality check for the vision of the 
Comprehensive Plan.

Planning for capital facilities is a complex task. First, it 
requires an understanding of future needs. Second, it 
must assess the various types of capital facilities that 
could be provided, and identify the most eff ective 
and effi  cient array of facilities to support the needed 
services. Finally, it must address how these facilities 
will be fi nanced.

Planning what is needed is the fi rst step. Planning 
how to pay for what is needed is the second step. 
Only so much can and will be aff orded. Securing 
the most eff ective array of facilities in light of 
limited resources and competing demands 
requires coordination of the planned facilities and 
their implementation. It also requires a thorough 
understanding of the fi scal capacity of the City 
to fi nance these facilities. Financial planning and 
implementation of capital facilities cannot be 
eff ectively carried out on an annual basis, since 

6% Non-voted Utility Tax
3% Voter-Approved 

Utility Tax

4.5 % General Fund 2.0% Parks

0.5 % Parks Maintenance 1.0% Sidewalks

1.0 % Capital Facilities

2017 2018-2022 Total

CIP Fund  $ 3,601,530  $ 13,900,000  $ 17,501,530 
General Facilities Charges  $ 1,175,000  $ 6,294,575  $ 7,469,575 
Grants  $ 513,000  $ 12,134,695  $ 12,647,695 
Impact Fees  $ 5,407,938  $ 19,690,245  $ 25,098,182 
OMPD  $ 1,720,600  $ 5,497,400  $ 7,218,000 
Other  $ 775,000  $ 3,875,000  $ 4,650,000 
Rates  $ 7,845,100  $ 32,509,250  $ 40,354,350 
SEPA Mitigation  $ 147,360  $ 61,790  $ 209,150 
TBD  $ 1,635,000  $ 7,500,000  $ 9,135,000 
Voted Utility Tax  $ 2,975,000  $ 14,875,000  $ 17,850,000 
Total  $ 25,795,528  $ 116,337,955  $ 142,133,482 

2017-2022 Capital Facilities Plan Cost by Funding Source

$ 142,133,482

Other 
3%

Grants 9%

Impact Fees
18%

CIP Fund 
12%

General 
Facility 

Charges
5%

Voted Utility 
Tax-13%

Rates 
28%

TBD 
7%

SEPA 
>1%
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5%
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oftentimes the fi nancing requires multi-year commitments of fi scal resources. As such, this plan is long-range in its scope. 
The CFP assumes receipt of outside granting assistance, and if grants are not received, projects may be delayed or pushed out. The CFP 
is a planning document, not a budget for expenditures.

Prioritization of the projects among programs is diffi  cult; however prioritization between programs is more diffi  cult. Which is more 
important, parks maintenance or street maintenance? Therefore, the Council established the following general guidelines for prioritizing 
Capital projects:

• Maintenance or general repair of existing infrastructure

• A legal or statutory requirement

• A continuation of multi-year projects (contractual obligations, etc.)

• Implementation of legislative (Council) goals and objectives

• Ability to leverage outside sources such as grants, mitigation, impact fees, low interest loans, etc

• An acquisition or development of new facilities

Olympia issues debt only to provide fi nancing for essential and necessary capital projects. Through debt planning and the Capital 
Facilities Plan, the City integrates its capital projects. The services that the City determines necessary to its residents and visitors form the 
basis for all capital projects. 

The goal of Olympia’s debt policy is to maintain the ability to provide high quality essential City services in a cost eff ective manner. 
Councilmembers weigh this goal against maintaining the ability to borrow at the lowest possible rates. The City uses the following 
guidelines before fi nancing projects with long-term debt:

• Management staff  and elected offi  cials conservatively project the revenue sources to pay off  the debt.

• The term of the debt will not exceed the useful life of the project.

• The benefi ts of the improvement must outweigh its costs, including the interest costs of fi nancing.

State law limits bonded debt to 2.5% of assessed value of taxable property. Of this limit, up to 1.5% of assessed value of taxable property 
may be non-voter approved debt (councilmanic bonds). However, the amount of non-voted, plus voter-approved, may not exceed 

the 2.5% of assessed value limit.

 As of 01/01/2016

Estimated Taxable Assessed Value  $ 5,785,389,448

General Indebtedness without a Vote of the People:

Legal Limit, 1.5% of Property Value: 86,780,840

G.O. Bond Liabilities (53,612,970)

Remaining Non-voted Debt Capacity $33,167,870

General Indebtedness with a Vote of the People:

Legal Limit, 2.5% of Property Value: $ 144,634,740

Outstanding Voted Debt (12,535,000)

Outstanding Non-voted Debt (53,612,970)

Remaining Voted Debt Capacity $ 78,486,770

In addition to the above limits, the City has debt authority with a vote of the people of 2.5% each for parks and utility purposes. Olympia 
has not accessed this authority.

Debt Limitations
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The Capital Facilities Plan
What Are Capital Facilities and Why Do We Need to Plan for Them?

Capital facilities are all around us. They are the public facilities we all use on a daily basis. They are our public streets and transportation 
facilities, our City parks and recreation facilities, our public buildings such as libraries, fi re stations, and community centers, our public 
water systems that bring us pure drinking water, and the sanitary sewer systems that collect our wastewater for treatment and safe 
disposal. Even if you don’t reside within the City, you use capital facilities every time you drive, eat, shop, work, or play here.

While a CFP does not cover routine maintenance, it does include renovation and major repair or reconstruction of damaged or 
deteriorating facilities. Capital facilities do not usually include furniture and equipment. However, a capital project may include the 
furniture and equipment clearly associated with a newly constructed or renovated facility. 

The planning period for a CFP is six years. Expenditures proposed for the fi rst year of the program are incorporated into the Annual 
Budget as the Capital Budget (adopted in December of each year). 

One of the most important aspects of the CFP process is that it is not a once-a-year eff ort, but an important ongoing part of the City’s 
overall management process. New information and evolving priorities require continual review. Each time the review is carried out, it 
must be done comprehensively.

All of these facilities should be planned for years in advance to assure they will be available and adequate to serve all who need or desire 
to utilize them. Such planning involves determining not only where facilities will be needed, but when, and not only how much they will 
cost, but how they will be paid for. It is important to note that the CFP is a planning document that includes timeline estimates based on 
changing dynamics related to growth projections, project schedules, or other assumptions.

The State Growth Management Act and Its Eff ect on the Capital Facilities 
Planning Process

In response to the eff ect of unprecedented population growth on our State’s environment and 
public facilities, the Washington State Legislature determined that “uncoordinated and unplanned 
growth, together with a lack of common goals expressing the public’s interest in the conservation 
and wise use of our lands, pose a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development, 
and to the health, safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by the residents of this state,” and that 
“it is in the public interest that citizens, communities, local governments, and the private sector 
cooperate and coordinate with one another in comprehensive land use planning.” The State of 
Washington Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted by the Legislative body in the early 1990s 
to address these concerns.

The GMA requires that all jurisdictions located within counties that (a) have a population of 50,000 or more people and have experienced 
a population increase of 10% or more over the last ten years, or (b) regardless of current population, have experienced a population 
increase of 20% or more over the last ten years, must write, adopt, and implement local comprehensive plans that will guide all 
development activity within their jurisdictions and associated Urban Growth Areas (UGA) over the next twenty years. Each jurisdiction 
is required to coordinate its comprehensive plan with the plans of neighboring jurisdictions, and unincorporated areas located within 
designated Urban Growth Areas must be planned through a joint process involving both the city and the county.

