
City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Contact: Cari Hornbein

360.753.8048

Meeting Agenda

Planning Commission

Virtual Meeting6:30 PMMonday, May 18, 2020

Meeting Registration: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_1c6jfZmJS3yIdiU0GCMmxA

1. CALL TO ORDER

Estimated time for items 1 through 5: 20 minutes.

1.A ROLL CALL

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

20-0254 Approval of the February 24, 2020, Olympia Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes

02242020 Draft MinutesAttachments:

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

Public comments will not be taken during the meeting, however written comments will be taken. Please

submit your written comments to the e-mail addressed noted below at least two hours prior to the

meeting. Your comments will be forwarded to the Planning Commissioners prior to the meeting.

o For the Housing Options Code Amendments, e-mail comments to Joyce Phillips

at: housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us

o For the 2020 – 2021 Work Plan, e-mail comments to Cari Hornbein at:

chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us

5. ANNOUNCEMENTS

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

Commission business.

6. BUSINESS ITEMS

6.A 20-0250 Housing Options Code Amendments - Staff Recommendation Briefing

Options and Revised Staff Recommendations

ADU Comparison Table

Revised Draft Code Language

Public Comment 02242020 - 05082020

Attachments:
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May 18, 2020Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

RCW 36.70A.600

HB 2343

Project Webpage

Estimated time: 30 minutes

6.B 20-0385 Revised 2020 - 2021 Planning Commission Work Plan

Draft 2020 - 2021 Planning Commission Work Plan - RevisedAttachments:

Estimated time: 60 minutes

7. REPORTS

From Staff, Officers, and Commissioners, and regarding relevant topics.

8. OTHER TOPICS

None

9. ADJOURNMENT

Approximately 8:30 p.m.

Upcoming

Next Commission meeting is scheduled for June 1, 2020. See 'meeting details' in Legistar for list of

other meetings and events related to Commission activities.

Accommodations

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

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

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

upper right corner of the agenda) at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.  For hearing impaired, 

please contact us by dialing the Washington State Relay Service at 7-1-1 or 1.800.833.6384.
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LEOFF I Disability Board

Approval of the February 24, 2020, Olympia
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

Agenda Date: 3/9/2020
Agenda Item Number:

File Number:20-0254

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: minutes Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Approval of the February 24, 2020, Olympia Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
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Planning Commission

Housing Options Code Amendments - Staff
Recommendation Briefing

Agenda Date: 5/18/2020
Agenda Item Number: 6.A

File Number:20-0250

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: discussion Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Housing Options Code Amendments - Staff Recommendation Briefing

Recommended Action
Information only. No action requested.

Report
Issue:
Discussion on the staff recommendations for the Housing Options Code Amendments.

Staff Contact:
Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development, 360.570.3722

Presenter(s):
Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development

Background and Analysis:
Amendment to Growth Management Act
In 2019 the State of Washington amended the Growth Management Act (GMA) to encourage cities to
take actions to increase residential building capacity in Urban Growth Areas.  Cities are not required
to take these actions but are encouraged to do so. The actions are included in state law (see RCW
36.70A.600 attached).

Referral from City Council
In November of 2019, the City Council issued a referral to the Planning Commission which directed
the Commission to consider three specific options from the list and to draft an ordinance that would
implement at least two of the three options. The three options for consideration are summarized
below:

OPTION 1: Accessory Dwelling Units
Allow accessory dwelling units on parcels containing single-family homes. Cities may not
require on-site parking requirements, owner occupancy requirements, or square footage
limitations below one thousand (1,000) square feet. To allow local flexibility, other than these
factors, accessory dwelling units may be subject to locally determined provisions and must
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follow all applicable state and federal laws and local ordinances.

OPTION 2: Duplexes on Corner Lots
Allow a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning districts that permit single-family
residences.

OPTION 3: Duplexes, Triplexes and Courtyard Apartments
Allow at least one duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more zoning
districts that permit single-family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure
or physical constraint that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel.

Process for Code Amendments
In December of 2019 staff shared the written referral from City Council with the Planning Commission
and provided a copy of the language under consideration for the three options.  Subsequent briefings
with the Commissions were held in January and February.

In January, the City created a project webpage to provide information about the options under
consideration.  Staff developed a background paper on each option that identified how the Olympia
Municipal Code would need to be amended to implement the option, or to identify which additional
zoning districts would need to allow certain housing types in order to implement an option.

Public notice of these proposed amendments was provided, and public meetings were held to help
people learn more about the options.  Questions raised at the meetings were responded to in a
Questions and Answers format, which was added to the webpage. Monthly briefings before the
Planning Commission at advertised public meetings, E-Newsletters (to subscribers of the City’s
“Planning & Development” list), and emails to Parties of Record for this proposal were also used to
share information with the community. Additional outreach and public notification measures were
used, including publishing a notice of the proposal in The Olympian and routing notice of these
proposals to all Recognized Neighborhood Associations in the City.

In early March City Staff issued recommendations for implementing the housing options.  Staff had
planned to share these recommendations with the Planning Commission at its meeting on March 16,
2020 and then host an Open House which was scheduled for March 23, 2020 from 5:30 - 7:00 p.m.
Both meetings were cancelled due to COVID-19 health concerns and the State of Washington’s Stay
Home, Stay Healthy order.  Instead, two narrated presentations were added to the project webpage.
The first reviewed the three options under consideration.  The second focused on the original staff
recommendations to implement the housing options under consideration.  An E-Newsletter was
published offering people the opportunity to review the presentations and provide comments.  An
email with similar content was also sent to the Parties of Record to inform them of this opportunity.

Original Staff Recommendations
City staff has spent a considerable amount of time to develop its recommendation.  This included
conversations with planners at the State of Washington Department of Commerce, Growth
Management Services, to clarify how cities would need to draft code language in order to implement
the language in state law.  Discussions were also held with other planners around the state to
discuss nuances in the language, specifically for the option regarding duplexes, triplexes, or
courtyard apartments on each parcel in one or more zoning districts.  A key and very important
aspect of developing staff’s recommendation centered on maintaining consistency of the City of
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Olympia Comprehensive Plan and these draft amendments to the Olympia Municipal Code.

House Bill 2343
After the original staff recommendations were issued, the Washington State Legislature passed
House Bill 2343 (HB 2343), which the City had been monitoring.  It was signed into law by Governor
Inslee on March 27. The bill goes into effect on June 11, 2020. The bill revised language for two of
the housing options under consideration, as summarized:

Option 1 - Accessory Dwelling Units: The revised language separates the provisions, so they
can be acted on independently of each other.  Additionally, it removes the language about a
specific ADU size limits (1,000 square feet).

Option 3 - Duplexes, Triplexes and Courtyard Apartments: The revised language adds
quadplexes, sixplexes, stacked flats, and townhouses to the list of housing types that could be
addressed.

For the full text please see HB 2343, attached.

Revised Staff Recommendation
As a result of the revisions to RCW 36.70A.600, which will go into effect before the City takes any
action on these Housing Options Code Amendments, staff revised its recommendation regarding
ADUs.  Staff recommends allowing any ADU to be up to 800 square feet in size, regardless of the
size of the primary house.  This is less restrictive than the current provision, which states the ADU
can be no larger than two-thirds the size of the primary residence, up to a maximum of 800 square
feet.

Staff does not propose adding fourplexes, sixplexes, stacked flats at this time.  Staff is not proposing
any changes to the City’s townhouse standards at this time.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Issues raised to date have centered on several issues, both from those in support of this work and
from those who are concerned about or opposed to these options.  The most frequently addressed
topics raised have addressed the need for more housing, maintaining neighborhood character,
parking, design review, stormwater, housing costs, rental costs, outside investors, maintaining trees,
making efficient use of existing infrastructure and utilities, reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
compact development patterns, environmental protections and solar access.

At the last Planning Commission meeting, on February 24, 2020, Commissioners were provided
copies of all public comments that had been received by 5:00 p.m. on that date.  The packet issued
for the March 16 meeting that was cancelled had included public comments issued between
February 24 and March 5.  However, because the meeting was not held, this staff report includes
public comments (see attachment) received after 5:00 p.m. on February 24, 2020 through May 8,
2020, including those comments submitted as part of the environmental review conducted under the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

Options:
No action is required.  Staff requests the Planning Commission ask any clarifying questions about the
staff recommendations and provide any additional guidance to staff regarding which options to
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implement and how.

Financial Impact:
None. The cost of preparing these code amendments is included in the Department’s annual base
budget.

Attachments:

Options and Revised Staff Recommendations
ADU Comparison Table
Revised Draft Code Language
Public Comments 02/24/2020 - 05/08/2020
RCW 36.70A.600
HB 2343
Project Webpage
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April 29, 2020 

Implementation Options  

Implement two to three of the Housing Options Below 

(REVISED Staff Recommendation included on Page 2) 

OPTION 1: Accessory Dwelling Units 
1. Select this option to implement 

To Implement: 

 Eliminate Requirement for additional off-street parking space

 Eliminate Requirement for property owner to live on site

 Increase maximum size of ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000 square feet

 Consider optional revisions:

 Increase building height allowed for ADUs that are not attached to the house from 16 feet
to 24 feet

 Clarify that an ADU can be attached to an accessory structure such as a garage or shed and
both can be of the maximum allowed size

2. Do not select this option to implement

OPTION 2: Duplexes on Corner Lots 
1. Select this option to implement 

To implement: 

 Modify the permitted uses tables to include duplexes on corner lots in the following chapters or the
Unified Development Code: 18.04 – Residential Districts (all zoning districts); 18.05 – Villages and
Centers (all zoning districts); 18.06 – Commercial Districts (all zoning districts except Urban
Waterfront; Urban Waterfront-Housing, and Auto Services

2. Do not select this option to implement

OPTION 3: Duplexes, Triplexes or Courtyard Apartments 
1. Select Duplexes as an option to implement 

To Implement: 

 Identify which additional zoning districts are appropriate for duplexes (R4, R 4-8, R6-12)
2. Select Triplexes as an option to implement

To Implement: 

 Identify which additional zoning districts are appropriate for triplexes (R1/5; R4; RLI; R4-8; R6-12)
3. Select Courtyard Apartments as an option to implement

To Implement: 

 Define Courtyard Apartments

 Establish minimum standards for courtyard apartments

 Identify which zoning districts are appropriate for courtyard apartments (R1/5; R4; RLI; R4-8; R6-12)

4. Do not select any of these options to implement
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REVISED Staff Recommendations – by Housing Type 

NOTE: House Bill 2343 (HB 2343) was approved by the 2020 Washington State Legislature, signed into law by 
Governor Inslee, and goes into effect on June 11, 2020.  HB 2343 amends the housing options included in RCW 
36.70A.600 and those changes effect the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) provisions under consideration.  As a result, 
staff is modifying its recommendations related to the size of ADUs, as indicated below. New language is shown in 
red underlined text. Language to be removed is shown in strikethrough text. 

Implement OPTION 1: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 

 Eliminate requirements for additional parking and for the property owner to live on-site

 Increase maximum size of ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000 square feet

 Allow any ADU to be up to 800 square feet in size, regardless of the size of the primary residence

 Increase building height for ADUs that are not attached to the house from 16 feet to 24 feet

 Clarify that an ADU can be attached to a garage or accessory structure and each can be up to the maximum size
allowed in the underlying zoning district

The recommendations below remain unchanged: 

Implement OPTION 2: Duplexes 

 Allow duplexes on corner lots in all zoning districts that permit single family residences*

Selectively Implement OPTION 3 as follows (by housing type) 

Duplexes 

 Allow duplexes in the R-4, R 4-8, and R 6-12 zoning districts on each parcel* – unless the City documents a
specific infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this unfeasible for a particular parcel

Triplexes 

 Allow triplexes in the R 6-12 zoning district on each parcel* – unless the City documents a specific
infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this unfeasible for a particular parcel

 Clarify that five parking spaces per unit are required (1.5 spaces per unit, rounded up to 5)

Courtyard Apartments 

 Define courtyard apartments

 Identify minimum development standards for courtyard apartments – such as orientation around and direct
access from ground floor units to a shared courtyard and the provision of private open space for each unit

 Allow courtyard apartments in the R 6-12 zoning district each parcel* – unless the City documents a specific
infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this unfeasible for a particular parcel

Other 
Amend density provisions in 18.04 to note that City staff will review permitting in areas designated as Low Density 
Neighborhoods on an annual basis to review achieved density and make revisions, as needed, if twelve units per 
acre is approached or exceeded. 

* Upon demonstration that all zoning district standards for setbacks from property lines, maximum lot development
standards (building coverage, impervious surface coverage, and hard surface coverage), parking, design review, tree
requirements, low impact development stormwater requirements, and the protection of critical areas are satisfied.
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May 5, 2020 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) - REVISED Staff Recommendations 

Some of the housing options under consideration by the City of Olympia have been modified by recent changes 
in state law (RCW 36.70A.600, which will be amended by House Bill 2343).  Those changes to the state law will 
go into effect in June, prior to any amendments being adopted by the City.  As a result, a change to the Staff 
Recommendations for ADUs that were issued in early March is now proposed.  

The table below shows the standards in current city code, in state law, in state law once the revisions adopted 
by HB 2343 go into effect, the original staff recommendation, and the revised recommendation.   

Current City 
Requirement 

Option Being 
Considered 

(to implement the 
City would have to 

do ALL of these) 

HB 2343 
(separate options – 
the City can select 

which to implement) 

ORIGINAL 
Proposed Staff 

Recommendation 

REVISED 
Proposed Staff 

Recommendation 

One off street 
parking space 
required 

Do not require an 
additional off street 
parking space 

Do not require an 
additional off street 
parking space 

Do not require an 
additional off street 
parking space 

Do not require an 
additional off street 
parking space 

Property owner 
required to live 
on-site 

Do not require 
property owner to 
live on-site 

Do not require 
property owner to 
live on-site 

Do not require 
property owner to 
live on-site 

Do not require 
property owner to 
live on-site 

Limited to two-
thirds the size of 
the primary 
house, up to 
800 square feet 

1,000 square feet or 
less in size 

Adopt size limits that 
are less restrictive 
than existing 
requirements 

Any ADU could be up 
to 1,000 square feet 
in size 

Any ADU could be up 
to 800 square feet 
(remove size limits 
tied to size of the 
primary house) 

The table is specific to the differences between state law and the staff recommendations only, not all ADU 
provisions.  For ADU zoning standards see Chapters 18.04 – Residential Districts and 18.38 – Parking of the 
Olympia Municipal Code. 
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March 2020 

The following provisions would implement the staff recommendations of the Housing 
Options Code Amendments.  For more information about the options being considered, 
please visit olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  

Proposed Amendments to OMC: 
• 18.02.180 – Definitions
• 18.04 – Residential Districts
• 18.05.040 – Villages and Centers, Table 5.01
• 18.06.040 – Commercial Districts, Table 6.01
• 18.38.100 – Parking and Loading, Vehicular and bicycle parking standards

Proposed revisions to text are shown in red text and revisions to numbering is shown in 
blue text. Please note that existing hyperlinks in the code are also shown in blue 
underlined text. 

Proposed new language is shown in underlined text.   

Text proposed to be deleted is shown in strikethrough text. 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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Chapter 18.02 
BASIC PROVISIONS 

 
18.02.180  Definitions 
 
Dwelling Unit. See definition for single-family. Various types of housing or human 
shelter, which are listed below and categorized by use. 
 
a. Dwelling, Conventional. 

 
i. Accessory Dwelling Unit. A dwelling unit that has been added onto, created 

within, or separated from a single-family detached dwelling for use as a 
complete independent living unit with provisions for cooking, sanitation and 
sleeping. 

 
ii. Apartment. A dwelling within a structure designed and used for occupancy 

by three or more individual persons or families living independently of each 
other. These structures include triplexes, fourplexes, and other multi-unit 
configurations. 

 
iii. Boarding Home. Any home or institution, however named, which is 

advertised, announced or maintained for the express or implied purpose of 
providing board and domiciliary care to three or more aged persons not 
related by blood or marriage to the operator, under the provisions of 
Chapter 18.20 RCW. It shall not include any home, institution or section 
thereof which is otherwise licensed and regulated under the provisions of 
state law providing specifically for the licensing and regulation of such 
home, institution or section thereof. (See also Dwelling, Assisted Living.) 

 
iv. Co-Housing. Co-housing developments consist of two or more dwelling 

units, one or more shared community structures (e.g., containing a meeting 
hall, dining hall/kitchen, community center, or day care) and perhaps a 
community garden, recreation area, or similar community oriented use. 

 
v. Condominium. A development consisting of an undivided interest in 

common for a portion of a parcel coupled with a separate interest in space 
in a residential or commercial building on the parcel. 

 
vi. Cottage Housing Development. Four or more small, detached dwelling units 

sharing a commonly owned courtyard/common area and parking area. 
 
vii. Courtyard Apartment. A dwelling within a structure or small detached 

structures on one parcel designed and used for occupancy by four or more 
individual persons or families living independently of each other.  The units 
are oriented around a shared open space courtyard from which all ground 
floor units have primary entrances facing. 
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vii.viii. Duplex. One building containing two single-family dwelling units totally 

separated from each other by a one-hour fire wall or floor. 
 

viii.ix. Guest House. Living quarters without kitchen facilities located on the same 
lot with a principal building and occupied for the sole use of members of the 
family, temporary guests, or persons permanently employed on the 
premises. (See also Accessory Dwelling Unit.) 

 
ix.x. Manufactured Home. A single-family residence constructed after June 15, 

1976, and installed in accordance with the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) requirements for manufactured housing and 
bearing the appropriate insignia indicating such compliance. 

 
x.xi. Manufactured Home, Designated. A manufactured home constructed after 

June 15, 1976, in accordance with state and federal requirements for 
manufactured homes, and which meets the requirements of OMC 
18.04.060.O. 

 
xi.xii. Manufactured Home, New. Any manufactured home required to be titled 

under Title 46 RCW, which has not been previously titled to a retail 
purchaser, and is not a "used mobile home" as defined in RCW 
82.45.032(2). 

 
xii.xiii. Mobile Home. A single-family residence transportable in one or more 

sections, built on a permanent chassis, designed to be used as a 
permanent dwelling and constructed before June 15, 1976. 

 
xiii.xiv. Modular Home. A structure constructed in a factory and installed in 

accordance with the applicable Building Code and bearing the appropriate 
insignia indicating such compliance. This definition includes "pre-
fabricated," "panelized" and "factory built" units. 

 
xiv.xv. Single-Family Dwelling. A single unit providing complete, independent living 

facilities for a family, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, 
cooking and sanitation. 

 
xv.xvi. Single-Room Occupancy. A housing type consisting of one room with 

cooking facilities and with shared bathroom facilities. (See also Boarding 
Home, Lodging House and Bed and Breakfast.) 

 
xvii. Townhouse. A single-family dwelling unit which is part of a group of two or 

more such units separated by a completely independent structural wall 
(including utilities in separate walls), extending from the ground to the roof 
in accordance with the applicable Building Code and which has no doors, 
windows or other provisions for human passage or visibility through the wall. 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 15 of 310

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Olympia/html/Olympia18/Olympia1804.html#18.04.060
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/rcw.pl?cite=46
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/rcw.pl?cite=82.45.032


In certain zoning districts, such dwelling units are platted with common side 
and/or rear property lines between the structural walls. See Chapter 18.64. 

 
xvi.xviii. Triplex. One building containing three single-family dwelling units totally 

separated from each other by a one-hour fire wall or floor. 
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Chapter 18.04 
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 

18.04.000    Chapter Contents 

Sections: 

18.04.020    Purposes. 

18.04.040    Permitted, conditional, and prohibited uses. 

18.04.060    Residential districts’ use standards.  

18.04.080    Residential districts’ development standards.  

18.04.090    Additional regulations. 

18.04.020 Purposes 

A.    The general purposes of the residential districts contained in this chapter are as follows: 

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

2.    To encourage development of attractive residential areas that provide a sense of community and 

contain a variety of housing types to accommodate different lifestyles and household sizes. 

