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Special Study Session

1. ROLL CALL

2. SPECIAL STUDY SESSION TOPICS

2.A 14-0308 Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update 

including Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding 

Olympia’s Urban Corridors

Goals & Policies & OPC Rationale

Recommended Future Land Use Map

Recommended Transportation Corridor Map

Urban Corridor Segment Maps

Urban Corridor FAQ (Updated March 2014)

Evolution of a Corridor Illustration

FSEIS Analysis. Reduced Urban Corridors

Elements of a Walkable Urban Center

Urban Transit Corridors Illustration

Hyperlink - Planning Commission Chair Cover Letter

Hyperlink - Individual Planning Commissioner Letters

Hyperlink - Urban Corridors Web Page

Attachments:

2.B 14-0329 Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update 

including Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding 

Urban Agriculture

OPC Recommendations & Rationale

FSEIS Analysis on Urban Agriculture

Recent Public Comment on Urban Agriculture

Policy Guidance Resources for Urban Ag

Attachments:

3. ADJOURNMENT

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

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

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

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

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

601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501

360-753-8447

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including 

Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding Olympia’s Urban 

Corridors

City Council

Agenda Date: 4/8/2014    

Agenda Number: 2.A  

File Number: 14-0308  

Status: Study SessionVersion: 1File Type: work session

..Title

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including 

Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding Olympia’s Urban 

Corridors

..Recommended Action

City Manager Recommendation:

Receive and discuss goals and policies recommended by the Olympia Planning 

Commission and staff regarding Urban Corridors. Provide initial guidance on next 

steps.

..Report

Issue:

The Planning Commission and City Manager have presented Council with 

recommendations on the Comprehensive Plan Update. City Council will hold a public 

hearing on a draft Comprehensive Plan Update at a date to be determined - most 

likely in June, 2014. Guidance is needed regarding the width of the Urban Corridors.

Staff Contact:

Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning & Development, 360.753.8206

Presenter(s):

Leonard Bauer, Deputy Director, Community Planning & Development

Thera Black, Senior Planner, Thurston Regional Planning Council

Sophie Stimson, Senior Planner, Public Works Transportation, City of Olympia

Dennis Bloom, Planning Manager, Intercity Transit

Jerome Parker, Olympia Planning Commissioner

The Olympia Planning Commission has been notified of the meeting.

Note: The meeting will be set up "study session discussion" style around tables on the 

main floor of the Council Chambers.

Background and Analysis:

At its February 25 work session on the Draft Comprehensive Plan Updated 

recommended by the Olympia Planning Commission, the City Council referred several 

policy issues to future Council work sessions. The Council scheduled April 8 to 

consider the issue of Urban Corridors.
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Urban Corridors are an integrated transportation and land use concept initially 

designated in 1994 by Olympia, Lacey, Tumwater and Thurston County. These are 

major arterials planned for high-density mixed land uses ¼ mile on either side. Along 

these corridors, the compact land uses are supported by a multimodal transportation 

system, including high-quality transit service. Urban Corridors are key to the region’s 

strategy to avoid sprawl and reduce its dependence on the auto by providing an 

appealing housing alternative for people who want to live in an attractive, walkable, 

urban environment close to transit, work, services and shopping. 

Olympia’s current Comprehensive Plan describes mixed use corridors ¼-mile on either 

side of the arterials in these corridors, but ultimately designated only the lots along the 

main street for commercial use. The remaining portions of the corridors were 

designated for low to medium density housing, with a target of 7 units per acre. In the 

July 2012 Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update, staff proposed a ½ mile wide 

Urban Corridor land use designation along each of the arterials. (See Attachment 7 for 

explanation of how designations impact zoning.)

During the public process for Imagine Olympia, residents of the Capitol Boulevard 

area opposed this proposal and strongly requested eliminating the Urban Corridor land 

use designation south of Interstate-5. In their March 2013 recommendation, the 

Olympia Planning Commission (OPC) supported staff’s proposal.  In their December 

2013 recommendation, OPC recommended removing the area south of Interstate-5 

from the Urban Corridor, as requested by the Capitol Boulevard residents, and also 

recommended reducing the width of the Urban Corridors along 4th/State and Harrison 

Avenue corridors to only the lots along the main arterials.

The reduction to areas designated as Urban Corridor along 4th/State and Harrison 

Avenues will minimize mixed -use and commercial uses in these corridors to the 

properties fronting those streets in the future.  Without the ability for the broader 

corridor to include mixed-use and commercial uses, the transit system is not optimized 

to its fullest potential, nor is their ability to function as areas where people can work, 

access shopping and other services within their neighborhood. 

A primary goal of The Sustainable Development Plan for the Thurston Region is: 

By 2035, 72% of all (new and existing) households in our cities, towns, and 

unincorporated growth areas will be within a half-mile (comparable to a 

20-minute walk) of an urban center, corridor, or neighborhood center with 

access to goods and services to meet some of their daily needs.

Maintaining the urban corridors for the ¼ mile width on either side of these arterials 

provides more land area and flexibility needed to achieve this vision. The 

Comprehensive Plan can direct that specific zoning be refined to address the unique 

characteristics of districts along these corridors, while maintaining the envisioned mix 
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of land uses. 

The staff recommendation is remove Capitol Boulevard from the Urban Corridor 

designation, and restore the width of the Urban Corridor along Harrison, Fourth and 

State to 1/4 mile on either side. The staff recommendation reaffirms the 7 units per 

acre target, and allows for mixed commercial/residential uses throughout the corridor 

subject to ‘transition policies.’ 

See Attachments for more background information, including:

· Draft goals & policies with OPC rationale

· OPC letters of recommendation to Council

· Draft Future Land Use, Transportation Corridor Map & UC Segment Maps

· FSEIS (Staff SEPA Analysis)

· FAQ on Urban Corridors

· Illustrations: Evolution of a Corridor; Urban Transit Corridors; Elements of a 

Walkable Urban Center

· Links to City’s Urban Corridors Webpage & TRPC’s Corridor Communities

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):

During the Planning Commission’s public hearings on the July 2012 (staff) Draft of the 

Comprehensive Plan, several public commenters raised concern about the impacts of 

increasing density near or in existing single-family neighborhoods. Specifically, 

residents of the Carlyon, Wildwood and Governor Stevens neighborhoods (all situated 

south of I-5 along Capitol Way) provided a large percentage of the total comments to 

the Planning Commission in regard to the Comprehensive Plan Update.

In summary, these residents expressed:

· Concern that parts of their neighborhood are designated “Urban Corridor (UC)” 

on the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use map. Policies in the draft plan 

describe the UC as extending about a ¼ mile into neighborhoods from either 

side of the arterial;

· Concern regarding additional policies that describe the UC as having more 

intensive land uses within the first 400’ from the arterial, including multi-story 

and commercial buildings.

· Questions about whether this is an appropriate vision for their neighborhoods, 

or the city-at-large;

· Comments about negative impacts to their neighborhoods, including: loss of 

historic homes and neighborhood character; impact to wildlife; traffic; and 

decreased safety.

· Confusion about the minimum and maximum densities allowed in UC, as well 

as in the R4-8 zone.

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

Financial Impact:

None; this work item is an element of the Comprehensive Plan Update. 
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See Future Land Use & Transportation Corridor Maps in Packet also. 
Summary of current recommendation for the Urban Corridor (UC) land use designation: 

o Removed UC category (from July Draft) that had been applied to ¼ mile along Capitol Boulevard south of I-5 (this area now 
designated as Low Density Residential) 

o Areas nearest downtown (Harrison Avenue west to Division, and 4th/State east to Martin Way/Pacific Avenue) narrowed from ½  
mile wide to various widths consistent with underlying High Density Corridor zoning (for an average ½-block width from arterials)* 

o UC defined by three categories (see PL13.7): 
1. Areas nearest downtown: Blended travel modes with priority for pedestrian, bicycle and transit systems; mix of low-

intensity professional offices, commercial uses and multi-family buildings forming a continuous and pedestrian-oriented 
edge; 35’ height limit if any portion of the building is within 100’ of a single family residential zone.  

2. A little further east and west: Transition away from cars being the primary transportation mode to a more walkable 
environment, where bicycling and transit are also encouraged. Redevelopment to create more density and new buildings 
that gradually create a continuous street edge and more pedestrian-friendly streetscape. 

3. Outer portions of the corridor: Primarily accessed by autos with more gradual transition from existing suburban character 
and provisions for pedestrian and bicycle travel; more pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, but with regulatory flexibility to 
acknowledge the existing suburban nature of these areas. 

 

*As proposed by staff, a key policy question for the City Council and public relates to the width of the Urban Corridor in 
the areas nearest downtown. 

Land Use Chapter 
Date discussed/ 
recommended 

Recommended Text Rationale 

Confirmed 
12/16/13;  
Accepted 
12/9/13; 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

GL13: Attractive urban corridors of mixed uses are established near 
specified major streets. 
 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
-It was agreed that all issues with no 
recommendation changes [in the packet] will be 
accepted. 

Revised 
12/16/13 
 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

PL13.1: Establish urban corridors as shown on the Future Land Use 
Map with potential employment and residential density to support 
frequent transit service, encourage pedestrian traffic between 
businesses, provide a large customer base and minimize auto use for 
local trips. 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
PL13.1: It was moved by Chair Parker, seconded by 
Commissioner Andresen, to adopt the language of 
option 2 with the removal of "(over 15 housing units 
per acre)". The motion passed unanimously.  



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO URBAN CORRIDORS Revised March 27, 2014 

 

Page 2 

Confirmed 
12/16/13; 
Accepted 
12/9/13; 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

PL 13.2 Coordinate urban corridor planning and development 
regionally to ensure a continuous, consistent and balanced approach to 
redevelopment, and improvement of these areas and associated public 
facilities and services. 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
-It was agreed that all issues with no 
recommendation changes [in the packet] will be 
accepted. 
 

Confirmed 
12/16/13;  
Accepted 
12/9/13; 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

PL 13.3 Transform urban corridors into areas with excellent transit 
service; multi-story buildings fronting major streets with street trees, 
benches and landscaping; parking lots behind buildings; and a 
compatible mix of residential uses close to commercial uses. 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
-It was agreed that all issues with no 
recommendation changes [in the packet] will be 
accepted. 
 

Confirmed 
12/16/13; 
Accepted 
12/9/13; 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

PL 13.4: Establish minimum housing densities in urban corridors that 
provide sufficient density for frequent transit service and to sustain 
area businesses. 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
-It was agreed that all issues with no 
recommendation changes [in the packet] will be 
accepted. 
 

Revised 
12/16/13;  
 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

 

PL13.5: Ensure appropriate transitional land uses from high intensity 
land uses along the arterial streets of the urban corridors to the less 
intensive land* uses adjacent to the corridors; corridor redevelopment 
should enhance both the corridor and quality of life in adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.  
 
*Minutes reflect this phrase was removed; thus, current draft has a 
typo. 
 
 
 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
PL13.5: It was moved by Commissioner Horn, 
seconded by Commissioner Brown, to keep the 
language of option 1, with the removal of "less 
intensive land". The motion passed unanimously. 
Discussion: 
-Ensure that appropriate transitional land uses 
remain. 
Another reason as stated in the 12/16/13 Staff 
report: In many cases, the reduced Urban Corridor 
area along Harrison, State and 4th Avenues does not 
provide for less intense transitional land uses 
between the HDC and adjacent single family. 
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Confirmed 
12/16/13; 
Accepted 
12/9/13; 
Initially adopted 
March 18, 2013 

 

PL 13.6 Focus public intervention and incentives on encouraging 
housing and walking, biking and transit improvements in the portions 
of the urban corridors nearest downtown and other areas with 
substantial potential for redevelopment consistent with this Plan. 
 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
-It was agreed that all issues with no 
recommendation changes [in the packet] will be 
accepted. 
 
 

Revised 
12/16/13; 
 
Initially adopted 
3/18/13 

 

PL13.7  Designate different categories of corridors generally as follows: 
 

 Areas nearest downtown along Harrison Avenue east of Division 
Street and the upper portions of the State Street/Fourth Avenue 
corridor to the intersection of Martin Way and Pacific Avenue 
should blend travel modes with priority for pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit systems. These areas should provide for a mix of low-
intensity professional offices, commercial uses and multi-family 
buildings forming a continuous and pedestrian-oriented edge along 
the arterial streets. There shall be a 35’ height limit if any portion of 
the building is within 100’ from a single family residential zone, 
provided that the City may establish an additional height bonus for 
residential development.  
 

 The area along Harrison Avenue west from the vicinity of Division 
Street to Cooper Point Road -- and the portions of Martin Way and 
Pacific Avenues from Lilly Road to the intersection of Martin Way 
and Pacific Avenue – will transition away from cars being the 
primary transportation mode to a more walkable environment, 
where bicycling and transit are also encouraged. Redevelopment of 
the area will create more density and new buildings that gradually 
create a continuous street edge and more pedestrian-friendly 
streetscape. 

 

 The outer portions of the urban corridors west of the vicinity of the 
Capital Mall and east of Lilly Road will primarily be accessed by 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
PL13.7: It was moved by Commissioner Bateman, 
seconded by Chair Parker, to adopt the language of 
Option 2. The motion passed 6 to 1. Vice Chair 
Bardin opposed. 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Bateman, seconded 
by Chair Parker to replace the wording in option 2 of 
"three-story" with "35- feet".  The motion passed 
unanimously. Why was not in the written record. 
 
Reason for defining 3 categories, rather than 5 as 
was in the July Draft - from 12/16/13 staff report: In 
Option 2, staff proposes edits to the definition, for 
clarity and consistency with the FLU map:  

Bullets 1 & 2 expressed essentially the same 
vision, so they were combined. Proposed height 
expresses what is consistent with current HDC 
zoning in these areas. 

The third bullet was changed to reflect the more 
pedestrian-oriented vision for these areas.  

The last bullet describing the area south of I-5 as 
part of the Urban Corridor was removed per OPC 
direction on the map. 
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motor vehicles with provisions for pedestrian and bicycle travel; 
gradual transition from existing suburban character is to form 
continuous pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, but more regulatory 
flexibility will be provided to acknowledge the existing suburban 
nature of these areas (see Capital Mall special area below). 

 
 

Revised 
12/16/13 
 
Initially adopted 
3/11/13 
 

PL14.3: Preserve and enhance the character of existing established 
Low-density Neighborhoods. Disallow medium or high density 
development in existing Low-density Neighborhood areas except for 
Neighborhood Centers.  
 
 
 
 

Since 2012, a big part of the OPC discussion regarded 
preserving and enhancing the character of existing 
Low-Density Neighborhoods. This effort was a 
primary rationale for the OPC recommendation to 
reduce the width of the Urban Corridor in the UC 
areas nearest downtown. OPC adopted Policy PL14.3 
in part to guide that these neighborhoods should 
have more involvement in whether or not to be 
designated UC (mix of commercial and residential 
uses with higher densities,) regardless of whether the 
underlying residential zoning (e.g., R4-8) was 
actually changed or not. 
From the Dec 16, 2013 OPC minutes: 
PL14.3: It was moved by Commissioner Horn, 
seconded by Commissioner Brown, to adopt the 
language of option 2. The motion passed 6 to 1. 
Vice Chair Bardin opposed.  Discussion: 
-Intention of the Planning Commission is for the 
neighborhood to be responsible in determining the 
look and direction of growth.  
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Definitions of Land Use Designations –  (These correspond to the Future Land Use map) 
Only the OPC updated designations are included here, see Comp Plan Draft for complete list. 

High Density Neighborhood (HDN), although an OPC update, is not a “Land Use Designation.” It is an ‘Overlay’ that provides additional guidance for zoning. 
HDN’s were discussed by LUEC on March 27. 

Date discussed/ 
recommended 

Recommended Text Rationale 

Revised 
12/16/13 
 
Initially Tabled 
3/1/8/13 for 
future work 

 

Urban Corridors. This designation applies to certain areas in 
the vicinity of major arterial streets. Generally more intense 
commercial uses and larger structures should be located 
near the street edge with less intensive uses and smaller 
structure farther from the street to transition to adjacent 
designations. Particular 'nodes' or intersections may be 
more intensely developed. Opportunities to live, work, shop 
and recreate will be located within walking distance of these 
areas. 
 
 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
It was moved by Commissioner Bateman, seconded by Chair 
Parker, to adopt the language of option 2. The motion passed 6 
to 1. Vice Chair Bardin opposed. It was moved by Commissioner 
Watts, seconded by Commissioner Horn, to remove the 
language of "1/4 mile". The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Discussion was about preserving and enhancing the character of 
existing established Low-density Neighborhoods. . From the Dec 
16 OPC Staff Report: On 10/13/13, Commissioner Horn clarified 
the intent of the previous Urban Neighborhoods proposals ... 
The intent was not to replace the mixed residential/ commercial 
land use along the arterials with a purely residential 
designation, nor was it to render existing commercial uses in 
those areas non-conforming … Intent is that the Urban Corridor 
designation along Harrison, State and Fourth Avenue match 
underlying High Density Corridor zoning. Thus, theses uses 
would not be rendered non-conforming, and low density 
residential would remain outside of that. 
 
 

Revised 
12/16/13 
 
Initially Tabled 
3/1/8/13 for 
future work 

Medium-Density Neighborhoods (MDN). This designation 
provides for townhomes and multi-family residential 
densities ranging from 13 to 24 units per acre. Specific 
zoning is to be based on proximity to bus routes and major 
streets, land use compatibility, and environmental 
constraints. Specific zoning will include minimum and 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
DEFINITION OF MEDIUM DENSITY 
It was moved by Commissioner Brown, seconded by Chair 
Parker, to adopt the language of option 2 with the 
replacement of "15 to 30" to "13 to 24" units. The motion 
passed 6 to 1. Vice Chair Bardin opposed. 
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 maximum densities to ensure efficient use of developable 
land and to ensure provision of an adequate variety of types 
of housing to serve the community. Higher densities should 
be located close to major employment or commercial areas. 
Clustering may be permitted. 
 

 

Transportation Chapter 

Date discussed/ 
recommended 

Recommended Text Rationale 

Revised 

12/16/13 

Initially adopted 

3/18/13 

 

GT 14: The Urban Corridors of Martin Way, Pacific Avenue, east 4th 
and State Avenues, portions of Harrison Avenue, Black Lake Boulevard 
and Cooper Point Road are vibrant mixed-use areas where a large 
portion of trips are made by walking, biking and transit. 
 
 

From the December 16, 2013 OPC Minutes: 
It was moved by Commissioner Horn, seconded by 
Commissioner Andresen, to adopt the language of 
option 2. The motion passed 6 to 1. Vice Chair 
Bardin opposed. 
Points raised: 
-"Capital Way/Boulevard" is part of the May 
addendum and clearly defines transportation 
corridors.  
-A continuous wall of buildings that front the street 
is undesirable. 
-The critical importance of planning for walkability. 

Confirmed 
12/16/13  
Initially adopted 
3/11/13 

PT14.1: Retrofit City streets in Urban Corridors to City Street Standards 
to attract new development and increase densities. 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
 

Confirmed 
12/16/13  
 
Initially adopted 
3/18/13 

PT14.2 Request the State of Washington include Urban Corridors in the 
State’s preferred leasing area, so that state buildings are easily 
accessible by walking, biking and frequent transit. 
 
 
 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
 

Confirmed 
12/16/13  

PT14.3: Encourage public agencies to build in the Urban Corridors, so 
that they are easily accessible by walking, biking and transit and 

Never really a big topic of discussion 
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Initially adopted 
3/18/13 

support the City's transportation-efficient land use goals. 
 

 

Revised 

12/16/13 

Initially adopted 
3/11/13 

PT 14.4: Partner with the cities of Lacey and Tumwater to pursue the 
coordinated transportation and land use objectives identified for the 
urban corridors of Martin Way, east 4th and State Avenues and Pacific 
Avenue. 
 

Revised to remove the portion of Capitol Way south 

of I-5 from the Urban Corridor 
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Widening may not be a solution to
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Updated March 26, 2014 

Comprehensive Plan Update – Urban Corridors 

 

Urban Corridors              

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) 
 
1. What are Urban Corridors? 
 
Urban Corridors are the major arterials on our street system and the compact mixed land uses that 
surround them. 
 
Urban Corridors are envisioned to gradually redevelop into area with: 
 

 Well-designed buildings that front the street with street-level windows and welcoming 
entrances  

 Wide sidewalks, street trees, landscaping and benches that make the street safe, comfortable 
and interesting  

 Retail businesses, restaurants, and other commercial uses mixed with libraries, schools, clinics 
and other services that meet the daily needs of and provide jobs for nearby residents  

 Frequent and convenient bus services that makes the bus more appealing than driving 

 Streets that are human scale and oriented towards people, not dominated by cars 

 Vehicle traffic that is slow but moving, so that the presence of traffic has a low impact to people 
on the sidewalk and in the buildings 

 A mix of residences including apartments, townhouses, and small cottages at a density that 
supports the nearby businesses 

 Carefully designed streets and buildings off the corridor that help to transition from the mixed, 
active areas to quieter residential neighborhoods 

 
Urban Corridors are an integrated land use and transportation concept. The Urban Corridors approach is 
key to the region’s ability to avoid sprawl and reduce dependence on the auto.  These areas allow 
people to live in attractive urban neighborhoods where they can walk or use transit to get to work and 
to meet their daily needs.  The concept relies on building walkable streets and investing in a quality 
transit service. This type of transit is not possible without the mix of compact land uses.  Our Urban 
Corridors are the only places where we can reasonably reduce car trips. A reduction in vehicle use is 
central to our region’s sustainability efforts.  

 
2. What is the basis for the Urban Corridors concept? 
 
The Urban Corridors concept first appeared in the 1993 Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, 
where it was then incorporated into Olympia’s 1994 Comprehensive Plan. The concept 
originated as a regional strategy to redevelop the old highways dominated by low-density, strip 
commercial development, and move toward less auto-oriented land use patterns.  
 
Today, major arterial streets in our region are lined with low-density residential and office uses 
with typical strip commercial development. Individual, randomly spaced driveways into each 
business interrupt the flow of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and the typical pattern of 
buildings set back behind parking lots makes pedestrian access difficult and uninviting. The 
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disjointed signage, landscaping, and building designs are also often unattractive. As a result, 
these areas have limited appeal as places to live, work, and shop.  
 
The Urban Corridors concept is a strategy to make more efficient use of this existing 
infrastructure, to reduce environmental impacts associated with auto use and sprawl, and 
transition unattractive and underused land uses to maintain and create a more livable 
community. The concept is not unique to Olympia; it is a key part of the Thurston Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  
 
Note: Both the 1993 RTP and 1994 Comp Plan used the term “High Density Corridors.” For the 
Comp Plan Update, staff changed the term to “Urban Corridors” to be consistent with the term 
now used for regional planning purposes. For Olympia, this change also helps to distinguish the 
Urban Corridor planning concept from the zoning designations High Density Corridor 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. Although related to Urban Corridors - just as any designation on the Future Land Use 
map relates to zoning - HDC zones have a different geography than Urban Corridors. 
 
The basics of the regional strategy are captured in the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, as well as 
Olympia’s draft Comprehensive Plan Update. The general policy direction to support the Urban 
Corridors concept includes:   
 

 Reducing dependence on motor vehicle use. Reduced vehicle use has social, 
environmental and economic benefits.  

 Well-planned density leads to efficient provision of public services – water, sewer, 
emergency services, waste collection and transportation.  

 Targeting density allows the preservation of rural and natural areas.  

 Transit can absorb a great share of future trips that would otherwise be made by car. 
The best quality transit in this community already exists on our urban corridors. There is 
potential for these corridors to absorb more residents and employees if they are well 
designed and people can take the bus, walk, bike, as well as drive.  