The GMA requires that comprehensive plans guide growth and development in a manner that is consistent with the following 13 State 
planning goals, plus a shoreline goal:

1. Encouragement of urban density growth within designated urban growth management areas.

2. Reduction of urban sprawl outside of designated urban growth management areas.

3. Encouragement of effi  cient transportation systems, including alternate systems of travel.

4. Encouragement of aff ordable housing availability to all economic segments.

5. Encouragement of economic development.

6. Just compensation for private property obtained for public use.

7. Timely processing of governmental permits.

8. Enhancement of natural resource-based industries and encouragement of productive land conservation.

9. Encouragement of open space retention for recreational opportunities and wildlife habitat.

10. Protection of the environment, including air and water quality.

11. Encouragement of citizen participation in the planning process.

12. Provision of adequate public facilities to support development without decreasing current service standards below locally 
established minimum standards.

13. Encouragement of the preservation of lands, sites, and structures that have historical or archaeological signifi cance.

14. Protection of shorelines, including preserving natural character, protecting resources and ecology, increasing public access and 
fostering reasonable and appropriate uses.

City of Olympia
Capital Facilities

• Public Buildings
• Public Street Systems
• Public Parks
• Public Water Systems
• Public Sewer Systems
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The Capital Facilities Plan11

The Capital Facilities Plan as an Element of Olympia’s 
Comprehensive Plan

The Growth Management Act requires inclusion of mandatory planning 
elements in each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan, and suggests the 
inclusion of several optional elements. The mandatory elements required by 
the GMA are:

1. Six-year Capital Facilities Plan Element

2. Land Use Element

3. Housing Element

4. Utilities Element

5. Transportation Element

6. Rural Element (counties only)

7. Park and Recreation Element

Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan includes additional elements (Chart 2.1). 

Concurrency and Levels-of-Service Requirements

The Growth Management Act requires jurisdictions to have capital facilities in place 
and readily available when new development occurs or a service area population grows. This 
concept is known as concurrency. Specifi cally, this means that: 

1. All public facilities needed to serve new development and/or a growing service area population must be in place at the time 
of initial need. If the facilities are not in place, a fi nancial commitment must have been made to provide the facilities within six 
years of the time of the initial need; and

2. Such facilities must be of suffi  cient capacity to serve the service area population and/or new development without decreasing 
service levels below locally established minimum standards, known as levels-of-service.

Levels-of-service are quantifi able measures of capacity, such as acres of park land per capita, vehicle capacity of intersections, or water 
pressure per square inch available for the water system. Minimum standards are established at the local level. Factors that infl uence local 
standards are citizen, City Council and Planning Commission recommendations, national standards, federal and state mandates, and the 
standards of neighboring jurisdictions. 

The GMA stipulates that if a jurisdiction is unable to provide or fi nance capital facilities in a manner that meets concurrency and level-
of-service requirements, it must either (a) adopt and enforce ordinances which prohibit approval of proposed development if such 
development would cause levels-of-service to decline below locally established standards, or (b) lower established standards for levels-
of-service. 

Determining Where, When, and How Capital Facilities Will Be Built

In planning for future capital facilities, several factors have to be considered. Many are unique to the type of facility being planned. The 
process used to determine the location of a new park is very diff erent from the process used to determine the location of a new sewer 
line. Many sources of fi nancing can only be used for certain types of projects. 
Therefore, this capital facilities plan is actually the product of many separate but 
coordinated planning documents, each focusing on a specifi c type of facility. 
Future sewer requirements are addressed via a sewer plan, parks facilities through 
a parks and recreation plan, urban trail facilities through an urban trails plan, etc.

Some capital facilities projects are not included in the Comprehensive Plan. 
Nonetheless, many of the projects are vital to the quality of life in Olympia. These 
projects meet the growth management defi nition of capital facilities but do not 
fall into one of the standard growth management chapters. The Farmers Market 
and City Hall are examples of this. In addition, the recommendations of local 
citizens, advisory boards, and the Olympia Planning Commission are considered 
when determining types and locations of projects. Chart 2.2 illustrates how 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan directly impacts the other plans, and ultimately 
the CFP. The various elements of the Comprehensive Plan aff ect the type and 
required capacities of capital facilities required.

How Citizens Can Get Involved in the Capital Facilities Plan 

The City of Olympia strives to create a CFP which truly responds to the needs of 
our community. Citizens, community groups, businesses, and other stakeholders can 
maximize the attention and consideration paid to their suggestions by working with staff  
and the Olympia Planning Commission to merge their suggestions into major City planning 
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processes. Projects and policies are continually monitored and modifi ed by updates to long-term plans, usually via a public process with 
associated City boards and commissions. See the 2017-2022 Capital Facilities Plan Calendar of Events, on our website for public hearing 
dates. 

Population Forecasts for Olympia’s Urban Growth Management Area (UGMA)

The GMA mandates that capital facility plans be structured to accommodate projected population growth within a jurisdiction’s UGMA 
planning area. The Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) anticipates growth of roughly 17% in the City’s population between 
2010 and 2020, or from approximately 46,500 to 54,600 persons. The fastest growing parts of the City will continue to be the West and 
Southeast sides. Each of the capital project category sections of this CFP demonstrates how the facilities listed under that section have 
been planned to accommodate the additional growth.

Joint Projects and Projects by Other Jurisdictions

Several of the projects listed within this document will be undertaken jointly with other jurisdictions or agencies. A stormwater project, 
for instance, may address a drainage problem that ignores City or UGMA boundaries. A transportation project may involve the upgrading 
of a roadway that crosses in and out of the city and the county. On such projects, joint planning and fi nancing arrangements have been 
detailed on the individual project’s worksheet.

Thurston County has several “county only” parks or transportation projects planned within Olympia’s unincorporated UGMA. Under the 
joint planning agreement established between the City and Thurston County, initial fi nancing and construction of these projects falls 
under County coordination. County projects have been listed for reference purposes in the Project Funding Reports. For more detail, 
please refer to the Thurston County CFP.

Capital Facilities Not Provided by the City

In addition to planning for public buildings, streets, parks, trails, water systems, wastewater systems, and storm drainage systems, 
the GMA requires that jurisdictions plan for 1) public school facilities, 2) solid waste (garbage) collection and disposal facilities, and 3) 
wastewater treatment. These facilities are planned for and provided throughout the UGMA by the various school districts, the Thurston 
County Department of Solid Waste, and the LOTT Alliance, respectively. Additionally, Solid Waste may have capital costs for equipment 
that could be included in the CFP. The City of Olympia charges school impact fees on behalf of the Olympia School District. The District’s 
CFP is included starting on page 137 of this document. 

Early in 2000, the LOTT partners (Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and Thurston County) signed an agreement to provide a new governance 
structure to carry out a plan which anticipates development of additional treatment capacity for the LOTT partners through innovative 
wastewater reclamation and management facilities. The LOTT Wastewater Alliance functions as a regional agency providing wholesale 
wastewater resource treatment and management services in the public’s interest. Therefore, the LOTT Alliance capital facilities are not 
included in this document. 

What is Not Included in This CFP Document?