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

protecting them from incompatible uses, excessive noise, illumination, glare, odor, and similar 

significant nuisances. 

4.    To establish a compact growth pattern to efficiently use the remaining developable land; enable 

cost effective extension and maintenance of utilities, streets and mass transit; and enable 

development of affordable housing. 

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

transit, employment centers, and businesses offering needed goods and services in order to reduce 

traffic congestion, energy consumption, and air pollution. 

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

and trails that enable convenient, direct access to neighborhood centers, parks, and transit stops. 

7.    To ensure adequate light, air, and readily accessible open space for each dwelling unit in order 

to maintain public health, safety, and welfare. 

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

9.    To protect or enhance the character of historic structures and areas. 
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10.    To provide residential areas of sufficient size and density to accommodate the city’s projected 

population growth, consistent with Section 36.70A.110, RCW. 

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

source from contamination. 

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

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

Comprehensive Plan. 

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

that enables cost effective urban density development when municipal utilities become available. 

B.    The additional purposes of each individual residential district are as follows: 

1.    Residential - 1 Unit Per 5 Acres. This designation provides for low-density residential 

development in designated sensitive drainage basins in a manner that protects aquatic habitat from 

degradation. 

2.    Residential Low Impact (RLI). To accommodate some residential development within sensitive 

drainage basis at densities averaging from two (2) to four (4) units per acre, provided that the 

development configuration avoids stormwater and aquatic habitat impacts. 

3.    Residential - 4 Units per Acre (R-4 and R-4CB). To accommodate residential development in 

areas sensitive to stormwater runoff in a manner and at a density (up to four (4) units per acre) that 

avoids stormwater related problems (e.g., flooding and degradation of environmentally Critical 

Areas). 

4.    Residential 4-8 Units per Acre (R 4-8). To accommodate single-family houses and 

townhousesresidential development at densities ranging from a minimum of four (4) units per acre to 

a maximum of eight (8) units per acre; to allow sufficient residential density to facilitate effective 

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

5.    Residential 6-12 Units per Acre (R 6-12). To accommodate single-family houses, duplexes and 

townhousesresidential development, at densities between six (6) and twelve (12) units per acre, in 

locations with frequent mass transit service (existing or planned). This includes areas along or near 

(e.g., within one-fourth (¼) mile) arterial and major collector streets. Parcels located in the High 

Density Corridor Transition Area are allowed triplex and fourplex housing types (18.04.060(FF)). 

6.    Mixed Residential 7-13 Units per Acre (MR 7-13). To accommodate a compatible mixture of 

houses, duplexes, townhouses, and apartments in integrated developments with densities averaging 
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between seven (7) and thirteen (13) units per acre; to provide a broad range of housing 

opportunities; to provide a variety of housing types and styles; and to provide for development with a 

density and configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service. This district 

generally consists of parcels along arterial or collector streets of sufficient size to enable development 

of a variety of housing types. 

7.    Mixed Residential 10-18 Units per Acre (MR 10-18). To accommodate a compatible mixture of 

single-family and multifamily dwellings in integrated developments close to major shopping and/or 

employment areas (at densities averaging between ten (10) and eighteen (18) units per acre); to 

provide a variety of housing types and styles; to provide for development with a density and 

configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service; to provide opportunities for 

people to live close to work and shopping in order to reduce the number and length of automobile 

trips; and to enable provision of affordable housing. 

8.    Residential Multifamily - 18 Units per Acre (RM-18). To accommodate predominantly multifamily 

housing, at an average maximum density of eighteen (18) units per acre, along or near (e.g., one-

fourth (¼) mile) arterial or major collector streets where such development can be arranged and 

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

configuration that facilitates effective and efficient mass transit service; and to enable provision of 

affordable housing. 

9.    Residential Multifamily - 24 Units per Acre (RM-24). To accommodate predominantly multifamily 

housing, at an average maximum density of twenty-four (24) units per acre, in locations close (e.g., 

one-fourth (¼) mile) to major employment and/or shopping areas; to provide for development with a 

density and configuration that facilities effective and efficient mass transit service; and to enable 

provision of affordable housing. 

10.    Residential Multifamily - High Rise (RMH). To accommodate multifamily housing in multistory 

structures near the State Capitol Campus; to provide opportunities for people to live close to work, 

shopping, services and a major mass transit hub; to create a desirable living environment for 

residents of the district; and to ensure that new high rise buildings incorporate features which reduce 

their perceived scale and allow sunlight to reach street level. 

11.    Residential Mixed Use (RMU). To accommodate attractive, high-density housing, pedestrian 

oriented commercial and mixed-use development which reinforces downtown’s historic character; to 

provide for coordinated pedestrian amenities; to preserve viable downtown housing; to enable 

businesses to locate within walking distance of residences and offices; to provide a transition between 

commercial and residential districts; and to require new high rise buildings to incorporate features 

which reduce their perceived scale and allow sunlight to reach street level. 
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12.    Urban Residential (UR). To accommodate multifamily housing in multistory structures in or near 

the State Capitol Campus; downtown, High Density Corridor, or other activity center areas; to provide 

opportunities for people to live close to work, shopping, and services; to help achieve City density 

goals, to create or maintain a desirable urban living environment for residents of the district; and to 

ensure that new urban residential buildings incorporate features which encourage walking and add 

interest to the urban environment. 

13.    Manufactured Housing Park (MHP). To accommodate mobile homes and manufactured housing 

in mobile/manufactured housing parks; to accommodate manufactured housing on individual lots; to 

accommodate single-family houses, duplexes and townhouses, at densities between five (5) and 

twelve (12) units per acre, in locations with frequent mass transit service (existing or planned). This 

includes areas along or near (e.g., within one-fourth (1/4) mile) arterial and major collector streets. 
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18.04.040 TABLES: Permitted and Conditional Uses  

TABLE 4.01 
PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES  

DISTRICT R1/5 R-4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM 18 RM 24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

District-Wide Regulations           18.04.060 
(FF) 

18.04.060 
(N,Q) 

18.04.060 
(N,Q) 

18.04.060 
(N) 

18.04.060 
(N) 

18.04.060 
(N) 

18.04.060 
(N,BB) 

  18.04.060 
(N) 

  

1. SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING                               

Accessory Dwelling Units P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(A) 

Co-Housing P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(F) 18.04.060(FF) 

Cottage Housing       P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(H) 18.04.060(FF) 

Manufactured/Mobile Home Parks (Rental 
Spaces) 

              C C C     C   18.04.060(P) 

Manufactured Homes P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(O) 18.04.060(FF) 

Single-family Residences P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(FF) 

Townhouses P P   P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(FF) 18.64 

2. MULTIFAMILY HOUSING                               

Apartments       P     P P P P P P   P 18.04.060(N) 18.04.060(FF) 

Courtyard Apartments      P         18.04.060 (II) 

Boarding Homes       P       P P P           

Collegiate Greek system residences P     P       P P P           

Dormitories P     P       P P P P P   P   

Duplexes - Existing P P   P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(J) 

Duplexes P P  P P  P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(FF) 

Duplexes on Corner Lots P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(HH) 

Triplexes    P  P P P P P P P  P  

Triplexes & Fourplexes     P     18.04.060 
(FF) 

P   P P P  P   P    P   

Group Homes with 6 or Fewer Clients and 
Confidential Shelters 

P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(K) 

Group Homes with 7 or More Clients C     C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(K) 

Lodging Houses                 P P P P   P   

Nursing/Convalescent Homes C     C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(S) 

Retirement Homes       P     P P P P P C   P   

3. COMMERCIAL                               

Child Day Care Centers   C C C C C C P P P P P C P 18.04.060(D) 

18.04.060(AA) 

Commercial Printing                       P       
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TABLE 4.01 
PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES  

DISTRICT R1/5 R-4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM 18 RM 24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Drive-In and Drive-Through Businesses -- 
Existing 

                      P     18.04.060(J) 

Food Stores                     P P   P 18.04.060(AA) 

Hardware Stores                       P       

Home Occupations (including Adult Day 
Care, Elder Care Homes, Family Child Care 

Homes, and Bed & Breakfast Houses) 

P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(L) 

Hospice Care C     C     C C C C C C   C 18.04.060(M) 

Laundries                     P P   P 18.04.060(AA) 

Nursery (Retail and/or Wholesale Sales) C C C C C C C C C C     C   18.04.060(G) 

Offices                       P   P 18.04.060(AA)(2) 

Personal Services                       P       

Pharmacies                       P       

Restaurants, without Drive-In and Drive-

Through 

                      P       

Servicing of Personal Apparel and 

Equipment 

                      P       

Specialty Stores                       P       

Veterinary Clinics - Existing P P   P P P             P   18.04.060(J) 

Veterinary Clinics P                             

4. ACCESSORY USES                               

Accessory Structures P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(B) 

Electric Vehicle Infrastructure P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(GG) 

Garage/Yard/Rummage or Other Outdoor 
Sales 

P P   P P P P P P P P P P P 5.24 

Large Garages     C   C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(B) 

Residence Rented for Social Event, 7 times 

or more in 1 year 

C C   C C C C C C C C   C C   

Satellite Earth Stations P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.44.100 

5. RECREATIONAL USES                               

Community Parks & Playgrounds C C C C C C C C C C P P C P 18.04.060(T) 

Country Clubs C C C C C C C C C C C C C C   

Golf Courses   C C   C C C C C C     C     

Neighborhood Parks P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(T) 

Open Space - Public P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(T) 

Racing & Performing Pigeons   C C C C C       C C   C C 18.04.060(Y) 
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TABLE 4.01 
PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES  

DISTRICT R1/5 R-4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM 18 RM 24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Stables, Commercial and Private Existing   C   C C                   18.04.060(J) 

Trails - Public P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(T) 

6. AGRICULTURAL USES                               

Agricultural Uses P P P P P P P P P       P     

Greenhouses, Bulb Farms C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(G) 

7. TEMPORARY USES                               

Emergency Housing P P P P P P P P P P     P   18.04.060(EE) 

Emergency Housing Facility P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.50 

Model Homes P P P P P P P P P P P   P P 18.04.060(EE) 

Residence Rented for Social Event, 6 times 
or less in 1 year 

P P P P P P P P P P P   P P 18.04.060(EE) 

Wireless Communication Facility P P   P P P P P P P P P P P 18.44.060 

8. OTHER                               

Animals P P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(C) 

Cemeteries   C C   C C C C C C     C   18.04.060(E) 

Community Clubhouses P P P P P P P P P P P P P P   

Crisis Intervention C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(I) 

Historic House Museum   C C C C C C C C C C C C C   

Parking Lots and Structures       C             P P     18.38.220 and .240 

Places of Worship C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(U) 

Public Facilities C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(V) 

Public Facilities - Essential C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(W) 

Radio, Television and Other Communication 

Towers 

C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.44.100 

Schools C     C C C C C C C C   C C 18.04.060(CC) 

Social Organizations                     P P   C   

Mineral Extraction - Existing         C   C               18.04.060(J) 

Utility Facility P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(X) 

Wireless Communication Facilities P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.44 

Workshops for Disabled People C     C C C C C C C C C C C 18.04.060(R) 

LEGEND 

P = Permitted Use C = Conditional Use R-4 = Residential - 4 

R 4-8 = Residential 4-8 R 6-12 = Residential 6-12 RLI = Residential Low Impact 

MR 10-18 = Mixed Residential 10-18 RM 18 = Residential Multifamily - 18 MR 7-13 = Mixed Residential 7-13 

RMH = Residential Multifamily High Rise RMU = Residential Mixed Use RM 24 = Residential Multifamily - 24 
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LEGEND 

    UR = Urban Residential 
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18.04.040 Permitted, conditional and prohibited uses 

A.    Permitted and Conditional Uses. Table 4.01, Permitted and Conditional Uses, identifies land uses in the 

commercial districts which are permitted outright (P) or subject to a Conditional Use Permit (C). The applicable 

requirements for these uses and activities are identified by a number referencing the list of use regulations 

under Section 18.04.060, Use Standards. Numbers listed under the heading Applicable Regulations apply to the 

corresponding land use in all of the residential districts. Regulations that pertain only to a specific use in a 

specific district are identified by a number in the space corresponding to that use and district. (Also see Section 

18.04.080, Development Standards, and Chapter 18.48, Conditional Uses.) 

B.    Prohibited and Unspecified Uses. Land uses which are not listed in Table 4.01 as permitted or conditional 

uses are prohibited. However, the Director of Community Planning and Development may authorize unlisted 

uses consistent with Section 18.02.080, Interpretations. 

In addition to those uses prohibited by Table 4.01, the following uses are prohibited in these districts: 

1.    All Residential Districts. 

a.    Adult oriented businesses (see Chapter 18.02, Definitions). 

b.    Mobile homes, except in approved mobile home/manufactured home parks or when used 

as emergency housing or contractors’ offices consistent with Section 18.04.060(EE), Temporary 

Uses. 

c.    Habitation of recreational vehicles. 

d.    Junk yards. 

e.    Uses which customarily create noise, vibration, smoke, dust, glare, or toxic or noxious 

emissions exceeding those typically generated by allowed uses. 

f.    Secure community transition facilities. 

2.    All Residential Districts Except RMU. Conversion of residences to a commercial use (not including 

home occupations). 

3.    RMU District. 

a.    Home improvement/hardware stores larger than ten thousand (10,000) square feet in size. 

b.    Garden stores. 
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c.    Motor vehicle sales. 

d.    Service stations. 

e.    The sale of gasoline. 

f.    Drive-in and drive-through businesses and uses. 

18.04.060 Residential districts’ use standards  

A.    ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADU). 

Accessory dwelling units (ADU) are permitted in all residential districts subject to the following requirements: 

1.    Number. One (1) ADU shall be allowed per residential lot in conjunction with any detached 

single-family structure. (See Section 18.04.080(A)(3) regarding ADUs in new subdivisions.) 

2.    Location. The ADU shall be permitted as a second dwelling unit added to, created within, or 

detached from the original dwelling. The ADU shall be oriented in a way that maintains, to the extent 

practical, the privacy of residents in adjoining dwellings. (See Chapters 18.100, Design Review and 

18.175, Infill and Other Residential.) 

3.    Size. The ADU shall have a gross floor area of no more than eight hundred (800) square feet., 

and no more than the following equivalent ratios: 

a.    forty percent (40%) of the gross floor area of the primary residence and accessory dwelling unit 

combined, or 

b.    sixty-six and two-thirds percent (66 2/3%) of the gross floor area of the primary residence 

alone; excluding any garage area, except as authorized by Section 18.04.060(A)(7). 

[NOTE: Section 18.04.060(O)(1) requires that manufactured homes placed on a lot outside a 

manufactured housing park must be at least eight hundred sixty-four square feet in floor area. 

Consequently, a manufactured home can be used as a primary residence, but not as an ADU.] 

4.    Ownership. The property owner (i.e., title holder and/or contract purchaser) must live on the site 

as his/her principal residence. Owners shall sign a notarized affidavit attesting to their principal 

residency upon permit application. Owners shall provide evidence thereof through such means as 

voter registration, drivers license, or the like. This requirement does not apply to ADUs built prior to 

the initial sale of the primary unit on the lot. Purchasers of such ADUs shall meet these requirements 

within sixty (60) days of purchase. (See Section 18.04.080(A)(3).)Accessory Dwelling Units may be 

attached to accessory structures such as a garage or shop building. In such circumstances, the ADU 
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may be up to 1,000 square feet in size and the accessory structure may be up to eight hundred 

square feet in size (or larger if the underlying zoning district allows or a conditional use permit for a 

large garage has been approved). 

A covenant or deed restriction, approved by the Olympia City Attorney, shall be signed and recorded 

with the Thurston County Auditor which specifies the requirement that the property owner must live 

on the site as his/her principal residence. 

5.    Occupancy. No more than one (1) family (as defined in Chapter 18.02, Definitions) shall be 

allowed to occupy an ADU. 

6.    Existing ADUs. Accessory dwellings created prior to the enactment of these regulations, June 19, 

1995, may be approved subject to applicable requirements. Existing ADUs located on lots which 

cannot accommodate an additional off street parking space required by Chapter 18.38, Parking, may 

receive a waiver from the parking requirement. 

If the owner of an existing unauthorized ADU applies to make the unit legal, but cannot meet all of 

the standards, the owner will be allowed a "grace period" of six months from date of application to 

comply with applicable standards. However, where health and safety is an issue, the Building Official 

will determine when the necessary modifications must be made. If the owner cannot meet the 

standards, the unauthorized accessory unit must be removed or its use as a dwelling must be 

suspended. 

7.    Deviation From Requirements. The Director or the Director’s designee may allow deviation from 

the requirements of this section (18.04.060(A)) as follows: 

a.    To allow use of the entirety of a single floor in a dwelling constructed two (2) or more 

years prior to the date of application in order to efficiently use all floor area; and 

b.    To enable ADUs to be established in structures constructed prior to June 19, 1995, which 

are located in rear or side setbacks, provided that Uniform Building Code requirements and the 

Development Standards contained in Section 18.04.080 are met. [NOTE: See Chapters 18.100, 

Design Review and 18.175, Infill and Other Residential for applicable design guidelines.] 