 Urban Corridors integrate transportation and land use planning goals: an efficient way 
to locate new growth and create land use patterns that support walking, biking and 
transit. Well-designed, dense, mixed land uses provide an opportunity to create social 
interaction, community identity and a healthy economy. 

 Good urban form and multi modal streets are needed to make dense areas pleasant and 
function efficiently.  

 
A recent intent of regional policymakers is to identify select districts along the urban corridor 
where jurisdictions will work extra hard to attract growth (the Planning Commission identifies 
such nodes in their Urban Neighborhoods proposal.) The old HDC concept seemed to imply a 
rather homogenous distribution of growth throughout each corridor.  
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3. How does the land use designation “Urban Corridor” in the Comprehensive Plan influence 
zoning regulations? 
 
Land use designations are shown on the Future Land Use (FLU) map, and have corresponding 
definitions, goals and policies in the Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The Future Land Use Map is a requirement of the Growth Management Act. It shows the 
approximate locations of various residential, commercial, industrial and mixed use land uses in 
the city and its growth area.   
 
The FLU is not a zoning map; this map, along with related goals, policies and definitions provide 
guidance for establishing zoning and other regulations, to ensure land use and development is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The entire Plan is considered when establishing 
zoning; for example, affordable housing, walkable design and economic vitality policies – to 
name just a few – are considered when establishing zoning for downtown housing. 
 
This is what the current draft Future Land Use map looks like (Urban Corridors are in red): 
 

 
 
The draft plan recommends a more flexible format for the FLU that our current “mirrored 
maps;” it collapses the 34 existing land use categories into 14. There is more flexibility within 
this future land use scenario since a range of potential zoning districts may be compatible with 
each land use designation. A FLU-Zoning cross-walk has yet to be adopted; this is on the 
Planning Commission’s current work plan for 2014.  



  

Page 4 of 10 
 

4. If more than one zone fits within the land use designation where my house is, does that 
mean I could automatically be rezoned to another compatible zone? 
 
No. No matter what, any rezone requires a public hearing and decision by the City Council.  In 
evaluating rezones, the City refers to: 
 

1) The Land Use Designation descriptions in the Land Use chapter of the Comp Plan. 
2)  The rest of the goals and policies in the Plan. These provide additional 

considerations to apply concerning various uses and locales throughout the city.  
3)  The specific purpose statements of each zoning district in Title 18 of the Municipal 

Code, which in some cases provides more criteria for where to locate the zone than 
provisions in the Comprehensive Plan.  

4) The public 
 

5.   Why does the Future Land Use map in the draft Comprehensive Plan Update look so 
different than the Future Land Use map in the existing Comp Plan? 

 
Currently, each time the City considers a rezone, it must also consider a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment to change the Future Land Use (FLU) map. This is because the City’s Zoning Map 
mirrors our Future Land Use Map (FLU); each of the 34 land use categories on the FLU has an 
almost identical zoning district on the Zoning map. The FLU proposed in the Plan Update has a 
different format, with the 34 categories reduced to 14 more general ones. If this type of FLU 
map is adopted, rezones consistent with the FLU will not require a Comp Plan amendment, but 
will still require a rezone process.  
 
6. Are all areas identified as Urban Corridors expected to develop in the same way? 

 
The proposal in the Comprehensive Plan Update is for the Urban Corridor areas to look and feel 
different as they extend from the arterials into the neighborhoods, as well as along the 
corridors themselves. PL13.5 in the draft plan describes a transition from high intensity land 
uses along the arterials to less intense land uses as you move one quarter mile from either side 
of the arterial.  
 
The draft plan also outlines 3 different categories for the corridors, as described in PL13.7: 
 

PL13.7 - Designate different categories of corridors generally as follows: 

1) Areas nearest downtown along Harrison Avenue east of Division Street and the upper 
portions of the State Street/Fourth Avenue corridor to the intersection of Martin Way 
and Pacific Avenue should blend travel modes with priority for pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit systems. These areas should provide for a mix of low-intensity professional 
offices, commercial uses and multi-family buildings forming a continuous and 
pedestrian-oriented edge along the arterial streets. There shall be a 35’ height limit if 
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any portion of the building is within 100’ from a single family residential zone, provided 
that the City may establish an additional height bonus for residential development.  

2) The area along Harrison Avenue west from the vicinity of Division Street to Cooper Point 
Road -- and the portions of Martin Way and Pacific Avenues from Lilly Road to the 
intersection of Martin Way and Pacific Avenue – will transition away from cars being the 
primary transportation mode to a more walkable environment, where bicycling and 
transit are also encouraged. Redevelopment of the area will create more density and 
new buildings that gradually create a continuous street edge and more pedestrian-
friendly streetscape. 

3) The outer portions of the urban corridors west of the vicinity of the Capital Mall and 
east of Lilly Road will primarily be accessed by motor vehicles with provisions for 
pedestrian and bicycle travel; gradual transition from existing suburban character is to 
form continuous pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, but more regulatory flexibility will be 
provided to acknowledge the existing suburban nature of these areas (see Capital Mall 
special area below). 
 

7. What is the Urban Corridors Task Force?  
 
For several years, regional policy makers have been pursuing strategies to achieve the Urban 
Corridors vision. Little redevelopment has occurred as envisioned in the plans from the early 
1990’s and they sought to understand why. Thus, the Urban Corridors Task Force (UCTF) was 
formed, and composed of policy makers from Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) and 
the Transportation Policy Board, citizens and business representatives. 
 
From 2009 through 2011, the UCTF worked to establish an understanding of conditions along 
the region's key urban corridors, to identify and understand barriers to achieving adopted land 
use visions, and identify potential opportunities for addressing those barriers. Members looked 
at the relationship between transportation and land use in these corridors, and the market 
factors that influence the viability of infill and redevelopment projects in this region. As a result, 
the UCTF produced a list of measures for cities to pursue to achieve the urban corridor vision.  
 
8. What are “nodes”? 

 
Referred to as “Corridor Districts” in TRPC’s Revitalizing Urban Transit Corridors report, nodes 
are specific, strategic locations guided by detailed plans and a focus on innovative development 
strategies. Vibrant and full of activity, nodes would offer a full range of services and activities to 
support nearby neighborhoods. The idea is that over time, nodes develop their own strong 
sense of place and local identity; residents within a ½ mile radius would travel to these nodes 
without ever having to get in a car.  
 
While the entire corridor may take decades to redevelop, quicker results may be realized by 
focusing on one or more nodes which would then serve as examples of what is possible. Nodes 
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are not necessarily large; although, according to the report, in order to support neighborhood-
scale retail and services, a minimum of 3,500 households with a half mile radius would be 
needed.  
 
The Planning Commission’s Urban Neighborhoods proposal identifies three high-density areas, 
which could be considered “nodes” or areas to contain a “node.” 

 
9. What are Focus Areas?  How do they relate to the concept of nodes? 

 
The Comprehensive Plan draft outlines “focus areas,” which are select areas of Olympia, both in 
and out of the Urban Corridors, identified for further study and planning in cooperation with 
property owners and residents. The three “focus areas” within the Urban Corridor are 
described in the next question; two focus areas, West Bay Drive and Auto Mall, are not within 
the Urban Corridor. Focus areas are places where multiple planning issues and opportunities 
exist, and further study will help to guide land use development and public services.  
 
Staff did not propose these areas as “nodes,” although a node could be located within a larger 
focus area, a node would be a more specific location where development is guided by detailed 
plans and partnerships; and efforts related to a specified node would include developing 
incentives and strategies to spur a specific type of development.  

 
10. What Focus Areas identified in the Comprehensive Plan draft are in the Urban Corridor, 
and why?  
 
Three focus areas within Urban Corridors are identified in the Comprehensive Plan draft. These 
focus areas, which are identified on the Transportation Corridors Map and described in the 
Land Use & Urban Design Chapter, are: 
 

 Lilly-Martin Area: This area contains much of the last remaining “greenfield” in Olympia – 
undeveloped land - where infill can occur somewhat easier than redevelopment. The area 
holds potential because of its proximity to one of our region’s major employment sectors, 
health and medical services, and the related opportunity to increase housing and services in 
the area.  
 

 Pacific-Lilly Area: This area between Martin Way and Pacific Avenue is the only focus area 
identified in the 1994 plan, where it is referred to as the “Stoll Road Area.” This area has 
frequent transit service, and a large amount of commercial uses, with low amounts of 
housing. The potential to shape the commercial areas as redevelopment occurs can lead to 
a greater mix of uses. The criteria described in policy PL15.4 arose out of the public process 
associated with previous comprehensive planning efforts. 

 

 Capital Mall Area: This area has been identified as having one of the best resident-job 
matches in Thurston County: in this area, a large number of people live close to where they 
work. It has ideal conditions for achieving a vision for bustling, mixed-use urban centers. 

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/olympia/
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Actions are needed to improve the density and mix, and enhance the street system for 
more modes.  

 
These areas are within the same or similar proximity to the High Density Neighborhoods 
identified by the Planning Commission in their recommendation. 

11. What is the density needed to support fixed route transit service along the corridors? 

There is no simple answer. To create and sustain efficient transit service depends not only on 
residential population and employment near or along a corridor, but also other factors such as 
street design, mix of uses and street connectivity that help influence the use of transit. Industry 
experience and research suggest residential densities in the range of 4.5 to 7 units per acre, 
typically within a ¼ mile of a service route, represent a minimum threshold for sustaining 
service. This also represents a point at which an overall mode shift away from driving can begin 
to increase exponentially. 
  
Sustaining demand for transit service tends to increase more dramatically between 20 to 40 
households per residential acre. Today, the densities in most Olympia neighborhoods, outside 
of downtown, fall well below this range (see Olympia’s Transportation Mobility Strategy.) 
However, areas designated for transit-supportive growth could reach this threshold quickly 
with new infill development. Efforts to promote infill development, even at modest densities, 
could have exponential impact on increasing transit and non-motorized travel use. 
  
The current approach in the existing comprehensive plan is to set transit-compatible urban 
densities so that new development fills in already-developed areas. The currently adopted plan 
recommends setting a minimum density of approximately 7 units per acre (equivalent to 
roughly 14 to 20 persons per acre) and a minimum of 15 units per acre in other areas along or 
near a corridor. (Density targets were removed by the Planning Commission in their draft.) 

  
Beyond population and employment density, other factors include: 
  

        Design is especially important as it relates to pedestrian access and safety. Street design, 

security, lighting, building design and orientation to the street affect whether transit stops 

are inviting to use and safe to get to. Even at high density areas, people will not use transit if 

it is difficult or dangerous to access a bus stop.  

        The mixture of uses in an area can influence the attractiveness of transit. If transit brings 

people to locations where more than one function is possible, transit is all the more 

attractive for that trip. 

        Street connectivity is important to transit access and operations. Street networks and 

connectivity to transit supportive corridors provides customers direct walking or biking 
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routes to bus stops. Transit operators can create more efficient options for routes, too, 

including high-frequency service (15 minutes or better) where demand is warranted. 

While the City does not operate bus service in Olympia, it can directly influence its success. City 
land use policies and ability to attract infill development ultimately drive the demand for transit 
service and shape a transit-supportive less auto dependent environment. Improving transit 
service options will require dense, mixed-use corridors with pedestrian-friendly access to 
transit stops and stations. 
  

12. Can we have nodes without density in between? 
 
It is not essential that the entire corridor be fully developed in order for the nodes concept to 
work. However, the function and efficiency of the corridors will increasingly improve as the mix 
and density of land uses increases between these nodes. Overall, the corridor will benefit from 
compact mixed land uses along the length of the corridor.  
 
13. How do Urban Corridors relate to Strategy Corridors? 
 
All of Olympia’s Urban Corridors are “Strategy Corridors.” The Strategy Corridor concept is 
identified in the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan . 
 
Strategy Corridors are places where road widening is not a preferred option to address 
congestion problems. This may be because the street is already at the maximum five-lane 
width, or that adjacent land uses are either fully built out or are environmentally sensitive.  
 
In Strategy Corridors, a different approach is needed to maintain mobility into the future. 
Actions to reduce auto trips, such as building sidewalks, streetscape improvements and bicycle 
facilities, and improving the bus services, will relieve traffic congestion and increase capacity on 
these corridors. 
 
Efforts to increase the density and mix of land uses will also be important to the success of 
Strategy Corridors. It is easier to get people out of their cars when housing is closer to jobs and 
services. Trips are shorter and more easily made by walking and biking. Transit is frequent and 
inviting for longer trips outside the immediate neighborhood.  
 
14.  How do Urban Corridors relate to Bus Corridors? 
 
All Urban Corridors are Bus Corridors. The Bus Corridor concept was introduced in the Olympia 
Transportation Mobility Strategy and builds on the region’s Urban Corridor and Strategy 
Corridor policy approach.  
 
Bus Corridors are major streets with high-quality, frequent transit service. The system of bus 
corridors would allow people more spontaneous use of transit. The first priority for Bus 

http://trpc.org/regionalplanning/publications/pages/rtp.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-services/transportation-services/plans-studies-and-data/mobility-strategy
http://olympiawa.gov/city-services/transportation-services/plans-studies-and-data/mobility-strategy
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Corridor development will be along Strategy Corridors, where transit is expected to help resolve 
traffic and capacity issues. 
 
Building Bus Corridors is a major new commitment to direct more trips to transit. The City and 
Intercity Transit will jointly invest in these corridors. Intercity Transit will provide fast, frequent 
and reliable bus service along these corridors.  
 
Along these corridors, the City will provide operational improvements, such as longer green 
time at traffic signals so that buses are not stuck in congestion. The Smart Corridors project 
underway in Lacey, Olympia and Tumwater is beginning to make these signal improvements.  
 
Attractive streetscapes, pedestrian crossings and sidewalks will enhance people’s access to 
transit. The mix of land uses and increased densities along Urban Corridors will be crucial to the 
success of these bus corridors. 
 
15. Of the Urban Corridor Task Force recommendations, what has been done so far? 
 

 On February 25, 2014, the Olympia City Council adopted a joint resolution to support 
The Sustainable Development Plan for the Thurston Region. The other cities and towns 
within Thurston County have or intend to also sign the resolution this year. The Plan 
includes the following goal:  

o By 2035, 72% of all (new and existing) households in our cities, towns, and 
unincorporated growth areas will be within a half-mile (comparable to a 20-
minute walk) of an urban center, corridor, or neighborhood center with access to 
goods and services to meet some of their daily needs. 

 

 On January 31, 2014, a joint Olympia, Lacey, Tumwater Planning Commission meetings 
on Urban Corridors was held in the Thurston Regional Planning Council boardroom. 
 

 In November 2012, the Cities of Olympia, Tumwater and Lacey passed a joint Resolution 
accepting the recommendations of the Urban Corridors task force and committing to 
take a leadership role in implementing the recommendations and integrating the 
recommendations into local comprehensive plans.  
 

 The Cities of Olympia, Tumwater and Lacey are participating in a HUD Sustainable 
Communities Challenge grant being administered by TRPC. The grant explores tools to 
encourage infill and redevelopment in three districts along urban corridors. The district 
Olympia is addressing the Martin Way District, west of Lilly Road. Tumwater is 
addressing the Brewery area, while Lacey will look at its Woodland District. The project 
began in 2012, and Olympia’s portion is currently underway.  

 

 Smart Corridors is a regional project to install transit priority equipment at traffic signals 
along 4thAvenue, State Avenue, Martin Way, Pacific Avenue, Capitol Way and 
Downtown. Equipment will be installed in 2013. In 2014 or 2015, Intercity Transit will 

http://www.trpc.org/grants/awardedtotrpc/pages/communitychallengegrant.aspx
http://www.trpc.org/grants/awardedtotrpc/pages/communitychallengegrant.aspx
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/transportation/projects/Pages/SmartCorridors.aspx
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begin to benefit from these operational changes; buses approaching a signal will trigger 
the signal to extend the green time. Olympia’s share of the cost of this project is nearly 
$1 million, the majority of which is paid for with Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Funds.  

 
Additional Information: 
 

 Enger, Sue. December 4, 2012. The Density Transportation Connection, MRSC Insight. 
Online: http://insight.mrsc.org/2012/12/04/the-densitytransportation-connection/. 
 

 Owen, John & Easton, Greg. June 2009. Creating Walkable Business Districts. Online: 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Documents/UCTF/Creating_Walkable_N
eighborhood_Districts.pdf. 
 

 Thurston Regional Planning Council. August 31, 2011. Notes and materials from the 
August 31, 2011 Urban Corridors Task Force Work Session. Online: 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTF-
Aug30,2011PresentationMaterials.aspx. 
 

 Urban Corridors Task Force. Additional Resources. Online: 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTFAdditionalResources.aspx. 
 

 City of Olympia Urban Corridors webpage (please use ‘Search.’ No URL at time of 
printing.) 
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http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTF-Aug30,2011PresentationMaterials.aspx
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTFAdditionalResources.aspx


Rulph's Thrift\rât Areâ As It ls Nos EYOLUTION OF A
CORRIDOR

Ralpù's Thriftwâj'A¡eâ As lt Could Become

,y

f, r)...

FROM AUTO ORIENTED ARTERIAL TO
HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL CORRIDOR

THE VISION OF WHAT THE CORRIDOR COULD BECOME
The conidor evolves over time into a beautifril place to live, work, walk, and lravel, It

providesnewjobs,housing,andparksforresidentsandothersvisitingthearea, Housingfitsthe
needs of a wide variety of households. Frequent transit and maybe even trolleys link the Olympia

and Lacey City Centers, providing transportation options thât encourage residents to drive fewer

miles. Public improvements are concenüated in "focus areas" on the corridor that have ûle

greatest possibility for redevelopment

t'a;
:-

FOCUS AREA:
Lower East Bay Dri
Areâ trar sâterlronl with riews of såter
Ðd nromteire Ðd sithitr 6l wâlkitrg
disncc of dolrnlosr offe6 good lMtioD
fo! hoNing, Building d6ign tMimiß
r iess Ðd us Nllside to ld€ pùking in
the building . t¡rgù Builditrgs L@led
Near Wal€rfront, on edge of reighborhood
. 30û new housing unils bring arø dens¡tj'
to 30 uni¡s per âcre

FOCUS AREA:
The Olym
and Hillside
Expected expaN¡on of Th€ ollmpian, m
ude]elop€d hillside, los deffii¿), md
sfEctâcular vicss ofthe Cepitol úd Dlâck
Hills make th¡s åru â foff for
rederclopmenl.

. A Småll Public Pârk w¡th views is

crdted d thc bõe of the hill by
consolidating oNreßhips md stÊL righ¡{f-
u'a! . Parking lrts are shared ånd terræed
ro dccreNc visual prominerce . Peddrim
Pâth connects pârk- pârking. The Olympian,
and housing åbove

. fårge R6¡dentiâi Building læâted on the

h¡lltop to øp¡urc views PârkiDg is
uderDath . 3-5 sLor¡6 allowed ¡f ds¡gned
b be comprtible wíth ådjåcent ne¡Bhborhoods
md preserre views. Hillside rernâ¡trs

forested (o prcvent erosion . 143 r*¡deÍial
u¡ß bring this sreâ to a deG¡tf of 16
uits per acre.

RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING DESIGN
. 

^lL 
build¡ngs front on street åild have

srreet and reår entrånces a First flæß
elelaLed 2-4' âbove grade to provide pri!åcy
. S¡mlte buildrng rmf, ån¿ foundation
lornr contaìn costs ånd frec up dollars fot
qurlir) maLer¡âls, desjß¡, and st@r træs
. S¡rDilar herghts s€tb¿ck$, ¿nd bùildi¡g
fomN, unily street spåæ

Sitc DcsiBn

a Pårkilrg lots, garag6, ând ørpols loqlcd
,r bâck or under bùild¡ngs a Open space

provided in pârks, public spac6, or itr
cour(yards in h¡gh tr¿l'llc areas
. SÌomwa(cr detcntion arc# placcd

ùnderground to ¡llow muimum use of the

site . Shared st.eet and alley access

ninimizes curb cuß Lhå( jnlerrupt sidewalk5

lnIiU lo Existing Neighborhoods

ùfir hoúing typ6 and income levels by
providing doplex, lri-plex, townhous$,
apaúmcnts, snìâll coltages, aæ*sory un¡ts
(second homes on single lots), Ðd buildin8s
wìth courlyards

Neighborhood Streets
. Srreets wilh lransit and rour6 to major
destinåtrotrs arc gìven priorily fo¡ sidewaìks
and slr¿eL trces

Landscaping
. Landscoping is coroolidaled to provide
usable Dark spâce ìnstsd of smâll unusable
open spæe on individuål lols
o LandscapìDg focused on strect tre6, major
coûnercial parking loLs. and to screen

parking fron adjaænt us6

a

- ro$Mf,A(rai /kr:sIDÊNTt,\t,: 
- 

- Í0 RÍrrtt-oF

T*.iJ

are . Ræonfìgùred froil enlrânce and

possible u'¡ndDws on strccL sìdcs increäse

frcd6trian inrerèsr . Norge bu¡lding houses

sonE iEw uses $uch a gârden rerail child

c
!¡ampìe or 

^c..ssû.! 
Unil

Duilr B€hi.d E¡ßllnB
Hoùse, comp¡l¡ü¡¿ wirh

FOCUS AREA:
Ralph's Thriftway as
Neighborhood Center
Râlph's ar4 is develop€d into å

tre¡ghborhood center lhat includes
âdditionel comercial developnent, h¡gll
deßitl ho6ing, and a park, 170 nes

hoNing Mits briDg this æ to a dcreitl.'
of 16 uni6 pcf ecm.