This Capital Facilities Plan does not provide a status update on previously funded capital projects still in progress. If the project is currently 
active and requires additional funding in the future, it is included in this plan. Otherwise, it is simply listed in the Active Project list in the 
Miscellaneous Reports section.
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The Capital Facilities Plan - Funding Sources
In an attempt to stretch the money as far as it will go, the CFP incorporates many diff erent funding sources. Those sources may include 
current revenues, bonds backed by taxes or utility revenues, state and federal grants, special assessments on benefi ting properties, as 
well as donations. A complete list of funding sources for the 2017-2022 is:

2017 - 2022 Funding Sources

Current Revenues

• Wastewater Rates

• Drinking Water Rates

• Storm & Surface Water Rates

• General Facilities Charges 

• Non-Voted Utility Tax (1%)

• Voted Utility Tax (3%)

• Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax

• Interest

• Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) (0.5%)*
 

* REET funds must be spent on Parks or Transportation.

Debt

• The City has $82.7 million of voter-approved debt 
capacity. Of this, $35 million may be issued by the 
Council without a vote of the people.

• Loans from State of Washington agencies

• Utility Revenue Bonds

Grants

• Federal Surface Transportation Program Funds

• State Transportation Improvement Board Funds

• Federal Community Development Block Grant

• Federal Highways Administration 

• Washington State Department of Transportation

• State Recreation Conservation  Offi  ce 

Other

• Impact Fees

• Transportation Benefi t District fees

• SEPA Mitigation Fees

• Olympia Metropolitan Parks District (OMPD)
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Cumulative Impact Fee Collections
22 Year Period - 1993 to 2015

Annual Impact Fee Collections

22 Year Period - 1993 to 2015 

Revenues Dedicated to the CFP
Impact Fees

Impact Fees are one-time charges imposed on development activity to raise revenue for the construction or expansion of public facilities 
needed to serve new growth and development.  Impact fees are assessed and dedicated primarily for the provision of additional roads 
and streets, parks, schools, and fi re protection facilities.  Currently the City does not collect Fire Impact Fees.  
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Revenues Dedicated to the CFP (continued)

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET)

A tax upon the sale of all residential and commercial property within the City of Olympia at a rate of one-half of 1% of the purchase price.  
This tax is restricted by State law to Transportation and Parks capital projects.  In 2011, the State Legislature authorized up to one-third 
of REET to be used for maintenance of existing capital projects. This provision expires December 31, 2016.

Generally, in Olympia this tax is used for capital transportation projects. For the 2016 CFP, the Council authorized $307,400 for Percival 
Landing maintenance. All REET tax for 2016 has been allocated to the Capital Program.

Utility Tax

Of the 6% Non-Voted Utility Tax upon electric, natural gas and telecommunications utilities, one-sixth (1% tax) is allocated by Council 
policy to the CFP. In addition all of the non-voted utility tax on cable TV is dedicated to the CFP.  This tax is a general revenue and can be 
used for any purpose determined by the Council. The Council authorized $874,000 of the 1% utility budget to be allocated to the General 
Fund in 2009.  This was due to the downturn in General Fund revenues as a result of the recession. A portion of the proceeds have been 
used for building repair/replacement since 2011.
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS

Review Status of Existing Projects in CFP April

Proposed CFP Projects due from Departments May 1

Present Preliminary CFP to City Council July 19

Planning Commission Public Hearing on Preliminary CFP
(City and School District)

August 1 (Monday)

City Council Public Hearing and Discussion on Preliminary CFP October 18

First Reading on Capital Budget December 6

Second and Final Reading and Adoption of Operating 
and Capital Budgets

December 13
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Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Revenues

CIP Revenues include 1% non-voted utility tax on gas, electric, and telephone utilities plus 6% utility tax on Cable TV.  CIP revenues also 
include REET and interest.

CIP Revenues

2016 Budget 2016 Revised 2017 Budget

Non-Voted Utility Tax

(1%) Gas/ Electric/Telephone $975,000 $1,010,000 $1,020,000

(6%) Cable TV $950,000 $1,070,000 $1,130,000

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $1,200,000

Multimodal State Funding $51,530 $51,530 $33,000

Interest $5,000 $18,000 $20,000

Total $3,181,500 $3,349,530 $3,403,000

One-Time Revenue

2017 Budget

TBD Fund Balance $135,000

Excess REET $698,530

In addition to the CIP revenues the following revenues are available but 
earmarked: 

2016 Budget 2016 Revised 2017 Budget

TBD $700,000 $700,000 $1,500,000

Gas Tax $275,000 $275,000 $275,000

Amount available for 2017 Appropriations $6,011,530
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Project Funding Summary - General Government Projects

Parks Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Community Park Development  Impact Fees  $ 580,000  $ 2,400,000  $ 2,980,000 

 OMPD Funds  $ 72,000  $ -    $ 72,000 

 SEPA Mitigation Fees  $ 60,000  $ -    $ 60,000 

Capital Asset Management Program  OMPD Funds  $ 750,000  $ 3,750,000  $ 4,500,000 

Neighborhood Park Development Impact Fees  $ 325,400  $ 513,210  $ 838,610 

SEPA Mitigation Fees  $ 31,860  $ 11,790  $ 43,650 

Open Space Acquisition and Development Impact Fees  $ 423,745  $ 1,150,000  $ 1,573,745 

SEPA Mitigation Fees  $ 40,500  $ -    $ 40,500 

Parks Bond Issue Debt Service  Voted Utility Tax (VUT)  $ 70,000  $ 105,000  $ 175,000 

 OMPD Funds  $ 240,600  $ 962,400  $ 1,203,000 

Parks Land Acquisition  Voted Utility Tax (V.U.T.)  $ 1,930,000  $ 9,895,000  $ 11,825,000 

 Non Voted Utility Tax (V.U.T.)  $ 500,000  $ 2,500,000  $ 3,000,000 

Percival Landing Major Maintenance and 
Reconstruction  OMPD Funds  $ 658,000  $ 785,000  $ 1,443,000 

Small Capital Projects  Impact Fees  $ 12,000  $ 75,000  $ 87,000 

 SEPA Fees  $ 15,000  $ 50,000  $ 65,000 

Total Parks  $ 5,709,105  $ 22,197,400  $ 27,906,505 

Funding Recap Funding 2017 2018-2022  TOTAL 

Impact Fees  $ 1,341,145  $ 4,138,210  $ 5,479,355 

Non-Voted Utility Tax (NVUT)  $ 500,000  $ 2,500,000  $ 3,000,000 

OMPD Funds  $ 1,720,600  $ 5,497,400  $ 7,218,000 

SEPA Fees  $ 147,360  $ 61,790  $ 209,150 

Voted Utility Tax (VUT)  $ 2,000,000  $ 10,000,000  $ 12,000,000 

Total Parks  $ 5,709,105  $ 22,197,400  $ 27,906,505 

Project Funding Summary - General Government Projects: Parks

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 
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Project Funding Summary - General Government Projects: Transportation

Transportation Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Access and Safety Improvements CIP Fund  $ 200,000  $ -  $ 200,000 

Bike Improvements CIP Fund  $ 201,530  $ -  $ 201,530 
Sidewalks and Pathways Stormwater Utility Rates (asphalt overlay)  $ 186,500  $ 932,500  $ 1,119,000 

Voted Utility Tax - Sidewalks  $ 950,000  $ 4,750,000  $ 5,700,000 
Voted Utility Tax - Parks  $ 25,000  $ 125,000  $ 150,000 

Street Repair and Reconstruction  CIP Fund  $ 1,690,000  $ 6,000,000  $ 7,690,000 
 Gas Tax  $ 275,000  $ 1,375,000  $ 1,650,000 
 Transportation Benefi t District (TBD)  $ 1,635,000  $ 7,500,000  $ 9,135,000 