B.    ACCESSORY STRUCTURES. 

Accessory structures are permitted in all residential districts subject to the following requirements: 

1.    Time of Establishment. Accessory structures shall not be built prior to commencing construction 

of the main building on the lot. However, lots may be created which contain an accessory structure 

(without an associated primary use) constructed prior to submission of the subdivision application. 
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2.    Subordinance to Primary Use. Accessory structures shall be clearly incidental and subordinate to 

the use of the lot (e.g., structures used for storage of personal property or the pursuit of hobbies) or 

used for agricultural purposes. In single-family and two-family residential districts with a maximum 

density of twelve units or less per acre each accessory structure shall not exceed eight hundred (800) 

square feet in size, except for structures accessory to an agricultural use which are located on a 

parcel one (1) acre or larger in size. 

3.    Garages. Private garages shall meet the following standards: 

a.    Garages shall not exceed a total of eight hundred (800) square feet of floor space per 

dwelling unit. 

b.    Garages exceeding eight hundred (800) square feet per dwelling unit may be permitted as 

conditional uses in the districts specified in Table 4.01 provided that they will not be adverse to 

the public interest and are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The Hearing 

Examiner shall establish a maximum size for garages receiving conditional use approval. See 

Section 18.04.080. 

4.    See Section 18.04.060(P)(4) regarding accessory structures in mobile home/manufactured home 

parks. 

C.    ANIMALS/PETS. 

Pets and other animals are allowed in all residential districts subject to the following requirements: 

1.    Traditional Pets. No more than a total of three traditional pets, such as dogs and cats, as well as 

potbelly pigs, four months of age or older, shall be permitted per dwelling unit. Song birds or other 

traditional pet birds (e.g., parrots) are permitted. The keeping of racing and performing pigeons is 

permitted as a conditional use. (Traditional pets are defined as a species of animals which can be 

housebroken, or walked on a leash, or are frequently, but not necessarily, housed within a residence 

and are neither obnoxious nor a public safety or health threat.) 

2.    Fowl. 

a.    Lots one acre or less are allowed up to five ducks or female chickens. Lots greater than 

one acre are allowed one additional duck or female chicken for every additional one thousand 

square feet of lot area beyond one acre, up to ten ducks or female chickens. 

b.    Chickens and ducks shall be confined within a suitably fenced area large enough for 

appropriate exercise. 
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c.    Suitable sanitary structures (coops) shall be provided and must be designed to protect fowl 

on all sides from weather, predators and to prevent rodents. 

d.    Roosters, geese and turkeys are prohibited. 

3.    Other Animals. 

a.    Swine, other than potbelly pigs, and non-miniature goats, are prohibited. 

b.    Rabbits of breeding age are permitted with the following conditions: 

i.    Lots of one-quarter acre or less are allowed up to five rabbits. 

ii.    Lots greater than one-quarter acre are allowed one additional rabbit for every 

additional one thousand square feet of lot area beyond one-quarter acre, up to ten 

rabbits. 

iii.    Rabbits must have a minimum 3.5 square feet of hutch space per rabbit. 

iv.    Structures housing rabbits must be designed to protect rabbits on all sides from 

weather, predators and to prevent other rodents. 

c.    Miniature goats, commonly known as pygmy and dwarf, are permitted with the following 

conditions: 

i.    Lots between five thousand square feet and one acre in size are allowed up to two 

miniature goats. 

ii.    Lots greater than one acre are allowed one additional miniature goat for every 

additional one thousand square feet of lot area beyond one acre, up to six miniature 

goats. 

iii.    Miniature goats shall be confined within a suitably fenced area, large enough for 

appropriate exercise. 

iv.    Structures housing miniature goats must be designed to protect them on all sides 

from weather and predators and to prevent rodents. 

d.    The keeping of other agricultural animals, which are not specifically prohibited in this 

section, is permitted, provided that: 
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i.    There shall be no more than one animal per acre, in addition to the permitted 

animals/pets referenced above; and 

ii.    Such animals shall be confined within a suitably fenced area, large enough for 

appropriate exercise, which shall be located no closer than fifty feet from any property 

line; and 

iii.    The keeping of such other animals does not constitute a nuisance or hazard to the 

peace, health or welfare of the community in general and neighbors in particular. 

iv.    Structures housing such other animals must be designed to protect them on all sides 

from weather and predators and to prevent rodents. 

D.    CHILD DAY CARE CENTERS. 

1.    Permitted Use. Child day care centers are permitted in the districts specified in Tables 4.01 and 

5.01 subject to the following conditions: 

a.    Child day care centers located in residences shall be separate from the usual living quarters 

of the family, or located in the portion of the residence used exclusively for children and their 

caregivers during the hours the center is in operation. 

b.    Compliance with state licensing requirements. 

c.    Prior to initiating child care services, each child care provider must file a Child Care 

Registration Form with the Department of Community Planning and Development (forms are 

provided by the Department). The child care provider must demonstrate compliance with the 

applicable requirements of the code as listed on the Registration Form. No fee will be required 

for registration. 

2.    Accessory Use. A child day care center shall be considered an accessory use if it is sited on the 

premises of a community service use, such as a private or public school, grange, place of worship, 

community center, library, or similar adult gathering place and it is associated with that activity. Child 

care facilities for the exclusive use of employees of a business or public facility shall also be allowed 

as an accessory use of the business or facility. Prior to initiating operation of a child day care center, 

the operator must register with the City as specified in Subsection 1. 

3.    Conditional Use. Child day care centers are allowed as a conditional use in the R-4, R 4-8, R 6-12 

and MR 7-13 districts, subject to the requirements contained in Subsection A, and the following 

standard: 
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No structural or decorative alteration is permitted which would alter the residential character of an existing 

residential structure used as a child day care center. 

E.    CEMETERIES AND CREMATORIUMS. 

Crematoriums may be built and operated in conjunction with a cemetery, subject to conditional use approval. 

F.    CO-HOUSING. 

Co-housing developments are allowed in the districts specified in Table 4.01 and 6.01 subject to the following 

requirements: 

1.    Common Structure. The following provisions apply to co-housing developments in the residential 

districts listed in OMC 18.04. 

a.    Quantity, size, and use. Co-housing projects may contain any number of common 

structures; however, no more than two (2) common structures shall exceed eight hundred 

(800) square feet in size and none shall exceed five thousand (5,000) square feet in size. At 

least one (1) common structure shall contain a dining room and kitchen large enough to serve 

at least fifty percent (50%) of the development’s residents at a time based upon occupancy of 

one (1) person per bedroom, and at least one (1) of the following: a children’s day care center, 

mail boxes for a majority of the residents, recreational facilities (such as pool tables or exercise 

equipment), laundry facilities, or a meeting room available for the use of all residents. 

b.    Location. Common structures may be located in all developable portions of the site (e.g., 

excluding critical areas and their associated buffers and required building setback areas). 

However, within forty (40) feet of the site’s perimeter or a public street extending through the 

site, no more than two (2) common or accessory structures may be contiguous to one another 

(i.e., uninterrupted by a dwelling or a landscaped open space with no dimension less than forty 

(40) feet). This requirement does not apply to structures which would not be visible from the 

site’s perimeter or through streets (e.g., due to topography or vegetation) or which adjoin 

undevelopable property (e.g., critical areas) which will separate proposed structures by at least 

forty (40) feet from existing and potential dwelling sites. In no case shall more than fifty 

percent (50%) of any street frontage be occupied by common and/or accessory structures. 

2.    Business Uses. Co-housing developments may contain business uses allowed as home 

occupations (see Section 18.04.060.L) in structures other than residential dwellings, subject to the 

conditions below: 

a.    The total building square footage devoted to business uses in the entire development shall 

not exceed the rate of five hundred (500) square feet per dwelling unit. 
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b.    Business uses shall not occupy more than fifty (50) percent of a common building. The 

proportion of dwellings devoted to business uses shall comply with OMC 18.04.060.L, Home 

Occupations. 

c.    Structures containing a business which are visible from public rights-of-way adjoining the 

development shall give no outward appearance of a commercial use, other than one (1) sign 

mounted flush to the building in which the business is located. (See OMC 18.43, Signs.) No 

outdoor storage related to a business may be visible from public rights-of-way bordering the 

development. 

d.    Each business located in a co-housing development may employ a maximum of two (2) 

people who do not reside in the development. This limitation does not apply to seasonal 

agricultural employees. 

e.    Business uses shall not emit noise, pollutants, waste products, or create impacts which 

would pose a nuisance or health risk for the occupants of abutting properties. 

3.    Dwelling Units. Dwelling units in co-housing developments shall only be required to contain 

minimal kitchen facilities (e.g., a sink and stove or hot plate), consistent with the Uniform Building 

Code, provided that a common structure provides a fully equipped kitchen (e.g., containing a stove, 

refrigerator, and sink) and dining area available to all residents of the development. 

4.    Approval Process. Applications for co-housing projects shall be processed pursuant to OMC 

18.56. 

5.    Common Areas. A note shall be added to the plat or site plan, as applicable, which establishes 

common areas and precludes their conversion to another use. (See OMC 18.100, Design Review, for 

applicable design guidelines.) 

6.    Platting. 

a.    Dwellings in co-housing developments (as allowed in Table 4.01 or 6.01 for the applicable 

district) are not required to be located on individual lots. 

b.    Perimeter setbacks. The minimum building setbacks for unplatted co-housing 

developments in the R-4, R 4-8, and R 6-12 districts are as follows: 

i.    Five (5) feet from the side property line of an adjoining parcel. 

ii.    Twenty (20) feet from public rights-of-way and the rear property lines of adjoining 

parcels. 
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The setbacks required in Subsections a. and b. above may be reduced per OMC 18.04.080.H.2 

and 18.04.080.H.5. 

c.    Dwelling separation. Residential structures (i.e., houses, duplexes, and townhouse 

structures with up to four (4) units) in co-housing developments in an R-4, R 4-8, or R 6-12 

district, which are not on individual lots, shall be separated by at least ten (10) feet along the 

site’s perimeter and six (6) feet elsewhere. Dwellings on individual lots are subject to the 

applicable setback standards specified in Table 4.04 or 6.01. 

(See OMC 18.100, Design Review, for applicable design guidelines.) 

G.    COMMERCIAL GREENHOUSES, NURSERIES AND BULB FARMS. 

As a condition of approval, applicants for commercial greenhouses, nurseries or bulb farms shall demonstrate 

to the satisfaction of the Hearing Examiner that said development will not pose a significant nuisance for 

residents of the surrounding neighborhood. Consideration shall be given to odor, noise and traffic generation, 

pesticide and herbicide use, hours of operation, and other relevant factors. In the Professional 

Office/Residential Multifamily District (PO/RM), the maximum gross floor area of a retail sales building shall be 

five thousand (5,000) square feet except in the PO/RM area west of Yauger Road adjacent to Harrison/Mud 

Bay Road, maximum gross floor area shall be ten thousand (10,000) square feet. 

H.    COTTAGE HOUSING. 

Cottage housing developments shall comply with the following requirements: 

1.    Courtyard. The development shall contain a courtyard or usable landscaped area owned in 

common by the owners of the dwellings. (See Section 18.04.080(J), Development Standards.) 

2.    Site Design. Dwelling units shall be located on at least two (2) sides of the courtyard or common 

area. (See also Section 18.175.100 Site Design: Cottage Housing.) 

3.    Number of Units. The development shall include no less than four (4) and no more than twelve 

(12) dwelling units per courtyard. 

4.    Dwelling Size. The first story of dwellings in cottage developments, including any garage, shall 

not exceed eight hundred (800) square feet in size. Two (2) story structures shall not exceed one 

thousand six hundred (1600) square feet in size. 

5.    Parking. At least 50% of on-site parking shall be accommodated in a shared parking lot. (See 

Chapter 18.38, Parking.) 
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6.    Covenants. Covenants shall be recorded which establish common areas and preclude their 

conversion to another use. 

I.    CRISIS INTERVENTION SERVICES. 

Crisis intervention services shall not require a public hearing by the Hearing Examiner due to the need for 

location confidentiality. Applications for such facilities will be reviewed administratively and shall be allowed 

subject to the provisions of Chapter 18.48, Conditional Uses, upon licensing of the proposed facility by the 

State. 

J.    EXISTING USES. 

Duplexes, parking lots (which are the primary use of the property), and drive-in and drive-through businesses 

which were legally established prior to June 19, 1995 are allowed as permitted uses in the districts specified in 

Table 4.01. Existing mineral extraction operations, veterinary clinics, and stables which were legally established 

prior to June 19, 1995 are allowed as conditional uses in the districts specified in Table 4.01. Such uses shall 

be treated the same as other allowed uses, consistent with applicable regulations and conditional use 

requirements. Other existing uses made nonconforming by this code are subject to the requirements of 

Chapter 18.37, Nonconforming Buildings and Uses. 

K.    GROUP HOMES. Group homes are subject to the following requirements. 

1.    License. Authorization for group homes shall be subject to the issuance of a license and/or 

certification by all appropriate local, state, and/or federal agencies. Use shall be discontinued and 

vacated when local, state, or federal certification is withdrawn or expires. Uses not subject to such 

licensing and/or certification requirements shall be operated by government agencies or by 

organizations with a demonstrated capability to operate such programs (such as by having a record 

of successful operation of a similar program, or by maintaining a staff or board of directors with 

appropriate experience). 

2.    Separation. Group homes, housing six (6) or more unrelated adults, shall be separated from 

other group homes as shown on Table 4.02 and Table 4.03, except as otherwise precluded by state 

or federal law. When one group home is in an R-4, R 4-8 or R 6-12 district and another is not, the 

more restrictive separation standard shall apply. 

3.    Lot Size. Group homes subject to conditional use approval with up to nine (9) residents, 

exclusive of on-site staff, shall have a minimum lot size of seven thousand two hundred (7,200) 

square feet. An additional five hundred (500) square feet of lot area is required for each resident 

above nine (9) residents. 
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4.    Site Plan. A detailed site plan shall be submitted with the application. The Hearing Examiner may 

increase the Development Standards specified in Table 4.04 as necessary to ensure compatibility of 

the group home with surrounding uses. 

5.    Occupancy. Not more than twenty (20) residents shall be accommodated at one time, exclusive 

of required staff, in the R 4-8, R 6-12, MR 7-13, Neighborhood Center (NC), Urban Village (UV), 

Neighborhood Village (NV), and Community Oriented Shopping Center (COSC) districts. 

6.    Maintenance. The group home shall be maintained in reasonable repair and the grounds shall be 

trimmed and trash free. 

TABLE 4.02 

GROUP HOME 

SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS - R-4, R 4-8, R 6-12 DISTRICTS 

  Offenders Youth Homeless 

Offenders 2 miles 1 mile 1/2 mile 

Youth 1 mile 1 mile 1/4 mile 

Homeless 1/2 mile 1/4 mile 1/4 mile 

TABLE 4.03 

GROUP HOME 

SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS - ALL DISTRICTS EXCEPT R-4, R 4-8, AND R 6-12 

  Offenders Youth Homeless 

Offenders 2 miles 1 mile None 

Youth 1 mile 1 mile None 

Homeless None None None 

7.    Confidential Shelters. Applications for confidential shelters shall be processed administratively by 

the Department. Neither Public Notice Requirements nor a public hearing shall be required. 

[NOTE: Also see Section 18.04.060(W), Essential Public Facilities.] 

L.    HOME OCCUPATIONS. 
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The purpose of the home occupation provisions is to allow for the use of a residential structure for a non-

residential use which is clearly an accessory use to the residential use and does not change the residential 

character of the neighborhood. Home occupations meeting the below requirements are allowed in any district 

in which residential uses are permitted. 

1.    Review. Prior to both initial occupancy and issuance of any business license, the business 

operator or the operator’s agent shall certify that the home occupation will conform with the 

applicable requirements. 

2.    General Standards. The following are the general requirements for home occupations. Also see 

specific standards for family child care homes, adult day care homes, bed and breakfast houses, and 

counseling. 

a.    Home occupations must be conducted within the principal residence of the permit holder. 

Permit holders shall provide evidence thereof through such means as voter registration, driver’s 

license, tax statement, or other evidence of residency and sign a notarized affidavit attesting to 

their principal residence at the site. 

b.    Home occupations are subject to inspections by city staff insofar as permitted by law. 

Permit holders shall execute a notarized affidavit agreeing to allow appropriate city staff the 

ability to conduct an inspection of the residence, after reasonable notice is given, to determine 

compliance with the home occupation permit. 

c.    No person(s) other than the family member(s) who resides in the residence shall 

participate in the home occupation. The home occupation permit shall list the names of each 

resident who is employed by the business. Furthermore, the residence shall not be used as a 

place of congregation for work that occurs off the premises. This limitation shall not apply to 

properties abutting the west side of the 300 and 400 blocks of West Bay Drive Northwest. 

d.    Home occupations shall occupy not more than twenty-five (25) percent of the total floor 

area of the dwelling or five hundred (500) square feet per dwelling unit, whichever is less; 

provided, however, that properties abutting the west side of the 300 and 400 blocks of West 

Bay Drive Northwest shall occupy not more than fifty percent (50%) of the total floor area of 

the dwelling or one thousand five hundred (1,500) square feet per dwelling unit, whichever is 

less. This limitation does not apply to family child care homes, adult day care homes, elder care 

homes, or bed and breakfast houses. 

e.    The residential character of the lot and dwelling shall be maintained. The occupation shall 

be conducted entirely within a dwelling and/or accessory building by the occupant of the 

dwelling. A carport shall not be used for home occupations, except for parking. There shall be 
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no structural alteration nor any exterior modification of the structure in order to accommodate 

the occupation. 

f.    The occupation shall be conducted in such a manner as to give minimal outward 

appearance of a business, in the ordinary meaning of the term, that would infringe upon the 

right of the neighboring residents to enjoy peaceful occupancy of their homes. 

g.    Except for adult daycare, child daycare, and bed and breakfast businesses, the hours of 

operation, as related to customer or client visitations, shall be limited to no earlier than 7:00 

a.m. and no later than 9:00 p.m. 

h.    The following types of uses shall not be permitted as home occupations: 

i.    Veterinarian, medical, and dental offices and clinics; 

ii.    Vehicle sales or repair; 

iii.    Contractors’ yards; 

iv.    Restaurants; 

v.    Exterminating services; 

i.    No stock in trade shall be sold or displayed on the premises; provided, however, that this 

limitation shall not apply to properties abutting the west side of the 300 and 400 blocks of West 

Bay Drive Northwest. No equipment or material shall be stored on any exterior portion of the 

premises. 

j.    Home occupations shall emit no noise, vibration, smoke, dust, odor, heat, glare, fumes, 

electrical interference, pollutants or waste products detrimental to the environment, public 

safety or neighborhood, beyond those normally emanating from residential uses. 

k.    Home occupations shall comply with all applicable local, state or federal regulations. 