ßuilding Rmairu Ke) stor€ in

PârkinB Lol Rsonfigured (25?
reduced) . lntensiye landsøpjng and br¡ck
parh added Ât crosswalks to provide srrong
ped6tr¡åD connæt¡on ¡o park . Neq' småll 2

s(or) com)ercial buildrnS (r6taur¡nt, rcrå¡l)
and small newsslånd dd coffee shop added

ro foftr parkin8 arq ¡o increæe sewices.
provide mrc buildings on slreeL edge. dd
provide views rnto pårk . All uses on
Ralph's siLe shsre parking Addilional
pârk¡ng on rhc sfeet between Rolph's ¿nd rhe

park

Ne$ ñ{ajor Coomercial Builditrg (30,000

sqüâre feet) nex( 10 R¡lph's coúld be

cxpnsion of Rålph s or a compåt¡hle new
retail srore pleced close to the sreet
. Loading dæk a¡d lruck arÈ is shared with
fulph's . Parkin8 änd ãcc$s shâred wirh
adj¡ceilt housing

Pedestrian and
Transit Amenities
a Frequent trosit/trollcys serve dìc corrìdor
a Bike laM crcourage rìdere . Srde$'ålk
âM strær trees on both sid6 of4lh and ste¡e
sreers wirh prioriq for rmprolerren{s BiveD
to trânsìt rNte srrecß a TråN( pu¡l outs
slìetre6, waiting areas ånd bik€ råckl are

providcd il major desrinations . sidewalks.
srrect (16 and brick crosswålks d mjor
pedestriÐ crossings a¡eÍ dr¡vers lo
pedesúiu ectivitJ

Tum Aloud Ptrk is teminus ild
turnÂround point lor fìxed route transit or
folley to and from downtoñn Sheltcr ând

sailin.g area âccotunodares Lrânsit usere, and

br¡ck pavers alen dr¡vers to the pedestflan

naturc of aræ

Commerical
Building Design
. All comerciål bu¡ldìngs front on the

strecL a Brc¿k lÂrge facades into smaller
ald usc human-seåled derâiling

(doors, windows end âwnings on the stree(
lâqde) . Pårking plâced at the rcår and

shåred where porsible . Àfrdtiple Íorl'
buildiDgs md mix of 66 mximizes the

number olJobs, housrng. and servies along
corr¡doß

Corridor Streets
o li€åut¡ful stËts âÍrâcl people ild
¡ilvGtore a Træliûúd slrets pro!idesafety
by separâLing úrs, bic)'cles, Ðd pedeslrins
. SLreet t¡6 uniry ard sonen rlre srræt
spacc c¡sting a lincar ìândscaped stree( edge

thar is inviling !o (hose who live, work. and

trâvel in the ars a Brick crosswalks âlet
drivers to pcdcsrr¡ån crossings . Dmr¿tive
lighrine ilnd under8round w¡rss help unjfy
street space. makin8 thenì rnvinn8 þ
pedestrians
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.os
or rrêd rccs o. lâdçping on bofr rdcs olth. silwdt sould hclP r. ãnÞcr

Fdcrnãnr Oill) 20% oirhß rghr ol wâI b dediul.d r0 Fdcrdns

klôs: Thß úær iccß eiû ¿nd inrirng ro Fdcrrùtrs b) sêFr¡rìñ8 rhèn
Írom ilúv¡ng vehrcks Thc Mds oi.!Á ¡nd Pderlri¿ns áre b¿lâñced wiú
l0% ol ûc rght of (ay dcdE¡r.d b pcdcsfiúns ârd bE)clßts

Rebuilding srreers !o inprove pedAtrian, trârEil, and bicycfe facilities rs !h9
h¡ghest public financin! priority for the redevelopment of the corridors into
rsidentiål streelr CoNtruction ot ped4triân faciljt¡qs would have the 8rø6t
inrpacl in rhe râNfomution of the corrido¡ ro a plesa¡t place to l¡ve ând wÂlk

Priorities for Street Improvement
I Sepårate

plånting
sidewalk froú rhe curb w¡th
¡nd stræt trees

3 Provide trâñir stops ând bicycle lânes

4 Cunsol¡d¿te tralïc ¡nd d¡ræLioilål sìgns

5 P!a@ w¡res undcrground

llt

¡
a

t
ç

2 Build crosswalks



EVOLUTION OF A IIIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL CORRIDOR
THII¡ PRû'f,CT SUOWS HOW ÁN AUTO4RIENIÍD COTNIÛON, CAN EYOLVE INTO A NESIDENTIAL
SilTßET WTETE PÛOPT,ß WAÑTTo A¿ ANI}LWE' ÁS WELL AS TTÐ TRAVEL

IF PEoPLE ARE colNc TO WALf, AL(Ì{c SIP.EIS, USE InANslT AND RIDE Í|CyCI.ES TrlEN
STREÉff¡ MUS E ¡I'tr]T AIiD III{D DÐI'EI.oISD TO ACCOi{MOI'ÀTE TIIEM

TEIS Pn'(ÙECÎ SEOWS trOW PEOPI.E CAN GET MONE OT W&TT TTET SAY TTEY WATÍT

PÐp¡e sy rhs rlúry ffi @ PREVP¡IT SP&IWL
fts Fojet stoñ tù. opfr*iri5, lor i¡dDt Dor hodd¡& ¡)ti a¡d gYiq iû dE u¡t¡D ru,

People $y IlEy wd b STOP DEIBRTOR T¡Nc ÄIR ÀND WATERQUAIITY, INCRÊASING TRAFFIC
CINGESTION. ANE DEPENDÊNCE ON CARS.

ïh& Folct lhoEùoç to cËac grrd 6únd ùd æigÌ¡búùooÀ Or¡t æ Ð invlttrt th¡t Fop¡e rlll çú b
l¡re ùd rûrt d:æ by ùd rtæ øirdÈf !ùoDIiDg ¡trd tívd @ Îo.f, by bille F ø tnodt.b poduc.

Pcople sy tlÉy wd MORE TRANSPORTÀTION ALTERNATWES
Thf¡ lmjcd 6hon¡ ùdr aù@Ha @¡gh p.odê b Ilre b æ ¡ø s th¡t ¡ BÉtd Þool of Ëidê!ù d
@ lh. ædled trrElt øfre F!rld.d. L rùow ùos ao d.Cp sùrê ed bdl(üngs rh¡. æ lnvtdtrt to
p.ople trdl¡itr9, ù Etr.üra bt t6Ett qùlcfd¿

Peoplc sy tlFy wúi MORE HOUSING CIIOICES
Ttb lroj.d ltoñ ùûw to ,¡@o& ¡ rlè Fqc of hflr¡¡DS atp6 ud Czã, ùd dlow re h@ê
otHùIF ¡¡d,l¡t q orEIip.

Peogle sy they wâd VITÁL CITIES
Tbb Fojet úoB bor l¡i BjG lirb bé@ ab dty ffi ot lay, OltEÉå ed ThrålF @
dardop itr s rry lù* rín mp?ort vit¡liE iD tùe dty Ðle .úd trùob¡Itt b.tE lùo.

i¡ ùF a w R.gioúl Trspodion PlÐ. This Plm

in th¡r âM).
mE pÐplc æ
@t¡oß: high6 $El¡!y dré6 d4 sork for people
mvcl mtÊ

TEE VISION OF TIIE REGIOI{AL TnÄNSRORTAilON PLIN b ao f@ ù. d.vdolDd of þb, ùor¡ú9,
sùo$t¡g ¡¡d Éqtl@ ¡ipgordtlã i¡ @ dtJl itr! d tbê di¡ trùd Dúé ùáw6 th, Sorc woik hs
aledy bæD doæ 10 e¡plore hoq city mþ6 m dwclûp ñund úF pl¡n¡€d Sre ofüæ r¡16 ¡n tåæy, Olyripie ând
Tùnwr. Thi! bMluæ shom hos @ of thc High Dø.íty Rsidúirl Corido6 nigh develop ovd tim CitíÆ,
bu¡ideÃ. lildcrs. rEl 6@ plofÉion¿l! ald plm d a dø piúrc of how this @rridor ø evolvc a¡d whaf en be
doæ b bclp rrlo it b¡ppd.

Tb€ ,frh ùd Stfe oEtib¡ 'e ùm ¡E 1lúr Eod Foj.ct be€e tt illt.tElÉ lty of thê ómst¡E tù¡t
M rld¡ dbq ltrth t ddty R€ftlatlC CoEftl6 i¡ tbÊ RetoEl ftupoüim llq.

THE CORRIDOR NOW
Íhe â4¡¡col ndShboñoo& wiùin
1/4 mile of4rh and State hâve:

. Cood stræt comdions, wilh loß
of optioß for rrâvelers

. Sm¡ll blocks (approx 250 ft square)
good for p€ople-$âie developrent

a Ove¡all deßity of 6 uniF per ac¡e

On lhe troÉh lide of the @ftidon
. Esøbl¡shed reighborhood is Dostly sinSle låmily. with some mul(i-fmily (deNity now is 7 unirs per Âcre)
. H¡sroric neighborhood (like lhe Soùth Cåpitol corridor)
a Existing zoning allows s¡ngle fåmily, duplex, ând townhous$

Th¿ ceúer of tùe conidor:
. Auto{riented wìth a mix of småll offìce, strip coffircial and housð (similar to Herison, Md¡o \\¡dy, Pac¡fìc

ånd the southern poÍ¡on of Capitol way corr¡dors)
. [¡w deßity r6idential (4 units per åcrc), ms¡ly oldcr hom o¡ smail mulr¡fåm¡ly
o Few good sidewâlk ârìd rery little stræt lúd!øping
a Some hilllop views (sim¡lar to p¡(s oÍ Harr¡son end Blåck Låke corridors)
. Existing zoniDS allows up to 3 stori6, smll olfices, apårtmenls, no r€tâil S¡te covemge is l¡mited ud loß of

pârk¡ng is required Only cormìerciÂl dev€lopmen( is æcu¡¡ing

On (bê soùth si¿þ of the corido¡:
. Established reighborhood is mostly single tbm¡ly, rvith sorne duplex6 ând fourplex6 (deNity is 5 uDits per ¡cre)
. Cr@t strcet tr6 lioe Legion Wây
a Ex¡st¡ng zoniru ¡llows sio8le fùily Ðd rownhouss

OBSÎACLES TO CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT
AND WHAT CAN BE DONE TO OVERCOME TIIEM Steps to Take for High Density

Residential Corridor Development

r1 is æntid to provide a cl@r yisioo md oütline stepÉ to follorr to make coûido¡ dwe¡opmeDt happen. use of â
physicâl dslgû rppruch is cruciol ao show people the posibil¡aìq,

I PICK A CORR¡DOR AS A BEGINNING POINT FOR FOCUS. Choose a coÌrìdor thåt illùstrales poin6 thår øn
be applied ro othcr cor¡idors, ând which h6 good redevelopmeût potent¡âl. This b¡ochure âccoftplishs step L

Oöslsde:

VYùat Ce Be Dm:

Où.tade¡

Wù¡t CD Bc Dæ:

(}ù6t¡de¡

Wh¡a Cm 8e Doæ:

Oùdâcle:

lVù4 Cm B¿ Done:

Strcds arqt'l o,td don'l neet ¡he nee(b b¡ke r¡ders and ttusir ildets

Toojs p.ople l¡ve v¡thin wlkinï distance (l/4 mile ot 3 ot 4 blocks) oÍ the mjor ¡ronsit routes,

¡s difrctù ond t¡me coßwínq and úetíore ãpßíve, deltØtinïfron the

2 PREPARE A ìIIASTER PI/IN FOR THE CORRIDOR A MASTER PLAN MAY COVER THE ENTIRE
CORRIDOR MORE LIKELY }VÍLL BE MASTER PLANNING FOR FOCUS AREAS A MASTER PLAN
SHOULD INCLUDE:

. Locâtion, size, and type of Iüd use

. Tegeted rsident¡âl densiti6
a Sttæl ¡mprovfients
a L@tion md moun6 of off-street pårking
. Public ¡ncentives for developmen! in focus trss
o Pårks a¡d open spåcd
o Ph4ing plm for op¡tâl inìprovemenß

Use s¡te p¡¡ns, eye level ând aerjâl perspecrits, street sections, elevât¡ons, ând words ro illustrate key øncepß

F(rcUS AREAS

. Build on ex¡sting sEengths (such 6 vjews) and magneß (such æ Rålph's on the 4rhlsþte corridor), or crqte

. Crcup ¡ew development to get maximùtn benefit from public ånd pr¡vate improvements md invsment. Focw a¡eas âre â pr¡o¡ity fo¡ sræt inprovements ånd other spital faci¡lis

OIH¡de:

Wbd Cm Bê DoÊ

Obhle:
wlråt Cs Be DoÉ:

Oùdæle:

Wùâa Cù Be Doær

Où6tsde:

Wùal Cú Be Dode!

Cit¡z¿ß ||ill be coilceüad abo,a Nre

Oúøalet D¿velopeß ød b@ke6 Non't be drocEd to lh¿s¿ nrcß ¿nd arcnI tutc obout *'hü kind of
@Milnü¡ lh¿re ís lo rcsid.nlial

3 RE}'ISE COMPREHDNSTVE PLÀNS, ZONING, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, AND DESIGN
GUIDELIÀ¡ES to allow ild encouågc corridor developmmt Complehensive plffi should place priorily on
co¡ridor developmmt Md qpit¿l improvements in the Capitâl Facil¡tië plús Work with cjtizens ånd the
development comuD¡(y to produæ clcar, conc¡se långuåge å¡ld graphics which d6cribe rhe d6j¡êd outcome Zore
for mixed Ne æd use simple dsign gu¡delim to Âchieve d6ired building toms and pattems

PLA¡¡ FOR TUE USE An¡D TIMING OX PUBLIC INCENTMS IN FOCUS $EAS. The sugg6red o¡der ¡s:

. Prepâre site plâß for focùs a@ qhish specily uss, developrent patterm ild improvmenß so that
dwelopment qn be eipedited,

. ldeil¡ry, pdoritiæ. æd phtrË spæific publ¡c srreet ¡¡¡provêments in the Capilâl Fåc¡lì(is plm

. Cooducl envirolìlMtal review for fæß åreas so issu6 are r6ol!,ed and ind¡viduål developmenL pemiß m
go fo*ard more quickly.

. AcquiÉ pårk aüd open spåce (¡f ircluded)
a Build tlÐsit ¡mprovments
a Wâive or sha¡e impacr fH for low income rð¡dentiâl development

lryù¡a Ce Bc DdÉ: 4

tw't wM Ø pal 1o1 ,he nec$ory íncdiv¿s

THE CORRIDOR AS IT COULD BECOME
a Bsut¡fuI lands@ped stræts and gmd s¡dewÂlks encourâge walkeG, bike and L¡t¡r r¡d6 (priorily for street

improveænb giveo to trmit rout6)
. Overâll de$¡ty inc¡øs through build¡ng on vaønt lds, søond wits on sore exisL¡ng 106 or ¡o ei¡sting houss ând

redwelopmenl iil the fæus il4
. MÐy ffiidenß live wilhin walkin8 distânce ofsboppitrg, Freguent tÉñit or rolley coDrectioN to all rhe c¡ry ænters

Th€ der of th€ Coridor ha evolved fronr str¡p comìcrcial inro â pæple fiiendly comrc¡al Ðd rs¡dcnriîl
ârq with a neightÐrhood cenrcr atrd small paakJ
a hndsøping @mol¡dâled ¡n the publ¡c rigfit of wåy and iD mâll pukt
. New bùildings frårc m inter6ting and hlruÌr sâle stræt
. Reduced parking requiremnts, parkiDg ùnder some build¡Dgs ånd sbùed driveways and pârking loß âllows

incr4sed development jnlensity
a HìJJM-scale desigD p.ecluds il abrupt chaoge ¡n sqle from the hjgher density cot¡¡dor ara to rhe ex¡s!¡ng

neighborhoods
. Detrjty in the redeveloped focus ar4s shown rqch6 15 üniß per åcre or higher (prcdom¡nmt¡y 2 ând 3 stories)
. Zoning chÐBB allow hìgbe¡ density, greater lot @verage, ard mixing of us6, ud ¡nclude new lândscûp¡ng,

parkìng, stræt ånd building stand¡rds (d6¡gn guidelinÊs ud ruster plaN eßure âppropriate Md ¡n(egrâted
deveLopment)

On the nofh side md $uth sid6 of the @ridor:
a AæNory units (smll sæond hom6) built on ex¡sting larger lob rhåt meer recomended minimum

stand&ds (320 possibte lots in this Cor¡idor tr*)
a Infìll in æighborhmds pt6ep6 neighborhood sqle ånd takð d6ign cuð fiom surrounding h¡stor¡c

hous6 (94 unbuitt loß ¡o the study uæ)
. Deß¡tyonthenofhs¡deofthecorridorcoüld¡qch9unjtspetærewirh80%vacilrsinglefdnilylots

büilt Nd 25.ñ of po$ible rcGsory un¡ts built
. Deffiity on the south s¡de ol the ørridor could røh 6 units per acre with E0% of vasn! single fam¡ly

lots built md 25% of po$¡ble aßo¡y udrs built
. Averâge deNity for boti neighborlìood â¡6 @mbined ¡s 7 5 units p€r âcre tl¡gh€r deßity could be

reåched if sorc new houses bùih on vâcânt lots weæ more than single lmily uits, or if å lerger
pcrceDtage of ac(soty units were bu¡lt

. Zoo¡ng chhßs include building d6¡gn stmdârds for åcßory units. nùltifmily uniß, ùd secord uniß
jn existing hoùs6; and street shndards, specially along traúit routs

lltARI(ET MASITR PLANS Ä¡¡D FOCUS AREAS TO TIIE DEVELOPMENT COMMTINITY Exper¡encB
from other succsfu¡ comunit¡s sugget tb¡t aggr6s¡ve mrker¡ng of fæus ârq by jurjsdigions is ne€ded for
areas to redevelop ñ env¡s¡oned Heþ make the pross slfuti so that the ruximM mou! of funds ø be 6ed
on the projæt and not the præss If the zon¡ng ånd m4ter plming proc$ has bæn @mpleted with inter6t
g¡oup involvement moy of the coÆms âbout developmnt in lhe area should have ¡lrsdy bæn ânswered

5

Financing Options for Public Improvements
I¡el Improvelmt Dilti* a Propeny owners in Ð ara receiving improvemnß âgræ to pay for â potion of tbe
¡mp.ovemflb Conc€ntrate improvemmb ¡n fæN arø of the ørido¡ where ¡nteße ¡didcntial, retail ând ofñce
wou¡d share the msts

IDpact Fs a This fæ inposed or ilew development øn tE collected md speil on roads. pårks, schmls ånd fre
protætion facilili6 F6 to help pay for the cost of c¡ty facilities needed by new developmefl ColL4tion of t6
cao be deferred to the end of the dev€lopment proæs rathr than at the po¡nt of projet åpproval in order to decrease
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39. Reduced Urban Corridors 
 
Proposal 
 
Elimination of an Urban Corridor along Capitol Boulevard, substantial reduction in size of Urban 
Corridors along Harrison Avenue east of Division Street and along Fourth and State Avenues east of 
downtown, along with merger of two classes of corridor in these areas, remaining Urban Corridor area 
along these streets would be about one lot (instead of one-quarter mile) deep. These:  
 

Areas nearest downtown along Harrison Avenue east of Division Street and the upper portions of 
the State Street/Fourth Avenue corridor to the intersection of Martin Way and Pacific Avenue 
should blend travel modes with priority for pedestrian, bicycle and transit systems. These areas 
should provide for a mix of low-intensity professional offices, commercial uses and multi-family 
buildings forming a continuous and pedestrian-oriented edge along the arterial streets. There 
shall be a three-story height limit if any portion of the building is within 100’ from a single-family 
residential zone, provided that the City may establish an additional height bonus for residential 
development. 

 
Background 
 
Urban Corridors are a combined land use and transportation system approach to development included 
in the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan and first added to Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan in 1994. 
Generally the corridors were to be areas within one-quarter mile (walking distance) of major bus-served 
arterial streets.  They are to become areas mixing commercial development with housing. The most 
intensive uses were anticipated within 400 feet of the major streets, with a gradual transition to 
adjacent residential neighborhoods.   
 
In contrast with the primary urban corridor areas, portions of the Urban Corridor in older 
neighborhoods, such as along Capitol Boulevard, Harrison Avenue east of Division, and along Fourth and 
State Avenues east of downtown, are targeted for less intensive mixed use development generally not 
exceeding three stories and about seven housing units per acre. The version adopted by Olympia in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan in 1994 provided that, “Where existing lower density residential abut the 
main road, average may be 7 units per acre or more.”  The areas described in this proposal generally fall 
within this category. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt proposed inner corridor description and Future Land Use map with Urban Corridor in 
these areas approximating areas currently zoned for commercial and multi-family uses.  
 
Option 2. Adopt ‘standard’ width Urban Corridor in these areas, i.e., one-quarter mile from major street 
along with residential density limitations in current Plan. 
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Option 3. Do not merge two categories of corridor in these areas.  (Current Plan provides that upper 
portion of these areas is to have greater range of land uses.) 
 
Option 4. Continue to designate area east of Capitol Boulevard (south of I-5) as an Urban Corridor.  
 
Analysis 
 
The concept of transit-oriented corridors with sufficient intensity of land uses to support that transit 
service is a key component of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan. However, how to implement this concept 
where the corridors pass thru well-established neighborhoods has been a continuing issue for the 
community.  
 
The Plan adopted in 1994, along with the implementing zoning, addressed this challenge by generally 
only designating those properties adjacent to the corridor streets for commercial and multi-family uses, 
and by designating the remainder of the half-mile wide corridor for somewhat higher residential 
densities – ranging from 5 to 12 units per acre with some limited to 8 units per acre – rather than the 15 
units per acre minimum target of the outer portion of the corridor.  In addition, the Plan emphasized the 
importance of a gradual transition from the existing neighborhoods to the new more intense uses along 
the major street. 
 
Olympia implemented this Plan by applying five different zoning districts in to these portions of the 
Urban Corridor. For example, in the Capitol Boulevard area only the existing Wildwood Center was 
designated for commercial use and it was limited to ‘Neighborhood Retail.’   
 
The proposal would remove the Urban Corridor designation from the Wildwood area along Capitol 
Boulevard but would retain a Neighborhood Center designation. This area borders the City of Tumwater, 
which has a similar Urban Corridor designation along this street. Given that this area of Olympia is nearly 
fully developed, this change is unlikely to have any significant impact. Rather, it may lead to increased 
property values by removing the perceived threat of more intense development – at least on the 
Olympia side of the city limits. 
 
The proposal to narrow the Urban Corridor designation in the other ‘older’ neighborhoods is likely to 
reduce the prospect of future expansion of the more intense development beyond those lots bordering 
the corridor street.  Accordingly, it is likely to limit expansion of employment in these areas and may 
result in not achieving the 25 employees per acre target envisioned in the original plan.  This in turn may 
minimize the growth of mid-day transit use in these areas between downtown and the outer portion of 
the Urban Corridors.  However, the overall effect on the transit system is difficult to predict and likely 
would depend upon how intensely the remaining portion of the Urban Corridor is developed.  
 
The areas to be removed from the Urban Corridor designation are proposed to be placed in a ‘low 
density neighborhood’ category allowing up to 12 dwelling units per acre.  Thus no substantial change in 
the residential development in these areas is to be expected if this proposal is adopted.  
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Merger of the two urban categories of these areas – which differed only with regard to the intensity of 
use – may lead to some additional prospect for development near downtown.  In particular, it is likely to 
lead to merging the City’s High Density Corridor ‘1’ and ‘2’ zones as the Plan would no longer provide a 
foundation for drawing a distinction between these two categories of land use zoning. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Options 2 & 3.  Generally consistent with current Comprehensive Plan. 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Reduce width of Urban Corridor in older neighborhoods, merge two Urban Corridor 
categories in remainder, and remove Capitol Boulevard area from Urban Corridor designation. 
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40. Low-Density Neighborhoods 
 
Proposal 
 
New Policy, PL14.3, “Preserve and enhance the character of existing established Low-density 
Neighborhoods. Disallow medium- or high-density development in existing Low-density Neighborhood 
areas except for Neighborhood Centers.” And, increase potential residential density in these areas and 
describe as: 
 

This designation provides for low-density residential development, primarily single-family 
detached housing and low rise multi-family housing, in densities ranging from twelve units per 
acre to one unit per five acres depending on environmental sensitivity of the area. Where 
environmental constraints are significant, to achieve minimum densities extraordinary clustering 
may be allowed when combined with environmental protection. Barring environmental 
constraints, densities of at least four units per acre should be achieved. Supportive land uses and 
other types of housing, including accessory dwelling units, townhomes and small apartment 
buildings, may be permitted. Specific zoning and densities are to be based on the unique 
characteristics of each area with special attention to stormwater drainage and aquatic habitat. 
Medium-Density Neighborhoods Centers are allowed within Low-Density Neighborhoods. 
Clustered development to provide future urbanization opportunities will be required where urban 
utilities are not readily available. [Emphasis added.] 

 
Background 
 
Olympia has a long-standing practice of seeking to ensure that new development is compatible with 
existing residential uses. Land Use Goal 8 of the current Comprehensive Plan is, “To ensure that new 
development maintains or improves neighborhood character and livability.” This goal is rephrased in the 
proposed Plan update as, “GL20. Development maintains and improves neighborhood character and 
livability.”  Among the policies related to Goal 20 is, “Require development in established 
neighborhoods to be of a type, scale, orientation, and design that maintains or improves the character, 
aesthetic quality, and livability of the neighborhood.”  
 