Total Transportation  $ 5,163,030  $ 20,682,500  $ 25,845,530 

Funding Recap Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

CIP Fund  $ 2,091,530  $ 6,000,000  $ 8,091,530 

Gas Tax  $ 275,000  $ 1,375,000  $ 1,650,000 

TBD  $ 1,635,000  $ 7,500,000  $ 9,135,000 

Storm Water Utility Rate  $ 186,500  $ 932,500  $ 1,119,000 

Voted Utility Tax-Parks  $ 975,000  $ 4,875,000  $ 5,850,000 

Total Transportation  $ 5,163,030  $ 20,682,500  $ 25,845,530 

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 
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Project Funding Summary - General Government Projects: Transportation with Impact Fees

Transportation Impact Fee Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

2010 Transportation Stimulus Project Repayment  Impact Fees  $ 436,013  $ 2,180,463  $ 2,616,475 

Boulevard Road - Intersection Improvements 
(Program #0628)

 Grant  $ -    $ 1,331,849  $ 1,331,849 
 Impact Fees  $ 3,380,780  $ 1,519,507  $ 4,900,287 

Cain Road & North Street - Intersection Improvements  Grant  $ -    $ 177,490  $ 177,490 
 Impact Fees  $ -    $ 202,498  $ 202,498 

Fones Road—Transportation (Program #0623)  Grant  $ -    $ 6,677,322  $ 6,677,322 
 Impact Fees  $ 250,000  $ 7,368,160  $ 7,618,160 

Henderson Boulevard & Eskridge Boulevard - 
Intersection Improvements

 Grant  $ -    $ 244,925  $ 244,925 
 Impact Fees  $ -    $ 279,436  $ 279,436 

Log Cabin Road Extension - Impact Fee Collection 
(Program #0616)  Impact Fees  $ -    $ 1,659,663  $ 1,659,663 

Wiggins Road and 37th Ave - Intersection 
Improvements

 Grant  $ -    $ 189,484  $ 189,484 
 Impact Fees  $ -    $ 216,183  $ 216,183 

US 101/West Olympia Access Project  Grant  $ -    $ 1,863,550  $ 1,863,550 
 Impact Fees  $ -    $ 2,126,125  $ 2,126,125 

Total Transportation with Impact Fee  $ 4,066,793  $ 26,036,655  $ 30,103,447 

Funding Recap Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Grant  $ -    $ 10,484,620  $ 10,484,620 

Impact Fees  $ 4,066,793  $ 15,552,035  $ 19,618,827 

Total Transportation with Impact Fees  $ 4,066,793  $ 26,036,655  $ 30,103,447 

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 
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Project Funding Summary - General Government Projects: General Capital Facilities

General Capital Facilities Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Building Repair and Replacement CIP Fund  $ 1,330,000  $ 7,000,000  $ 8,330,000 

ADA Transition Plan and Projects CIP Fund  $ 180,000  $ 900,000  $ 1,080,000 

Total General Capital Facilities  $ 1,510,000  $ 7,900,000  $ 9,410,000 

Funding Recap Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

CIP Fund  $ 1,510,000  $ 7,900,000  $ 9,410,000 

Total General Capital Facilities  $ 1,510,000  $ 7,900,000  $ 9,410,000 

Summary of Funding Sources for General Government Projects

Funding Sources 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

 CIP Fund  $ 3,601,530  $ 13,900,000  $ 17,501,530 

 Gas Tax  $ 275,000  $ 1,375,000  $ 1,650,000 

 Grant  $ -    $ 10,484,620  $ 10,484,620 

 Impact Fees  $ 5,407,938  $ 19,690,245  $ 25,098,182 

 Non-Voted Utility Tax (NVUT)  $ 500,000  $ 2,500,000  $ 3,000,000 

 OMPD Funds  $ 1,720,600  $ 5,497,400  $ 7,218,000 

 SEPA Fees  $ 147,360  $ 61,790  $ 209,150 

 Storm Water Utility Rate  $ 186,500  $ 932,500  $ 1,119,000 

 TBD  $ 1,635,000  $ 7,500,000  $ 9,135,000 

 Voted Utility Tax (VUT)  $ 2,975,000  $ 14,875,000  $ 17,850,000 

Total General Government  $ 16,448,928  $ 76,816,555  $ 93,265,482 

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 
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Project Funding Summary - Utilities Projects: Drinking Water

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 

Drinking Water Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

 Asphalt Overlay Adjustments—Water 
(Program # 9021)  Rates  $ 11,000  $ 55,000  $ 66,000 

 Groundwater Protection—Water (Program #9701)  Rates  $ 482,000  $ 424,000  $ 906,000 

 Infrastructure Pre-Design and Planning—Water 
(Program #9903)  Rates  $ 22,000  $ 110,000  $ 132,000 

 Reclaimed Water (Program #9710)  Rates  $ -    $ 375,000  $ 375,000 

 Small Diameter Water Pipe Replacement—Water 
(Program #9408)  Rates  $ 536,000  $ 2,681,000  $ 3,217,000 

 Transmission and Distribution Projects—Water 
(Program #9609) 

 General Facility Charges  $ 232,500  $ 962,000  $ 1,194,500 
 Rates  $ 2,510,500  $ 9,716,000  $ 12,226,500 

 Water Source Development and Protection 
(Program #9700) 

 General Facility Charges  $ 221,500  $ 411,500  $ 633,000 
 Rates  $ 71,500  $ 357,500  $ 429,000 

Water Storage Systems (Program #9610)  Rates  $ 1,252,500  $ 3,094,500  $ 4,347,000 
Water System Planning  (Program #9906)  General Facility Charges  $ -    $ 160,500  $ 160,500 

 Rates  $ -    $ 160,500  $ 160,500 

Total Drinking Water  $ 5,339,500  $ 18,507,500  $ 23,847,000 

Project Funding Summary - Utilities Projects: Wastewater

Wastewater Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Asphalt Overlay Adjustments - Sewer (Program #9021) Rates  $ 11,000  $ 55,000  $ 66,000 
Infrastructure Predesign and Planning - Sewer 
(Program #9903) Rates  $ 40,000  $ 200,000  $ 240,000 

Lift Stations—Sewer (Program #9806) General Facility Charges  $ 130,000  $ -    $ 130,000 
Rates  $ 721,000  $ 3,103,000  $ 3,824,000 

Onsite Sewage System Conversions - Sewer 
(Program #9813) General Facility Charges  $ 341,000  $ 1,705,000  $ 2,046,000 

Replacement and Repair Projects - Sewer 
(Program #9703) Rates  $ 595,000  $ 2,169,000  $ 2,764,000 

Sewer System Planning - Sewer  (Program #9808) Rates  $ 53,000  $ 265,000  $ 318,000 

Total Wastewater  $ 1,891,000  $ 7,497,000  $ 9,388,000 

Project Funding Summary - Utilities Projects: Stormwater

Stormwater Projects Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Aquatic Habitat Improvements -  Stormwater 
(Program #9024)  Rates  $ 360,000  $ 1,800,000  $ 2,160,000 

Flood Mitigation & Collection - Stormwater 
(Program #9028)

 General Facility Charges  $ 250,000  $ 3,055,575 $ 3,305,575 
 Rates  $ 643,700  $ 6,069,225 $ 6,712,925 