Requirements or permission granted or implied by this section shall not be construed as an 

exemption from such regulations. 

l.    A home occupation permit issued to one (1) person residing in the dwelling shall not be 

transferable to any other person, nor shall a home occupation permit be valid at any address 

other than the one appearing on the permit. 
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m.    Any person engaging in a home occupation shall register as a business under Chapter 5.04 

of the Olympia Municipal Code, and shall be subject to the Business and Occupation Tax levied 

by the Olympia Municipal Code. 

n.    The applicant shall demonstrate compliance with all city and state licensing requirements, 

including those pertaining to building, fire safety, and health codes. 

o.    Parking of customer, employee, or client vehicles shall not create a hazard or unusual 

congestion. No more than two (2) off-street parking stalls shall be provided in addition to any 

required for the residence. A driveway may be used as off-street parking. Except for commercial 

type postal carriers, traffic generated by the home occupation shall not exceed two (2) 

commercial vehicles per week. See OMC Chapter 18.38 for parking requirements for specific 

home occupations. 

3.    Specific Home Occupation Standards. 

a.    Family Child Care Home. Family child care homes are allowed in all districts permitting 

residences, subject to the following conditions: 

i.    Structural or exterior alterations which would alter the single-family character of an 

existing single family dwelling or be incompatible with surrounding residences are 

prohibited. 

ii.    Prior to initiation of child care services, each child care provider must file a Child Care 

Registration Form with the Department of Community Planning and Development. The 

child care provider must demonstrate compliance with the applicable requirements of the 

code as listed on the Registration Form. No fee will be required for registration. 

b.    Adult Day Care Homes. Adult day care homes are permitted in the districts specified in 

Table 4.01 and Table 5.01, subject to the following conditions. 

i.    No more than six (6) adults (at least eighteen (18) years of age) shall be cared for in 

an adult day care home. 

ii.    Adult day care homes shall not operate for more than twelve (12) hours per day. 

iii.    The primary care giver shall reside in the adult day care home. 

iv.    Emergency medical care may be provided in adult day care homes, but not routine 

care necessitating the services of a licensed health care professional (e.g., dispensing of 

medicine or convalescent care). The caregiver must be certified in basic First Aid and 
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cardiopulmonary resuscitation. First Aid supplies, including bandages and an antiseptic, 

shall be available on premises. 

v.    A smoke detector must be provided in each room occupied by people in day care. A 

fire extinguisher (rated 2A10 BC or the equivalent) must be installed in a readily 

accessible location. It shall be the responsibility of the day care operator to maintain the 

smoke detectors and fire extinguisher in operating condition. 

vi.    The structure and grounds accommodating an adult day care shall not be altered in 

such a way that they manifest characteristics of a business or pose a nuisance for the 

occupants of abutting properties. 

c.    Bed and Breakfast Houses. Bed and breakfast houses are subject to the following 

conditions: 

i.    The owner shall operate the facility and shall reside on the premises. 

ii.    There shall be no more than five (5) guest (rental) rooms for persons other than the 

members of the operator’s immediate family. 

iii.    No bed and breakfast establishment shall be located closer than two hundred (200) 

feet to another bed and breakfast establishment, as measured in a straight line from 

property line to property line. 

d.    Counseling. Counseling by single practitioners is permitted as a home occupation under the 

following conditions: 

i.    Counseling for sex offenders and substance abuse is prohibited. 

ii.    Group sessions are prohibited (i.e., more than two (2) people per session). This 

limitation shall not apply to home occupations in properties abutting the west side of the 

300 and 400 blocks of West Bay Drive Northwest. 

M.    HOSPICE CARE CENTER. 

1.    Size. No more than five (5) patients may be cared for in hospice care centers located in a Mixed 

Residential 7-13 or Mixed Residential 10-18 district. 

2.    The applicant shall submit proof of compliance with applicable state requirements (e.g., a 

license) as a condition of approval. 

N.    LARGE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROJECTS. 
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To ensure that large multifamily housing projects provide a transition to adjoining lower density development, 

multifamily projects shall be subject to the following requirements: 

1.    Mix of Dwelling Types. 

a.    In the RM-18 and RMU districts, no more than seventy (70) percent of the total housing 

units on sites of five (5) or more acres shall be of a single dwelling type (e.g., detached single-

family units, duplexes, triplexes, multi-story apartment buildings, or townhouses). 

b.    Multifamily housing projects in the RM-18 or RMU districts on sites of five (5) or more 

acres, which abut an existing or approved multifamily development of five (5) or more acres, 

shall contain a mix of dwelling types such that no more than eighty (80) percent of the total 

units in both projects (combined) are of one (1) dwelling type. The Director (or Hearing 

Examiner if applicable) shall grant an exception to this requirement if the Director determines 

that topography, permanent buffers, or other site features will sufficiently distinguish the 

developments. 

2.    Transitional Housing Types. In the RM-18, MR 7-13 and MR 10-18 districts detached single-

family houses or duplexes shall be located along the perimeter (i.e., to the depth of one (1) lot) of 

multifamily housing projects over five (5) acres in size which are directly across the street and visible 

from existing detached single-family houses. Townhouses, duplexes, or detached houses shall be 

located along the boundary of multifamily housing sites over five (5) acres in size which adjoin, but 

do not directly face, existing detached single-family housing (e.g., back to back or side to side). The 

Director (or Hearing Examiner) may allow exceptions to these requirements where existing or 

proposed landscaping, screening, or buffers provide an effective transition between the uses. (See 

Chapters 18.170 Multi-Family Residential Design Guidelines and 18.36.140 Residential Landscape 

requirements.) 

O.    MANUFACTURED HOMES. 

A manufactured home is allowed in all zoning districts that allow single family residences, if the home is a new, 

designated manufactured home (See OMC 18.02.180.A-Definitions), and meets the following criteria: 

1.     Is comprised of at least two fully enclosed parallel sections each of not less than 12 feet wide by 

36 feet long; 

2.    Was originally constructed with and now has a composition or wood shake or shingle, coated 

metal, or similar roof of nominal 3:12 pitch; and 

23.    Has exterior siding similar in appearance to siding materials commonly used on conventional 

site-built single family residences that are built pursuant to the applicable Building Code. 
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P.    MANUFACTURED OR MOBILE HOME PARKS. 

The following requirements apply to all manufactured/mobile home parks subject to conditional use approval. 

1.    Site Size. The minimum size for a manufactured or mobile home park shall be five (5) acres. 

2.    Utilities. Manufactured or mobile home parks shall be completely and adequately served by City 

utilities. 

3.    Lot Sizes. Each space or lot upon which a manufactured or mobile home is to be located shall be 

at least two thousand five hundred (2,500) square feet in area and have a minimum width of thirty 

(30) feet, exclusive of common parking areas and driveways. 

4.    Accessory Buildings. Buildings and structures accessory to individual manufactured or mobile 

homes shall be allowed, provided at least fifty (50) percent of the space or lot remains in open space. 

An accessory roof or awning may be attached to a manufactured or mobile home and shall be 

considered a part thereof. Automobile parking spaces, which are not computed in the space or lot 

area, may be covered with a carport. 

5.    Access. All drives within the park shall be hard surfaced. Sidewalks and paths shall be provided 

consistent with applicable City Development Standards. 

6.    Clearance. There shall be at least ten (10) feet clearance between manufactured or mobile 

homes. Manufactured or mobile homes shall not be located closer than ten (10) feet from any 

building within the park or from any property line bounding the park. 

7.    Screening. There shall be sight-obscuring fencing (see Section 18.40.060(D), Fencing), 

landscaping, or natural vegetated buffers at least eight (8) feet wide on all sides of the park. Such 

screening shall contain openings which provide direct pedestrian access to adjoining streets and 

trails. 

8.    Open Space. At least five hundred (500) square feet of ground area for each manufactured or 

mobile home space shall be made available in a centralized location or locations for recreational uses. 

(See Section 18.04.080(J).) At least fifty percent (50%) of such open space shall comply with soil and 

vegetation protection area standards. 

9.    Lighting. Access roadways and recreational areas shall be provided with general area lighting at 

no less than five-tenths (5/10) foot candle intensity as measured at ground level. 

10.    Site Plan. A complete and detailed plot plan shall be submitted to the Hearing Examiner for 

approval. The plan shall show the locations and dimensions of all contemplated buildings, structures, 

spaces, driveways and roads and recreational areas. The City may require additional information as 
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necessary to determine whether the proposed park meets all the above mentioned conditions and 

other applicable provisions of this code. 

Q.    MIXED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS. 

Development in Mixed Residential Districts shall comply with the following requirements: 

1.    Mix of Dwelling Types. Each housing project in the Mixed Residential 7-13 and Mixed Residential 

10-18 districts shall attain a mix of housing types consistent with the following. 

a.    Mixed residential 7-13 district. 

i.    A minimum of sixty-five (65) percent and a maximum of seventy-five (75) percent of 

the total authorized units in a development must be single family dwellings. At least 

seventy (70) percent of these single family dwellings must be detached. 

ii.    A minimum of twenty-five (25) percent and a maximum of thirty-five (35) percent of 

the authorized housing units shall consist of duplexes, triplexes, or larger apartment 

buildings. A maximum of fifteen (15) percent of the authorized dwelling units may be 

contained in apartment buildings with five (5) or more units. 

b.    Mixed residential 10-18 district. 

i.    A minimum of thirty-five (35) percent and a maximum of seventy-five (75) percent of 

the authorized dwelling units in a development must be single family dwellings. 

ii.    A minimum of twenty-five (25) percent and a maximum of sixty-five (65) percent of 

the authorized dwelling units shall consist of duplexes, triplexes, or larger apartment 

buildings. A maximum of fifty-five (55) percent of the authorized units may be contained 

in apartment buildings with five (5) or more units. 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 42 of 310



 

Housing types in MR Districts must be intermixed. 

FIGURE 4-1 

c.    Housing developments in the MR Districts shall intermix housing types rather than 

segregating them from one another. (Also see Section 18.04.060(N)(2).) 

i.    No more than two (2) apartment buildings with more than five (5) units shall be 

contiguous to one another (uninterrupted by another housing type). Buildings separated 

by streets shall be considered contiguous. 

ii.    No more than three (3) townhouse structures (contained a maximum of four (4) 

units) shall be contiguous to one another, consistent with Chapter 18.64, Townhouses. 

iii.    No more than three (3) duplexes, triplexes or fourplexes shall be contiguous to one 

another. 

2.    Large or Phased Subdivisions. Proposed subdivisions in the MR 7-13 or MR 10-18 districts 

containing more than five (5) acres or creating tracts for future subdivision shall be processed 

pursuant to Chapter 18.56. The master plan for the development shall show how the entire site (in 

contiguous ownership) will be subdivided/developed consistent with the requirements contained in a. 

above and other relevant provisions of this Code. 

3.    Compliance with Standards. Subdivision plats for property in the MR 7-13 or MR 10-18 districts 

shall include a restriction prohibiting any future subdivision of lots or tracts which would increase the 

density in the original project area beyond the maximum density allowed in Table 4.04 (and as 

hereafter amended) or deviate from the mix of dwelling types required in a. above. 
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R.    WORKSHOP FOR DISABLED PEOPLE. 

All nonprofit institutions serving the mentally or physically challenged which are subject to conditional use 

approval shall comply with the standards for commercial, business and trade schools (Section 18.06.060(X)). 

S.    NURSING OR CONVALESCENT HOME. 

The Director or Hearing Examiner, as applicable, may increase the minimum lot size, screening, setback and 

other requirements for nursing and convalescent homes as necessary to ensure their compatibility with 

adjacent residential uses. 

T.    PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS. 

1.    Neighborhood Parks. Neighborhood parks are allowed as permitted uses in the districts specified 

in Table 4.01, provided they comply with the following provisions. Proposed parks which do not 

comply with these provisions shall be processed as conditional uses. 

a.    The proposed park will not contain athletic fields which are lighted or designed for 

organized, competitive team sports (e.g., regulation size softball or soccer fields). 

b.    The proposed park site does not abut a convalescent/nursing home or hospital, except 

where the facility’s administrator indicates in writing that such a park would be compatible with 

the use. 

c.    The park will close by 10:00 p.m. 

d.    The park will contain no more than ten (10) parking spaces. 

e.    The park will be no larger than ten (10) acres. 

2.    Public Trails. Public trails are allowed as permitted uses in all residential districts provided that 

the parking area at the trail head(s) contains space for no more than ten (10) motor vehicles. Trails 

served by parking lots with capacity for more than ten (10) motor vehicles shall be conditional uses. 

3.    Public Open Space. Public open space is allowed as a permitted use in all residential districts 

provided that any associated parking area contains space for no more than ten (10) motor vehicles. 

Public open spaces served by parking lots with capacity for more than ten (10) motor vehicles shall 

be conditional uses. 

4.    Conditional Use Requirements. The following requirements apply to all public parks, playgrounds 

and recreation facilities subject to conditional use approval. [NOTE: Tennis, basketball and similar 

recreational courts and facilities built in conjunction with a residential development shall be 
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considered as an accessory use and do not require conditional use approval, provided the use of the 

facilities is limited to residents of that development and their guests. Athletic facilities shall be 

deemed accessory to a place of worship if the use is limited to members and guests.] 

a.    Outdoor play areas shall be sited and screened to protect the neighborhood from noise and 

other disturbances which would pose a nuisance for occupants of adjoining residences. 

b.    If food service facilities are proposed as part of the park, they shall be noted separately in 

the plans and given specific consideration by the Hearing Examiner. 

c.    If the facility will contain food service facilities or is intended to be used for tournaments, 

additional parking shall be provided as required by the Hearing Examiner. 

d.    The Hearing Examiner shall approve recreational facilities only if the proposed facility will 

not have a significant adverse effect on the immediate neighborhood. 

U.    PLACES OF WORSHIP.  

The following requirements apply to all places of worship subject to conditional use approval. 

1.    Location. Before a place of worship may be located in an R-4, R 4-8, R 6-12, MR 7-13 or MR 10-

18 district, at least one (1) of the following locational criteria shall be met: 

a.    The proposed place of worship shall be located within three hundred (300) feet of an 

arterial street, major collector street, or an access point on a highway; or 

b.    The site is within three hundred (300) feet of a school and/or park; or 

c.    The place of worship was the legal owner of the property prior to June 20, 1961. 

2.    Plan Review. Plans showing the site layout and design of proposed buildings shall be submitted 

for approval to the Hearing Examiner and the Director. 

3.    Size. The minimum lot size shall be twenty thousand (20,000) square feet. 

4.    Dwelling Units. Any dwelling in conjunction with a place of worship shall comply with the 

provisions governing residential uses in the district where it is located. 

5.    Conversion. No existing building or structure shall be converted to a place of worship unless such 

building or structure complies or is brought into compliance with the provisions of this code and any 

other applicable City regulations. 
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6.    Screening. There shall be sight-obscuring screening along the perimeter of parking lots adjunct 

to a place of worship which are located across the street from or abutting a residential use. (See 

Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening.) 

7.    Associated Uses. Uses sponsored by a place of worship such as day-schools, auditoriums used 

for social and sports activities, health centers, convents, preschool facilities, convalescent homes and 

others of similar nature shall be considered separate uses subject to the provisions of the district in 

which they are located. (See Section 18.04.060(D) which provides for child care centers as accessory 

uses.) 

V.    PUBLIC FACILITIES. 

The following requirements apply to all public facilities in residential districts. (Also see Section 18.04.060(W), 

Public Facilities-Essential.) 

1.    Location. Public buildings, park-and-ride lots, and bus transfer stations shall be located along 

arterial or major collector streets. 

2.    Site Design. The Hearing Examiner may deviate from the development standards specified in 

Section 18.04.080, based on other developments within the neighborhood and the utilization and 

functions of the use being established. In no case, however, shall the lot size be less than the 

minimum lot size established by Table 4.04. Landscaping and screening shall meet the requirements 

for commercial uses, as specified in Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening. 

3.    Ownership. If the facility is in a residential district (listed in Chapter 18.04 or 18.05), it must be 

owned or leased by a governmental agency. Property under lease to the government must be subject 

to an agreement establishing a clear intent to purchase, beyond an option to purchase. 

4.    Storage Facilities. If the facility is intended for storage of equipment or materials, it shall be 

limited to serving the section of the city in which it is located. Storage of park equipment and 

materials shall be considered accessory to the park and shall not be subject to this requirement. 

W.    PUBLIC FACILITIES, ESSENTIAL. 

The following essential public facilities are allowed subject to the conditions below and any other applicable 

provisions of this code: Colleges; group homes (not including secure community transition facilities); sewage 

treatment facilities; communication towers and antennas; state highways; and railroad lines. 

1.    Classification of Essential Public Facilities. Essential public facilities shall be classified as follows: 
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a.    Type one: These are major facilities serving or potentially affecting more than one (1) 

county. They include, but are not limited to, regional transportation facilities; state correction 

facilities; and colleges. 

b.    Type two: These are local or interlocal facilities serving or potentially affecting residents or 

property in more than one (1) jurisdiction. They include, but are not limited to, county jails, 

county landfills, community colleges, sewage treatment facilities, communication towers, and 

group homes. [NOTE: Such facilities which would not have impacts beyond the jurisdiction’s 

boundary would be Type Three facilities.] 

c.    Type three: These are facilities serving or potentially affecting only Olympia. In order to 

enable the City to determine the project’s classification, the applicant shall identify the 

approximate area within which the proposed project could potentially have adverse impacts, 

such as increased traffic, public safety risks, noise, glare, or emissions. 