These Plan goals and policies have been implemented through zoning, neighborhood programs, 
architectural design requirements, and other means. For example, about 1500 acres are now in R6-12 
zoning, a transitional zoning district that allows both detached single-family homes and small shared-
wall housing such as duplexes and townhomes.  In addition, neighborhood retail uses are allowed at  
designated sites in both the current and proposed Plan update.   
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt Policy and Low-Density Neighborhood description as proposed; including associated 
rezone criteria.  
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Option 2.  Do not adopt new policy; retain existing eight units per acre maximum density for these areas 
and place areas now designated for 6 to 12 units per acre (R6-12) in ‘medium-density’ instead of ‘low-
density’ category. 
 
Option 3. No action: do not adopt, but retain other ‘neighborhood protection’ provisions of Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
The Future Land Use map of the plan identifies most of the City and urban growth areas for “Low-
Density Neighborhoods.”  Other portions of the plan refer to ‘maintaining and improving’ such 
neighborhoods. At minimum this added policy might shift the emphasis in the Plan from ensuring that 
development ‘maintains and improves’ the character of low-density neighborhoods toward a policy of 
‘preservation.’  In general this phrasing may be interpreted as more limiting of future development.  In 
particular, a policy of preserving the character of these areas could be inconsistent with goals and 
policies of the Plan that envision changes in some currently somewhat rural areas. However, it is 
associated with a proposal to increase the potential residential density in these areas which would 
suggest a ‘balancing approach’ when new development is proposed.  
To help guide any proposal to increase zoning densities in these areas, a set of ‘rezone critieria’ is 
proposed, including: 
 

• Proposed rezones will clearly implement applicable policies in all elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. If there are clear inconsistencies between the proposed rezone and 
specific, applicable policies in the Comprehensive Plan, the rezone should not be approved. 
 

• The proposed zoning shall be identical to an existing zoning district that is adjacent to the 
subject property. The proposed zoning may also be approved if it clearly fulfills the specific 
purpose statement of an adjacent zoning district that is not identical. 
 

• Clear evidence that the maximum density of development permitted in the proposed zoning 
district can be adequately served by infrastructure systems as described in the City's adopted 
master plans for sanitary sewer, potable water, transportation, parks and recreation, 
stormwater and public safety services; and in the applicable facilities and services plans of the 
Olympia School District, Intercity Transit, and other required public service providers. 

 
These would generally limit most multi-family housing in this designation to locations adjacent to 
previously approved higher-density zoning, such as the R6-12 zones.  Such changes might result in a few 
hundred more homes being constructed in parts of the City – such as undeveloped portions of the 
northwest or southeast – than previously anticipated.  These changes are within a scale that would 
probably not require significant changes in the municipal infrastructure planned to support 
development. However, it might result in individual developments being required to build more 
improvements than anticipated; such as an additional turn lane or an additional water main connection. 
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In general, this proposal is likely to lead to some gradual increase in the number of housing units in 
areas now composed primarily of single-family homes.  But whether this combination of land uses and 
policies will lead to a reduction in environmental impacts of growth in these areas along with an 
increase in density and associated impacts such as traffic and stormwater runoff is difficult to predict.   
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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URBANI CENTER

PEOPLE
People living, working,
shopping, and recreating in
compact centers are an
indicator of walkable urban
places. People add vibrancy
and liveliness to city streets,
generating walk-up customers
for local businesses and
growing the market for more
walkable urban development. lt
takes a concentration of people
in a compact area to support
the kind of activities that define
a walkable urban center.

PUBLIC AMEN¡TIES
Public investment in
well-designed streets and
sidewalks, parks and plazas,
public buildings and civic
institulions are key to the
viability of walkable centers.
The most urban of these
walkable centers feature a
prominent role for public
transportation and station areas
that enhance the public realm.

PARKING POLICY
Parking is a necessary part of
walkable centers, but effective
policies guide the price, supply,
and design so that parking does
not undermine an area's
walkabílity. Free parking is
minimized, parking supply
requirements emphasize
"maximum amounts' instead of
"minimum amounts', and
design standards locate parking
behind buildings or within
structures.

Why are we so interested in Walkable Urban Centers?

Walkable urban centers offer people a lifestyle option
that is different than that offered elsewhere in our
cities, suburbs, and rural communities. Walkable
urban centers provide people with the opportunity to
live, work, shop, and play without having to rely on
driving to meet every daily need. Walkable urban
centers attract 21 sl century jobs, and nurture
innovation and social exchange. They are fertile
ground for local businesses, artists, and other
entrepreneurs. The array of housing choices offered

in these places meet the needs of many people in
different stages of life, from the Millennial Generation
to retired Boomers. Walkable urban centers are
inherently more energy efficienl than any other
community development pattern, which is good for the
environment and for household budgets. They offer an
array of viable, active travel choices for people of all
abilities and incomes, travel choices that reinforce
healthy lifestyles and enable independence for those
who don't drive.

Q

'rt
t

Despite their benefits, walkable urban centers are not
easy to creale. Obstacles include high land prices and
construction costs, difficult financing and fees, and
cumbersome regulatory processes Alignment of rent
structures and other market forces is more difficult
than it is for typical neighborhood and suburban
development. Studies indicate, though, that there is
pent-up demand for walkable urban lifestyle choices in
the Thurston region, which is why cities continue to
work to overcome these obstacles and increase this
opportunity for area residents and businesses.

PROXIMITY
Walkable centers need a
diversity of destinations and
activities that are within walking
distance of each other to support
the needs of people who live and
work there. This includes grocery
stores and pharmacies, retail
and services, entertainment
venues and restaurants, parks
and recreational opportunitíes, in
addition to housing. Larger
centers with a diversity of
destinations and activities in
close proximity allow more
people to live a "car-lite lifestyle",
offering a range of viable travel
choices.

PHYSICAL FORM
Both public and private realms in
successfu I walkable centers
have physical forms that make
walking a pleasant, safe, and
convenient alternative to driving.
Carefully designed sidewalks,
transit stations, parks and streets
are built on well-connected grids
of short city blocks. Distinctive
architectural details like
windows, doors, awnings, and
step-backs characte rize
buildings - most of which are
multi-story with ground-floor
uses oriented around retail or
services. The public and private
realms come together in
walkable centers to create
places that are welcoming to
pedestrians and supportive of
business and the local economy.
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URBAH TRANSIT GORRIDORS
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May 8,2013 

Olympia City Council 

Olympia, WA 

Dear Mayor Buxbaum and City Council Members: 

The Olympia Planning Commission worked diligently over the last three-and-a-half years to 

develop its recommendations for the latest update ofthe City's Comprehensive Plan. During 

this time we attempted to provide citizens multiple and varied opportunities to comment and 

be heard. Many of the policies put forward by staff and the Commission resulted directly from 

community input. 

I feel honored to have been part of this process and hope that the revised vision, values, goals, 

and policies we are proposing will provide a solid foundation for your continued work on the 

plan. I am confident the work of the Council, Commission, and staff will result in a plan that 

citizens can be proud of and will help Olympia become a better place to live for all of us. 

While we were able to cover a lot of ground, the Commission did not have time to address 

every issue of importance and some issues that were addressed we would like to have 

addressed more thoroughly. 

In this letter, I would like to point out the following key issues that I believe need further work 

by the Councilor the Commission: 

1. Of great importance is development of vibrant mixed-use communities that 

accommodate anticipated population increases while maintaining the historic, livable 

neighborhoods that contribute so much to the character ofthe city. The Commission's 

concept is to focus much ofthe city's growth in urban nodes, including downtown, the 

area between Martin and Pacific on the east side, and the area around Capital Mall on 

the west side. The Commission did excellent work on this proposal prior to approving 

our recommendations in March. The five commissioners remaining in April continued 

work on the proposal and are submitting more refined language as an addendum to the 

original proposal. I hope the Council will accept the adopted recommendations and the 

future land use map included with the addendum. With the Council's approval, the 

Commission could further refine the proposal as part of our work program. 
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2. The Commission did not have time to delve into downtown planning issues. Based on 

community input, downtown development is important to many people and I think we 

should begin work on this planning sooner rather than later. I hope that Council will 

allow the Commission to begin developing a process for a community-wide downtown 

planning process. This process could serve as a model for subarea planning, which is 

among the significant changes in the comprehensive plan update. 

Based on the proposed public participation policies and goals in the draft plan as well as 

other input we have heard, I believe the downtown planning effort should involve a 

broad segment of the community. The Council could create an ad hoc committee 

consisting of residents, business owners, state and county officials, developers, business 

owners, neighborhood representatives, advisory committee members, community 

experts in disciplines such as environment, planning, and transportation, and 

representatives of other key stakeholder groups. An urban planning/urban design firm 

could be contracted to provide leadership and guidance to the group. The Council could 

either serve as the steering committee, or create one, to guide the ad hoc group as their 

work evolves. It is essential that the community has maximum input into the downtown 

plan and that there is buy-in from a broad range of community groups, business and 

development interests, neighborhoods, and the general population as the downtown 

plan takes shape. This downtown planning effort could also model the planning effort 

for the other two nodes the Planning Commission identified. 

The Commission recommended that the Downtown Plan not be a component ofthe 

Comprehensive Plan. I support that concept. But the Comprehensive Plan should 

provide guidance for the plan's development. It would be appropriate for the Planning 

Commission to work on this guidance as a work plan item for submittal to the Council. 

To a large extent, the plan provides principles to guide the work of potential downtown 

planning committees, but additional clarity made be needed in areas such as height 

limits, integration with the Shoreline Management Plan, use of form-based codes, 

parking policies, preservation of historical features, creation of downtown districts, 

traffic calming, walkability and biking, and examination ofthe current one-way couplet 

through downtown. 

3. The City should continue to look at our urban growth boundaries and how our less 

urban communities toward the periphery of the city and in the urban growth areas are 

developing. We should examine how to make all communities more walkable and 

tranSit-friendly. This work may appropriately be done in cooperation with the county 

and our neighboring cities. As a part of this effort, we could look also at the cost of 
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providing infrastructure to these areas and how to provide alternatives to septic 

systems. 

4. Another issue that would benefit from further analysis and emphasis is pedestrian 

safety. I believe that this is a critical comprehensive plan issue. We should be working 

toward a zero pedestrian fatality goal as part of our 20-year plan. The Commission 

proposal includes a policy in the Transportation chapter (PT1.3) that would reduce 

speed limits on local access streets from 25 to 20 miles per hour. While the proposed 

plan supports safer crossings, it may be appropriate to emphasize adding well-spaced 

crossings on all arterials, particularly those with large block size, and increasing 

enforcement of the yield-to-pedestrian laws. Lastly, the City could add policies 

supporting public education geared toward students, drivers, and walkers on respecting 

pedestrians, the importance and value of walking, and the motorist's and pedestrian's 

role in achieving the zero pedestrian fatality goal. 

There are several other issues that need further work, but I will leave it to my Planning 

Commission colleagues to bring these forward. 

Thank you for the opportunity to work on the Comprehensive Plan and to present my views in 

this letter. I look forward to our continuing work with the Council on the Comprehensive Plan, 

development regulations, action plan, subarea plans, and other related efforts. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~ ' 
Member, Olympia Planning Commission 
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To:   Mayor Stephen Buxbaum and the Olympia City Council    
 
From:   Jerry Parker - Member of the Olympia Planning Commission 
 
Subject:  Comments Regarding Recommendations of Olympia Planning 

Commission for the Update of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan  
 
Date:   May 8, 2013  
 
The comments which follow are offered from my position as one of nine members of the 
Olympia Planning Commission.  They are not offered as Chair of the Commission nor 
on behalf of the Commission.  I have transmitted a summary of the Commission’s 
recommendations and procedures in two separate memoranda. 
 
I endorse the general themes in the July draft Update of the Comprehensive Plan 
prepared by the staff of Planning and Community Development. I specifically endorse 
the goal of a more compact and walkable city.   I concurrently endorse the changes in 
that draft recommended by the Commission.  Of particular significance is the 
recommended change from a linear pattern of urban corridors to a nodal focus for 
higher density development.  
 
The logic for such a pattern of what in the literature is referred to a “poly nodal 
urbanism” was not articulated in the Commission’s recommendations.  I believe that 
given the current market demand for more intensive development, it is imperative that 
such development be focused in limited areas.  This will help assure that the aggregate 
level of development within those areas achieves a “critical mass” sufficient to support 
the mixed uses that will achieve the walkable communities that are a key provision in 
the recommended Update.  
 
I also support the proposal for “gateways” in the City.  The current level of 
accommodation to car traffic is in direct conflict with the city envisioned in the Imagine 
Olympia process upon which the Update is based.  Moreover, there is little in our 
existing streetscape to provide a sense of place to the City.  Our major roads appear to 
be designed for maximum traffic flow, for getting people through the City and out.  They 
do almost nothing to enhance either the driving experience or the sense of place 
imperative to a healthy city.  Examples from around the nation suggest that the 
economic vitality of downtowns is inversely related to the speed of vehicular traffic.  
Creation of boulevards with widened sidewalks, trees, and medians for pedestrians 
created from multi-lane thoroughfares can generate private sector investment several 
times their cost.  Quite obviously, our options for such enhancement are not unlimited 
but we need to take advantage of every opportunity to improve both the aesthetics and 
the economy of Olympia.  
 
The goal of a more compact city requires that we review at the earliest possible time the 
current urban growth boundary.  I realize a review is scheduled later in this decade but 
a failure to undertake a review at the earliest possible time will likely mean continued 
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sprawl with the related costs to the City that are not paid by such development.  The 
recommended Update did not identify early review of the urban growth boundary as a 
goal or policy but such review would be wholly consistent with the foundational goals of 
the Update.  
 
Many of the goals and policies in the Update to encourage a more compact city require 
public infrastructure investment and time for such investments to achieve this objective. 
There is, however, one area where a significant increase in our neighborhood densities 
(and related walkability) can be achieved with minimal cost and delay: infill.  The 
recommended Update includes a welcome expansion of the area for such infill.  
However, there needs to be an active program to review the current standards for infill 
structures.  Though commonly understood to be Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), infill 
housing is best described as “space efficient housing” and includes a range of 
alternatives to single family structures.  Such infill housing can help provide the 
neighborhood densities to support walkability by providing the basis for local groceries 
and convenience stores and for improved public transit.  Of equal importance, infill can 
provide income to current residents and alternatives for individuals or couples at a stage 
of life where they wish to “downsize” without leaving their communities.  
 
In addition to its inherent benefits, infill has the benefit that most of the research and 
program development has already been done by cities in the region.  An aggressive 
outreach program in Santa Cruz (CA) produced a dramatic increase in infill 
construction. Portland and Vancouver, British Columbia have developed very effective 
regulations and outreach programs and the Sightline Institute in Seattle has a 
compilation of infill resources. Early action to promote infill could be a very cost effective 
step for the City in meeting the basic vision of the Update.  
 
The changes proposed in the Update will likely generate concern among the public.  
Increased density can be understood as equivalent to a decline in quality of life.  In my 
opinion, it is the exact opposite.  However, the Update and related City efforts to convey 
the benefits of a more compact city are ineffective, if not counterproductive.  The 
graphic depictions of mixed use development in the draft Update are, at best, grim. In 
this context, a picture is worth a thousand words and the Update and related City efforts 
need “good pictures.”  These could be sketches in the actual plan but should be 
augmented or complemented by a web site with examples from other cities of housing 
types, infill, mixed use, and streetscapes.  Too often, public dialogue regarding 
proposed development devolves into a rather depressing dichotomy contrasting some 
arcadian ideal as depicted by Thomas Kinkade with visions of the lower east side of 
New York in 1910.  Lost in that chasm are the streetscapes of Barcelona, Madrid, 
Rome, Paris, San Francisco, and Portland or, locally and scaled to Olympia, of Kirkland, 
Bellingham, Walla Walla, and, yes, Burien.  
 
As a corollary to the need for a greatly enhanced public understanding of development 
options is the need for the City to have on staff or on retainer an urban designer.  The 
City staff working with the Planning Commission has been outstanding.  Without their 
commitment and competence, the Commission would have been lost. However, urban 
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design is a separate and unique element in urban planning and one that is 
conspicuously absent in Olympia.  An urban designer could not only provide a more 
effective graphic representation of development alternatives but, most importantly, could 
propose such development alternatives.  I am not proposing that the City abandon its 
fate to an urban designer.  Rather, I believe some well-conceived options developed by 
an urban designer would provide a far more meaningful public dialogue than the vague 
but often repeated notions of “vitality” or “vibrancy”.  
 
Finally, I urge the Council to engage the City “pro-actively” in development.   For far too 
long, the City’s role has been reactionary.  Projects of questionable design or suitability 
are brought forward and the City merely approves or rejects them based on current, if 
outdated, codes.  This is wasteful for both developers and for the City and, most 
importantly, for the residents of Olympia.  The City needs to work with residents and 
neighborhoods to clarify what is wanted and where and then work with developers to 
make it happen. We have been passive far too long.  If the Comprehensive Plan is to 
have meaning and justify the cost to the City and to the public, it must now move from 
theory to practice, from talk to action, from concept to construction.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



~ay 8,2013 

Olympia City Council 
: 601 4th Avenue S.E. 

Olympia, WA 98501 

Dear Mayor and Council members: , 

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

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

First and foremost, it is my understanding that the final recommendation of the Planning Commission 
consist of the actions taken as of March 18, 2013. Any actions taken after this date do not have the 
formal review and consideration of those members on the Commission who concluded their terms on 
March 31 st. 

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

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

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

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

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

o Do not support the removal of integrating Subarea Plans into the Comprehensive Plan. I am not 
convinced that there is sufficient justification on why such plans should be outside of the 
Comprehensive Plan. It is my opinion that such plans will have little or no authority without full 
integration into a Growth Management Act Comprehensive Plan, (see Topics B2 "Low Impact 
Development"; and B14 "Subarea Plans", Tousley letters in February 11th & March 4th Commission 
packets). 



Mayor and Council members 
May 8,2013 
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,\ 

. 
'0 Do not support the Commission's recommendation to change the direction of the City's proposed 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cordiaIlY:!hA1JLL 1iii~ 
Amy L. ;OUSle;~2'Chair t 
Olympia Planning Commission 
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February 6, 2013 
 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
To:   Members of the Olympia Planning Commission 
From:  Amy L. Tousley, Commissioner 
Subject:  Olympia Comprehensive Plan – Low Impact Development 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
My initial intent for establishing this as a topic was to afford Commissioners the 
opportunity to review and discuss the proposed goals and policies in the Olympia 
Comprehensive Plan regarding the framework of low impact developments.   
 
Low impact development practices can be used to achieve environmental protection in 
an area where there may be specific development constraints such as stormwater 
infiltration or liquefaction.   It can also be utilized to conserve green “open” spaces while 
implementing a development strategy for achieving specific density levels through 
clustering.  The ability to cluster industrial, commercial and residential development 
should be considered as a strategy for low impact developments.   
 
Low impact development may also implement less intensive development standards 
such as pervious sidewalks or narrow streets simply because they are more sustainable 
and may promote other goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
In reviewing the following goals and policies contained in the July draft of the Olympia 
Comprehensive Plan, it is my opinion that a broad foundation has been established to 
address these types of low impact development strategies.   
 
The challenge will be the development of an implementation strategy that carries out the 
goals and policies contained in the Comprehensive Plan.  Implementation through the 
development and adoption of the City’s sub-area plans will be a key part of identifying 
where these areas exist and how best to address them.  Moreover, it will be critical to 
adopt or amend the City’s regulatory framework such as stormwater, landscape, EDDs; 
urban forestry; clearing and grading; subdivision; and critical areas.  
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Listed below is listing of proposed goals and polices providing a framework for low 
impact development: 

 
GN 1 “Natural resources and processes are conserved and 

protected by Olympia’s planning, regulatory, and 
management activities.” 

PN 1.1 “new” “Administer development regulations which protect 
environmentally sensitive areas, drainage basins, and 
wellhead areas.” 

PN 1.2  “Coordinate critical areas ordinances and stormwater 
management requirements regionally based on best 
available science.” 

PN 1.3 “Limit development in areas that are environmentally 
sensitive, such as steep slopes and wetlands; direct 
development and redevelopment to less sensitive areas.” 

PN 1.4 “new” “Conserve and restore natural systems, such as wetlands 
or stands of mature trees, to contribute to solving 
environmental issues.” 

PN 1.5  “Preserve the existing topography on a portion of new 
development sites; integrate the existing site contours into 
the project design and minimize the use of grading and 
other large scale land disturbance.” 

PN 1.6 “new” “Establish regulations, and design standards that 
minimize the impact new development has on storm 
runoff, environmental sensitive areas, wildlife habitat, and 
trees.” 

PN 1.7 “Limit hillside development to site designs that incorporate 
and conform to the existing topography.” 

PN 1.8 “new” “Limit the negative impacts of development on public 
lands and environmental resources, and require 
restoration when impacts are unavoidable.” 

PN 1.9 “new” “Foster partnerships among public, private, and non-profit 
agencies and community groups to identify and evaluate 
new and innovative approaches to low impact 
development and green building.” 

PN 1.10  “Increase the use of low impact and green building 
development methods through a combination of 
education efforts, technical assistance, incentives, 
regulations, and grant funding opportunities.” 

PN 1.11 “Design, build, and retrofit public projects and 
infrastructure to incorporate sustainable design and green 
building methods, require minimal maintenance, and fit 
natural into the surround environment.” 
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GN 2 “Land is preserved and sustainably managed”  
 (Environmental priorities that have yet to be developed) 
 
PN 2.1 “Prioritize acquiring and preserving land by a set of 

priorities that considers the environmental benefits of the 
land, such as stormwater management, wildlife habitat, 
and access to recreation.” 

PN 2.2 “new” “Preserve land where there are opportunities for making 
connections between healthy systems; for example, land 
located along a stream corridor.” 

PN 2.3  “Identify, remove, and prevent the use and spread of 
invasive plants and wildlife.” 

PN 2.4 “Preserve and restore native plant communities by 
incorporating restoration efforts and volunteer 
partnerships into all land management.” 

PN 2.5 “Design improvements to public land with existing and 
new vegetation that is attractive, adapted to our climate, 
supports a variety of wildlife, and requires minimal long-
term maintenance.” 

PN 2.6 “Conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of 
separate pieces of land, in addition to existing corridors.” 

PN 2.7 “Practice sustainable maintenance and operations that 
reduce the City’s environmental impact.” 

PN 2.8 “Evaluate, monitor and measure environmental 
conditions, and use the findings to develop short- and 
long-term management strategies.” 

 
PN 6.8  “Evaluate expanding low impact development approaches 

citywide, such as those used in the Green Cove Basin.” 
 
GL 1 “Land use patterns, densities and site designs are 

sustainable and support decreasing automobile reliance.” 
 
PL 1.1 “Ensure that new development is built at urban 

densities…” 
PL 1.2 “Focus development in areas that enhance the 

community…, and where adverse environmental impacts 
can be avoided or minimized.” 

PL 1.3 “Direct high density development….and sensitive 
drainage basins will not be impacted.” 

PL 1.5 “Require development to meet appropriate minimum 
standards…and require existing development to be 
gradually improved to such standards.” 

  



4 
 

PL 1.8 “Buffer incompatible…uses by requiring landscaped 
buffers…use natural buffers where possible and require 
clustering where warranted.” 

 
GL 8 “Industry and related development with low environmental 

impacts is well-located to help diversity the local 
economy.” 

 
PL 8.3 “Encourage full, intensive use of industrial areas while 

safeguarding the environment…” 
 
GL 3 “The range of housing types and densities are consistent 

with the community’s changing population needs and 
preferences.” 

 
PL 13.2 “Adopt zoning…wide variety of compatible housing types 

and densities.” 
PL 13.3 “Encourage ‘clustering’ of housing to preserve and protect 

environmentally sensitive areas.” 
 