Infrastructure Pre-Design & Planning - Stormwater 
(Program #9903)  Rates  $ 178,400  $ 392,000 $ 570,400 

Water Quality Improvements - Stormwater 
(Program #9027)

 Rates  $ 171,000  $ 550,025 $ 721,025 
 Storm Water Utility Grant  $ 513,000  $ 1,650,075 $ 2,163,075 

Total Stormwater  $ 2,116,100  $ 13,516,900  $ 15,633,000 

Additionally: Included in the Transportation Section are Projects funded by transfers from the Stormwater Utility as follows: 

Project Funding 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

Sidewalks and Pathways–Transportation Section Stormwater Utility Rates $ 186,500 $ 932,500 $ 1,119,000

Total $ 186,500 $ 932,500 $ 1,119,000

Project Funding Summary - Utilities Projects
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City of Olympia, Washington 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan

Project Funding Summary - Utilities, Combined Summary of Funding Sources23

Combined Summary of Funding Sources for Both General Government and Utilities Projects

Funding Sources 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

 CIP Fund  $ 3,601,530  $ 13,900,000  $ 17,501,530 

 Gas Tax  $ 275,000  $ 1,375,000  $ 1,650,000 

 General Facilities Charges (GFCs)  $ 1,175,000  $ 6,294,575  $ 7,469,575 

 Grant  $ -    $ 10,484,620  $ 10,484,620 

 Impact Fees  $ 5,407,938  $ 19,690,245  $ 25,098,182 

 Non-Voted Utility Tax (NVUT)  $ 500,000  $ 2,500,000  $ 3,000,000 

 OMPD Funds  $ 1,720,600  $ 5,497,400  $ 7,218,000 

 Rates  $ 7,658,600  $ 31,576,750  $ 39,235,350 

 SEPA Fees  $ 147,360  $ 61,790  $ 209,150 

 Storm Water Utility Grant  $ 513,000  $ 1,650,075  $ 2,163,075 

 Storm Water Utility Rate  $ 186,500  $ 932,500  $ 1,119,000 

 TBD  $ 1,635,000  $ 7,500,000  $ 9,135,000 

 Voted Utility Tax (VUT)  $ 2,975,000  $ 14,875,000  $ 17,850,000 

Total  $ 25,795,528  $ 116,337,955  $ 142,133,482 

Summary of Funding Sources for Utilities Projects

Funding Sources 2017 2018-2022 TOTAL

 General Facilities Charges (GFCs)  $ 1,175,000  $ 6,294,575  $ 7,469,575 

 Rates  $ 7,658,600  $ 31,576,750  $ 39,135,350 

 Storm Water Utility Grant  $ 513,000  $ 1,650,075  $ 2,163,075 

Total Utilities  $ 9,346,600  $ 39,521,400  $ 48,868,000 

This CFP is only a planning document; it does not necessarily represent a budget for expenditures. 
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Planning Commission

Olympia Northeast Neighborhoods Alliance
(ONNA) Subarea Plan Review and Discussion

of Implementation

Agenda Date: 8/1/2016
Agenda Item Number: 6.B

File Number: 16-0881

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: discussion Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Olympia Northeast Neighborhoods Alliance (ONNA) Subarea Plan Review and Discussion of
Implementation

Recommended Action
Move to write a recommendation that Council accepts the ONNA Subarea Plan.

Report
Issue:
Whether to review ONNA Subarea Plan and recommend acceptance by Council and whether to
discuss plan implementation.

Staff Contact:
Linda Bentley, Senior Planner, Community Planning & Development, 360.570.3746

Presenter(s):
Linda Bentley, Senior Planner, Community Planning & Development

Background and Analysis:
The City of Olympia 2014 Comprehensive Plan allows for and encourages a grassroots process
whereby local residents, businesses, and community organizations work together in partnership with
the City to help shape how neighborhoods grow and develop. This process, known as subarea
planning, gives neighborhoods the chance to collaborate with the city to help shape their future
development in alignment with neighborhood priorities while remaining consistent with the city’s
Comprehensive Plan.

Subarea A (ONNA) Plan
Subarea A, now named ONNA, includes all of the residents and businesses within the subarea
boundary. The planning team is composed of representatives from five of the seven recognized
neighborhood associations in northeast Olympia - Bigelow Neighborhood Association (BNA), Bigelow
Highlands NA (BHNA), East Bay Drive NA (EBDNA), Northeast NA (NENA), and the Upper Eastside
NA (UENA). The planning team has been meeting regularly since 2014 to discuss how subarea
planning could be an effective tool to shape their community and to develop their subarea plan.
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Type: discussion Version: 1 Status: In Committee

ONNA’s draft subarea plan was presented to the Planning Commission in April. Tonight we are
presenting the “final draft” plan that has been sent to interested residents for their comments before
drafting the final plan, which will be submitted to Council for its acceptance. See the hyperlink to the
plan in the Attachments section.

Implementation and Sustainability Discussion
The ONNA planning team and staff will be writing a retrospective of the subarea planning process to
include, for example, what worked well; what we would do differently; what were the biggest
challenges; etc. Tonight, however, I invite the Planning Commission to consider and discuss issues
that have arisen regularly within the planning team, specifically the implementation and future
sustainability of subarea planning.

Following are suggested items to consider and discuss:
· How do we see the City and the subarea using the plan in current and future planning, i.e.,

implementing the action steps?
· What are ways to meaningfully engage a broad range of community members and businesses

in a subarea planning effort?
· How do we ensure continuity of leadership and engagement after the completed plan has

been accepted by City Council?
· What is the relationship amongst the neighborhood associations, subarea plans and the

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (CNA)?
· Equity in subarea planning
· Financing subarea planning efforts

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
In addition to the interest from residents in the subject area, other potential subareas in the city are
also interested in this process and will benefit from ONNA’s experience.

Options:
1. Move to confirm ONNA Subarea Plan’s consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and

recommend Council acceptance of the subarea plan.
2. Move to confirm ONNA Subarea Plan’s consistency with the Comprehensive Plan,

recommend Council acceptance of the ONNA Subarea Plan, and write letter with further
comments.

3. Take no action.

Financial Impact:
None at this time. Staff time and miscellaneous expenses are covered in CP&D’s 2016 budget.
Future budgets may be impacted depending on projects chosen and level of City involvement.

Attachment:
ONNA Subarea Plan
ONNA Website
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Olympia Northeast 
Neighborhoods Alliance

ONNA
Draft Subarea Plan
August 2016

“Subarea planning fosters

relationships amongst neighbors, 

increases the understanding of local 

government and helps identify issues in 

our community.”
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City Council Subarea Plan Acceptance Date 

MM/DD/YYYY 

ATTACHMENT 1

Olympia Planning Commission 8/1/2016 Page 45 of 64



Acknowledgements 

Olympia Northeast Neighborhoods Alliance Planning Committee 

Bigelow Neighborhood 
Jay Elder 

Peggy O’Keefe 
Seth Hutt 

Barb LaForge 
Tim Walker 

Bigelow Heights Neighborhood 
Melissa Allen 
Susie O’Bryan 
Ian Christopher 

Gwendolyn Nehs 

East Bay Drive Neighborhood 
Don Law 

Richard Wolf 

Northeast Neighborhood 
Mike Dexel  

Peter Guttchen 

Upper Eastside Neighborhood 
Stephanie Johnson 

Teague Powell 

Olympia City Council 
Cheryl Selby – Mayor 

Nathaniel Jones – Mayor Pro tem 
Jessica Bateman 

Jim Cooper 
Clark Gilman 
Julie Hankins 
Jeannine Roe 

Previous Councilmembers 
Stephen H. Buxbaum 

Steve Langer 

City of Olympia Staff 
Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning & Development 