2.    Notification. Prospective applicants for Type One or Type Two essential public facilities shall 

provide early notification and involvement of affected citizens and jurisdictions as follows: 

a.    At least ninety (90) days before submitting an application for a Type One or Type Two 

essential public facility, the prospective applicant shall notify the affected public and 

jurisdictions of the general type and nature of the proposed project. This shall include 

identification of sites under consideration for accommodating the proposed facility, and the 

opportunities to comment on the proposal. Applications for specific projects shall not be 

considered complete without proof of a published notice regarding the proposed project in a 

local newspaper of general circulation. This notice shall include the information described above 

and shall be published at least ninety (90) days prior to submission of the application. [NOTE: 

The purpose of this provision is to enable potentially affected jurisdictions and the public to 

collectively review and comment on alternative sites for major facilities before the project 

sponsor has made a siting decision. The Thurston Regional Planning Council may provide the 

project sponsor and affected jurisdiction(s) with their comments or recommendations regarding 

alternative project locations during this ninety (90) day period.] 

3.    Critical Areas. Essential public facilities shall not have any probable, unmitigatable, significant 

adverse impact on Critical Areas. 

4.    Proximity to Arterials. Essential public facilities which are expected to generate more than five 

hundred (500) motor vehicle trips during the hour of peak traffic generation shall be sited within one-

fourth (1/4) mile of a highway or arterial street served, or planned to be served, by mass transit. 
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5.    Analysis of Alternative Sites. Applicants for Type One essential public facilities shall provide an 

analysis of the alternative sites considered for the proposed facility. This analysis shall include the 

following: 

a.    An evaluation of the sites’ capability to meet basic siting criteria for the proposed facility, 

such as size, physical characteristics, access, and availability of necessary utilities and support 

services; 

b.    An explanation of the need for the proposed facility in the proposed location; 

c.    The sites’ relationship to the service area and the distribution of other similar public 

facilities within the service area or jurisdiction, whichever is larger; 

d.    A general description of the relative environmental, traffic, and social impacts associated 

with locating the proposed facility at the alternative sites which meet the applicant’s basic siting 

criteria. The applicant shall also generally describe proposed mitigation measures to alleviate or 

minimize significant potential impacts; and 

e.    A description of the process used to identify and evaluate the alternative sites. 

X.    UTILITY FACILITY. 

1.    Permitted and Conditional Facilities. All utility actions and facilities described in SEPA, WAC 197-

11-800, Part Nine, Item 23, Categorical Exemptions, shall be permitted uses. In addition, Item 23(b) 

shall be modified for the purposes of this section to include any utility actions and facilities specifically 

addressed in any adopted water, sewer, stormwater, drainage basin, or similar plan that has been 

subject to a public hearing, and any utility actions and facilities needed to correct system deficiencies 

or to satisfy other ministerial requirements when performed in conjunction with minor road and street 

improvements as described in SEPA Rules, WAC 197-11-800, Part Nine, Item 2(c). All other non-

exempt actions and facilities shall require a conditional use permit. 

For purposes of this Section, SEPA WAC 197-11-800 Part Nine, Item 23(d) shall be modified as 

follows: All natural gas lines of twelve (12) inches in nominal diameter or less, and appurtenances, 

are allowed within a dedicated and opened public right-of-way (improved public access) or easement 

adjacent to such right-of-way. Twelve (12) inch nominal diameter lines or greater which are located 

elsewhere require conditional use approval. 

2.    Conditional Use Requirements. The following requirements apply to all public utilities subject to 

conditional use approval. 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 48 of 310

https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800


a.    Demonstration of need. The applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Hearing 

Examiner, the need for the particular public utility in the proposed location. 

b.    Plans. The applicant shall submit complete plans showing the elevations and locations of 

the buildings and structures, together with locations of buildings and pertinent topographic 

features and adjoining properties. Approval of such plans shall be contingent upon compatibility 

with surrounding properties. 

c.    Nuisances. Rotary converters, generating machinery, or other equipment that would cause 

noise, electrical interference or similar disturbances beyond the property line are prohibited. 

d.    Storage. Outdoor storage of motor vehicles or materials is prohibited. 

e.    Screening. The site shall be screened; however, if the facility is entirely enclosed within a 

building, landscaping is sufficient. (See Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening.) 

Y.    RACING PIGEONS. 

1.    Quantity. No more than fifty (50) performing or racing pigeons shall be maintained on any parcel 

less than one (1) acre in size. No more than one hundred (100) performing or racing pigeons shall be 

maintained on any parcel one (1) acre or larger in size. 

2.    Identification. Racing and performing pigeons shall be identified by a leg band containing the 

name or initials of the owner, or an identification number. 

3.    Maintenance. Racing and performing pigeons shall be maintained only in a loft which: 

a.    Is constructed in accordance with the standards for accessory structures. 

b.    Is located within the rear half of a lot and in accordance with the setback requirements for 

accessory structures. 

c.    Is maintained in a sanitary, hygienic condition so as not to create offensive odors, noise or 

nuisances. 

i.    Pigeons shall be maintained in a healthy, disease free condition. 

ii.    Loft scrapings, dead birds and other wastes shall be disposed of regularly and in a 

manner which does not create a health hazard or nuisance. 

4.    Release. Pigeons shall be released only for training and performing purposes, and shall not perch 

or linger on, or destroy or deface, the buildings or property of neighboring residents. 
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Z.    RADIO, TELEVISION, AND OTHER COMMUNICATION TOWERS. 

Radio, television, and other communication towers shall meet the requirements of Sections 18.04.060(W) and 

18.44.100.F. 

AA.    RMH and UR DISTRICTS COMMERCIAL USE REQUIREMENTS. 

1.    Commercial uses in the RMH District (see Table 4.01) shall only be allowed in mixed use 

buildings and shall not exceed five thousand (5,000) square feet in size. 

2.    Commercial uses in the UR District (See Table 4.01) shall only be allowed in mixed use buildings 

and shall not exceed ten percent (10%) of gross floor area or five thousand (5,000) square feet in 

size, whichever is smaller. 

3.    In the UR District, on half block areas facing Union Street office/commercial or other allowed 

uses equivalent to one story may be built when part of a housing project. 

BB.    RMU DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS. 

Projects in the RMU District shall comply with the following requirements: 

1.    Proportions of Residential and Commercial Development. 

a.    Residential development shall comprise at least fifty (50) percent of the gross floor area of 

any development permitted in this district after January 1, 1994. Non-residential conditional 

uses are exempt from this residential requirement. Housing required in this district must be 

located within the contiguous RMU District in which the proposed commercial component of the 

project is located. 

b.    Up to fifty (50) percent of the total building floor area for a development in the RMU 

District may consist of commercial development in the following configurations: 

i.    Mixed use buildings; or 

ii.    Commercial and residential uses in separate buildings on the same site; or 

iii.    Commercial and residential uses on separate sites within a contiguous district. 

2.    Occupancy. Housing constructed as part of a mixed-use project must receive final inspection at 

the same time as, or in advance of, issuance of an occupancy permit for non-residential portions of 

the project. 
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3.    Conversion. Housing provided to satisfy this requirement shall not be converted to commercial 

use. [NOTE: A deed restriction may be used to satisfy this requirement.] 

CC.    SCHOOLS. 

The following requirements apply to all academic schools subject to conditional use approval. Colleges shall 

also be subject to the following conditions when locating in a residential or village district (listed in this Chapter 

and Chapter 18.05). 

1.    Site Size. Middle and high schools in residential and village districts (listed in Chapters 18.04 and 

18.05) and elementary schools in all districts shall have a minimum site size of one (1) acre per one 

hundred (100) students (e.g., one (1) to one hundred (100) students requires a one (1) acre site; a 

two (2) acre site is needed for an enrollment of one hundred and one (101) students to two hundred 

(200) students. The Hearing Examiner may allow smaller school sites if the applicant demonstrates 

that: 

a.    The size of the site is sufficient to accommodate proposed facilities and activities without 

creating significant adverse impacts upon residents of adjoining properties; and 

b.    The proximity and typical impact (e.g., noise, glare, and emissions) of adjoining uses would 

not routinely disrupt students. 

2.    Outdoor Play Area. Sites accommodating elementary schools with ten (10) or more students 

shall contain at least two (2) square feet of open space (consistent with Section 18.04.080(J)(1)) for 

every one (1) square foot of floor area devoted to classrooms. This open space shall contain an 

outdoor play area (open or covered) equipped with play equipment suitable for the students’ age 

group. No dimension of such play areas shall be less than twenty (20) feet. 

3.    Building Size. The building, or the portion of the building used as a school, shall contain at least 

eighty (80) square feet of gross floor area per student enrolled at the school. The Hearing Examiner 

may allow a smaller building size if the applicant demonstrates that less space is needed to 

accommodate the proposed school. 

4.    Screening. Any portion of the site which abuts upon a residential use shall be screened. (See 

Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening.) 

5.    Portables. Portable classrooms are permitted as accessory uses for an existing school. However, 

installation of more than ten (10) portables per school shall require conditional use approval. All 

portables and other accessory buildings must comply with screening requirements in 4. above. 
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6.    Building Expansion. Building expansion depicted in a City-approved master plan or comprising no 

more than ten (10) percent of a preapproved floor plan is permitted. Greater expansion shall require 

conditional use approval. All incremental expansions are considered cumulative. 

DD.    TEMPORARY USES. 

1.    Intent. Certain uses, when active for a limited period of time and when properly regulated, can 

be compatible, or otherwise limited in impact to neighboring properties and the general community. 

In accord with this intent, no temporary use shall be allowed unless a temporary use permit is 

approved by the City as prescribed by this section. Each separately proposed activity or use shall 

require a separate permit and payment of the fee required by OMC 4.40.010(A). 

2.    General Standards. Temporary uses are subject to the following regulations: 

a.    No temporary use shall be permitted on public rights-of-way, unless a rights-of-way 

obstruction permit is authorized by the Public Works Department. 

b.    Temporary uses not listed in the use table in this chapter may be authorized by the 

applicable approval authority, provided such temporary uses are similar to and no more 

intensive than other temporary uses permitted in the district in which the subject property is 

located. 

c.    The applicable approval authority may apply additional conditions to any temporary use 

permit in order to: 

i.    Ensure compliance with this chapter; 

ii.    Ensure that such use is not detrimental to neighboring properties and the community 

as a whole; and 

iii.    Ensure compliance with the International Building Code. 

d.    Within three (3) days after termination of the temporary use permit, such use shall be 

abated and all structures, signs and evidence of such use removed. The City may require a 

financial surety be posted by the applicant upon application to defray the costs of cleanup and 

repair of the property should the permittee fail to do so. The property owner is responsible for 

any abatement action and costs should the permittee fail to properly clean and repair the 

property. 

e.    Temporary use permits not exercised within thirty (30) days of issuance shall be null and 

void. 
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3.    Specific Temporary Use Standards. The following temporary uses are permitted subject to the 

requirements below. 

a.    Use of mobile homes as emergency housing during reconstruction of a dwelling following 

damage sustained from earthquake, fire, storm or other natural disaster, not to exceed the 

period of reconstruction. 

b.    One model home per five acres may be constructed in each subdivision prior to final plat 

approval. Model homes shall contain a functional restroom served by City water. The applicant 

for a model home permit shall provide adequate parking and emergency access. The Director 

may authorize appropriate temporary provisions of water and sewer service and other utilities 

prior to final plat approval. Operation of model homes shall cease when building permits have 

been issued for ninety (90) percent of the subdivision’s lots. 

c.    Residences rented for personal social events, such as wedding receptions, private parties or 

similar activities. No more than six (6) such events may occur during any one (1) year. 

d.    Temporary, commercial wireless communications facilities, for the purposes of providing 

coverage of a special event such as news coverage or sporting event. Such facilities must 

comply with all federal and state requirements. Temporary wireless communications facilities 

may be exempt from the provisions of Chapter 18.44 up to one week after the duration of the 

special event. 

4.    Violations. At any time when such temporary use is operated in violation of required conditions 

of this section, or otherwise found to constitute a nuisance, the City may revoke the temporary use 

permit. The permittee shall be given notice of and an opportunity to contest the revocation prior to a 

final determination. If, in the opinion of the approval authority, the violation poses a life, health, or 

safety threat, the temporary use permit may be revoked immediately, and the permittee shall be 

given the opportunity to request reconsideration and/or appeal. 

EE.    GARAGE PLACEMENT AND WIDTH. 

(Also see OMC 18.100, Design Review, and OMC 18.175, Infill and Other Residential.) 

1.    Applicability. The standards listed in Subsection 3 below apply only to: 

a.    Single-family dwellings on lots of less than five thousand (5,000) square feet in size located 

in subdivisions for which a complete preliminary plat application is submitted after April 22, 

1996; 

b.    Duplexes; 
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c.    Triplexes; and 

d.    Fourplexes. 

2.    Exceptions. The dwellings listed in Subsection 1.a. above are exempt when located on one of the 

following types of lots: 

a.    Lots fronting on private access lanes (see the City of Olympia Engineering Design and 

Development Standards as adopted in OMC 12.02) where the garage would not face a public 

street; 

b.    Flag lots (see OMC 18.02.180, Definitions, Lots); 

c.    Wedge-shaped lots (see OMC 18.02.180, Definitions, Lots); and 

d.    Lots with trees or topography which preclude compliance with the provisions of this 

Section, as determined by the approval authority. 

3.    Garage Standards. 

a.    Garages shall not protrude ahead of the dwelling’s ground floor front facade more than: 

i.    Eight (8) feet on two (2) story dwellings (i.e., dwellings with habitable space above 

the ground floor); or 

ii.    Four (4) feet on single-story dwellings. 

These requirements above (i. and ii.) do not apply to garages with doors which do not face the 

street (see OMC 18.175.060, Residential Design Guidelines - Garage Design), or garages flush 

with the supporting posts of covered porches which span the remainder of the dwelling’s front 

facade. 

b.    Garage width shall not exceed the following percentage of the dwelling’s front facade: 

i.    Two-story dwellings (containing habitable space above the ground floor): sixty (60) 

percent. 

ii.    Single-story dwellings: fifty percent (50%). 

For purposes of the above measurements, garage width shall include the garage doors facing 

the street plus any required supporting panel. The dwelling’s facade shall be measured in a 

straight line, parallel to the building face, between the outermost ends of the facade facing the 
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street. See Figure 4-2b.

 

Areas Subject to Infill Regulations 

Where the boundary coincides with a street, lots on both sides of the street are subject to the 

applicable regulations and design guidelines. 

FIGURE 4-2a 

 

Measurement of Front Facade 

FIGURE 4-2b 
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FF.    HIGH DENSITY CORRIDOR TRANSITION AREA. 

The High Density Corridor Transition Area is delineated in Figures 4-2c and 4-2d. The following standards shall 

apply to this area: 

1.    Triplex and Fourplex housing types shall be permitted uses in areas designated in Figures 4-2c 

and 4-2d. 

2.    The development standards of the underlying zone shall apply to triplexes and fourplexes, except 

as stated below: 

a.    A triplex shall have a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet. A fourplex shall have a 

minimum lot size of 9,600 square feet. 

b.    Both triplexes and fFourplexes shall have a minimum lot width of 80 feet. 

c.    Three stories are allowed with a maximum 35 foot height. 

d.    Side yard setbacks for triplex and fourplex housing types shall be a minimum of ten feet. 

e.    Development subject to the provisions of this chapter shall meet design standards 

contained in 18.175 Infill and Other Residential. 

 

FIGURE 4-2c 
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FIGURE 4-2d 

GG.    ELECTRIC VEHICLE INFRASTRUCTURE (EVI). 

Electric Vehicle Infrastructure shall be considered an accessory use when it meets any of the following criteria:  

1.    A battery charging station is sited on the premises of a single family home for residential use and 

not commercial use;  

2.    When any Level 1 or 2 charger is sited within a parking lot or parking structure; or  

3.    When any battery charging station or a single battery exchange station is sited on the premises 

of a service station.  

HH.  DUPLEXES ON CORNER LOTS 
Duplexes are allowed on all corner lots in all zoning districts that permit single-family 
residences provided the applicant can demonstrate compliance with other development 
standards, such as setbacks, lot coverages, building height and number of stories, 
stormwater provisions, parking, and design review. 
 
II. COURTYARD APARTMENTS 
Courtyard Apartment housing developments shall comply with the following 
requirements: 

 
1.    Courtyard. The development shall contain a courtyard or usable landscaped 
open space area for the shared use and enjoyment of the residents of the 
dwellings. All residential units shall have direct access to the courtyard. 
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2.    Site Design. Dwelling units shall be located on at least two (2) sides of the 
courtyard. Open space shall be provided as follows: 

 
a. A minimum of four hundred fifty (450) square feet of private, 

contiguous, usable, open space shall be provided adjacent to each 
dwelling unit. No dimension of this open space area shall be less than 
ten (10) feet in any direction. 

 
a. A minimum of fifteen hundred (1500) square feet or two hundred (200) 

square feet per unit, whichever is more, shall be provided in common 
open space (e.g., available for the use of all residents of the 
development). This open space shall be contained in a contiguous area 
with no dimension less than twenty (20) feet. A substantial portion of 
such open space shall be sufficiently level (e.g., less than five (5) 
percent slope) and well drained to enable active use, as determined by 
the City. 
 

b. Parking and maneuvering areas for automobiles do not count toward 
open space areas. 

 
3.    Number of Units. The development shall include no less than four (4) and 
no more than twelve (12) dwelling units per courtyard. The units may be 
attached to or detached from each other 
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18.04.080 TABLES: Residential Development Standards 

  

TABLE 4.04 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

DISTRICT R1/5 R4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM-18 RM-24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
ADDITIONAL 

REGULATIONS 

MAXIMUM 
HOUSING 

DENSITY (in 
units per 

acre) 

1/5 4 4 4 8 12 24 30 24 30 --- --- 12 --- 18.04.080(A) 

MAXIMUM 

AVERAGE 
HOUSING 

DENSITY (in 
units per 

acre) 

--- 4 4 4 8 12 13 18 18 24 --- --- 12 --- 18.04.080(A)(2) 

MINIMUM 

AVERAGE 
HOUSING 

DENSITY (in 
units per 

acre) 

--- --- --- 2 4 6 7 10 8 

Manufactured 
Housing Parks 

= 5 

18 

Manufactured 
Housing Parks 

= 5 

--- --- 5 --- 18.04.080(B) 

MINIMUM 

LOT SIZE 

4 acres for 

residential 
use; 5 acres 

for non-
residential 

use 

2,000 SF 

minimum 
3,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

5,000 SF = 
other 

One acre; 

reduced to 
12,000 SF if 

associated 
with a 

drainage 
dispersal 

tract of at 

least 65% 
in the same 

subdivision 
plat. 