Future Land Use Map Designations 
 
PT 2.9 “Allow for modified street standards in environmentally 

sensitive areas..” 
PT 2.10 “Use innovative features…reduce or eliminate stormwater 

runoff.” 
  
GU 1 “Utility and land use plans are coordinated so that utility 

services can be provided and maintained for proposed 
land use.” 

  
PU 1.2 “Require new developments to construct water, 

wastewater and stormwater utilities in a way that will 
achieve the community development, environmental 
protection, and resource protection goals of this Plan, and 
that are consistent with adopted utility plans and 
extension policies.” 

  
PU 1.3 “Evaluate land use plans and utility goals periodically to 

help guide growth to the most appropriate areas, based 
on knowledge of current environmental constraints and 
currently available utility technology.” 

  
PU 2.10 “Consider the social, economic and environmental 

impacts of utility repairs, replacements and upgrades.” 
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GU 4 “Use Olympia’s water resources efficiently to meet the 

needs of the community, reduce demand on facilities, and 
protect the natural environment.” 

PU 5.5 “When practice al, develop regionally consistent Critical 
Areas Ordinance regulations, Drainage Manual 
requirements, and other policies, to ensure the protection 
of groundwater quantity and quality across jurisdictional 
boundaries.” 

  
PU 6.4 “Maintain the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance, policies, 

development review process and program management, 
to ensure groundwater quality and quantity are protected.” 

  
GE 4 “The City achieves maximum economic, environmental 

and social benefit from public infrastructure.” 
  
PE 4.1 “Design infrastructure investments to balance economic, 

environmental and social needs, support a variety of 
potential economic sectors, and shape the development 
of the community in a sustainable pattern.” 

  
PE 4.10 “Encourage the infilling of designated areas by new or 

expanded economic activities before considering the 
expansion of these areas or creation of new areas.” 

  
PE 5.2 “Use regulatory incentives to encourage sustainable 

practices.” 
  
PE 7.3 “Define a more active City role in stimulating 

development, and influencing the design and type of 
development.” 

  
PS 3.1 “Promote a variety of residential densities and housing 

types to stimulate a broad range in housing costs.” 
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February 20, 2013 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO:  Olympia Planning Commission 
FROM: Amy L. Tousley, Planning Commission 
SUBJECT: Olympia Comprehensive Plan – Neighborhood / Sub-Area Planning 
 
 
It was my intent to set aside the topic of Neighborhood/Sub-Area Plans so that the 
Commission could have an opportunity to assess if the proposed Olympia 
Comprehensive Plan has established the initial structure for the future development, 
adoption and implementation of such ancillary documents.   This would also incorporate 
the City’s future Implementation Strategy/Action Plan.   
 
First and foremost, the entire Comprehensive Plan provides a framework for Sub-Area 
Plans such as the goals and policies in the following chapters: 
 

 Vision and Values 
 Public Participation 
 Natural Environment  
 Land Use and Design 
 Transportation 

 Utilities 
 Park, Arts and Recreation 
 Economy 
 Public Services 
 Capital Facility Plan 

 
Coalition of Neighborhood Associations 
In July 2012, the Coalition of Neighborhood Associations (CNA) and the Olympia City 
Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) establishing a city-
neighborhood association partnership for conducting forums and other activities 
affecting neighborhoods.  This includes the structure for sub-area planning.    
 
The first steps in this forthcoming process will be presented to the Council’s Land Use 
and Environment Committee on May 23rd.  The presentation between the staff and 
members of the CNA will consist of considering the first steps in developing a process 
for sub-area plans.   Status reports of this work will be presented to the Committee on 
July 25th and September 26th.  I presume the Committee will then provide a 
recommendation to the Council with formal action taking place afterwards. 
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Below is an excerpt from the CNA’s 2013 Action Plan (see attached).  The Action Plan 
was presented to Land Use and Environmental Committee on January 30th.  The 
excerpt outlines the CNA’s proposal for developing the Implementation Strategy and 
Sub-Area Plans.   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
B. Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategy  
 
The Comprehensive Plan’s Vision Section provides that “Neighborhood groups [should] 
take an intimate role in the planning and decision-making affecting their neighborhoods. 
The vehicle for this will be an Action Plan or Implementation Strategy. When the 
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Strategy is prepared by the city, neighborhoods 
will focus on the following key areas:  
 
 Ensuring that development regulations are made consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan  
 Making city programs more neighborhood centric  
 Incorporating neighborhoods in the land use decisions of government organizations  
 
C. Sub-Area Plans  
 
1. A new Organizational Structure for Neighborhoods  
 
CNA has been working to increase the number of areas in the city which are covered by 
a neighborhood association. In some areas of the city, consolidations of neighborhoods 
are already occurring. The City’s proposed Comprehensive Plan includes neighborhood 
involvement in land use in the context of 10 sub-areas. CNA will propose a new 
framework for neighborhoods based on the City of Olympia’s sub-area model so that all 
areas of the city have a neighborhood association point of contact.  
 
2. Working Group for Sub-Area Planning  
 
One sub-area of the city will be selected as a pilot for the sub-area planning process 
involving neighborhoods and the City Department of Community Planning and 
Development. CNA will provide assistance to that neighborhood as needed and support 
the allocation of neighborhood matching grant funds to assist the neighborhood in the 
planning process. Developing a final sub-area could take 1-2 years. 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
If deemed appropriate, the Planning Commission as well as other City Citizen Advisory 
Boards should provide feedback to the Council and CNA regarding the 2013 Action 
Plan. To avoid any missteps, it is important that continuity and coordination with the 
City’s master plans and subsequent development regulations and the efforts of the CNA 
occur.    
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I believe that there will be a great deal of work accomplished in the 2013 Action Plan 
and in subsequent years, including answers about how to address certain specifics in 
Sub-Area Plans, such as:  
 
 Do the Sub-Area Plans contain any regulatory authority? 
 What will be the public involvement process in developing Sub-Area Plans? 
 How will the City’s regulatory framework be integrated toward the implementation of 

Sub-Area Plans? 
 How will it be determined if Sub-Area Plans are consistent with and further the 

overall Comprehensive Plan for the City? 
 What is the overall timeframe for addressing the 12 Sub-Area Plans (A through K, 

and Downtown)?  The CNA indicates that a template will be created for the first plan. 
 What are the obligations for implementation of Sub-Area Plans by the City Council?  

What is the process for the development and adoption (1 to 2 years per plan)? 
 In addition to the Neighborhood Match Grants, what other funds for Sub-Area Plans 

will be used? 
 Will there be a Sub-Area Plans for the Urban Growth Area – Thurston County? 
 
 
Olympia Sub-Area Map 
Based on its deliberations, the Commission should consider forwarding a 
recommendation on whether to accept or amend the proposed Olympia Sub-Areas 
Map.  It is my understanding that the CNA has developed its own map.  Although this 
was not submitted to the Commission during the open record, it will most likely be 
presented to the Council during its Comprehensive Plan process.  The Commission 
may opt to defer any recommendation on the proposed map due to the proposal by the 
CNA.  However, absent any change, the July Draft proposal will then be forwarded to 
the Council. 
 
Future Land Use Map 
Based on its deliberations, the Commission should consider forwarding a 
recommendation on whether or not to accept or amend the proposed Olympia Future 
Land Use Map.  This includes any indication on the designation of land use areas as 
well as neighborhood centers or nodes versus villages.   It is important that Commission 
review the designations and defined terms for the following land use classifications 
since these classifications will then be used as a basis for the underlying zoning 
categories.   
 

 Low-Density Housing 
 Medium-Density Housing 

 Mixed Residential 
 Neighborhood Center 
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 Residential Mixed Use 
 Planned Developments 
 Professional Offices & Multi-

Family Housing 
 Urban Corridors 
 Urban Waterfront 

 Central Business District 
 General commercial 
 Auto Services 
 Medical Services 
 Industry

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

Neighborhoods, Villages and Planning Sub-Areas 
  
GL 17 “Development maintains and improves neighborhood character and 

livability.” 
  
PL 17.1 “Require development in established neighborhoods to be of a type, 

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

  
PL 17.2 “Unless necessary for historic preservation, prohibit conversion of 

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

  
PL 17.3  “Allow elder care homes and senior-only housing and encourage child 

care services everywhere except industrial areas; but limit hospice care 
to multi-family and commercial districts.” 

  
PL 17.4 “Support local food production including urban agriculture, and provide 

for a food store with a transit stop within one-half mile of all residents.” 
  
PL 17.5 
“new” 

“Encourage development and public improvements consistent with 
healthy and active lifestyles.” 

  
PL 17.6 
“new” 

“Discourage ‘fortress-style’ and unnecessarily secure designs that 
isolate developments and separate neighborhoods.” 

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

villages.” 
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PL 18.1 “Establish a neighborhood center at each village site, encourage 

development of designated neighborhood centers as shown on Future 
Land Use Map and allow designation of additional centers where 
compatible with existing land uses and where they are more than one-
half mile from other commercial areas.” 

  
PL 18.2  “Locate neighborhood centers along collector arterial streets and within 

about 600 feet of a transit stop.” 
  
PL 18.3 “Include housing, a food store, and a neighborhood park or civic green 

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

  
PL 18.4 “Allow neighborhood center designs that are innovative and provide 

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

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

center.” 
  
GL 19 “Trees help maintain strong and healthy neighborhoods.” 
  
PL 19.1 “Use trees to foster a sense of neighborhood identity.” 
  
PL 19.2 “Identify, protect and maintain trees with historic significance or other 

value to the community or specific neighborhoods.” 
  

Sub-Area Planning 
  
GL 20 
“new” 

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

  
PL 20.1 
“new” 

“In cooperation with residents, landowners, businesses, and other 
interested parties, establish priorities for the sub-area shown on the 
Planning Areas Map.  The specific area, content and process for each 
sub-area is to be adapted to the needs and interests of each area. (See 
public involvement regarding public involvement goals.) 
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PL 20.2 
“new” 

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

  
PL 20.3 “Develop neighborhood and business community approaches to 

beautification that include activities in residential and commercial areas.” 
  

‘Villages’ and other Planning Developments 
  
GL 21 “Mixed use developments, also known as “villages,” are a planned with a 

pedestrian orientation and a coordinated and balanced mix of land 
uses.” 

  
PL 21.1 “Require planned development sites shown on the Future Land Use 

Map to develop as coordinated, mixed-use projects.” 
  
PL 21.2 “Provide for any redevelopment or redesign of planned developments 

including the Evergreen Park Planned Unit Development to be 
consistent with the ‘village vision’ of this Plan.” 

  
PL 21.3 “Require ‘master plans’ for villages that encompass the entire site and 

specific the project phasing, street layout and design, lot arrangement, 
land uses, parks and open space, building orientation, environmental 
protection and neighborhood compatibility measures.” 

  
PL 21.4 “Proved for a compatible mix of housing in each village with pleasant 

living, shopping and working environment, pedestrian-oriented 
character, well-located and sized open spaces, attractive well-connected 
streets and a balance of retail stores, offices, housing, and public uses.” 

  
PL 21.5 “Require a neighborhood center, a variety of housing, connected trails, 

prominent open spaces, wildlife habitat, and recreation areas in each 
village.” 

  
PL 21.6 “Require that villages retain the natural topography and major 

environmental features of the site and incorporate water bodies and 
stormwater ponds into the design to minimize environmental 
degradation.” 

  
PL 21.7 “Locate parking lots at the rear or side of building, to avoid pedestrian 

interference and to minimize street frontage.  Landscape any parking 
adjacent to streets and minimize parking within villages by reducing 
requirement s and providing incentives for shared parking.” 
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PL 21.8 “Require village integrity but provide flexibility for developers to respond 

to market conditions.” 
  
PL 21.9 “Limit each village to about 40 to 200 acres; require that at least 60% but 

allow no more than 75% of housing to be single-family units; and require 
at least 5% of the site be open space with at least one large usable open 
space for the public at the neighborhood center.” 

  
PL 21.10 “Require that 90% of village housing be within a quarter mile of the 

neighborhood center and a transit stop.” 
  
PL 21.11 “Provide for a single ‘urban village’ at the intersection of Henderson 

Boulevard and Yelm Highway; allowing up to 175,000 square feet of 
commercial floor area plus an additional 50,000 square feet if a larger 
grocery is included; and requiring that on 505 of the housing be single-
family.” 

  
Public Participation and Partners 

  
GP 4 “Sub-area planning conducted through a collaborative effort by 

community members and the City and is used to shape how 
neighborhoods grow and develop.” 

  
PP 4.1 “Work with neighborhoods to identify the priorities, assets and changes 

of the designated sub-area(s), as well as provide information to increase 
understanding of land-use decision-making processes and the existing 
plans and regulations affecting sub-areas.” 

  
PP 4.2 “Encourage wide participation in the development and implementation of 

sub-area plans.” 
  
PP 4.3  “Define the role that sub-area plans play in City decision-making and 

resource allocation.” 
  
PP 4.4 “Allow initiation of sub-area planning by either neighborhoods or the 

City.” 
  
PP 4.5 “Encourage collaboration between neighborhoods and City 

representatives.” 
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February 28, 2013 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO:  Olympia Planning Commission 
FROM: Amy L. Tousley, Planning Commissioner 
SUBJECT: Olympia Comprehensive Plan – Capital Facilities Plan 
 
 
My intent for setting aside the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) was for the Commission to 
have an opportunity to discuss the City’s current strategy for ensuring compliance with 
the Growth Management Act. 
 
Below is the current proposal outlined in the July Draft.  This should also be considered 
as the documentation for evaluating impacts within the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS).  There are other policies in the proposed plan which affect the implementation of 
the City’s CFP in addition those below cited in the EIS.  
 
Review of the CFP element of the Comprehensive Plan will not be part of the Planning 
Commission's public process and review in 2012.  
 
The CFP goals and policies will be reviewed by the Planning Commission in 2013. The 
Commission will review these goals and policies in conjunction with their review of the 
2014-2019 CFP (6-year planning document). Their review will include a public hearing, 
followed by a recommendation to the City Council. 
 
Beginning in 2014, the entire CFP element - background, goals, policies, and 6-year 
financing plan - will be located in one PDF document. This webpage will link to that 
PDF. 
 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Section 3:   Policy Regarding Maintenance and Operations 
Policy PN 2.7 Practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s 

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

benefit from public infrastructure. 
 
Policy PE 4.1 Design infrastructure investments to balance economic, 

environmental social needs, support a variety of potential economic 
sectors, and shape the development of the community in 
sustainable patterns. 
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Policy PE 4.3 Base public infrastructure investments on analysis determining the 
lowest life-cycle cost and benefits to environmental, economic and 
social systems. 

 
Growth Management Act 
 
RCW 36.70A.070 - Mandatory Elements. 

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

 
RCW 36.70A.120 – Planning activities and capital budget decisions – Implementation in 
conformity with comprehensive plan. 

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

 
Recommendation: 
For me, I strongly believe that there is a requirement for ensuring compliance with the 
sections cited above.  The key to ensuring compliance will be the timing of the 
Commission’s review of the 2013 amendments of the goals and policies as well as the 
2014-2019 CFP.    
 
The Council should not take formal final action on adopting the updated 
Comprehensive Plan without the integration of the 2013 amendments.  These 
actions could take place concurrently. 
 
It is my recommendation that the March transmittal to the Council refer to the existing 
Volume Three: Capital Facilities Plan along with the current 2013 to 2018 Six-Year 
Capital Facilities Plan since these are documents currently adopted.  As indicated in the 
July Draft, the Commission will forward a recommendation on any proposed 
amendments to the Council in 2013.  I realize that this has already been discussed, 
however I believe it is important to refer to these documents to ensure that they are part 
of the Commission’s 2013 Work Program especially in the early part of the schedule.  

 

 

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


3 
 

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

http://olympiawa.gov/documents/OlympiaPlanningCommission/2011/Comp%20Plan%2
0CFP%20Update%2001052011/UpdatedCPVol3CFP.pdf 
 
http://olympiawa.gov/city-
government/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CapitalFacilitiesPlan/2013-
2018%20CFP/2013%20Final%20CFP-rs.pdf 
 
 
Listed below are the adopted goals and policies in the Olympia Comprehensive Plan: 

GOALS AND POLICIES 
 
The goals and policies set out in this section implement the State Growth Management 
Act requirements and Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies. Unless 
otherwise noted, the City of Olympia--or Thurston County where indicated take 
responsibility for implementing the following goals and policies: 
 
GOAL CFPI* To annually develop a six-year Capital Facilities Plan to implement 

the Comprehensive Plan by coordinating urban services, land use 
decisions, level of service standards, and financial resources with 
a fully funded schedule of capital improvements. 

 
The Capital Facilities Plan is the mechanism by which the City and County schedule the 
timing, location, projected cost, and revenue sources for the capital improvements 
identified for implementation in other Comprehensive Plan elements. These capital 
facilities will be integrated into the Urban Growth Management Areas as urbanization 
occurs. 
 
POLICIES:  
 
CFP 1.1* Provide needed public facilities and services to implement the 

Comprehensive Plan, protect investments in existing facilities, 
maximize the use of existing facilities, and promote orderly compact 
urban growth. This Capital Facilities Plan: 
 
a. Is subject to annual review and adoption respectively by the 

planning commissions  and City Council or Board of County 
Commissioners, as appropriate;  

 
b. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;  

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


4 
 

 
c. Defines the scope and location of capital projects or equipment;  
 
d. Defines the project's need and its links to established levels of 

service, Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, facility plans, and 
other capital facilities projects; 

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

 
f. Establishes priorities for capital project development; 
 
g. Includes a twenty-year forecast of future capital facilities needs, and 

an inventory of existing capital facilities; 
 
h. Monitors whether, or to what degree, land use and capital facilities 

goals are being achieved; and 
 
i. Is coordinated with Thurston County, school districts, 

telecommunications carriers, and private utility providers. 
 
CFP 1.2 Encourage active citizen participation throughout the process of 

developing and adopting the Capital Facilities Plan.  
 
CFP 1.3* Support and encourage joint development and use of cultural and 

community facilities with other governmental or community 
organizations in areas of mutual concern and benefit.  

 
CFP 1.4   Emphasize capital improvement projects which promote conservation, 

preservation, or revitalization of commercial, industrial, and residential 
areas in Olympia and its Growth Area.  

 
CFP 1.5 Evaluate and prioritize proposed capital improvement projects using all 

the following criteria: 
 
a) Is needed to correct existing deficiencies, replace needed facilities, 

or provide facilities needed for future growth; 
 
b) Eliminates public hazards; 
 
c) Eliminates capacity deficits; 
 
d) Is financially feasible; 
 
e) Phasing and priorities are established in the Comprehensive Plan; 
 
f) Site needs are based on projected growth patterns; 
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g) Serves new development and redevelopment;  
 
h) Is compatible with plans of state agencies; and  
 
i) Local operating budget impact is acceptable. 

 
CFP 1.6* Adopt by reference, in the appropriate chapters of the Comprehensive 

Plan, all facilities plans, their level of service standards, and future 
amendments.  These plans must be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
CFP 1.7 Adopt by reference the annual update of the Capital Facilities Plan as 

part of this Capital Facilities element. 
 
CFP 1.8   Adopt by reference the annual update of the Olympia School District 

Capital Facilities Plan as part of this Capital Facilities element. 
 
GOAL CFP2* To meet current needs for capital facilities in Olympia and its 

Growth Area, correct deficiencies in existing systems, and replace 
obsolete facilities. 

 
It is a major challenge to balance existing capital facilities needs with the need to 
provide additional facilities to serve growth. It is important to maintain our prior 
investments as well as serve new growth.  Clear, hard priority decisions are facing City 
and County policy makers. 
 
POLICIES:  
 
CFP 2.1* Give priority consideration to projects mandated by law and those by 

State and Federal agencies. 
 
CFP 2.2 Give priority consideration to projects already initiated and to be 

completed in subsequent phases. 
 
CFP 2.3 Give priority consideration to projects already initiated and to be 

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

 
CFP 2.4 Give priority consideration to projects that remove existing capital 

facilities deficiencies, encourage full use of existing facilities, or replace 
worn-out or obsolete facilities. 

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

within Olympia and its Urban Growth Area as these areas 
urbanize. 
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It is crucial to identify, in advance of development, sites for schools, parks, fire and 
police stations, major stormwater facilities, greenbelts, open space, and road 
connections. Acquisition of sites for these facilities must occur in a timely manner and 
as early as possible in the overall development of the area.  Otherwise, acquisition 
opportunities will be missed, with long-term functional or financial implications. 
 
POLICIES:  
 
CFP 3.1* Provide the capital facilities needed to adequately serve the future 

growth anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan, within projected funding 
capabilities. 

 
CFP 3.2* Give priority consideration to projects needed to meet concurrency 

requirements for growth management.   
 
CFP 3.3* Plan and coordinate the location of public facilities and utilities in 

advance of need. 
a. Coordinate urban services, planning, and standards by identifying, 

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

 
b. Provide capacity to accommodate planned growth. 

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

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

 
CFP 3.4* Design and establish a Concurrency Management System to determine 

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

 
CFP 3.5* Use the type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities to 

direct urban expansion where it is wanted and needed. Consider the 
level of key facilities that can be provided when planning for various 
densities and types of urban land use. 

 
CFP 3.6* Provide adequate levels of public facilities and services, in cooperation 

with Thurston County, prior to or concurrent with land development 
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within the Olympia Urban Growth Area. 
 
CFP 3.7 Encourage land banking as a reasonable approach to meeting the 

needs of future populations. 
 
CFP 3.8 Coordinate future economic activity with planning for public facilities 

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

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

 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that the Land Use element be reassessed 
if funding for capital facilities falls short of needs. The intent is to ensure that growth 
does not occur if the capital facilities needed to serve that growth are not provided. 
Capital Facilities Plans developed after the advent of the GMA will always balance costs 
and revenues. Many options are available that fall into five general categories: increase 
revenues, decrease level of service standards, decrease the cost of the facility, 
decrease the demand for the public service or facility, and others. 
 
POLICIES  
 
CFP 4.1 Manage the City of Olympia's fiscal resources to support providing 

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

 
CFP 4.2 Use the Capital Facilities Plan to integrate all of the community's capital 

project resources (grants, bonds, city funds, donations, impact fees, 
and any other available 
funding). 

 
CFP 4.3   Ensure consistency of current and future fiscal and funding policies for 

capital improvements with other Comprehensive Plan elements. 
 
CFP 4.35 To the extent possible growth should pay for growth. Developers who 

install infrastructure with excess capacity should be allowed latecomers 
agreements wherever practical. 

 
CFP 4.4 Pursue funding strategies that derive revenues from growth that can be 

used to provide capital facilities to serve that growth in order to achieve 
and maintain adopted level of service standards. These strategies 
include, but are not limited to: 
 
a. Collect Impact Fees: Transportation, Parks and Open Space, Fire 
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Protection and Suppression, Schools. 
 
b. Allocate sewer and water connection fees primarily to capital 

improvements related to urban expansion. 
 

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

 
CFP 4.5* Assess the additional operations and maintenance costs associated 

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

 
CFP 4.6* Promote efficient and joint use of facilities through such measures as 

interlocal agreements and negotiated use of privately- and publicly- 
owned land for open space opportunities. 

 
CFP 4.7* Explore regional funding strategies for capital facilities to support 

comprehensive plans developed under the Growth Management Act. 
 