Linda Bentley, Senior Planner 
 Michelle Sadlier, Associate Planner 

Todd Stamm, Principal Planner 

For further information: www.olynna.com 

ATTACHMENT 1

Olympia Planning Commission 8/1/2016 Page 46 of 64

http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/cheryl-selby.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/nathaniel-jones.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/jessica-bateman.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/jim-cooper.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/clark-gilman.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/julie-hankins.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/city-council-and-mayor/jeannine-roe.aspx


Table of Contents 

Introduction ..  ..........................................................................................................   1 
Subarea Profile Summary .......................................................................................   1 
Neighborhood Identity  ............................................................................................   2 
Goals, Objectives and Actions  ...............................................................................   7 
Implementing the Plan ............................................................................................   9 
Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan ................................................................ 11 
ONNA’s Process for Plan Development .................................................................. 11 
References ............................................................................................................. 13 
Appendices ............................................................................................................. 13 

• Appendix A – Northeast Area Profile ............................................................A-1

• Appendix B – Letter to Council and Council Response Letter
• to ONNA .......................................................................................................B-1

• Appendix C – Postcard Example ..................................................................C-1

• Appendix D – Survey Questions and Results ...............................................D-1

i 

ATTACHMENT 1

Olympia Planning Commission 8/1/2016 Page 47 of 64



This page intentionally blank. 

ii 

ATTACHMENT 1

Olympia Planning Commission 8/1/2016 Page 48 of 64



Introduction 
The Subarea Plan in Context  
The City of Olympia’s 2014 Comprehensive Plan states: 

"Subarea planning is conducted through a collaborative effort by 
community members and the City, and is used to shape how 
neighborhoods grow and develop."  

Reasons for Completing a Plan 
A subarea plan allows residents to work more proactively with city staff to achieve their 
identified needs instead of reacting to new development or proposals in their 
neighborhoods. Determining needs through neighborhood activism and community 
involvement and working with the city through its decision-making process benefits all 
parties. The subarea plan legitimizes a system where community needs are supported 
and considered before city decisions are made.  

Neighborhood planning goes beyond just developing a document that a community can 
refer to. The process fosters establishing relationships amongst neighbors and learning 
more about the neighborhood. It also increases the understanding of local government 
processes, helps identify real issues that our community faces and, through community 
involvement, helps to prioritize the needs of the community. 

Acceptance by City Council of the ONNA subarea plan sets forth an 
agreement/understanding that our goals, objectives and action steps will be used by city 
departments as reference points to improve the decision making process. 

Summary of Plan Contents  
This document identifies the basics for completing a subarea plan which other 
neighborhoods in Olympia might use as an example for their own subarea planning 
efforts. It also describes the process that ONNA used to come up with a strategy to 
develop a plan, our community involvement efforts, a summary of our neighborhood 
profile and the goals, objectives and actions steps that are important to our community 
in NE Olympia.  

Subarea Profile Summary 
The ONNA subarea is a vibrant neighborhood of 7,134 residents located northeast of 
Downtown Olympia (Figure 1). This civically engaged community is served by 
neighborhood associations that are formally recognized by the City of Olympia. Most of 
the area falls within the municipal boundary of Olympia but the subarea also includes 
land in the Urban Growth Area. Mostly residential in nature, the subarea is bounded by 
more rural areas to the north and east, an urban corridor to the south, and waterfront to 
the west.  

This part of Olympia has a number of significant natural, civic, and cultural amenities. In 
addition to following East Bay Drive along Budd Inlet, the subarea is home to a number 
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of parks, including Priest Point Park and Mission Creek Nature Park. There are a 
number of urban farms and community gardens in the area as well. Reeves Middle and 
Roosevelt Elementary Schools not only serve as educational institutions but also 
provide additional public open space. Roosevelt Elementary is also at the heart of one 
of the City’s two designated Neighborhood Centers, which also includes a convenience 
store and bakery/wholesaler. The other Neighborhood Center is anchored by another 
convenience store. 

Figure 1: Overview Map of Sub-Area A 

With the southwestern part of the subarea in easy walking distance of downtown 
Olympia, it has long been a residential area and is home to some of Olympia’s most 
significant historic landmarks including the Olympia Avenue Historic District (dating from 
1850 to 1954). Priest Point Park is also of historical and tribal significance. For further 
detail, see Appendices. 

Neighborhood Identity and Description 
Bigelow Neighborhood 
The oldest neighborhood in Olympia is the Bigelow Neighborhood, lying just east of 
East Bay. Dan and Elizabeth Bigelow built the Bigelow House on their land donation 
claim there in 1860. Most of the Bigelow neighborhood sits on this claim today. 

This neighborhood boasts Bigelow Springs Park, four artesian wells, the Olympia 
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Avenue Historic District, as well as dozens of 
renovated houses built between 1859 and 1930. Soon, 
the Bigelow Orchard community-garden will be 
completed. About half of the 297 Bigelow 
Neighborhood living units are apartments, but there is 
still much open space. Most of the neighborhood is 
zoned R-4-8, and our average unit density is 8.1 (14.8 

excluding streets, alleys and parks). 
 
 
Bigelow neighborhood residents are diverse in many ways, yet cohesive. They are 
vigilant in monitoring impacts to their quality of life, yet tolerant of different lifestyles. 
They value historic preservation and view preservation, and enjoy being within walking 
distance from downtown. Many share a hands-on style, building sweat-equity into their 
homes, volunteering for neighborhood cleanups and park and trail enhancement, and 
keeping current on City issues. This is a low-crime, pleasant neighborhood where 
people come to stay. 
 
Bigelow Highlands Neighborhood 
The Bigelow Highlands Neighborhood Association (BHNA) formed in 1993. Its purpose 
is to maintain and enhance quality of life in the Bigelow Highlands neighborhood 
through collective action of its residents. We strive to strengthen ties among the people 
in our neighborhood, and between our neighborhood and the city of Olympia. We 
welcome all residents and business owners in our area as members of this non-profit 
organization; both renters and property owners are welcome. 
 
The borders of the Bigelow Highlands Neighborhood are Puget Street NE on the West, 
4th Ave. E. to the South, Fir Street NE on the East and Yew Street NE on the North. 
This area, historically known as Working Man’s Hill, has affordable housing, good 
neighborhood schools, and is within walking/biking distance to downtown Olympia, 
neighborhood businesses and bus routes. Residents of the approximately 550 homes 
within BHNA boundaries choose to live here because it has a diverse feel, welcoming 
residents of all ages and interests. Neighbors are friendly and willing to help each other. 
 

BHNA leadership works continually to increase neighborhood engagement and 
participation, using cost effective means that increase neighborhood involvement, safety 
and quality of living. 
 
East Bay Drive Neighborhood 
The East Bay Drive Neighborhood is noted for scenic views of the Capitol dome, 
Swantown Marina, the Black Hills and the Olympic Mountains. Olympia's narrowest 
neighborhood, it stretches from the bottom of Budd Inlet's East Bay to Priest Point 
Park. There are only four points of entry: East Bay Drive on the north and south and 
San Francisco and Berry Streets on the east. A northbound East Bay driver will first 
encounter condominium complexes to the right and Olympia's finest unobstructed 
waterfront view on the left. Further north are a mostly wooded hillside on the right and 
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waterfront homes on the left. 
The East Bay Drive Neighborhood has about 270 residences, two thirds of which are 
condominiums. Not surprisingly, a very high percentage of people who live in the 
Neighborhood are retired. 