2,000 SF 

minimum 
3,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

4,000 SF = 
other 

(including 

duplexes on 
corner lots); 

6,000 SF = 
duplex not on 

a corner lot; 
7,200 SF = 

multi-family 

2,500 SF = 

cottage;  
2,000 SF 

minimum, 
3,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

4,000 SF = 

other 

2,000 SF = 

cottage;  
1,600 SF 

minimum, 2,400 
SF average = 

townhouse; 
7,200 SF = 

duplex, triplex 

9,600 SF = 
fourplex; 3,500 

SF = other 

1,600 SF = 

cottage; 1,600 
SF minimum, 

2,400 SF 
average = 

townhouse; 
6,000 SF = 

duplex 9,000 

SF = 
multifamily; 

3,000 SF = 
other 

1,600 SF = 

cottage; 1,600 
SF minimum, 

2,400 SF 
average = 

townhouse; 
6,000 SF = 

duplex 7,200 

SF = 
multifamily; 

3,000 SF = 
other 

1,600 SF = 

cottage;  
1,600 SF 

minimum, 2,400 
SF average = 

townhouse; 
6,000 SF = 

duplex 7,200 SF 

= multifamily; 
3,000 SF = 

other 

1,600 SF 

minimum, 
2,400 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

2,500 SF = 
mobile home 

park 

1,600 SF 

minimum, 
2,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

2,500 SF = 
mobile 

home park 

1,600 SF 

minimum, 
2,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse 

2,000 SF = 

cottage; 1,600 
SF minimum 

2,400 SF 
average = 

townhouse; 
7,200 SF = 

duplex; 2,500 

SF = mobile 
home park; 

3,500 SF = 
other 

1,600 SF 

minimum, 
2,000 SF 

average = 
townhouse; 

2,500 SF = 
mobile 

home park 

18.04.080(C) 

18.04.080(D) 
18.04.080(E) 

18.04.080(F) 
Chapter 18.64 

(townhouses) 
18.04.060(P) 

(mobile home 

parks) 

MINIMUM 

LOT WIDTH 

30' except: 

16' = 
townhouse 

50' except: 

18' = 
townhouse 

100' 30' except: 

16' = 
townhouse; 

60' = duplex 
not on corner 

lots;  
80' = multi-

family 

45' except: 35' 

= cottage; 
18' = 

townhouse 

40' except: 30' 

= cottage; 16' 
= townhouse; 

80' = duplex, 
triplex, fourplex 

40' except: 30' 

= cottage 
16' = 

townhouse 
70' = duplex 

not on corner 
lot;  

80' = 

multifamily 

40' except: 30' 

= cottage; 40' 
= zero lot; 16' 

= townhouse; 
70' = duplex 

not on corner 
lot; 80' = 

multifamily 

30' = mobile 

home park 

30' = mobile 

home park 

--- --- 40' except: 30' 

= cottage; 16' 
= townhouse; 

80' = duplex 
not on a corner 

lot; 30' = 
mobile home 

park 

--- 18.04.080(D)(1) 

18.04.080(F) 
18.04.080(G) 

18.04.060(P) 
(mobile home 

parks) 

MINIMUM 
FRONT YARD 

SETBACKS 

20' except: 
5' for 

agricultural 

20' 20' 20' except: 
10' with side 

or rear 

20' except: 10' 
with side or 

rear parking; 

20' except: 10' 
with side or rear 

parking; 10' for 

20' except: 10' 
with side or 

rear parking; 

15' except: 10' 
with side or 

rear parking; 

10' 5' 5' except: 
10' for 

10' except: 
20' along 

20' except: 10' 
with side or 

rear parking; 5' 

0-10' 
except: 10' 

18.04.080(H) 
18.04.080(I) 
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TABLE 4.04 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

DISTRICT R1/5 R4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM-18 RM-24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
ADDITIONAL 

REGULATIONS 

buildings 

with farm 
animals 

parking; 10' 

for flag lots 5' 
for 

agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals 

10' for flag lots; 

5' for 
agricultural 

buildings with 
farm animals 

flag lots; 5' for 

agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals 

10' for flag 

lots; 5' for 
agricultural 

buildings with 
farm animals 

10' for flag 

lots; 5' for 
agricultural 

buildings with 
farm animals 

structures 

35' or taller 

Legion 

Way 

for agricultural 

buildings with 
farm animals 

on Capitol 

House Block 

MINIMUM 

REAR YARD 
SETBACKS 

10' except: 

5' for 
agricultural 

buildings 
with farm 

animals 

25' 50' 10' except: 5' 

for 
agricultural 

buildings with 
farm animals. 

20' except: 5' 

for agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals; 
10' for 

cottages, and 
wedge shaped 

lots 

20' except: 5' 

for agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals 
10' for cottages, 

and wedge 
shaped lots 

20' except: 15' 

for multifamily; 
10' for 

cottages, and 
wedge shaped 

lots 

15' except: 10' 

for cottages, 
and wedge 

shaped lots, 
20' with alley 

access 

10' except: 15' 

for multifamily 

10' except: 20' 

next to an R 4-
8 or R-12 

district 

5' except: 

20' for 
structures 

35' or 
higher 

5' 20' except: 5' 

for agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals; 
10' for cottages 

5' except: 

10' for 
structures 

over 42' 

18.04.080(D) 

18.04.080(F) 
18.04.080(H) 

18.04.080(I) 

MINIMUM 

SIDE YARD 
SETBACKS 

5' except: 

10' along 
flanking 

streets; 
provided 

garages are 

set back 
20'; 5' for 

agricultural 
buildings 

with farm 
animals 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
street; except 

garages shall 
meet 

Minimum 

Front Yard 
Setbacks; 6' 

on one side of 
zero lot; 5' for 

agricultural 
building with 

farm animals 

10' 

minimum 
each side, 

and 
minimum 

total of 60' 

for both 
side yards. 

5' except: 10' 

along 
flanking 

streets; 
except 

garages shall 

meet 
Minimum 

Front Yard 
Setbacks; 6' 

on one side 
of zero lot; 5' 

for 
agricultural 

buildings with 

farm animals 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 
meet Minimum 

Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of zero 

lot; 3' for 
cottages; 5' for 

agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals 

5' except: 10' 

for triplex, 
fourplex; 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 

meet Minimum 
Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of zero 

lot; 3' for 
cottages; 5' for 

agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 
meet Minimum 

Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of 

zero lot; 3' for 
cottages; 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 
meet Minimum 

Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of 

zero lot; 3' for 
cottages 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 
meet Minimum 

Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of zero 

lot; 3' for 
cottages; 10' for 

multifamily; 20' 
next to R 4-8, 

or R 6-12 
district 10' - 

mobile home 

park 

5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; except 

garages shall 
meet Minimum 

Front Yard 

Setbacks; 6' on 
one side of 

zero lot; 20' 
next to R 4-8, 

R 6-12 district. 
10' - mobile 

home park 

5' except: 

10' along 
flanking 

streets; 6' 
on one side 

of zero lot; 

--- 5' except: 10' 

along flanking 
streets; 6' on 

one side of 
zero lot; 3' for 

cottages; 5' for 

agricultural 
buildings with 

farm animals; 
10' - mobile 

home park 

No 

minimum 
10' on 

Capitol 
House Block 

18.04.080(H) 

MAXIMUM 
BUILDING 

HEIGHT 

35' 35', except: 
16' for 

accessory 
buildings; 24’ 
for accessory 
dwelling units 

40' except: 
16' for 

accessory 
buildings; 
24’ for 
accessory 
dwelling 
units 

40' except: 
16' for 

accessory 
buildings; 24’ 
for accessory 
dwelling units 

35', except: 16' 
for accessory 

buildings; 24’ for 
accessory 

dwelling units; 
25' for cottage; 

35' on sites 1 
acre or more, if 

setbacks equal 

or exceed 
building height 

35', except: 16' 
for accessory 

buildings; 24’ for 
accessory 

dwelling units; 
25' for cottages 

45', except: 25' 
for cottage; 16' 

for accessory 
buildings; 24’ 
for accessory 
dwelling units 

45', except: 25' 
for cottage; 16' 

for accessory 
buildings; 24’ 
for accessory 
dwelling units 

35, except: 16' 
for accessory 

buildings; 24’ for 
accessory 

dwelling units; 
25' for cottage 

42' except: 24’ 
for accessory 
dwelling units 

60' except:  
24’ for 
accessory 
dwelling 
units 

See 
18.04.080 

(I); 24’ for 
accessory 
dwelling 
units 

2 stories or 35' 
whichever is 

less, except: 
16' for 

accessory 

buildings; 24’ 
for accessory 

dwelling units; 

25' for cottages 

42' or as 
shown on 

Figure 4-5A 
& 18.04.080 

(3); 24’ for 
accessory 
dwelling 
units 

18.04.080(I) 

MAXIMUM 

BUILDING 
COVERAGE 

45% = lots 

of 10,000 
SF; 

25%=lots of 

10,001 SF 
to 1 acre; 
6%=1.01 

35% 60% = 

townhouses 

6%; 

increased to 
18% if 

associated 

with 
drainage 
dispersal 
tract of at 

Refer to 

Maximum 
Coverage 

below 

45% = .25 acre 

or less 40% = 
.26 acres or 

more 60% = 

townhouses 

55% = .25 acre 

or less 40% = 
.26 acres or 

more 60% = 

townhouses 

45% 50% 50% 55% 85% 85% 45% = .25 

acres or less 
30% = .26 to 1 

acre 25% = 

1.01 to 3 acres 
20% = 3.01 
acres or more 

85% except 

for stoops, 
porches or 

balconies 
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TABLE 4.04 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

DISTRICT R1/5 R4 R-4CB RLI R 4-8 R 6-12 MR 7-13 MR 10-18 RM-18 RM-24 RMH RMU MHP UR 
ADDITIONAL 

REGULATIONS 

acre or 

more 

least 65% 

in the same 
subdivision 

plat. 

MAXIMUM 

ABOVE-
GRADE 

STORIES 

  2 stories 3 stories 3 stories 2 stories 2 stories, 3 

stories = triplex, 
fourplex 

4 stories 4 stories 3 stories 3 stories 5 stories     5 stories   

MAXIMUM 
IMPERVIOUS 

SURFACE 

COVERAGE 

45% or 
10,000sf 

(whichever 

is greater) 
= lots 

greater than 
4 acres; 

6%=4.1 
acre or 

more 

35% 
60% = 

Townhouses 

6%; 
increased to 

18% if 

associated 
with 

drainage 
dispersal 

tract of at 
least 65% 

in the same 
subdivision 

plat. 

2,500 SF or 
6% coverage 

whichever is 

greater. 

45% = .25 acre 
or less 

40% = .26 acre 

or more 
60% = 

Townhouses 

55% = .25 acre 
or less 

40% = .26 

acres or more 
60% = 

Townhouses 

65% 65% 65% 75% 85% 85% 65% = .25 
acre or less 

40% = .26 to 1 

acre 
35% = 1.01 to 

3 acres 
25% = 3.01 + 

acres 
70% = 

townhouses 

85% except 
for stoops, 

porches or 

balconies 

  

MAXIMUM 

HARD 
SURFACE 

45% or 

10,000sf 
(whichever 

is greater) 
= lots less 

than 4 

acres; 
6%=4.1 

acre or 
more 

45% 

70% = 
Townhouses 

6%; 

increased to 
18% if 

associated 
with 

drainage 

dispersal 
tract of at 

least 65% 
in the same 

subdivision 
plat. 

2,500 SF or 

6% 
coverage, 

whichever is 
greater 

55% = .25 acre 

or less 
50% = .26 acre 

or more 
70% = 

Townhouses 

65% = .25 acre 

or less 
50% = .26 acre 

or more 
70% = 

Townhouses 

70% 70% 70% 75% 85% 85% 65% = .25 

acre or less 
40% = .26 to 1 

acre 
35% = 1.01 to 

3 acres 

25% = 3.01+ 
acres 

70% = 
townhouses 

85% except 

for stoops, 
porches or 

balconies 

  

MINIMUM 
OPEN SPACE 

220 tree 
units per 

acre 
required 

  65% 
drainage 

dispersal 
area 

required; 
may double 

as tree tract 
or critical 

areas 

buffer. 

  450 SF/unit for 
cottage 

developments 

450 SF/unit for 
cottage 

developments 

30% for 
multifamily 

450 SF/unit for 
cottage 

developments 

30% for 
multifamily 

450 SF/unit for 
cottage 

developments 

30% 
500 SF/space 

for mobile home 
park 

25% 
500 SF/space 

for mobile 
home park 

15% 15% 
500 

SF/space 
for mobile 

home park 

450 SF/unit for 
cottage 

developments 
500 SF/space 

for mobile 
home park 

15% may 
include 

stoops, 
porches or 

balcony 
areas 

18.04.080(J); for 
Courtyard 

Apartments see 
18.04.060(II) 

LEGEND 

SF = Square Feet Zero Lot = A Lot with Only One Side Yard --- = No Regulation 

RL1 = Residential Low Impact   R 6-12 = Residential 6-12 

R-4 = Residential - 4 R 4-8 = Residential 4-8 RM 18 = Residential Multifamily - 18 
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LEGEND 

MR 7-13 = Mixed Residential 7-13 MR 10-18 = Mixed Residential 10-18 RMU = Residential Mixed Use 

MR 7-13 = Mixed Residential 7-13 RMH = Residential Multifamily High Rise UR - Urban Residential 
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18.04.080 Residential districts’ development standards  

Table 4.04 identifies the basic standards for development in each residential district contained in this chapter. 

The sections referenced in Table 4.04 refer to the list of additional regulations below. 

A.    Maximum Housing Densities. 

1.    Calculation of Maximum Density. 

a.    The maximum housing densities specified in Table 4.04 are based on the total area of the 

entire site, including associated and/or previously dedicated right-of-way, but not including 

streams, wetlands, landslide hazard areas, "important habitat areas," and "important riparian 

areas" and land to be dedicated or sold for public parks, schools or similar non-residential uses. 

b.    Convalescent homes. Convalescent homes and nursing homes containing dwelling units 

which rely on shared cooking/dining facilities shall count as one (1) dwelling unit for purposes 

of the maximum density calculation. Independent dwelling units (i.e., containing a bed, 

bathroom and a kitchen with a sink, stove, and refrigerator) in convalescent/nursing homes, 

however, shall be counted as individual dwelling units in the density calculation. The density for 

a site or parcel containing a convalescent/nursing home which is part of a larger project shall be 

calculated separately from other portions of the site under development (i.e., density shall not 

be transferred from a site occupied by a nursing home to another portion of the development). 

2.    Mixed Residential and Multifamily Districts. The maximum housing densities shown in Table 4.04 

refer to the maximum density of each project. Projects within multiple districts shall conform with the 

density for the portion in each district. 

3.    Accessory Dwelling Units. Accessory dwelling units built on infill lots subsequent to the initial 

occupancy of the primary residence on a lot are not subject to the maximum density limits specified 

in Table 4.04. In addition, accessory units built on a maximum of twenty (20) percent of a 

subdivision’s lots prior to the time the primary unit on the lot is initially sold are not subject to the 

maximum density limitations. 

4.    Density Bonuses. The maximum housing densities identified in Table 4.04 may be increased as 

follows, provided, however, that in the R 4-8 District, TDRs must be obtained (see Section 

18.04.080(A)(5)(b): 

a.    Restoration of Critical Areas. At the request of the applicant, the Hearing Examiner may 

grant a density bonus of up to twenty (20) percent for sites on which damaged or degraded 

wetlands or stream corridors (e.g., streams and stream banks within the outer limits of any 

required buffer) will be restored and maintained according to specifications approved by the 
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City. Sites proposed for this density bonus shall be posted with a notice describing the proposal 

and opportunities for the public to comment. Property owners within three hundred (300) feet 

of the site shall be given notice of the proposal and fifteen (15) days to comment. Such notice 

may be done concurrently with any other notice required by this Code. Prior to taking action on 

a request for a density bonus, the Hearing Examiner shall consider the public’s comments, the 

expected public benefit that would be derived from such restoration, the probable net effect of 

the restoration and the increased density on the site, the relative cost of the restoration and the 

value of the increased density, and the potential impact of increased density on surrounding 

land uses, traffic, infrastructure, schools, and parks. The City may require the applicant to 

provide an estimate of the cost of the proposed restoration and other information as necessary 

to make this determination. This bonus does not apply to site features which were damaged in 

the course of a current project (e.g., under an active permit) or as a result of an illegal or 

intentional action by the current property owner or their representative. 

b.    Cottage housing. Cottage housing projects shall receive a twenty (20) percent density 

bonus. 

c.    Townhouses. Townhouses shall receive a fifteen (15) percent density bonus in the R 4-8 

and R 6-12 districts. 

d.    Low income housing. A density bonus shall be granted for low income housing (see Section 

18.02.180, Definitions) at the rate of one (1) additional housing unit allowed for each unit of 

low income housing provided, up to a maximum of a twenty (20) percent bonus. 

The applicant shall submit to the Department a document approved by the City Attorney stating that 

the low income housing which is the basis for the density bonus shall remain for a period of at least 

twenty (20) years from the date the final inspection is conducted by the Building Official. This 

document shall be recorded, at the applicant’s expense, at the Thurston County Auditor’s Office as 

part of the chain of title of the affected parcels. 

5.    Transfer of Development Rights. Development Rights must be obtained from an eligible property 

owner in a Thurston County Transfer of Developments Rights Sending Zone in order to develop 

above seven (7) units per acre in an R 4-8 District. However, this requirement does not apply to 

density bonuses granted in accordance with Section 18.04.080(4). 

6.  City staff will review residential permitting in areas designated as Low Density Neighborhood in 

the adopted Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map on an annual basis to review the achieved 

density. If achieved density approaches or exceeds the density anticipated in the comprehensive plan, 

the city will make revisions as needed to maintain consistency between the Comprehensive Plan and 

development regulations. 
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B.    Minimum Housing Densities 

1.    Calculation of Minimum Density. 

a.    (Note: Table 5.05 in Section 18.05.) The total area of the entire site shall be included in 

the minimum density calculation except streams, wetlands, landslide hazard areas, floodplains, 

"important habitat areas," and "important riparian areas" and their associated buffers; tracts 

accommodating stormwater facilities required in compliance with the Drainage Manual tracts 

provided for trees pursuant to the Tree Protection and Replacement Ordinance; existing, 

opened street rights-of-way; and land to be sold or dedicated to the public in fee (e.g., school 

sites and public parks, but not street rights-of-way to be dedicated as part of the proposed 

development). 

b.    All dwelling units in convalescent homes/nursing homes and accessory dwelling units count 

toward the minimum density required for the site by Table 4.04. 