CFP 4.8*   Investigate potential new revenue sources for funding capital facilities 

such as: 
 
a. Growth-induced tax revenues 
b. Additional voter-approved financing 
c. Regional tax base sharing 
d. Regional cost sharing for urban infrastructure 
e. Voter-approved real estate excise transfer tax 
f. Street utility 
g. County-wide bond issues 

 
CFP 4.9   Use the following available contingency strategies should the City be 

faced with capital facility funding shortfalls: 
 
a. Increase Revenues Bonds 

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

 
b. Decrease Level of Service Standards 

Change Comprehensive Plan 
Change Level of Service Standards 
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Reprioritize Projects to Focus on Those Related to Concurrency 
 

c. Decrease the Cost of the Facility 
Change Project Scope 

 
d. Decrease the Demand for the Public Service or Facility 

Moratorium on Development 
Develop Only in Served Areas Until Funding is Available 
Change Project Timing and/or Phasing  

 
e. Other Considerations 

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

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

projects. 
 
CFP 4.11 Maintain the City of Olympia's A+ bond rating by limiting bond sales. 
 
GOAL CFP5* To ensure the Capital Facilities Plan is current and responsive to 

the community vision and goals.  
 
The role of monitoring and evaluation is vital to the effectiveness of any planning 
program, particularly for the Capital Facilities element. Revenues and expenditures are 
subject to economic fluctuations and are used to predict fiscal trends in order to 
maintain adopted level of service standards for public facilities. This Capital Facilities 
Plan will be annually reviewed and amended to verify that fiscal resources are available 
to provide public facilities needed to support adopted LOS standards. 
 
POLICIES:  
 
CFP 5.1* Monitor the progress of the Capital Facilities Plan on an ongoing basis, 

including completion of major maintenance projects, expansion of 
existing facilities, and addition of new facilities. Evaluate this progress 
with respect to trends in the rate and distribution of growth, impacts 
upon service quality, and Comprehensive Plan directives. 

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

in the amendments the rates of growth, development trends, changing 
priorities, and budget and financial considerations. Make provisions to 
reassess the Comprehensive Plan periodically in light of the evolving 
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Capital Facilities Plan. Take appropriate action to ensure internal 
consistency of the elements of the plan. 

 
CFP 5.3* Coordinate with other capital facilities service providers to keep each 

other current, maximize cost savings, and schedule and upgrade 
facilities efficiently. 

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

expenditures by year for individual facilities may vary from that stated in 
the Comprehensive Plan due to: 
 
a. Unanticipated revenues or revenues that become available to the 

city with conditions about when they may be used, or 
b. Change in the timing of a facility to serve new development that 

occurs in an earlier or later year than had been anticipated in the 
Capital Facilities Plan. 

  
 

 
 

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

of MAJORITY of the OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION 

 to the COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
May 8, 2013 

   
      
  
 

TO: 
 

Mayor Buxbaum and City Councilmembers: 
 
 

 

 

The purpose of this report by members of the Olympia Planning Commission is to 

emphasize the current status of the Comprehensive Plan Update’s public review process 

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

 
 
 
 

Judy Bardin 
 

Paul Ingman 
 

Agnieszka Kisza 
 

James Reddick 
 

Rob Richards 
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 

of Majority of the OLYMPIA PLANNING COMMISSION 

 to the COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
May 8, 2013       

I. OVERVIEW~ 

 

1.1 The Commission Was Not Able to Review the Entire Comprehensive Plan~ 
 
The Commission to the best of its ability fulfilled all the tasks outlined in the procedural 
document “Comprehensive Plan Update Recommendations for the Final Deliberation 
Process”. They addressed specific areas of the Comprehensive Plan including, Vision and 
Values, Staff’s Substantive Changes List of 62 items intended to summarize changes 
from the existing 1994 Comprehensive Plan to the July Draft Comprehensive Plan, 
Trends and Highlights, high level issues from the broader community and commissioners. 
On March 18, 2013 the Commission unanimously approved the “Olympia Planning 
Commissions Preliminary Recommendations”. These recommendations included 
revisions to the Visions and Values, 26 of the 62 items on the Substantive Changes List 
not sent to the Consent Calendar, and a number of newly drafted Commission policies in 
response to public comment or identified as a need by the Commission. These 
recommendations are the only policies that the Commission has voted on and approved.  
The Commission did not review or approve the July Draft in its entirety 
 
1.2 The Commission Followed Council's Directives~ 
 
The Commission followed the Charter to the best of its ability but was constrained by the 
limited time period for review. According to the Council’s Charter it was important the 
Commission’s review process be limited. The review was accomplished in two phases. 
The first phase consisted of initial meetings that established a review process, obtaining 
public input and conducting a high level review of topics. The second phase consisted of 
eight final deliberation meetings (six scheduled meetings and two additional meetings 
added by the Commission). Additional meetings were not an option for the Commission 
due budget staffing constraints and the Charter time-frame.  The Land Use and 
Environment Committee Chair emphasized to the Commission that its main task was to 
evaluate the Substantive Changes List. The Commission was to address public comments 
only it there was time available to fit in with the March 18th deadline. Councilmember 
Langer indicated that Commission's review was to be high level and anything not 
addressed by the Commission would be taken up in the future by the Implementation 
Plan or the neighborhood subarea plans. 
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1.3 The Commission has Concerns about Revisions to the 1994 Plan~ 
 
The 2010 Scope of the Plan Update outlined ten items that were to be addressed in 
updating the 1994 Comprehensive Plan.  The Substantive Changes List was created by 
Staff to highlight the major changes between the existing and revised plan.  The 
Commission was never directed to review the 1994 Plan or the outcomes of the scope of 
work. However, in spot checking selected topics in the 1994 plan, it appears that a 
considerable number of the current plan policies have either been removed or 
abbreviated. Abbreviated policies were often more concise, but altered the intended 
purpose, meaning and nuances of the original policy. The 1994 policies were no longer 
intact, and emerged as a policy shift without public review. For example, the 1994 Plan 
had an entire Urban Forestry chapter which has been reduced in the draft to six policies.  
Other 1994 Plan Chapters were deleted, such as “Historic Preservation” “Port” and 
“Energy”. 
 
The Commission was informed that policies were removed for two reasons, policies are 
in regulations or policies are better suited for an implementation strategy.  There is no 
crosswalk between the two documents to track what policies are revised, moved or 
removed.  The Commission requested that staff provide a list of policies removed from 
the 1994 Plan.  The list is to clarify the disposition of the removed policies. Without such 
a list, removed policies suitable for implementation may be lost. A thorough review of the 
revised documents would ensure that changes to urban issues in the 1994 Plan are 
accountable. The Commission was neither directed nor had the time to do this. 
 
1.4 Documents for Review 
 
The City Council is scheduled to receive two documents from Staff. One document will 
be the work of the Commission including new and revised policies and vision and values 
statements. The second document will be the July draft in a legislative markup form 
highlighting the Commission revisions. The Commission will not be given a chance to 
review either document. The signatories of this letter feel it is important that the Council 
review the Commission’s work separately. It represents the policies the Commission was 
able to develop or review in the assigned time. Since time was limited, the Commission 
focused on policies that addressed themes frequently expressed in public comment and/or 
critical issues identified by the Commission. The section II of this letter contains major 
policies written by the Commission. 
 
1.5 Planning Commission did not review Internal Consistency 
 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that the Plan be internally consistent, yet 
given the restrictive time frame there was not enough time to ensure that the existing 
policies in the Staff's July draft were consistent with the new policies drafted by the 
Commission. 
 
Moreover, coordination and synthesis of multiple city urban programs did not occur, e.g., 
the GMA, Community Renewal Area, Shoreline Management Program (SMP), 
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Comprehensive Plan Update, Downtown Plan, Isthmus sub-area planning, Port of 
Olympia plans, Capitol Vista Park, State of Washington Capitol Campus, Park plans, and 
neighborhood plans.  This is especially relevant to the City's SMP coming up for final 
approval. Piece-meal development to manage public policy within 200 feet of the 
shoreline violates the SMA (RCW 90.58.20). 
 
1.6 Extensive Public Comments were Received and Policies Drafted in Response 

to Comments~ 
 
 The Planning Commission received extensive written comments from the public, held a 
hearing and then allocated an hour for continued public comment (hearings) at seven of 
its winter meetings.  Through continued public input the Commission gained a deeper 
understanding of planning issues of concern to the community.  Based largely on this 
input the Commission identified key topics to address.  For each of these topics, the 
Commission did research, produced extensive background documents and drafted 
policies. Policies were reviewed and revised in Commission meetings. Revisions were 
done so they met the approval of members. All policies drafted by the Commission were 
approved by a super majority of the Commission. 
 
Many urban issues were not addressed. 
 

Affordable Housing Downtown 

Port Property 

State Capital Campus 

Historical Preservation 

   Downtown Plan, Isthmus, and SMP 

   Climate Change 

   Sea-level Rise (only partially addressed)    

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

 
In the existing 1994 Plan the Future Land Use Map (the MAP), mirrors the zoning map.  
In the July Draft, the MAP anticipates planned future land uses. The Commission 
approved the map because it liked the concept that the MAP reflected the intent of future 
land uses.  However in approving the MAP, the Commission had concerns that it would 
no longer have the opportunity to review rezones. According to the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the draft Comprehensive Plan, rezones and other 
regulatory code amendments for the plan would be heard by the Olympia Hearings 
Examiner instead of the Commission.  The Commission voted and approved a request 
that the Council consider a City Code Amendment to allow the Commission to continue 
to hear rezones and other regulatory code amendments. The Commission feels they are 
the appropriate body to do this work since they are nine members with a broad 
perspective and chosen to represent the public; whereas, the Hearing Examiner is a single 
person with a narrow legal perspective. 
 
1.9 The Downtown Master Plan is a Priority 
 
The Commission, as suggested by Staff, decided to take the Downtown Master Plan 
(Downtown Plan) out of the Comprehensive Plan.  The decision was made because it was 
felt that having the Downtown Plan outside of the Comprehensive Plan would give the 
community more flexibility to do planning. If the Downtown Plan was left in the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Downtown Plan would have retained more legal authority, but 
could only be revised yearly through the Comprehensive Plan amendment process. The 
Commission feels that the downtown planning activities should be started quickly. 
Additionally, they feel that it is important that a broad community participatory process 
be established that reaches out to all members of the downtown community and the rest 
of the city. There are concerns that other community planning efforts such as the 
Community Renewal Area are starting before the Downtown Plan is developed.  There is 
the need for cohesion between these two and other planning activities. 
 
1.10 The Commission Would Like to Have a Major Role in the 

Implementation/Action Plan 
 
The Commission was assured that they would have a role in the implementation/action 
plan. The Commission welcomes the opportunity to work on this plan. Incumbent 
Commission members bring with them a depth of knowledge of the Comprehensive Plan 
and the policies the Commission drafted for the plan. New members bring vitality and a 
different facet of the community perspective. Together we can assist the Council, 
planning staff, and the community in formulating the implementation plan.  
(See next page) 
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1.11 A Final Word 

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

Members of the Olympia Planning Commission worked very hard on this project as did 
members of the Olympia Planning Department.  While Commission and staff disagreed 
on points of policy and process on occasion, the Commission is indebted to staff for their 
professional work and demeanor, their prompt response to requests, and their guidance in 
helping Commissioners understand the technical issues and legal considerations of the 
task on the work bench. 
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II. Planning Commission Recommendations 
 
2.1 Urban Green Space 
GOAL: Urban green space is available to the public and located through the community 
and incorporates natural environments into the urban setting, which are easily accessible 
and viewable so that people can experience nature daily and nearby. 
 
POLICIES: 
 
P1: Provide urban green spaces in which to spend time. Include such elements as trees, 
garden spaces, variety of vegetation, water features, green walls and roofs and seating. 
 
P2: Provide urban green spaces that are in people’s immediate vicinity and can be 
enjoyed or viewed from a variety of perspectives. 
 
P3: Establish a maximum distance to urban green space for all community members. 
 
P4: Increase the area per capita of urban green space and the tree canopy-to-area ratio 
within each neighborhood. 
 
P5: Establish urban green space between transportation corridors and adjacent areas. 
 
 
2.2 Urban Agriculture 
GOAL: Local Thurston County food production is encouraged and supported to increase 
self-sufficiency, reduce environmental impact, promote health, and the humane treatment 
of animals, and to support our local economy. 

POLICIES: 
 
P1: The City will actively partner with community organizations to provide education 
and information about the importance of local food systems. 
 
P2: The City will encourage home gardens as an alternative to maintaining grass/lawn 
and other landscaping that is either non-productive for local food systems or not 
supportive of native ecology. 
 
P3: The City will collaborate with community partners to ensure that everyone within 
Olympia is within biking/walking distance of a place to grow food. 
 
P4: The City will encourage for-profit gardening/farming in the community. 
 
P5: The City will support local food production with its own purchasing power. 
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P6: The City will allow rooftop food production and consider incentives for providing 
food-producing greenhouses atop buildings. 
 
P7: The City recognizes the value of Open Space and other green spaces as areas of 
potential food production. 
 
P8: The City will partner with community organizations to measure and set goals for 
increasing local food production, and develop strategies to accomplish these goals. 
 
P9: The City will work with other local governments throughout the region to encourage 
the protection of existing agricultural lands, offer educational opportunities for 
promotion, and encourage the development of a vibrant local economy. 
 
P10: Partner with community organizations to provide education to citizens raising 
animals for food in the City to ensure protection from predators, and to provide sanitary 
conditions and humane treatment for these animals. 
 
P11: Educate and encourage citizens to purchase from local farms and small producers as 
an alternative to factory farms that engage in humane treatment of animals. 
 
 
2.3 Heights and View Protection 
GOAL: Community views are protected, preserved, and enhanced. 
 
POLICIES: 
 
P1: Implement public processes, including the use of Olympia’s digital simulation 
software, to identify important landmark views and observations points. 
 
P2: Utilize Olympia’s digital simulation software to identify view planes and sightline 
heights between the landmark view and observation point. 
 
P3: Prevent blockage of landmark views by limiting the heights of buildings or structures 
on the west and east Olympia ridge lines. 
 
P4: Height bonuses and incentives shall not interfere with landmark views. 
 
P5: Set absolute maximum building heights to preserve views of landmarks from 
observation points, such as those identified in the following matrix, as determined 
through public process: 

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

. Black Hills  
  . Capitol Lake/ Estuary  

. Deschutes Valley treed hill slopes 
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. Mt. Rainer 

. Olympic Mountains 
  . Puget Sound 
  . State Capitol Campus Promontory 
   

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

  . Puget Sound’s Navigational Channel 
  . State Capitol Campus Promontory 

. Parks: West Bay Park, Priest Point Park, North Point, Sunrise Park, 
Madison Scenic Park, and Percival Landing. 
. Streets: State, 4th Ave, Harrison, Deschutes, West Bay, East Bay Drive, 
4th Ave Bridge, Olympic Ave, Pacific Ave, Martin Ave, Brawne, Foote, and 
Capitol Way. (Portions of) 

  . Washington “W” walkway and bikeway system (Portions of) 
  . Downtown: Hands-on Museum, and old/new City Hall 
 
 

2.4 Urban Neighborhoods 
GOAL: Olympia’s Neighborhoods provide housing choices that fit the diversity of local 
income levels and life styles. They are shaped by public planning processes that 
continuously involve citizens, neighborhoods, and city officials. 
 
POLICIES: 
 
P1: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways along major streets to 
downtown Olympia and our Capitol. These streets will act as tree-lined civic boulevards 
that present a unified streetscape that enhances the grandeur of our Capital City. 
 
P2: High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing into a number of designated sites: 
Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Mall. Commercial 
uses directly serve High-density Neighborhoods and allow people to meet their daily 
needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density Neighborhoods are 
primarily walk-dependent. At least one-quarter of the forecasted growth is planned for 
downtown Olympia. 
 
P3: Protect and preserve the existing established Low-density Neighborhoods. Disallow 
medium or high density development in existing Low-density Neighborhoods except for 
Neighborhood Centers. 
 
P4: Allow Medium-density Neighborhood Centers in Low-density Neighborhoods to 
include both civic and commercial uses that serve the neighborhood. Neighborhood 
centers emerge from a neighborhood public process. 
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MAP: “Olympia Planning Commission’s Future Land Use Map – March 11, 2013” 
            (See Appendix D) 
 
 

2.5 Public Participation 
 

Goal: Citizens and other key stakeholders feel their opinions and ideas are heard, valued, 
and used by policy makers, advisory committees, and staff. 
 
Policy: Build trust between all segments of the community through collaborative and 
inclusive decision making. 
 
Policy: Replace or complement three-minute, one-way testimony with participation 
strategies that facilitate rich dialogue between and among interested citizens, other key 
stakeholders, City Council members, advisory boards, and staff. 
 
Policy: Clearly define public participation goals and choose strategies specifically designed 
to meet those goals. 
 
Policy: Evaluate public participation strategies to measure their effectiveness in meeting 
desired goals. 

 

 
 

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

PS13.10: Address the severe and extended impacts of a Cascadia subduction zone 
earthquake in the City’s emergency response plans and preparations. 
 
PS13.11: Continue to gather best available information on the impacts of a Cascadia 
subduction zone earthquake, including the potential magnitude and impacts of 
vertical movements and tsunamis. 
 
The final Commission approved language for the new goals and policies to the 
Transportation Chapter is not available electronically for this letters. 
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2.7 Sea Level Rise 
Natural Environment Chapter: 
Goal: The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level 
rise strategy. 
 
Policy 1: Evaluate all options, including retreat, to deal with the impacts of sea level rise 
in Olympia. 
 
Policy 2: Consider different scenarios for varying amounts of sea level rise, and the 
accompanying adaption and response options for each scenario. 
 
Policy 3: Perform a cost-benefit analysis for each adaptation strategy. Consider the 
physical, environmental and social factors as well as costs in the analysis. 
 
Policy 4: Evaluate different financing options for adaption strategies. 
 
Policy 5: Use the best available science and the experiences of other municipalities in 
formulating future plans for sea level rise. 
 
Policy 6: Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and 
adaptation strategies and response and the cost. 
 

Utility Chapter: 
GU 11: The City has used best available information to devise and implement a sea level 
rise strategy.  
 
PU 11.2: Coordinate with other key stakeholders, such as downtown businesses, LOTT 
Clean Water Alliance and the Port of Olympia, environmental and other public interest 
groups, and downtown residents.  
 
PU 11.3: Incorporate flexibility and resiliency into public and private infrastructure in 
areas predicted to be affected. 
PU 11.4: Maintain public control of downtown shorelines that may be needed to serve 
flood management functions. 
 
PU 11.5: Engage the community in a discussion of the different mitigation scenarios and 
adaptation strategies together with the cost. 
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2.8 Vision and Values 

 
INTRODUCTION TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
The City of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan builds upon our community’s values and our 
vision for the future. A set of goals and policies provides more detailed direction for the 
realization of the values and vision. In turn, these serve as the framework upon which 
City regulations, programs and other plans are formed. 
 
As many as 20,000 additional people are expected to join our community over the next 
two decades. This Plan is our strategy for maintaining and enhancing our high quality of 
life and environment while accommodating both the changes since the 1994 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted and the changes projected over the next 20 years. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan is not just a plan for City government. Developed out of input 
from thousands of people in our community at different times over decades, the 
Comprehensive Plan truly is the community’s plan. Many of the goals and policies listed 
call for coordination and collaboration among individual citizens, neighborhoods and 
civic groups, and City government. As always, there will be challenges and change, but 
the intent is to build on the creativity and strength of our community to shape how we 
develop. 
 
How to Use this Document 
This Comprehensive Plan is separated into nine chapters: 

Olympia’s Vision; 
Public Participation and Partners; 
Natural Environment; 
Land Use and Urban Design; 
Transportation; 
Utilities; 
Economy; 
Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation; 
 

Public Services. 
There are many issues that connect these chapters. For example, policies related to trees 
exist in the Natural Environment chapter as well as under Land Use, Transportation, 
Utilities and even Economy. Likewise, policies related to walk-ability are included under 
both Land Use and Transportation. If viewing an electronic version, use the ‘search’ 
function to find all of the policies related to specific topics. 
 
The goals in this Plan are the end states we hope to achieve as a community; some will 
take longer than others to realize. Policies describe how the City will act in a broad sense 
to achieve these goals. At times, goals or policies may seem to be in conflict with each 
other. For example, a goal to increase density may seem to conflict with a goal to 
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preserve open space. The complex challenges and opportunities we face as a community 
often require us to strike a balance between different goals and policies to provide the 
best outcome for the community as a whole. Thus, individual goals and policies should 
always be considered within the context of the entire Plan. 
 
There may be a period of time after the City Council adopts changes to the Plan before 
staff, the public and policy makers are able to take action to implement the plan. The City 
will make every effort to quickly and reasonably develop, review and adopt any new or 
revised regulations to conform to this Plan. 
 
Implementation 
This Update to the Comprehensive Plan does not include specific actions or 
measurements. A companion document to the Plan is an "action plan" or "implementation 
strategy" that includes specific timeframes and actions for implementing the Plan. This 
strategy will establish priorities, set responsibility and determine how we will measure 
progress toward our goals. This is also an important tool for communicating and tracking 
what the City and Olympia residents are doing to help our community achieve its vision. 
 
The City looks for partners from all sectors of the community: residents, businesses, 
developers, non-profits, the faith community, schools, neighborhood associations, other 
government agencies and organizations to help implement the Comprehensive Plan. 
Partnerships will help our community work together to realize our common vision. 
 
There are many different types of actions that could be taken to implement this Plan. 
Some elements in the Plan are implemented through the development code and 
Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS), which, along with other 
government actions, must be consistent with the Plan under state law. Other elements in 
the Plan depend heavily or exclusively on community involvement. 
 
Context for the Comprehensive Plan 
In the early 1990s, the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) was passed in 
response to rapid and sprawling growth in many parts of the state that was causing a 
decrease in quality of life, negative effects on the environment, and increased costs for 
municipal infrastructure and maintenance. Revision of our Comprehensive Plan was a 
requirement for Olympia under GMA and Olympia adopted a revised Comprehensive 
Plan under the Act in 1994. 
 
The Act requires most urban counties and cities in the state to prepare comprehensive 
plans to address how they will manage expected growth. It directs urban areas, like 
Olympia, to absorb more of the state’s population growth than rural areas, thereby 
preserving forests, animal habitat, farmland, and other important lands. Focusing growth 
in urban areas also reduces traffic, pollution, and the costs of providing city services that 
protect the health, safety and quality of life of citizens. 
 
The Act defines 13 goals, plus a shoreline goal, to guide the development and adoption of 
comprehensive plans. These focus on “smart growth” principles that maximize use of 
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land and existing utilities, protect historic and natural resources, and lower traffic and 
housing costs. Fortunately, Olympia has been taking this approach for a long time. 
 
Olympia has long understood the merits of planning for the future and had a 
Comprehensive Plan as early as 1959. In many ways, our earlier plans created the 
community we have today. 
For example, during community outreach for the 1994 plan, citizens expressed a desire 
for Olympia to become a “City of Trees.” In response, the community developed several 
goals and policies to guide a new Olympia Urban Forestry Program. Since then, we’ve 
planted thousands of street trees, and been consistently recognized by the National Arbor 
Day Foundation as a Tree City USA. 
 
A Changing Community 
Since the 1970s, the population and economy of the Puget Sound region have been 
growing. According to the Thurston County Profile , the county’s population more than 
doubled between 1980 and 2010. Forecasters expect Olympia’s population and 
employment will continue to increase over the next 20 years. In 2010, the estimated 
population of Olympia and its Urban Growth Area was 58,310 residents. Forecasters 
expect our population will increase to 84,400 by 2035, a rate of approximately 2% per 
year. A majority of this increase will be due to in-migration. People are attracted to living 
here because we have a relatively stable economy, a beautiful environment, friendly and 
safe neighborhoods, good schools and lower living costs than our neighbors to the north. 
Many of these new residents will work within the current City limits and the 
unincorporated Urban Growth Area. 
 