The Neighborhood does have a few historical homes. Almost all of them are at the north 
end near Priest Point Park because for most of the last century the view from the south 
amounted to lumber and veneer mills on what was then a smaller Port peninsula. 
During the 1950s and 1960s they shut down 
as the owners moved to southern states. The 
last industrial site, Cascade Pole, closed in 
1986. In the early eighties the Port dredged out 
and constructed the Swantown Marina.  

The Olympia Area Rowing boathouse is 
located at the north end of the Marina. For the 
last 15 years East Bay water views regularly 
include competitive rowing shells filled mostly with enthusiastic high school students. 

Northeast Neighborhood 
The Northeast Neighborhood Association (NENA) is the largest of the five recognized 
neighborhood associations that make up the subarea. Approximately 1,800 residential 
homes and businesses live within our neighborhood boundary. Many years ago the 
community was a popular area for cultivation of fruit trees which is the reason for the 
neighborhood logo.  

Popular destinations within our boundary include the San Francisco Street Bakery, 
Mission Creek Nature Park and the Olympia Little Theatre. It is a popular area for 
families as two schools are located here: Roosevelt Elementary and Reeves Middle 
School.  

For the past 15 years NENA has been very active in city politics and is always looking 
for ways to improve the look, livability and walkability of the neighborhood. We have an 
active and engaged community membership and value the diversity of our community. 

Upper Eastside Neighborhood 
Situated at the top of the NE hill, the Upper Eastside Neighborhood Association is 
composed of 400 or so single family homes with a few duplexes here and there.  

UENAers value the ability to walk to the goods and service providers situated along 
their south border. Neighbors walk to work and shop at Ralph's Thriftway, the Bike 
Peddler, and the Eastside Urban Farm Store, among others. 

UENAers value community and come together for neighborhood cleanups, garage 
sales, and the annual picnic. With the help of Neighborhood Matching Grants, neighbors 
created a neighborhood logo and welcome signs. Grants have also helped in 
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beautification projects such as a street mural and community hedgerow plantings. 

While UENAers are generally laid-back in regards to the curb-appeal of their neighbors' 
homes, they are united in their lack of tolerance for crime. In recent years, neighbors 
have worked with the City to condemn and tear down a derelict drug-house. By 
following the "friendly neighborhood model" of greeting passersby (as recommended by 
the OPD), neighbors were able to identify and help Police find a residential burglar 
within days of the attempted crime. 

Anecdotally, homes in the UENA don't often turn over, with neighbors logging years, 
even decades, in their little corner of Olympia. 
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Goals, Objectives and Actions 

What is a goal? A broad statement of intention, which can be carried out by defining 
objectives and actions. The broad statement should link to the Comprehensive Plan in a 
general area. For example: 
 Goal23 Each of the community’s major neighborhoods has its own priorities.

What is an objective? A specific, tangible, and measurable standard that will 
promote the goal. For example: 
 Develop prevention strategies to reduce crime rates by 20% within five years.

What is an action? A statement describing a task, carried out by a person or group. 
For example:  
 Work with the Olympia Police Department to increase police patrols and visibility.

ONNA’s Top Three Goals: Safety, Mobility, Land Use 

Safety: Reduce personal and property crime in NE Olympia. 

 Objective: Develop prevention strategies to reduce crime rates by at least 20% by
2021, comparing the average rate in 2012-2016 with the average rate in 2017-2021.

Action Steps Responsible Parties 

Create more neighborhood block watch programs. Code Enforcement, Neighborhood 
Assns, ONNA, Police, Parks 

Increase police patrols and visibility. Police 

Abate crime at Bigelow Park. Neighborhood Assns, ONNA, 
Police, Parks 

Improve outdoor lighting to deter theft and increase pedestrian 
safety at night.  

ONNA, Public Works 

Establish a welcoming culture throughout Northeast Olympia. ONNA 

Encourage residents to identify problem houses (drug, 
nuisance, code violations) and homeless camps and notify 
police and code enforcement. 

Code Enforcement, Neighborhood 
Assns, ONNA, Police 

Facilitate educating residents about preventing car prowls and 
home burglaries. 

Neighborhood Assns, ONNA, 
Police 
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Mobility: Promote improvements to make NE Olympia more walkable and 
bikeable 

 
 
 Objective: Add 5,000 linear feet (nearly one mile) of new sidewalks, pathways and/or 

bike routes by 2021 to encourage non-motorized transportation.  

Action Steps Responsible Parties 

Promote neighborhood cleanup days to cut back vegetation 
obstructing passage on City rights-of-way, including streets 
and sidewalks. 

Code Enforcement, Neighborhood 
Assns, ONNA 

Host work parties to maintain existing trails such as Mission 
Creek Nature Park and Joy Ave trail. 

Neighborhood Assns, ONNA, 
Parks 

Develop a safe walking route along 26th Ave from Bethel St 
NE to the east entrance of Priest Point Park. 

ONNA, Parks, Public Works  

Develop a scenic overlook and trails along the San Francisco 
Ave hill. 

ONNA, Planning, Public Works  

Encourage walkable routes by identifying alternatives to 
sidewalks, such as pathways along road easements, with a 
focus on links to parks, schools, and other key destinations in 
our neighborhoods.  

Neighborhood Assns, ONNA, 
Planning, Public Works 

Promote aesthetically pleasing walking routes. Neighborhood Assns, ONNA, 
Planning, Public Works 

 
 
Land Use: Promote a place for people to gather by developing a neighborhood 
center at Bethel St NE and San Francisco Ave NE.  

 Objective: In collaboration with the City, conduct research, explore development 
options/limitations/opportunities, and prepare a vision for the neighborhood center by 
December 2017. 

Action Steps Responsible Parties 

Establish an ad hoc committee with City and ONNA 
representatives to develop steps to develop a neighborhood 
center. 

ONNA, Planning, Public Works 

Promote mixed-use building that supports community life. ONNA, Planning 
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Action Steps Responsible Parties 

Research the contamination at the old gas station site at 1400 
Bethel St NE. Work with other partners to identify funding 
options for cleanup. 

ONNA, Planning, Local gov’t, 
Federal gov’t  

Seek opportunities for public and private funding to purchase 
the properties at 1400 Bethel St NE. 

ONNA 

Implementing the Plan 
• Identify community resources and volunteers to assist in implementing goals
• Maintain communication (website, social media, email list)
• Recruit investors or donations for certain projects
• Investigate funding sources other than city funds (EPA, state, county, etc.)
• Transfer information to new ONNA and city leaders to guide future plan

implementation 
• Meet with city departments to discuss the ONNA goals and ensure the plan is

embraced and implemented by city departments 
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Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan 
The December 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan, Land Use and Urban Design 
Chapter, Subarea Planning specifically states: 

Much of this Plan applies to the entire Olympia community. However, this is a 
large area of over twenty-four square miles with tens of thousands of 
residents. Thus, this Plan cannot address all of the details of our community. 
Twelve planning areas, including downtown, are to be established to provide 
that opportunity. In general, planning areas will be comparable to the scale of 
an elementary school service area with five to ten thousand residents. As 
described in the Public Participation and Partners chapter, this scale will 
provide the opportunity for interested parties to focus on furthering the 
community’s plan for these areas. These subarea efforts must be consistent 
with this Comprehensive Plan.  