2.    Average Density. A housing project may contain a variety of housing densities (consistent with 

Table 4.04) provided that the average density for the entire development (e.g., all of the property 

subject to a single subdivision, site plan, or PRD approval) is neither less than the minimum density 

nor more than the maximum average density established for the applicable district in Table 4.04. 

3.    Allowance for Site Constraints. At the request of the applicant, the Director may reduce the 

minimum density required in Table 4.04, to the extent the Director deems warranted, to 

accommodate site constraints which make development at the required minimum density impractical 

or inconsistent with the purposes of this Article. Factors which may warrant a density reduction 

include poor soil drainage, the presence of springs, topography exceeding twenty (20) percent slope, 

rock outcrops, sensitive aquifers used as a public water source or wellhead protection areas). As a 

condition of granting a density reduction, the applicant must demonstrate that the minimum density 

cannot be achieved by clustering the housing on the buildable portions of the site (see Section 

18.04.080(F)). The Director may also authorize a reduction in the minimum density requirements, if 

necessary, to enable development of small (i.e., less than six (6) acres in size), oddly shaped, or 

partially developed parcels if the site’s configuration or constraints (e.g., existing structures) preclude 

development at the minimum density specific in Table 4.04. Also see Subsection (E), Developments 

without Sewer Service, below. 

4.    Allowance for Transitional Housing and Mixed Residential Projects. The Director may reduce the 

minimum densities required by Table 4.04 to enable provision of lower density housing along the 

perimeter of multifamily housing projects, as required by Section 18.04.060(14) or as necessary to 

accommodate the mix of housing types required by Section 18.04.060(Q)(1). 
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5.    Transfer of Development Rights. In the alternative, in order to develop at a density of four (4) to 

four point ninety-nine (4.99) dwelling units per acre in the R 4-8 District, Development Rights may be 

obtained from an eligible property owner in a Thurston County Transfer of Development Rights 

Sending Zone (see Section 18.02.180, Definitions). The number of dwelling units proposed for the 

site plus the number of Development Rights units applied to the site shall total at least five (5) units 

per acre. (For example, if the applicant proposes to develop a ten (10) acre site at four (4) units per 

acre, the applicant would have to obtain ten (10) Development Rights.) (Also see Chapter 18.90, 

Transfer of Development Rights.) 

C.    Minimum Lot Size. 

1.    Nonresidential Uses. The minimum lot size for non-residential uses (e.g., places of worship and 

schools) is larger than the minimum lot size identified in Table 4.04. Refer to Table 4.01 and Section 

18.04.060 for regulations pertaining to non-residential uses. Also see Section 18.04.060(K) for the lot 

size requirements for group homes. 

2.    Undersized Lots. Undersized lots shall qualify as a building site if such lots were recorded prior to 

June 19, 1995 or they were approved as part of a Planned Residential Development, Master Planned 

Development (See Chapter 18.56) or clustered housing development, consistent with Section 

18.04.080(F); provided, however, that any lot of record which does not comply with the width 

requirements of this code shall not be constructed upon unless (1) it is legally combined with 

undeveloped contiguous land in the same ownership which in combination create a lot of the size 

specified in Table 4.04 (or as modified by other provisions of this Article); or (2) it is approved by 

Design Review Board Staff, who shall perform an architectural review of the proposal for compliance 

with the criteria specified in Chapter 18.100, Design Review. 

3.    Clustered Lots. Lot sizes may be reduced by up to twenty (20) percent consistent with Section 

18.04.080(F), Clustered Housing. 

4.    That portion of any lot which is less than thirty (30) feet in width shall not be considered part of 

the minimum lot area required in Table 4.04, unless such area conforms with the minimum lot width, 

e.g., townhouse lot. 

D.    Transitional Lots. 

1.    Lot Size. The square footage and width of lots in developments larger than five (5) acres located 

in the MR 7-13, MR 10-18, or RM-18 districts, which immediately abut an R-4, R 4-8 or R 6-12 

district, shall be no less than eighty-five (85) percent of the minimum lot size and width required in 

the adjoining lower density district. 
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2.    Setbacks. The minimum rear yard building setback for lots in the MR 7-13, MR 10-18, and RM-18 

districts which share a rear property line with a parcel in an R4, R 4-8, or R 6-12 district shall be no 

less than the setback required for the adjoining lower density district. 

E.    Developments without Sewer Service. Residential developments which rely on on-site sewage disposal or 

water systems are subject to the following requirements: 

1.    Subdivisions. 

a.    Subdivisions, planned residential developments (PRD) and Master Planned Developments 

(see Chapter 18.56) which rely on on-site sewage disposal shall cluster the lots on a portion of 

the site and create a reserve tract which will not be available for subdivision or other 

development until municipal sewer and water are available. 

The development shall be of a design and density (consistent with Environmental Health and 

other applicable regulations) so that the initial clustered lots and the subsequently subdivided 

reserve tract ultimately attain at least the minimum density specified for the district in Table 

4.04. (Unless the Director determines that fewer lots are required, consistent with Section 

18.04.080(B), Minimum Housing Densities.) 

b.    Approval of clustered subdivisions, short subdivisions, binding site plans, or PRDs relying 

on on-site sewage disposal shall be contingent upon approval of a future development plan 

which demonstrates that the reserve tract can be subdivided to create sufficient lots to comply 

with Subsection (1) above. Such plans shall depict a schematic lot layout, the approximate 

location of utility easements, and potential street access, consistent with the transportation 

policies and Map 6-3 contained in Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the 

Olympia Growth Area, 1994 (and as hereafter amended). Future development plans shall not be 

required to be stamped by an engineer or surveyor. (The purpose of the plan is to show that 

the undeveloped portion of the site can be ultimately developed at urban density, not to limit 

future development to a specific development scheme. However, the initial subdivision or site 

development must be consistent with the future development plan.) 

2.    Individual Lots. 

a.    Issuance of building permits for dwellings proposed for parcels five (5) or more acres in 

size without sewer service shall be contingent upon approval of a future development plan for 

the parcel. Such plans shall demonstrate, consistent with 1.b. above, how the parcel can be 

potentially developed at the minimum density established for the district (see Table 4.04) when 

public sewer and water are available. While this plan will not bind future development, the initial 

development, including the septic system location, must be consistent with it. 
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b.    Issuance of building permits for dwellings without sewer service on parcels between one 

(1) and five (5) acres in size shall be contingent upon approval of a building site plan or future 

development plan which demonstrates that the parcel can potentially accommodate one (1) or 

more additional houses in the future. While future development will not be bound by this plan, 

the initial development shall be consistent with it. Developers of such lots shall locate individual 

or community sewage disposal systems, to the extent possible, where they can be efficiently 

converted to a public sewage collection system in the future. 

F.    Clustered Housing. 

1.    Mandatory Clustering. The Director or Hearing Examiner may require that the housing units 

allowed for a site be clustered on a portion of the site in order to protect ground water used as a 

public water source (e.g., wellhead protection areas), to enable retention of windfirm trees (which 

are appropriate to the site and designated for retention, consistent with Chapter 16.60, Tree 

Protection and Replacement, OMC), to accommodate urban trails identified on Map 7-1 of the 

Comprehensive Plan, to preserve scenic vistas pursuant to Sections 18.20.070, View Preservation and 

18.50.100, Scenic Vistas, or to enable creation of buffers between incompatible uses (also see 

Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening). 

The Director or Hearing Examiner may allow up to a twenty (20) percent reduction in lot dimensions, 

sizes and setback requirements, consistent with the Uniform Building Code, to facilitate the clustering 

of the permitted number of dwelling units on the site. The required clustering shall not result in fewer 

lots than would otherwise be permitted on the site (at the minimum density specified in Table 4.04), 

without written authorization by the applicant. 

2.    Optional Clustering. Applicants for housing projects may request up to twenty (20) percent 

reduction in lot sizes, dimensions, and building setback requirements in order to cluster housing and 

retain land serving the purposes listed in a. above; or to avoid development on slopes steeper than 

twenty (20) percent; or to preserve natural site features such as rock outcrops; or otherwise enable 

land to be made available for public or private open space. Applicants proposing to place sixty-five 

(65) percent or more of a development site within a tree or vegetation protection or critical areas 

tract or tracts (see OMC chapter 16.60 and section 18.32.140) and not exceed 10% overall 

impervious coverage may request approval of housing forms not otherwise permitted in the zoning 

district so long as the number of resulting residential units does not exceed the standard maximum 

by more than twenty (20) percent. Such alternative housing forms may exceed height and story limits 

otherwise applicable in the district, except for height and story limits specifically intended to soften 

transitions between zoning districts. For example, three-story multi-family housing may be approved 

in a two-story single-family housing district. The Director or Hearing Examiner, as applicable, may 

grant such requests only if the Director or Hearing Examiner determines that the development would 

not have a significant adverse impact on public facilities and surrounding land uses. 
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G.    Lot Width. 

1.    Measurement. The minimum lot width required by Table 4.04 shall be measured between the 

side lot lines at the point of intersection with the minimum front setback line. 

H.    Setbacks. 

1.    Measurement. The required setback area shall be measured from the outermost edge of the 

building foundation to the closest point on the applicable lot line. 

2.    Reduced Front Yard Setbacks. Front yard setbacks in the R-4, R 4-8, R 6-12, MR 7-13 and MR 

10-18 districts may be reduced to a minimum of ten (10) feet under the following conditions: 

a.    When garage or parking lot access is from the rear of the lot; 

b.    When the garage is located at least ten (10) feet behind the front facade of the primary 

structure on the lot; or 

c.    When the driveway will be aligned to provide at least a twenty (20) foot long parking space 

between the sidewalk edge (closest to lot) and the garage. (See OMC 18.100, Design Review, 

and OMC 18.175, Infill and Other Residential.) 

 

FIGURE 4-3 

3.    Rear Yard Setbacks. See OMC 18.04.080(H)(5), Encroachments into Setbacks, Section 

18.04.080(D)(2), Transitional Lots, and Table 4.04. 
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4.    Side Yard Setbacks. 

a.    Reduced side yard setbacks. Except for the R-4CB district, a side yard building setback 

shall not be required for a lot served by an alley (such alley must be open, improved and 

accessible, not solely a right-of-way) provided it meets the following conditions: 

i.    Provision for reduced or zero setbacks shall specifically appear upon the face of a final 

short or long plat. Such plat shall provide that the minimum distance between residences 

will be six (6) feet. If the distance between a proposed dwelling and a property line is less 

than three (3) feet, the applicant shall provide evidence of a maintenance easement, at 

least three (3) feet in width, which provides sufficient access for the owner of the dwelling 

to maintain the applicable exterior wall and roof of the dwelling. (Except as expressly 

provided, any reduced side yard provision appearing on a final plat shall withstand later 

amendments of this Title and shall be considered conforming.) 

ii.    Side yard setbacks shall not be less than five (5) feet along a property line adjoining 

a lot which is not developed or approved for reduced setbacks (e.g., a conventional lot 

with two (2) five (5) foot wide side yard setbacks). Side yard setbacks shall not be less 

than ten (10) feet along property lines which abut a public rights-of-way. 

 

b.    The minimum side yard setback from bikepaths and walkways shall comply with the side 

yard setback from the lot line as specified for the district in Table 4.04. 

5.    Encroachment Into Setbacks. The buildings and projections listed below shall be allowed outside 

of utility, access or other easements. See OMC 18.04.080(H)(5) for additional exceptions. 

a.    Except for Accessory Dwelling Units, any accessory structures may be located in a required 

rear yard and/or in the rear twenty (20) feet of a required interior side yard; however, if a 

garage entrance faces a rear or side property line, it shall be setback at least ten (10) feet from 

that property line. Accessory dwelling units may not encroach into required side yard setbacks. 
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Accessory dwelling units may encroach into rear yards; however, if the rear yard does not abut 

an alley, the accessory unit must be set back ten (10) feet from the rear property line. Further, 

any garage attached to any accessory dwelling unit shall conform with this Section. 

b.    Up to fifty percent (50%) of a rear yards width may be occupied by a dwelling (primary 

residence or ADU) provided that the structure (foundation) is located at least ten (10) feet from 

the rear property line. For purposes of this Section, the rear yards width shall be measured in a 

straight line between the side property lines at the point of intersection with the rear property 

line. 

 

 

Figure 4-4a 

c.    Townhouse garages may share a common rear property line provided that access for 

interior lots is from a single common driveway to not more than one public street entrance. 

6.    Front yard setbacks for through lots. A through lot has two (2) front lot lines parallel or 

approximately parallel to each other. The front yard setback shall apply to each front lot line, except 

the Director may designate one (1) of the front lot lines as a rear lot line, provided the following 

criteria are met: 

a.    Orientation of the lot or structure shall be considered; and 
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b.    At least sixty percent (60%) of the lots or structures within the neighborhood block, or 

area being considered, are oriented in a similar direction away from the lot line being 

designated as a rear lot line. 

I.    Height. 

1.    Roof Projections. The following structures may exceed the height limits specified for the district 

in Table 4.04 by eighteen (18) feet, provided that such structures do not contain floor space: roof 

structures housing elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar equipment required to 

operate and maintain the building; fire or parapet walls; skylights; towers; flagpoles; chimneys; 

smoke stacks; wireless masts; television antennas; steeples; and similar structures. 

 

FIGURE 4 

2.    RMU District Height Regulations. 

a.    Base building heights. The base building heights allowed in the RMU District are specified 

in Figure 4-5. 

b.    Sculptured building tops. The following sculptured building top regulations apply only 

where the permitted building height is sixty (60) feet. 
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Buildings with sculptured tops may exceed the permitted height (60 feet) by two (2) building 

stories if they meet the following conditions: 

i.    The gross floor area of all of sculptured stories is at least one-third (1/3) less than the 

gross floor area of the first floor of the building; and 

ii.    The roof form is sculptured (e.g., pitched roof, hip roof, dome, chateau roof, tower, 

turret, pediment, dormers, or other similar form); and 

iii.    The added two (2) stories are setback from the street wall at least eight (8) feet; 

and 

iv.    The roof structure is designed to hide all mechanical and communications equipment 

located there. 

3.    UR District Height Regulations. The building heights allowed in the UR District are specified in 

Figure 4-5 and 45-A. Also see 18.10.060, Capitol Height District. 

4.    R4-8 District Height Regulations. Existing State Community College Education Facilities. A 

maximum 60’ building height is allowed with a 100’ setback from adjacent residentially zoned 

property. 

5.    Places of Worship. Places of worship may exceed the height limits specified in Table 4.04, except 

in the State Capitol Group Height District, provided that the side yard width equals at least fifty (50) 

percent of the building’s proposed height (including spires and towers). 

6.    Radio, Television and other Communication Towers. The height of radio, television, and other 

communication towers may exceed the maximum building height allowed in the district, subject to 

approval of the Hearing Examiner consistent with Sections 18.04.060(W) and (X). 

7.    Tall Buildings in the MR Districts. Buildings between thirty-five (35) and forty-five (45) feet in 

height are permitted in the MR 7-13 and MR 10-18 districts, subject to compliance with the following 

requirements: 
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FIGURE 4-5 

 

FIGURE 4-5A 
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a.    The proposed building will not be located within one hundred (100) feet of the boundary of 

the property under development (this may include several parcels under a single development 

proposal). Exceptions to this requirement shall be granted where topography, stands of trees 

(deemed appropriate for retention by the City, consistent with Chapter 16.60, Tree Protection 

and Replacement), or other site features block the visibility of the section of the building above 

thirty-five (35) feet in height from existing or potential residential areas (zoned and available for 

residential use) adjoining the site; and 

b.    Existing evergreen trees, which the City deems are appropriate to the site (e.g., which do 

not pose significant risks for proposed site improvements or public safety, consistent with 

Chapter 16.60, Tree Protection and Replacement) are retained where possible to help screen 

the building from the view of residents of dwellings abutting the property. 

8.    Water Towers. Water towers may exceed the height limits specified in Table 4.04. 

[NOTE: Refer to Article III, Height Overlay Districts, for additional restrictions.] 

J.    Private and Common Open Space. 

1.    Development of Open Space. Open space (e.g., private yard areas and common open space) 

required by Table 4.04 shall be devoted to undisturbed native vegetation, landscaping (consistent 

with Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening), and/or outdoor recreational facilities. Driveways, 

loading areas, maneuvering space and parking lots shall not be considered open space. Required 

open space shall not be covered with impervious surfaces, except for stoops, porches, or balconies, 

walkways, tennis courts, swimming pools, or similar uses which require an impervious surface. Up to 

a five (5) percent increase in impervious surface coverage may be allowed to accommodate such 

hard surfaced facilities. Also see Chapter 16.60 Tree, Soil and Native Vegetation Protection and 

Replacement. 

2.    Cottage Housing Developments. Cottage housing developments shall provide open space as 

follows: 

a.    A minimum of two hundred (200) square feet of private, contiguous, usable, open space 

shall be provided adjacent to each dwelling unit. No dimension of this open space area shall be 

less than ten (10) feet. 

b.    A minimum of fifteen hundred (1500) square feet or two hundred (200) square feet per 

unit, whichever is more, shall be provided in common open space (e.g., available for the use of 

all residents of the development). This open space shall be contained in a contiguous area with 

no dimension less than thirty (30) feet. A substantial portion of such open space shall be 

sufficiently level (e.g., less than five (5) percent slope) and well drained to enable active use in 
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summer provided that at least fifty percent (50%) of such open space shall comply with soil and 

vegetation protection area standards. 

3.    Mixed Density Districts. Parcels or sites accommodating multifamily housing (e.g., triplexes, 

fourplexes, and larger apartment buildings) in a MR 7-13 or MR 10-18 district shall contain at least 

thirty (30) percent open space. At least fifty (50) percent of such open space must be available for 

the common use of the residents of the multifamily housing. Such open space shall be developed 

consistent with Section 18.04.080(J)(1) above. This open space requirement shall be reduced to 

twenty (20) percent if the multifamily housing adjoins a park, school or open space site of at least ten 

thousand (10,000) square feet in size. Impervious surface coverage limits specified in Table 4.04 shall 

be adjusted accordingly. 