Olympia and its Urban Growth Boundaries 
In 2012, Olympia’s urban growth area was about 16,000 acres. This includes about 
12,000 acres within City limits and 4,000 acres in the unincorporated area, which may 
eventually be annexed into the City. In cooperation with Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater, 
Thurston County has established and periodically reviews Urban Growth Areas. In these 
areas, urban growth is encouraged; outside of them, rural densities and services will be 
maintained. 
 
Much of the land in the City is already developed, but there is still adequate room to 
accommodate our expected population and employment growth. This land capacity 
analysis can be found in the Thurston County Buildable Lands Report. 
 
Preserving Our Sense of Place and Connections 
The City embraces our Comprehensive Plan as an opportunity to enhance the things 
Olympians care about. As we grow and face change, Olympians want to preserve the 
unique qualities and familiarity of our community. We draw a sense of place from the 
special features of our city: walk-able neighborhoods, historic buildings, views of the 
mountains, Capitol and Puget Sound, and our connected social fabric. These features help 
us identify with our community, enrich us, and make us want to invest here socially, 
economically and emotionally. 
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During development of this Plan, many people expressed a desire to maintain a “small 
town feel.” Olympians want to feel connected to each other and to our built and natural 
environment. We want to live in a friendly and safe community where we know our 
neighbors and shopkeepers, and run into friends along the sidewalk. We value harmony 
with nature, thriving small businesses, places to gather and celebrate, and an inclusive 
local government. 
Olympians expressed that they are willing to accept growth as long as our environment 
and sense of place is preserved. That means protecting the places and culture that we 
recognize as “Olympia,” even if those things are a little different for each of us. It also 
means focusing on our community values and vision as we grow. 
 
Key Challenges 
Beyond our community's values and vision are other influences that present both 
challenges and opportunities. Implementation of this Plan will require creative solutions 
to: 
 
Become a More Sustainable City: The City needs to make investments based on an 
integrated framework that compares lifecycle costs and benefits of all City investments 
and to encourage sustainable practices by individuals and organizations through 
education, technical assistance, and incentives. 
 
Accommodate Growth: Increased growth in Olympia is anticipated. Citizens need to 
integrate the: quantity of new residents, demographics, likely places of residence, housing 
typology, and prevention of rural and city sprawl. In addition, citizens need to identify 
housing and service programs for increased populations of seniors and homeless. 
 
Integrate Shoreline Management Program (SMP): Special coordination is necessary 
to integrate the SMP with the Comprehensive Plan. Olympians value ample public space 
along their marine shoreline and waterways to balance growth downtown. 
 
Revitalize Our Downtown: Located on Puget Sound and along the Deschutes River, 
downtown is the site of many historic buildings and places, and is home to many theaters, 
galleries, and unique shops as well as the State Capitol. At the same time, Olympia’s 
downtown has yet to become the walkable, comfortable place the community desires. To 
add vibrancy while retaining our desired small town feel will require more downtown 
residents, better amenities, attractive public places, green space, thriving local businesses, 
and integrated standards for design. public places, green space, thriving local businesses, 
and integrated standards for design. 
 
Conserve and Protect Limited Natural Resources: As we grow, Olympia will become 
a higher density city and our land and water supplies will need to support more people. 
We can take advantage of growth as a tool to reshape our community into a more 
sustainable form; to do so we must balance growth, use our resources wisely and consider 
the carrying capacity of the land. 
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Address Climate Change and Sea-Level Rise: Sea-level could rise in Olympia by 50 
inches or more over the next century due to warming of the oceans and settling land. This 
will put much of Olympia's downtown at risk of flooding since it lies only one to three 
feet above the current highest high tides. Over the next 20 years, the City will continue to 
explore how to address sea-level rise impacts on our downtown. 
 
Fund a Long-term Vision: The economy fluctuates and funding circumstances change. 
This affects our ability to carry-out planned actions over the years. Present resources are 
already stretched thin, and there is little ability to take on new programs without new 
revenue sources. We must identify funding strategies, explore operating efficiencies and 
develop partnerships to provide the diversity and flexibility to fund our vision. 
 
For More Information 
The Washington State Growth Management Act establishes rules to guide the 
development of comprehensive plans and development regulations that shape growth 
over a 20-year horizon 
 
The Buildable Lands Report prepared for Thurston County by the staff of the Thurston 
Regional Planning Council helps Olympia to determine the quantity of land to provide 
for population and employment growth. 
 
The City of Olympia Sustainability web pages have information about what the City is 
doing to put sustainability into action. 
 
COMMUNITY VALUES AND VISION CHAPTER 
 
Community Values 
Through extensive public participation in Imagine Olympia, members of the public have 
expressed the values they wish to see reflected in the Comprehensive Plan. These are 
distilled for each of the chapters in the Plan. 
 
Public Participation: Olympia residents value meaningful, open, respectful, and 
inclusive dialogue as a shared responsibility to make our community a better place. 
 
Natural Environment: Olympia residents value our role as stewards of the water, air, 
land, vegetation, and animals around us and our responsibility to our children, our 
children’s children, and all life, to restore, protect, and enhance our environmental 
birthright. 
 
Land Use: Olympia residents value accommodating growth without sprawl or excessive 
reliance on automobiles; neighborhoods with distinct identities; historic buildings and 
places; a walkable and comfortable downtown; increased urban green space; local 
production of food; and public spaces for citizens in neighborhoods, downtown, and 
along shorelines. 
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Transportation: Olympia residents value moving people and goods through the 
community in a manner that is safe, minimizes environmental impacts, enhances 
connectivity, conserves energy, and promotes healthy neighborhoods. 
 
Utilities: Olympia residents value a water supply under the ownership and control of the 
City, effective treatment of wastewater and stormwater prior to discharge to the Puget 
Sound, and the role that reuse, reduction and recycling plays in conserving energy and 
materials. 
 
Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation Chapter: Olympia residents value the role 
of parks, open space, and the arts to our physical, spiritual and emotional well-being and 
to our sense of community. 
 
Economy: Olympia residents value our community’s businesses as a source of family 
wage jobs, goods and services and recognize the importance of our quality of life to a 
healthy economy. 
 
Public Services: Olympia residents value protection provided by police, fire, and 
emergency medical services; code enforcement to maintain neighborhood quality; 
adequate and affordable housing for all residents; community gathering places and 
recreational centers. 
 
Community Vision Statements 
 
Natural Environment: Recognizing that gifts of nature define in large measure its 
greatness, Olympia works closely with the surrounding governments to preserve, protect 
and restore our natural heritage. 
 
A dense tree canopy throughout the City provides aesthetic, health, environmental, and 
economic benefits. Despite the increased population, Olympia's air and water are cleaner. 
Seals, sea lions, orcas, and otters roam the waters of southern Puget Sound. Wildlife 
habitat has been preserved to maintain a biologically healthy diversity of species. As a 
result, salmon return to the streams where they were born to spawn and to die. 
 
Land Use and Urban Design: Pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, livable and affordable 
neighborhoods, safe and meaningful street life, and high-quality civic architecture have 
made Olympia a showcase, fulfilling its potential as the capital city of the Evergreen 
State. 
 
Olympia has collaborated with Tumwater and the Port of Olympia to make our urban 
waterfront a shared and priceless asset. This shoreline follows the Deschutes River from 
Tumwater’s historic buildings, past Marathon and Heritage parks to Percival Landing and 
the Port Peninsula. 
 
People walk throughout downtown, shop at its small businesses, enjoy its artistic 
offerings and gather at its many fine restaurants and meeting places. The historic Capitol 
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Way boulevard linking the waterfront and downtown to the Capitol Campus invites and 
attracts residents to enjoy the City’s civic space. Plazas, expanded sidewalks, and art in 
public places have stimulated private investment in residential development, which, in 
turn, has greatly increased downtown’s retail and commercial vitality. 
 
Olympia has established “urban nodes” characterized by higher density and mixed use 
development, walkability, transit feasibility and lower costs for urban services. 
Infill projects and remodels help to meet the demands of population growth while 
creating more walkable communities. Older neighborhoods have been rejuvenated. 
Historic buildings are valued, preserved and adapted to new uses. 
 
Olympia achieves its development and redevelopment goals through “sub‐area planning.” 
These plans determine where and how to increase density, how to retain green space, and 
how to enhance mobility. They assure safe and convenient access to the goods and 
services needed in daily life - grocery stores selling local products, schools, neighborhood 
parks, community gardens and neighborhood gathering places. 
 
Transportation: Olympians, young and old, walk and bike to work, school, shopping, 
and recreation. Bike lanes and sidewalks are found on arterials and collectors throughout 
the city; all sidewalks and many bike lanes are separated from vehicular traffic by a 
buffer. Pedestrians and bicyclists also use trails and pathways through open areas, 
between neighborhoods, and along shorelines. 
 
Sidewalks in compact, mixed-use neighborhoods, including downtown, are filled with 
walkers who stop at small shops and squares in lively centers near their homes. Trees 
lining the streets and awnings on storefronts provide comfort and protection for walkers. 
Nearly all residents are within easy walking distance of a transit stop. 
 
Most people commute to work on foot, bicycle, transit, or carpool. Those who drive to 
work do so in small vehicles fueled by renewable resources. Comfortable electric buses 
arrive every ten minutes at bus stops along all major arterials. 
 
Parking lots are located on the edges of downtown, hidden from view by storefronts and 
office space. Convenient short-term bike parking for visitors/shoppers and long-term bike 
parking for employees is found onsite or near all developments. Street faces are no longer 
broken up by surface parking lots. 
 
Variable pricing of street meters and off-street facilities ensure that street spaces are 
available for downtown shoppers and visitors, while workers who car-commute make use 
of the peripheral off-street facilities. 
 
Driving lanes throughout town are not excessively wide and streets provide room for bike 
lanes and parking and slow down traffic. System efficiencies, demand management and 
intersection improvements allow smooth traffic flow. 
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Due to slower speeds, frequent safe crossings, and well-managed intersections, deaths 
and serious injuries from car/pedestrian and car/bicycle collisions have been nearly 
eliminated. 
 
Utilities: Olympia has been able to meet the water needs of an increased population 
through increased water use efficiency, conservation based rates, and use of reclaimed 
water. As a result of the improved treatment and reduction of wastewater and stormwater 
prior to discharge, Budd Inlet and our streams support increased aquatic life. 
 
A majority of Olympia households use urban organic compost on their landscapes. 
Artificial fertilizers no longer contaminate local water bodies. 
State and national packaging standards, local solid waste incentives, and voluntary citizen 
actions reduce the volume of materials in Olympia requiring landfill disposal. 
 
Public Health, Parks, Arts and Recreation: Parks and other public open space in every 
neighborhood play a key role in maintaining our health. The Olympia School District 
works with the City to allow maximum feasible public use of School District gyms and 
playgrounds. 
 
The School District, local and state health agencies and the City provide programs to 
encourage good nutrition and exercise. These programs complement the City regulations 
to encourage both urban agriculture and markets for sale of local and regional produce. 
 
Olympia has continually expanded and upgraded the bicycle facility network and has 
witnessed major increases in bike use for both commuting and recreation. The City has 
provided bike facilities on selected streets where there are high levels of use or potential 
conflict with motorized traffic. 
 
All neighborhoods have sidewalks on at least one side of major collector streets. This, 
together with continued pedestrian crossing improvements and neighborhood pathways, 
use of traffic calming devices and enforcement of traffic laws, contributes to the dramatic 
increase of walking in Olympia. 
 
The City sponsors and supports music and art events and festivals. These attract 
widespread involvement of Olympia residents and residents of surrounding communities. 
The City takes advantage of provisions in state law to fund art throughout the City. 
 
Economy: The Olympia economy is stable in relation to the economies of comparable 
cities throughout the state and region. The City’s investment in the downtown has led to 
many specialty or boutique stores. Regional shopping nodes, such as Capital Mall, 
provide high‐density housing and transit and pedestrian access. 
 
Young entrepreneurs, attracted by the amenities of the City and its open and accepting 
culture, have created new businesses and helped existing businesses expand. 
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The increased commercial activity and the number of small start-ups have diversified the 
job market and the economy, making it less vulnerable to downturns in state government 
employment. 
 
Continued expansion of small farms at the urban fringe and local food producers provide 
additional diversity in local employment and reduces the vulnerability of local residents 
to the rising cost of imported food. 
 
Public Services: The City has assured that all residents have achieved their basic housing 
needs by adopting “affordable” housing program criteria. One consequence has been the 
virtual disappearance of homelessness. This, in turn, has reduced the cost of City police 
and social services and has made the downtown more attractive for commercial activity.  
The City’s diverse housing typology accommodates the needs of young adults, middle 
class families, and aging populations. 
 
Within each neighborhood, a strong code enforcement program has assured the protection 
of the distinct identity of all neighborhoods. Code enforcement emerges from citizen and 
neighborhood involvement 
 
2.9 Transportation 
 
A number of new transportation policies were adopted by the Commission however it was 
not possible to easily separate out new policies, from revised or unchanged policies in the 
July draft.  Therefore transportation policies are not listed in this document. 
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III. APPENDICES 
 

Appendix A 
 

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

Low-density Neighborhoods (LDN) 
Use: Single-family Residential 

 Density: 4 to 14 units per acre, while protecting existing LDN zoning density. 
 Height: 35 foot maximum 
 
 
Medium-density Neighborhoods: Medium-density Neighborhoods involve multi-family 
residential densities between 15 to 30 units per acre as determined by the neighborhood 
public process. Suggested housing land uses including townhouses, small apartment 
buildings. Clustering may be permitted. 
 

Medium-density Neighborhoods (MDN) 
 Use: Multi-family Residential 
 Density: 15 to 30 units per acre   
 Height: 35 foot maximum 
 
Medium-density Neighborhoods Centers: Medium-density Neighborhood Centers, that 
include both civic and commercial uses in the serve of the neighborhood, are allowed in 
Low-density Neighborhoods. Neighborhood centers emerge from the neighborhood 
public process where low-density neighborhood centers are proposed. The neighborhood 
public process will involve all necessary parameters to ensure street improvements, 
transit access, setbacks, and the level of public need for each center. 
 
Medium-density Neighborhood Centers provide residential, commercial, and civic 
spaces. Suggested housing includes townhouses, small apartments, and other multi-
family buildings. Low-density commercial neighborhood centers will have a maximum 
35’-0” height for both low and medium density neighborhoods. [Note: Tumwater 
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Brewery District, a medium density commercial center, and transit hub could serve as a 
neighborhood center for southeast Olympia residents.] 
 

Medium-density Neighborhood Centers (MDNC) 
 Use: Multi-family Residential and limited low-density Commercial 
 Density: 15 to 30 units per acre 
 Height: 35 foot maximum 
 
High-density Neighborhoods: High-density Neighborhoods are Multi-family 
Residential and Commercial neighborhoods with densities of more than 30 dwelling units 
per acre. High-density Neighborhoods concentrate housing into a number of designated 
sites: Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and West Capital Mall. 
Commercial uses directly serve the high-density neighborhoods and allow people to meet 
their daily needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density 
neighborhoods are primarily walk dependent services. The height in this neighborhood 
would be based on the “Height and View Protection Goals and Policies. 
 

High-density Neighborhoods (HDN) 
 Use: Multi-family Residential and Commercial 
 Density: > 30 units per acre minimum 
 Height: See Note 1 
 
Gateways & Civic Boulevards: Establish eight gateways that are entry/exit pathways 
along major streets to downtown Olympia and our Capitol. These major streets act as 
tree-lined civic boulevards that present a unified streetscape that enhances the grandeur of 
our Capital City. 
 
Gateways to the Deschutes River Valley are located at entry/exit points and along the 
green civic boulevards that enter the state capital city of the State of Washington. They 
are located at: city boundaries; topographical changes; transitions in land use; and shifts 
in transportation densities. Three of the eight gateways are located at the city limits. An 
option, at the three entrances allow for “Welcome to Olympia” signage. Gateways are 
densely planted with native trees and under stories that form the transition between 
distinct land uses and the formal green civic boulevards. Each civic boulevard forms a 
unique urban space of its own. 
 
 
Urban Gateways and Civic Boulevards 

 
 
1. Priest Point Park Gateway:  East Bay Drive at City Limits 

   Single-family and Multi-family Residential, and Natural    
 

2.  Mt. Rainier Gateway:   Martin Way and Pacific Intersection 
  Corridor Land Uses -Low density Mixed Use in Single-family Residential 
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3.  Interstate Gateway:   Henderson and Plum St. Intersection  
  Corridor Land Uses -Commercial and Multi-family Residential 
 

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

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

 
6.  Deschutes Gateway:   Deschutes Park Way at City Limits 

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

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

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

                                                               Intersection 
  Corridor Land Uses -Multi-family Residential and Commercial   
 
 
 
 

 
Note 1: Delete all heights limitations from staff draft on LU Table 1, except as identified 
above.  Specific height limits shall be established by development codes, which are based 
on the Comprehensive Plan’s “OPC - Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.” 
 
Note 2: Each Civic Boulevard will have a distinct spatial environmental setting that is 
shaped by the public planning process that continuously involves citizens, 
neighborhoods, and city officials. Urban Corridors will be primarily accessed by transit 
and motor vehicles with provisions for pedestrian and bicycle travel. City of Olympia’s 
consistent theme along all civic boulevards will be “Urban Green Spaces.” 
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Appendix B 

 
Urban Green Space Background 

 
Green space provides a number of benefits including ecological, environmental, health, 
economic, and social. It is an essential component of the urban environment and will 
become even more important for people’s well-being as Olympia’s population increases 
and the region becomes denser. 
 
Ecological and Environmental – Green space provides habitat for a variety of birds, fish 
and other animals.  Trees can remove air pollutants that are prevalent in the urban 
environment such as particulate matter, ozone, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide. 
They also sequester the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide1. A tree can remove 48 pounds of 
carbon dioxide a year and sequester a ton of carbon dioxide by the time the tree reaches 
age 402. The heat island effect is caused by large areas of heat-absorbing surfaces in 
combination with high energy use. Heat islands are likely to occur as Olympia becomes 
more urbanized and climate change causes warmer temperatures. Trees provide natural 
air conditioning; they shade and cool buildings and streets; and they use 
evapotranspiration (tree sweating) to cool themselves and surrounding areas3.  Trees also 
reduce energy costs for buildings, both for heating and cooling. Increased vegetation 
reduces storm water runoff and improves water quality by filtering water. A mature tree in 
a year can intercept about 760 gallons of rainwater and cause evapotranspiration of 100 
gallons of water4. Trees will also help diminish the flooding predicted with climate 
change. Noise reduction is another benefit of trees. Wide tree belts can reduce noise by 4-
8 decibels5. 
 
Health – Green space has a direct effect on people’s health.  Studies have shown a 
relationship between the amount of green space in the living environment and the degree 
of physical and mental health and longevity6.   Increased green space has been found to 
decrease death rates 7.  People living closer to green space have greater levels of physical 
activity and are less likely to be obese8. Fifty percent of Washington’s population is either 
overweight or obese.  Having places where people want to exercise will aide people in 
living healthier life-styles. The public’s perception of their general health has been found 
to be related to the amount of green space in their environment9. Views of nature can 
improve people’s health and well-being by providing relief from stress and mental 
fatigue10.  Hospital patients have been found to make quicker recoveries and need less 
pain medications when they have a view of a park compared to patients who only had a 
view of a wall11. 
 
Economic – Green space increases property values12. Property values are directly related 
to the distance to green space and the type of green space. People living in multi-unit 
dwellings value living near an area with green-space while people in houses value living 
near a park13.  Businesses are more likely to locate near an area having green or open 
spaces14. Places with urban natural capital tend to attract skilled workers. Having a 
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skilled work force further enhances the attractiveness of an area for businesses15.  Places 
that are beautiful also increase tourism. 
 
Social Capitol – Urban green spaces provide opportunity for people to gather and 
interact with family, friends and neighbors. People living near these areas feel a greater 
sense of cohesion and are more likely to help their neighbors16. 
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Appendix C 

 
URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS~ 

 
Introduction 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Today, in a decade of global uncertainty, social inequity, and environmental degradation, 
we have brought into question the conventional wisdom, calling for reassessment of 
traditional notions of urbanity.11 The concept of High Density Corridors is one of those 
notions that compounds issues of urban inequity, “internal city sprawl”, and other 
multifaceted problems that threaten Olympia: climate change, growth, sea-level rise, and 
earthquakes. As an alternative, Green City models compact and concentrate life’s needs 
into High Density Neighborhoods (HDN) and replaces the traditional frame and 
antiquated ‘business as usual’ paradigm formed by the fossil-based urban modes that 
represent: linear spatial configuration of the High Density Corridor (HDC); “…strip 
commercial …”; dependency on motorized vehicles; and the dislocation and 
decentralization of single family neighborhoods. 
 
This proposal summarizes some of the negative impacts, both health and social, that are 
associated with High-density Corridors and linked to the obsoleteness’ of the fossil-based 
planning. An alternative in the 21st century is the renaissance of a Green City. Although 
the following briefly outlines a few negative impacts of HDC on Health and 
Neighborhoods, it does not address  many important issues affected: greenhouse gases; 
energy; mobility; convenience; density; outdoor spaces; images of our state capitol city; 
social support systems; economic revitalization of downtown; treatment of HD arterials; 
and affordable housing. 
 
Formal public hearings on the Comprehensive Plan for HDC identified the public’s lack 
of support for them and the  “…contradictions …”and “…conflicts…” associated with 
HDC.  The purpose is to identify some problems associated with the HDC. The weakness 
of this proposal is that it does not represent all the HDC problems, and does not represent 
HDC’s problems in an exhaustive or in depth analysis 

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

 
Urban achievements, similar to Howard’s Garden City, recognized the importance of 
relatively circular city plans. It established structural, social, and economic parameters of 
the city. Although urban reform requires physical arrangement, urban life is enhanced 
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when the physical environment works in harmony with human needs rather than against 
them. 25 
 
 
Problem Statement 
 
On January 12, 2013, the City Council developed work plans for 2013, which   revealed 
that the “Olympia council wants people downtown…”. 2 The City Council wants to find 
“…ways to promote Olympia and its downtown core to attract visitors, but to make it 
more inviting to residents again.” 2 At the same time, the Comprehensive Plan 
demonstrated that the total planned growth over the next 25 years in the downtown is 
dramatically inadequate to achieve the City Council’s objectives. 
 
First, the total planned growth for the City of Olympia in 2035 is 26,087 people. 
However, Olympia’s downtown’s total planned growth is less than 4% for the next 25 
years. In other words, 24 out of every 25 new residents to Olympia will live anyway but 
downtown.  Further, more than 2 out of every 3 new residents to Olympia within the 
planned growth are to live near the edges of the city limits, which exasperated urban 
sprawl, rather than encouraging more centralized growth in the City of Olympia’s 
downtown urban core.    
 
Second, testimony from formal public hearings verified that neighborhoods oppose the 
HDC concept.    
 
Third, the total planned growth of the HDC, excluding the HDN, is 251 people or less 
than one percent of the growth for the next 25 years, while HDC land uses consume 
almost 1,000 acres.  In other words, the HDC for the next 25 years adds 1 new resident 
for every 4 acres.  The HDC appears no more than a Low Density Neighborhood (LDN) 
that is slated for “… redevelopment…”5 and commercialization of local neighborhoods,6 
and the displacement and relocation of single family residential neighborhoods. 