Subarea plans will not be adopted as part of the City’s comprehensive plan, but will 
identify the neighborhood’s strategies and actions to help the City prioritize its projects 
and programs. Creating a subarea plan does not guarantee funding, however the 
subarea may be eligible for various City neighborhood planning grants and/or private, 
federal and state funding programs. 

Primary Subarea Planning Goal and Policies 

 
 

 

PP5.1 Work with neighborhoods to identify the priorities, assets and challenges of 
designated subarea(s), as well as provide information to increase understanding of 
land-use decision-making processes and the existing plans and regulations that could 
affect them. 

PP5.2 Encourage wide participation in the development and implementation of subarea 
plans. 

PP5.3 Define the role that subarea plans play in City decision-making and resource 
allocation. 

PP5.4 Allow initiation of subarea planning by either neighborhoods or the City. 

PP5.5 Encourage collaboration between neighborhoods and City representatives. 

ONNA’s Process for Plan Development  
1) Formation of the Subarea team 
• Elected officers and board members from each existing, recognized neighborhood 

were solicited to become members of the new subarea team. A chairman was 
selected. These subarea team members kept their respective neighborhood 

GP5 Subarea planning is conducted through a collaborative effort by 
community members and the City, and is used to shape how neighborhoods 
grow and develop. 
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association’s (NA) members informed of the subarea team’s activities. 
• Team members met monthly for three years to get acquainted, encourage cohesion 

and describe each neighborhood’s history, assets, recurring issues and current 
needs.  

• The subarea team identified issues and needs that its component neighborhoods 
have in common to strengthen and maintain our community. Initial thoughts 
shared for action needed to meet these needs. 

• The team had enough energy, need, commitment, and interest to proceed with 
involving the community to draft a plan. 

 
2) Recognition by the City Council to Proceed  

The team sent a letter to City Council asking to be recognized as a subarea group 
ready to plan, which would include commitment of budget for City staff time and 
coverage of some expenses. For Council’s response, which outlined expectations, 
see Appendices.  

 
3) Outreach and Information Gathering 
• Demographic profile: City staff and interns used demographic data to create a 

subarea profile. 
• Website creation: The subarea team created a website that describes the subarea 

and the concept of subarea planning, explains the team’s function, highlights 
subarea assets, enables viewers to give their contact info, educates readers 
about how City process works, and how the subarea can affect it.  

• Information gathering: The subarea team created an online survey to solicit residents’ 
opinions on subarea needs, priorities, and suggested projects. 

• Outreach begins: The City created a mailing list of nearly 3,000 subarea residents, 
businesses, property owners and tenants. A post card was mailed to all on the 
address list, encouraging them to visit the website, leave their contact 
information, and fill out the survey. The team created and maintained an email 
list to keep people informed of progress. 

 
4) How ONNA Used Community Input to Create a Plan 
● Each of the five neighborhood associations communicated with their respective 

Boards and sought individual neighborhood association input. 
● Surveys were used to gauge general support of the plan  
● Yes or no votes were not solicited from NE Olympia residents/businesses to approve 

the plan. Rather, feedback from surveys informed the process for subarea 
leaders to come to consensus on goals, objectives, and action steps. 

● Based on survey results, the team chose specific projects as a focus to achieve goals. 
To qualify, a project had to be feasible, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
and benefitting the entire subarea. Projects considered fell into one of the 
following general categories: 

 
1. Safety needs - improve safety and reduce crime.  
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2. Mobility needs - improved sidewalks, pathways, and general transportation 
improvements.  

3. Land use needs - an improved neighborhood center which might include better 
access to a community center, activities, retail services, shops, and/or 
restaurants. 

The team created a draft plan, which was reviewed by residents. Their comments were 
used to finalize the plan. 

 
References 
 
Boise Neighborhood Planning Guide  
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OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION - MEETING SCHEDULE 
Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are held at 6:30 p.m. on first and third Mondays at Olympia City Hall  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

2016 
Next Meeting: 
Monday, August 15, 2016, Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., Room 207 of City Hall 
 
Business Items:   

1. Locally Important Habitat and Species (Phase II CAO) Briefing 
2. Cannabis Regulations Public Hearing & Deliberations 

 
Other Events of Potential Interest (Tentative Topics Included when known) 

• August 2 – NO City Council 
• August 3 – Downtown Strategy Stakeholders Workgroup - CANCELLED 
• August 8 – Coalition of Neighborhoods Meeting 
• August 8 – Hearing Examiner 
• August 9 – NO City Council 
• August 10 – Finance Committee (Multi-modal Approach for Impact Fees, 

Asset Management, City’s Insurance Programs)  
• August 11 – Arts Commission 
• August 11 – Parking Business Improvement Area 
• August 11 – Design Review Board 
• August 15 – Community Economic Revitalization Committee (Draft 

Community Renewal  Plan Public Involvement Process) 
• August 16 – City Council (2016 Comprehensive Plan Amendments) 
• August 18 – Land Use and Environment Committee (DTS Preliminary Draft, 

ONNA Subarea Plan, Urban Forestry Asset Management Plan) 
• August 18 – Utility Advisory Committee 
• August 18 – Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 
• August 22 – Hearing Examiner 
• August 23 – City Council 
• August 24 – General Government 
• August 24 – Heritage Commission 
• August 24 – General Government Committee 
• August 25 – Design review Board 
• August 29 – Hearing Examiner 
• August 30 – City Council (ONNA Subarea Plan)  

Future Planning Commission Meetings 
      (Note: due to Labor Day there is no ‘first Monday’ meeting in September) 

• Monday, September 19 (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 
207) 

• Monday, October 3 (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 207) 
• Monday, October 17 (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 207) 

• Monday, November 7 (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 207) 
• Monday, November 21 (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 

207) 
• Monday, December 5, (Regular Meeting, 6:30 p.m., City Hall, Room 207) 
(Note: due to holidays there is no ‘3rd Monday’ meeting in December) 

• In January 2017 the first and third Mondays are both holidays.  
Tentatively, the Planning Commission will meet Monday, January 9th 
and Monday, January 23rd. 

Pending Agenda Items to 
be Scheduled (tentative 
date if known): 
• Urban Corridors 

implementation – work 
plan briefing (March 21) 

• 2016 Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment briefing 
(April) 

• Code Amendment to 
provide for Long-term 
‘Campus’ Plan Approvals 
(tbd) 

• Critical Areas Ordinance 
Briefing, Public Hearing 
(June 6) 

• Neighborhood Centers 
update (tbd) 

• Infill (tbd) 

Pending Agenda Items to be Scheduled 
(tentative date if known): 
• Downtown Strategy Update (Sept 19) 
• Sea Level Rise Update (Sept 19 or Oct) 
• Review of Capital Facilities Plan  
• Private parking requirements in vicinity of 

bus corridors (tbd) 
• Transitional Zoning Provisions (tbd) 
• Joint meeting with the Coalition of 

Neighborhoods (tbd) 
• Code Amendment for Long-term ‘Campus’ 

Plan Approvals (tbd) 
• Neighborhood Centers update (summer) 
• ADUs & Infill (tbd) 
• Housing (tbd) 
• Sign Code Rewrite (summer/fall) 
• State Environmental Policy Act (tbd) 
Regionally Hosted:   
Short Course on Local Planning (September 
29, Lacey Community Center) 
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