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

 
 
Impacts of High Density Corridors on “Health” 
 
Traffic-related air pollution (TRAP) has been linked to a number of adverse health 
outcomes or risk factors that are associated with chronic disease development. Traffic 
related air pollution has been linked to cardiovascular (heart disease and stroke) mortality 
and overall mortality (death).  Nitrogen dioxide is a TRAP gas.  People with higher 
exposure to nitrogen dioxide from traffic   have been found to have a 26% increase risk of 
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cardiovascular death and 13% increase risk of death overall13.  When people exposed to 
more  TRAP were compared to those with less TRAP exposure, those with  higher  
exposure showed markers for atherosclerosis (increased carotid artery intima media 
thickness (CIMT)) 14.  Another study in California supported this finding.  The study 
showed that those living within 300 feet of a highway had much more rapid increases in 
their CIMT 15.  Other research found, that people living within 200 meters (tenth of a 
mile) or less of roadway with volumes as low as 20,000-40,000 cars a day had   increased 
C-reactive protein levels and increased pulse-pressure. Both are markers for 
cardiovascular disease development 16.  A study of over 13,000 middle aged men and 
women found that those that lived within 300 meters (1/5 mile) of a major road for an 
extended period of time had an increased risk of coronary heart disease17. 
 
The strongest most consistent TRAP health risk has been the exacerbation or 
development of asthma and respiratory symptoms in children.  Multiple studies in 
different countries have shown this risk. Children that breathe more roadway air pollution 
at home and at schools are at higher risk of developing asthma18.  Kids that live at a 
distance of a tenth of a mile or less of a road having relatively low levels of vehicle traffic 
have been shown to have a 70% increased risk of experiencing wheezing 19.  A study was 
done in British Columbia of 38,000 children with varying exposure to air pollution in 
utero and during their first year of life. The study found that children were at increased 
odds of developing asthma if they were exposed to air pollution and that children exposed 
to TRAP had the highest risk of asthma20. 
 
Traffic-related air pollution has also been found to increase the odds of pre term (early) 
births and preeclampsia (a pregnancy complication) 21, 22.  A survey study in Sweden 
found that people who lived near road traffic noise at 64 decibels and above were more 
likely to report they had high blood pressure23.  
 
 A British Canadian study looked at neighborhood design and found that urban areas that 
are designed-for walking may inadvertently expose their residents to higher levels of 
TRAP. Additionally, people of lower socio-economic status often have the highest levels 
of exposure.  The authors highlight that their research supports policies for locating 
residential buildings (especially schools, daycare centers, and assisted living facilities) 
back from major transportation corridors24. 
 
Impacts of High Density Corridors on Neighborhoods   
 
Landmark studies have revealed the impact of HDC physical environments on human 
behavior. These studies have shown that High Density Corridors cause environmental 
stress in humans and as well as other outcomes.  HDC were associated with less social 
interaction, street activity, and withdrawal from the physical environment as a result of 
HDC erosion of environmental quality. Further, research by J.M. Thompson calculated 
that living within 600 feet of a HDC had implications on people who suffered from a 
deteriorated environment. 9 Contrasts between HDC and Low Density Neighborhoods 
(LDN) occurred in age, family composition, and the length of residence. Criteria 
categories for environmental quality: safety at intersections; traffic hazards; 
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dissatisfaction with noise; vibrations, fumes and soot; dust; stress; noise; pollution; 
feeling of anxiety; social interaction; privacy; home territory; and environmental 
awareness of the physical surroundings.7   

 
Most importantly, the research showed that those people in HDC with children would 
move elsewhere for less stressful environmental neighborhoods if they have the financial 
ability to do so.7  In contrast, residents in the HDC had a shorter length of residence than a 
low density street, which were predominately family streets with many children and 
longer length of residence which spanned decades.  Danger and safety issues associated 
with HDC were an important consideration for residents. Findings revealed that almost 
no children lived near the HDC and the housing was generally inhabited by single 
individuals. Traffic volumes produced different human stresses, need for withdrawal, and 
undermined the human coping mechanism. 
 
Elder’s perceptions of the HDC stressors were revealed by descriptive words, 
“…unbearable…”; It’s “…too much…”; “People have moved because of the noise.”; and 
the “Disgusting amount of litter”7 HDC noise levels were above 65 decibels for 45 
percent of the time. “Noise from the street intrudes into my home.”7 Car noises were 
relatively constant and produced a steady drone of traffic but the random city buses, and 
the streeching of brakes at the intersections added unnecessary disruptions.  High Density 
Corridor’s traffic volumes were destructive factors in urban life. 8   

 

Relocation of frail resident’s and knowing functional level and wellness profiles for the 
baseline assessment helps determine an effective process to assure due process and 
protection of a resident’s rights. Transfers are traumatic experiences which are often 
referred to in the literature base as “transfer trauma”. Involuntary removing seniors can 
lead to increased liability. 1 
 
Social interaction in LDN showed that children played on the sidewalk and in the streets, 
while HDC residents kept very much to themselves and held no feelings of community. 
“It’s not a friendly street.” and “People are afraid to go into the street …”7 The concept of 
neighborhood as social support systems for families and individuals is loss or at least 
compromised in the HDC.  HDC residents had little or no sidewalk activities while LDN 
were a lively close-knit community whose residents made full use of their streets.  HDC 
residents sense of personal home territory did not extend into the streets, while LDN 
resident’s showed “territorial expansiveness”7 into the street which was one of the salient 
findings of the study. HDC residents experienced withdrawal from the street and lived in 
the back of their home. In contrast, inhabitants on Low Density Neighborhoods streets 
had more acquaintances. People (LDN) said, “ I feel it’s home. … I don’t feel alone.” 7 

People living in LDN had three times as many friends than those along the HDC who had 
little social interaction and the contacts across the street were much less frequent.    
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Appendix D 
  

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

Urban Corridors are an integrated land use
and transportation concept. Urban Corridors
are the major arterials in our regional street
system. Because they were originally built
as state highways, many areas along these
corridors are characterized by low density
residential housing and strip commercial
shopping.
Corridors are served by frequent transit
service, and, in many areas, have the
potential to transition from auto-oriented
corridors to walkable areas with nodes of
activity.

Urban Corridors in the Thurston Region

Residents of the Thurston Region envision vibrant and walkable city centers in Olympia,
Lacey, and Tumwater that serve as the community’s heart. Along the major transit corridors
that connect these centers, residents want activity nodes that encourage active transportation
and serve surrounding neighborhoods with additional housing, jobs and services. To help
achieve this vision, the Thurston region has developed strong land-use and transportation
policies centered on our Urban Corridors.
The Sustainable Thurston Plan and Other Actions
A goal of the Creating Places, Preserving Spaces, Sustainable Development Plan for the
Thurston Region , is that by 2035, 72 percent of all (new and existing) households in our
cities, towns, and unincorporated growth areas will be within a half-mile (comparable to a 20-
minute walk) of an urban center, corridor, or neighborhood center with access to goods and
services to meet some of their daily needs.
To support this vision, higher density residential and commercial land uses - relative to the
current condition - are proposed within a quarter mile on either side of the corridor. This is
consistent with recommendations made by the Urban Corridors Task Force, which the
Thurston Regional Planning Council convened in 2009. Members included policy makers from
Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, Thurston County, Intercity Transit, North Thurston Public Schools,
citizens and business representatives. After three years of study, the Task Force completed a
one-page summary, and a full report, presenting their recommendations for overcoming
barriers to achieving more compact, transit-supportive land-use patterns along the Urban
Corridors.
On November 5, 2012, the Olympia City Council adopted a joint resolution with Lacey,
Tumwater and Thurston County, agreeing to take a leadership role in pursuing the vision and
recommendations of the report. These jurisdictions will work extra hard to create vibrant,
attractive mixed use centers with great amenities and convenient walking, biking and transit
services.
The Task Force report is consistent with the policy direction of Olympia's Transportation
Mobility Strategy.

Olympia’s Urban Corridors

Olympia's goal is to achieve more infill and redevelopment, especially housing, along the
Urban Corridors. Land uses supported by a multimodal transportation system, and vice versa,
enable people to minimize care trips by living close to services, work and commuting options.
Major Arterials in Olympia

Home » City Services » Transportation » Plans, Studies & Data » Urban Corridors
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East 4th Avenue
State Avenue
Martin Way
Harrison Avenue
Cooper Point Road
Black Lake Boulevard
Capitol Way

All of these arterials are considered First Priority Bus Corridors for high-quality transit and
Strategy Corridors for multi-modal transportation options. However, not all arterials have a
corresponding 'Urban Corridor' land use designation in the draft Comprehensive Plan Update.
See the Transportation Corridors Map for details.
Description of Urban Corridor Land Use Designation
Urban Corridors are envisioned to gradually redevelop into areas with:

Well-designed buildings that front the street with street-level windows and welcoming
entrances
Wide sidewalks, street trees, landscaping and benches that make the street safe,
comfortable and interesting
Retail businesses, restaurants, and other commercial uses mixed with libraries, schools,
clinics and other services that meet the daily needs of and provide jobs for nearby
residents
Frequent and convenient bus services that makes the bus more appealing than driving
Streets that are human scale and oriented towards people, not dominated by cars
Vehicle traffic that is slow but moving, so that the presence of traffic has a low impact to
people on the sidewalk and in the buildings
A mix of residences including apartments, townhouses, and small cottages at a density
that supports the nearby businesses
Carefully designed streets and buildings off the corridor that help to transition from the
mixed, active areas to quieter residential neighborhoods

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policy

The City Council is still considering where to apply “Urban Corridor” land uses – in other
words, where along the arterials to allow for higher densities and a mix of residential and
commercial uses, and what is the appropriate width for this type of land use in various arterial
areas?
Planning Commission Recommendations
In their draft Comprehensive Plan Update, the Planning Commission recommends: (see Future
Land Use Map)

A half mile of “Urban Corridor” land uses near the Capitol Mall triangle and Martin
Way/State Ave triangle to Lilly Road.
A narrower width along Harrison Avenue between Division Street and the 4th Avenue
Bridge, as well as State Avenue from Eastside Street to the State/Martin triangle.
Maintaining low density residential land uses along Capitol Way past the State Capitol
Campus.

The City Council expects to hold public hearings on the Comprehensive Plan Update as early
as June 2014. Residents and businesses are encouraged to weigh in.
Additional Resources

TRPC’s Corridor’s Communities page 
Urban Corridors Presentation (for Planning Commission, Oct 7, 2013 )
Frequently Asked Questions 
Olympia’s Martin Way Study 
Evolution of a High Density Corridor Poster 
Urban Transit Corridors Illustration
5 Elements of a Walkable Urban Center

Contacts

Transportation Questions : Sophie Stimson, 360.753.8497, sstimson@ci.olympia.wa.us
Community Planning Questions: Amy Buckler, 360.570.5847, abuckler@ci.olympia.wa.us
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City of Olympia City Hall

601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501

360-753-8447

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including 

Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding Urban Agriculture

City Council

Agenda Date: 4/8/2014    

Agenda Number: 2.B  

File Number: 14-0329  

Status: Study SessionVersion: 1File Type: work session

..Title

Discussion and Potential Guidance on the Comprehensive Plan Update including 

Background Information, Process and Next Steps Regarding Urban Agriculture 

..Recommended Action

City Manager Recommendation:

Receive and discuss goals and policies recommended by the Olympia Planning 

Commission and staff regarding Urban Agriculture. Provide initial guidance on next 

steps.

..Report

Issue:

The Planning Commission has presented Council with recommendations on the 

Comprehensive Plan Update, currently online. The City Council will hold a public 

hearing on a draft Plan Update at a date to be determined (most likely in June of 

2014.) Guidance is needed on issues and language regarding Urban Agriculture to be 

included in that draft document.

Staff Contact:

Amy Buckler, Associate Planner, Community Planning & Development, 360.753.8206

Presenter(s):

Amy Buckler, Associate Planner, Community Planning & Development

Carole Richmond, Olympia Planning Commissioner

The Olympia Planning Commission has been notified of the meeting.

Note: The meeting will be set up "study session discussion" style around tables on the 

main floor of the Council Chambers.

Background and Analysis:

At its February 25 work session on the draft Comprehensive Plan Update 

recommended by the Olympia Planning Commission, the City Council referred several 

policy issues to future Council work sessions. At tonight’s work session the Council will 

consider Urban Agriculture. 

“Agriculture” is defined by the Olympia Municipal Code as, “the use of land for 

farming, dairying, pasturing and grazing, horticulture, floriculture, viticulture, apiaries, 

animal and poultry husbandry, and accessory activities, including, but not limited to, 
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storage, harvesting, feeding or maintenance of equipment, and onsite sales of 

agricultural products, but excluding stockyards, slaughtering or commercial food 

processing.” 

“Urban Agriculture” is a broad term in common vernacular that involves the practice of 

cultivating, processing and distributing food in and around a city. Examples include: 

backyard, roof-top and balcony gardening; community gardening in vacant lots and 

parks; aquaculture; bee keeping; roadside urban fringe agriculture; and farmers 

markets or stands.

‘Urban Agriculture’ is a component of a larger food movement that is gaining traction in 

the Unites States, including regionally and locally. The movement is based on concern 

about the negative economic, social and environmental effects of industrial farming 

and food methods that dominate the U.S. food system. The aim of the food movement 

is to localize and transform the food system in an effort to improve human health and 

food security, better care for the environmental and species, improve attractiveness of 

empty or underused lots, promote social equity and self-sufficiency, support local 

economies, and improve community life. 

Through participation as partners, promoters and administrators of programs and 

regulations that support local farming and healthy food, local governments are playing 

an increasing role in enhancing the sustainability of local food systems. The Olympia 

public has expressed an interest in the City of Olympia playing such a role. Currently, 

the City of Olympia:

· Allows urban farming in all districts (although commercial greenhouses require 

a conditional use permit.)

· Relaxed its development code in 2012 to allow for more types and number of 

permitted animals, deer fences and farm stands. 

· Allows gardening on City-owned parcels and rights-of-way with some 

restrictions and a permit.

· Allows community gardens on private property.

· Operates two community gardens (Sunrise Park and Yauger Park), including 

low-cost garden plots for rent, work parties and free gardening clinics. 

In addition, one of the priority goals of Creating Places, Preserving Spaces: A 

Sustainable Development Plan for the Thurston Region is, “Support a local food 

system to increase community resilience, health, and economic prosperity.

In support of the community vision, the Olympia Planning Commission added several 

new goals and policies to the draft Comprehensive Plan (Attachment 1.)

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):

The following community objective, based on public input during the 2010-11 Imagine 
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Olympia Focus Meetings, was identified in the Focus Meeting Series Summary 

Report:

Ø Facilitate the production and purchase of local food supplies, including 

allowing and encouraging the raising of backyard food-producing animals, 

residential market stands, and community gardening, reducing the carbon 

footprint associated with the shipment and relocating of food nationally or 

internationally (Environmental Track, Community Objective #3.) 

Ø Explore the feasibility of creating local renewable energy via hydro, solar, 

food waste and other sources (Potential policy issue identified at end 

report.)

Ø Facilitate the production and purchase of local food supplies (Potential 

policy issue identified at end report.) 

The Planning Commission also received comments in support of ‘Urban Agriculture’ 

during their review of the draft Comprehensive Plan. Since the specific proposed 

policies were drafted and recommended by the Planning Commission, the public has 

not yet had the opportunity to comment on the specific goal and policy language 

proposed.

Options:

Receive and discuss information. Provide initial guidance on next steps.

Financial Impact:

None; this work item is an element of the Comprehensive Plan Update. 
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Comprehensive Plan Update 
City Council Work Session 
April 8, 2014 
 

OPC Recommendations RE: Urban Agriculture 
 

Background: The Planning Commission passed these recommended goals and policies on 
February 25, 2013. The topic sponsor was Commissioner Leveen. The OPC Minutes are included 
at the end of this document. There was no written rationale from the topic sponsor; however 
Commissioner Leveen did make it known that when crafting his proposal, he did review goals 
and strategic direction developed by Sustainable South Sound’s local food systems program to 
better understand regional and local food system needs. 
 
Environment Chapter: 
PE4.3: Restore and protect the health of Puget Sound as a local food source. 
 
PE9.7: Reduce energy use and the environmental impact of our food system by encouraging 
local food production. 
 
Land Use & Urban Design Chapter: 
GL25: Local Thurston County food production is encouraged and supported to increase self-
sufficiency, reduce environmental impact, promote health, the humane treatment of animals, 
and to support our local economy. 

PL25.1: The City will actively partner with community organizations to provide education and 
information about the importance of local food systems. 

PL25.2: The City will encourage home gardens as an alternative to maintaining grass/lawn and 
other landscaping that is either non-productive for local food systems or not supportive of 
native ecology. 

PL25.3: The City will collaborate with community partners to ensure that everyone within 
Olympia is within biking/walking distance of a place to grow food. 

PL25.4: The City will encourage for-profit gardening/farming in the community. 

PL25.5: The City will support local food production with its own purchasing power. 

PL25.6: The City will allow rooftop food production and consider incentives for providing food-
producing greenhouses atop buildings. 

PL25.7: The City recognizes the value of Open Space and other green spaces as areas of 
potential food production. 

PL25.8: The City will partner with community organizations to measure and set goals for 
increasing local food production, and develop strategies to accomplish these goals. 
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PL25.9: The City will work with other local governments throughout the region to encourage 
the protection of existing agricultural lands and the development and promotion of a vibrant 
local food economy. 

PL25.10: Partner with community organizations to provide education to citizens raising animals 
for food in the City to ensure protection from predators, and to provide sanitary conditions and 
humane treatment for these animals. 
 
PL25.11: Educate and encourage citizens to purchase from local farms and small producers as 
an alternative to factory farms that engage in inhumane treatment of animals 
 
PL22.3: Encourage the use of appropriate food-producing trees to increase local food self-
sufficiency. 
 
Public Health, Arts, Parks & Recreation Chapter: 
PR9.1:  Provide opportunities that promote a mentally and physically active lifestyle and 
healthy food choices, including participation in local food production. 
 
From February 25, 2013 OPC Minutes: 

Commission Discussion: 

 Commissioner Horn proposed adding language to encourage humane treatment of 

animals in Goal 22.  He proposed two additional policies, PL22.10 and PL22.11.  

 Vice Chair Bardin said that PL19.3 should include a balance with native plants.  

 Regarding PL22.6, Vice Chair Bardin and Commissioner Ingman expressed concerned 

about allowing height bonuses that may obstruct views. Commissioner Leveen said he 

willing to remove reference to height bonuses.  

 Commissioner Tousley raised concerns about the implications for development 

regulations if fruit trees are promoted.  

 Commissioner Richards doesn't like the phrasing, "mentally and physically active" in PR 

9.1. 

 Commissioner Richards also doesn't like use of "discourage" in PL 22.2, and would 

prefer "as an alternative to grass lawns..." 

 Commissioner Richards wondered what "minimize its support" means in PL 22.5. 

 Regarding new PL22.1, Chair Parker said reference should be to Thurston County, not 

just the City in the policy, "In its promotion of local food production the City will 

interpret local food production to include all food production within Thurston County".  

Commissioner Leveen accepted Commissioner Ingman's suggestion of adding "Thurston 

County" after local in GL22. 
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 Commissioner Horn said, for GL22, urban agriculture is included in local food production 

and so doesn't need to be stated as well. 

 There was a discussion of replacing "county" with "region" in GL 22.9, and adding, "offer 

educational opportunities for promotion and encourage development of a vibrant local 

food economy." Staff will reword to remove redundancy.  

 

Commissioner Leveen moved, seconded by Commissioner Ingman, to adopt language as 

amended. There was unanimous approval. 

 

 



 

32. Urban Agriculture 
 
Proposal 
 
Add a goal supporting production of food and other agricultural products within the Urban Growth Area; 
specifically, Land Use and Urban Design Goal 25, “Local Thurston County food production is encouraged 
and supported to increase self-sufficiency, reduce environmental impact, promote health, the humane 
treatment of animals, and to support our local economy.”   
 
Background 
 
Olympia has permitted agricultural activities within the City. For example, gardening is common and 
“agricultural uses” are permitted in most residential zoning districts. However, the Comprehensive Plan 
is generally silent on this topic. Recently members of the public have expressed an interest in seeing the 
subject addressed in the Plan. 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. Goal as quoted above, plus the eleven associated policies. 
 
Option 2. Adopt a more succinct policy: “ Support local food production including urban agriculture, and 
provide for a food store with a transit stop within one-half mile of all residents.” 
 
Option 3. No action: Do not expressly address the topic. 
 
Analysis 
 
Production of food, fiber, feed, and other agricultural products in urban areas is a complex topic raising 
issues such as pollution, land use conflicts, access to healthy food, sustainability and economic 
efficiency. This topic was not included in the scope of this Plan update. The proposed policy would 
establish a basic policy consistent with past practices and development regulations. The City may elect 
to pursue this topic in more detail.  
 
The related half-mile food store element of this policy is drawn from the neighborhood centers and ten-
minute neighborhood variation of the existing plan.  Many studies indicate that one-quarter mile is  
a ‘reasonable’ walking distance from housing to transit stops, neighborhoods businesses, parks and 
similar destinations.  Other studies suggest that a minimum of 1,000 to 1,500 nearby households is 
needed to support a ‘corner grocery.’  (See, for example, Creating Walkable Neighborhood Districts, 
Gregory Easton and John Owen, June 2009.)  Given Olympia’s relatively low residential densities ranging 
from five to ten unit households per acre, few locations will achieve these minimums within one-quarter 
mile in the near-term.  Thus the policy proposes to disperse food stores throughout the City consistent 
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with business needs, and if not always within walking distance, at least within comfortable bicycling and 
short bus-ride and driving distances. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. Approve proposed policy or a variation consistent with existing practices of the City and 
community. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. A more expansive and detailed version of Option 2. 
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Olympia City Council 
April 8, 2014 Work Session 
 

Links to Local Plans & Food Network Organizations 
Providing Data & Policy Guidance 

 
The following are links to some of the entities working to shape food system policy in our 
region.* 

 

Sustainable Thurston 
Regional plan for sustainable development that is supported by Olympia City Council 
Resolution M-1802, and other jurisdictions in Thurston County: 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Documents/FINAL%20ST%20REPORT/Dec
ember%202013/FINAL_SustainableThurstonPlan_December2013.pdf 
 

Thurston Food System Council 
Organization of diverse community stakeholders working within the community, including 
local governments, to foster active collaboration and engagement in the local food system:  
http://thurstonfoodcouncil.org/ 
 

Sustainable Thurston Task Force Local Food Systems Panel 
Data regarding the local food system: 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Pages/LocalFoodSystemsPanel.aspx 
 

Municipal Research & Services Center (MRSC) 
Washington State strategies and what other local governments are doing: 
http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/parks/comgarden.aspx 
 

Puget Sound Regional Food Policy Council 
Comprehensive Plan recommendations for jurisdictions interested in local food economy and 
food access:  
http://www.psrc.org/growth/foodpolicy/blueprints/ 

 

* The City of Olympia is not responsible for maintaining these websites and links, which may 
become broken; thus, these resources are intended solely to provide additional resources for the 
City Council in preparation for their April 8, 2014 Council Work Session on Urban Agriculture. 

 

http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Documents/FINAL%20ST%20REPORT/December%202013/FINAL_SustainableThurstonPlan_December2013.pdf
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Documents/FINAL%20ST%20REPORT/December%202013/FINAL_SustainableThurstonPlan_December2013.pdf
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Documents/FINAL%20ST%20REPORT/December%202013/FINAL_SustainableThurstonPlan_December2013.pdf
http://thurstonfoodcouncil.org/about-us/
http://thurstonfoodcouncil.org/
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Pages/LocalFoodSystemsPanel.aspx
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/sustainability/Pages/LocalFoodSystemsPanel.aspx
http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/parks/comgarden.aspx
http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/parks/comgarden.aspx
http://www.psrc.org/growth/foodpolicy/blueprints/
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