4.    Manufactured or Mobile Home Parks. At least five hundred (500) square feet of common open 

space shall be provided per dwelling unit (see Section 18.04.060(P)(8)). At least fifty percent (50%) 

of such open space shall comply with soil and vegetation protection area standards. 

5.    Residential - 4 Chambers Basin District. Required open space for stormwater dispersion may be 

provided in a common area or within each individual private lot of a development. All required 

drainage dispersal areas shall be protected from filling and grading and all other activities which 

would decrease the ability of such areas to disperse and infiltrate stormwater. Side yard setback 

areas shall be designed to disperse roof runoff to the maximum extent practical. To qualify as a 

"drainage dispersal tract" (required to create lots of less than one acre) such area shall be held in 

common or deeded to homeowners association and otherwise conform with the requirements of 

stormwater tracts as set forth in the Olympia Stormwater Drainage Manual. 

18.04.090 Additional regulations 

Refer to the following Chapters for additional related regulations. 

Chapter 18.36, Landscaping and Screening 

Chapter 18.38, Parking and Loading 
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18.05.040 TABLES: Permitted, Conditional and Required Uses  

 

TABLE 5.01 
PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND REQUIRED USES 

DISTRICT Neighborhood Center Neighborhood Village Urban Village 
Community Oriented 

Shopping Center 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

District-Wide Regulations         18.05.050 

1. RESIDENTIAL USES           

Accessory Dwelling Units P P P P 18.04.060(A) 

Apartments C R R R 18.05.060(D), 18.05.050(E) 

Boarding Homes C P P P   

Congregate Care Facilities   P P P 18.05.050(E)(1)(c)(i) 

Cottage Housing   P P P 18.05.060(D), 18.04.060(H) 

Duplexes   P P P 18.05.060(D) 

Duplexes on Corner Lots P P P P 18.04.060(HH) 

Group Homes with 6 or 
Fewer Clients 

  P P P 18.04.060(K), 18.04.060(W) 

Group Homes with 7 or 
More Clients 

  C C C 18.04.060(K), 18.04.060(W) 

Manufactured Homes P P P P 18.04.060(O) 

Nursing/Convalescent 
Homes 

  P P P 18.04.060(S) 

Residences Above 
Commercial Uses 

P P P P   

Single-Family Residences P R R R 18.05.060(D) 

Single Room Occupancy 

Units 

          

Townhouses P P P P 18.05.060(D), 18.64 

2. OFFICES           

Banks P P P P 18.05.060(A) 

Offices - Business P P P P   
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TABLE 5.01 
PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND REQUIRED USES 

DISTRICT Neighborhood Center Neighborhood Village Urban Village 
Community Oriented 

Shopping Center 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Offices - Government P P P P   

Offices - Medical P P P P   

Veterinary Offices and 
Clinics 

C C C C   

3. RETAIL SALES           

Apparel and Accessory 
Stores 

P P P P   

Building Materials, Garden 
Supplies, and Farm Supplies 

P P P P Sites within high density 
corridors, see 18.17.020 (B) 

Food Stores R R P P   

Furniture, Home 
Furnishings, and Appliances 

        Sites within high density 
corridors, see 18.17.020 (B) 

General Merchandise Stores P P P P   

Grocery Stores P P R R 18.05.060(C) 

Office Supplies and 
Equipment 

          

Pharmacies and Medical 
Supply Stores 

P P P P   

Restaurants     P   18.05.060(a) & 18.05A.095 

Restaurants, Without Drive-
In or Drive-Through Service 

P P P P   

Specialty Stores P P P P   

4. SERVICES           

Health Fitness Centers and 
Dance Studios 

P P P P   

Hotels/Motels           
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TABLE 5.01 
PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND REQUIRED USES 

DISTRICT Neighborhood Center Neighborhood Village Urban Village 
Community Oriented 

Shopping Center 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Laundry and Laundry Pick-
up Agency 

P P P P   

Personal Services P P P P   

Printing, Commercial     P P   

Radio/TV Studios           

Recycling Facility - Type I P P P P   

Servicing of Personal 
Apparel and Equipment 

P P P P   

5. ACCESSORY USES           

Accessory Structures P P P P 18.04.060(B) 

Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure 

P P P P 18.04.060(GG) 

Garage/Yard/Rummage or 

Other Outdoor Sales 

P P P P 5.24 

Satellite Earth Stations P P P P 18.44.100 

Residences Rented for 
Social Event, 7 times or 
more per year 

C C C C 18.04.060.DD 

6. RECREATIONAL USES           

Auditoriums and Places of 
Assembly 

          

Art Galleries           

Commercial Recreation           

Community Gardens P P P P   

Community Parks & 
Playgrounds 

P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(T) 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 79 of 310



TABLE 5.01 
PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND REQUIRED USES 

DISTRICT Neighborhood Center Neighborhood Village Urban Village 
Community Oriented 

Shopping Center 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Health Fitness Centers and 
Dance Studios 

          

Libraries           

Museums           

Neighborhood Parks/Village 
Green/Plaza 

R R R R 18.04.060(T), 18.05.080(N) 

Open Space - Public P P P P 18.04.060(T) 

Theaters (no Drive-Ins)           

Trails - Public P P P P 18.04.060(T) 

7. TEMPORARY USES           

Emergency Housing P P P P   

Mobile Vendors     P P   

Model Homes P P P P   

Parking Lot Sales     P P 18.06.060(Z) 

8. OTHER USES           

Agricultural Uses, Existing P P P P   

Animals/Pets P P P P 18.04.060(C) 

Child Day Care Centers P P R P 18.05.060(B), 18.04.060(D) 

Community Clubhouses P P P P   

Conference Centers           

Crisis Intervention C C C C 18.04.060(I) 

Home Occupations 
(including adult day care, 
bed and breakfast houses, 
elder care homes, and 
family child care homes) 

P P P P 18.04.060(L) 
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TABLE 5.01 
PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND REQUIRED USES 

DISTRICT Neighborhood Center Neighborhood Village Urban Village 
Community Oriented 

Shopping Center 
APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Hospice Care C C C C 18.04.060(M) 

Non-Profit Physical 
Education Facilities 

C C C C   

Places of Worship C C C C 18.04.060(U) 

Public Facilities C C C C 18.04.060(V) 

Radio, Television, and other 
Communication Towers & 
Antennas 

C C C C 18.04.060(W), 18.44.100 

Schools C C C C 18.04.060(DD) 

Sheltered Transit Stops R R R R 18.05.050(C)(4) 

Social Organizations           

Utility Facilities P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(X) 

Wireless Communications 

Facilities 

P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.44 

LEGEND 

P = Permitted C = Conditional R = Required 
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18.06.040 TABLES: Permitted and Conditional Uses   

 

TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)           18.130.020   

1. EATING & 

DRINKING 

ESTABLISHMENTS 

                            

Drinking 

Establishments 

    P   P P P   C 

18.06.060(P) 

  P P P   

Drinking 

Establishments - 

Existing 

  P 18.06.060(GG)       P                 

Restaurants, with 

drive-in or drive-

through 

    P 

18.06.060(F)(3) 

                  P 

18.06.060 

(F)(3) 

  

Restaurants, with 

drive-in or drive-

through, existing 

    P       P 18.06.060(U)         C P   

Restaurants, without 

drive-in or drive-

through 

P 

18.06.060(U)(3) 

C P P 

18.06.060(U)(2) 

P P P 18.06.060(U)(1) P P P P P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

2. INDUSTRIAL 

USES 

                            

Industry, Heavy                             

Industry, Light     C   P/C 18.06.060(N)                   

On-Site Treatment & 

Storage Facilities for 

Hazardous Waste 

        P 18.06.060(Q)                   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Piers, Wharves, 

Landings 

        P                   

Printing, Industrial     C   P/C 18.06.060(N)                   

Publishing   C C   P   P   C C         

Warehousing     P   P/C 

18.06.060(AA) 

  P               

Welding & Fabrication     C   P/C 18.06.060(N)   P               

Wholesale Sales   C 

18.06.060(BB)(3) 

P   P/C 18.06.060(BB)   P   P 18.06.060(BB)(2)       

Wholesale Products 

Incidental to Retail 

Business 

    P   P P           P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

3. OFFICE USES (See 

also SERVICES, 

HEALTH) 

                            

Banks   P P   P/C 

18.06.060(D)(2) 

P 

18.06.060(D)(2) 

P/C 

18.06.060(D)(2) 

P P P P P 

18.06.060(D)(1) 

P 

18.06.060 

(F)(3) 

  

Business Offices   P P   P P P P P P P P P   

Government Offices   P P   P P P P P P P P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

4. RECREATION AND 

CULTURE 

                            

Art Galleries P P P   P P P   P P P P P   

Auditoriums and Places 

of Assembly 

    P   P P P         P P   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Boat Clubs         P P                 

Boating Storage 

Facilities 

        P     P             

Commercial Recreation   C P   P P P P   C C P P   

Health Fitness Centers 

and Dance Studios 

P P 18.06.060(L) P P P P P P P P 18.06.060(L) P 18.06.060(L) P P   

Libraries C C C C P P P   P C P P P 18.04.060(V) 

Marinas/Boat 

Launching Facilities 

        P 18.06.060(CC) P                 

Museums   C P   P P P   P C C P P 18.04.060(V) 

Parks, Neighborhood P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(T) 

Parks & Playgrounds, 

Other 

P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(T) 

Theaters (Drive-in)     C                       

Theaters (No drive-ins)     P   P P P       C P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

5. RESIDENTIAL                             

Apartments   P P P P P P   P P P P P   

Apartments above 

ground floor in mixed 

use development 

P P P P P P P   P P P P P   

Boarding Houses   P P P P P P   P P P P P   

Co-Housing   P P     P P     P P   P   

Collegiate Greek 

system residence, 

dormitories 

  C P P P P P   P C P P P   

Duplexes P P P P      P   P P P   P   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Duplexes on Corner 

Lots 

P P P P   P  P P P P P  18.04.060(HH) 

Group Homes (6 or 

less) 

P P P 18.06.060(K) P  P P P 18.06.060(K)   P P P P 18.06.060(K) P 

18.06.060 

(K) 

18.04.060(K) 

Group Homes (7 or 

more) 

C C C 18.06.060(K) C  C C C 18.06.060(K)   C C C C 18.06.060(K) P 

18.06.060 

(K) 

18.04.060(K) 

Mobile or Manufactured 

Homes Park - Existing 

  C C C           C     C 18.04.060(P) 

Quarters for Night 

Watch 

person/Caretaker 

        P P                 

Retirement Homes   P P P  P P P   P P P P P   

Single-Family 

Residences 

P P P P      P   P P P P P   

Single Room 

Occupancy Units 

    C   P P P   P       C   

Townhouses P P P P 18.06.060(T)   P P   P P P P P   

Triplexes, Four-plexes, 

and Cottage Housing 

  P                     P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

6. RETAIL SALES                             

Apparel and Accessory 

Stores 

    P   P P P         P P   

Boat Sales and Rentals     P   P P P P         P   

Building Materials, 

Garden and Farm 

Supplies 

P   P   P P P         P P   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Commercial 

Greenhouses, 

Nurseries, Bulb Farms 

C C 18.04.060(G) C C         C   P P   18.04.060(G) 

Electric Vehicle 

Infrastructure 

P P P P P 18.06.060(W) P 18.06.060(W) P 18.06.060(W) P P P P P P   

Food Stores P P 18.06.060(H) P   P P P   P P 18.08.060(H) P P P   

Furniture, Home 

Furnishings, and 

Appliances 

    P   P P P       P P P   

Gasoline Dispensing 

Facilities accessory to a 

permitted use 

P 

18.06.060(W)(4) 

  P   P 18.06.060(W)   P 

18.06.060(W)(2) 

P       P 18.06.060(W) P 

18.06.060 

(W) 

  

Gasoline Dispensing 

Facility accessory to a 

permitted use - 

Existing 

P 18.06.060(W)   P   P 18.06.060(W)   P 18.06.060(W)       P P 18.06.060(W) P   

General Merchandise 

Stores 

P P 18.06.060(J) P   P P P     P 18.06.060(J) P P P   

Mobile, Manufactured, 

and Modular Housing 

Sales 

    P                       

Motor Vehicle Sales     P       P P         P   

Motor Vehicle Supply 

Stores 

    P   P P P P     P P P   

Office Supplies and 

Equipment 

  P 18.06.060(DD) P   P P P   P P 

18.06.060(DD) 

P P P 18.06.060(CC) 

Pharmacies and 

Medical Supply Stores 

P P 18.06.060(EE) P P P P P   P P 

18.06.060(EE) 

P P P 18.06.060(DD) 

Specialty Stores P 

18.06.060(Y)(3) 

P 18.06.060(Y)(4) P C 

18.06.060(Y)(2) 

P P P     P 

18.06.060(Y)(4) 

P P 

18.06.060(Y)(1) 

P   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

7. SERVICES, 

HEALTH 

                            

Hospitals       P     P   P           

Nursing, Congregate 

Care, and 

Convalescence Homes 

C P C P     C   C C C P P 18.04.060(S) 

Offices, Medical   P P P P P P P P P P P P   

Veterinary 

Offices/Clinics 

  P P P     P     P P P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

8. SERVICES, 

LODGING 

                            

Bed & Breakfast 

Houses (1 guest room) 

P P 18.06.060(E) P 18.06.060(E) P 18.06.060(E) P P P     P P P P 18.04.060(L)(3)(c) 

Bed & Breakfast 

Houses (2 to 5 guest 

rooms) 

C P 18.06.060(E) P 18.06.060(E) P 18.06.060(E) P P P   C P P P P 18.04.060(L)(3)(c) 

Hotels/Motels     P C P   P   P       P   

Lodging Houses   P P P P   P   P P P P P   

Recreational Vehicle 

Parks 

    P                   P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

9. SERVICES, 

PERSONAL 

                            

Adult Day Care Home P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(L)(3)(b) 
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Child Day Care Centers C P P P P P P   P P C P P 18.04.060(D) 

Crisis Intervention C P C P     P   C P C C C 18.04.060(I) 

Family Child Care 

Homes 

P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(L) 

Funeral Parlors and 

Mortuaries 

  C P       P     C   P P   

Laundries and Laundry 

Pick-up Agencies 

P P P P P P P     P P P 18.06.060(O) P   

Personal Services P P P P P P P P P P P P P   

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

10. SERVICES, 

MISCELLANEOUS 

                            

Auto Rental Agencies     P   P P P P     C P P   

Equipment Rental 

Services, Commercial 

    P   P   P       P P P   

Equipment Rental 

Services, Commercial - 

Existing 

  P 18.06.060(FF)                         

Ministorage     P       P               

Printing, Commercial P P P   P P P   P P P P P   

Public Facilities (see 

also Public Facilities, 

Essential on next page) 

C C C C P C P P P C C C C 18.04.060(V) 

Radio/T.V. Studios   P P   P P P   P P P P P   

Recycling Facilities P P P P P   P   P P P P P 18.06.060(V) 

School - Colleges and 

Business, Vocational or 

Trade Schools 

  C P   P P P   P C C C P 18.06.060(X) 
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Service and Repair 

Shops 

    P       P P       P P   

Service Stations/Car 

Washes 

    P       P 18.06.060(W) P       P 18.06.060(W) P 

18.06.060 

(W) 

  

Service Stations/Car 

Washes - Existing 

    P   P 18.06.060(W)   P 18.06.060(W)       P P 18.06.060(W) P 

18.06.060 

(W) 

  

Servicing of Personal 

Apparel and Equipment 

P P P   P P P     P P P P   

Truck, Trailer, and 

Recreational Vehicle 

Rentals 

    P         P             

Workshops for Disabled 

People 

C C C C P C P   C C C C C 18.04.060(R) 

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

11. PUBLIC 

FACILITIES, 

ESSENTIAL 

                            

Airports     C                   C 18.06.060(G) 

Inpatient Facilities   C C C 18.06.060(T) C   C   C C C P P 18.06.060(G) 

18.04.060(K) 

Jails     C   C   C   C       C 18.06.060(G) 

Mental Health Facilities     C C 18.06.060(T) C   C           C 18.06.060(G) 

18.04.060(K) 

Other Correctional 

Facilities 

  C C C 18.06.060(T) C C C   C C C C C 18.06.060(G) 

Other facilities as 

designated by the 

  C C   C   C     C C C C 18.06.060(G) 
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Washington State 

Office of Financial 

Management, except 

prisons and solid waste 

handling facilities 

Radio/TV and Other 

Communication Towers 

and Antennas 

C C C C C C C C C C C C C 18.06.060(G) 

18.44.100 

Sewage Treatment 

Facilities 

C C C C P   P   C C C C C 18.06.060(G) 

18.04.060(X) 

State Education 

Facilities 

  C C   C   C   C C C C C 18.06.060(G) 

18.06.060(X) 

State or Regional 

Transportation 

Facilities 

C C C C C C C   C C C C C 18.06.060(G) 

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

12. TEMPORARY 

USES 

                            

Entertainment Events     P   P P P           P   

Off Site Contractor 

Offices 

P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.04.060(DD) 

Emergency Housing P P P P P     P P P P P P 18.04.060(DD) 

Emergency Housing 

Facilities 

P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.50 

Fireworks, as 

determined by Fire 

Dept. 

    P   P P P       P P P 9.48.160 

Mobile Sidewalk 

Vendors 

  P P P P P P     P P P P   
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Parking Lot Sales     P   P P P P     P P P   

Residences Rented for 

Social Event (6 or less 

in 1 year) 

P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(DD) 

Residences Rented for 

Social Event (7 or more 

in 1 year) 

C C C C C C C   C C C C C   

Temporary Surface 

Parking Lot 

  P P   P P P   P           

District-Wide 

Regulations 

18.06.060(R)       18.06.060(F)(2) 18.06.060(HH) 18.06.060(F)(2)               

13. OTHER USES                             

Accessory 

Structures/Uses 

                            

Adult Oriented 

Businesses 

    P                   P 18.06.060(B) 

Agriculture P P P P         P P P P P   

Animals P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.06.060(C) 

Cemeteries C C C C         C C C   C   

Conference Center     P   P P P           P   

Gambling 

Establishments 

    C                       

Garage/Yard/Rummage 

and Other Outdoor 

Sales 

P P P P P P P   P P P P P 5.24 

Home Occupations P P P P P P P   P P P P P 18.04.060(L) 

Parking Facility, 

Commercial 

  P P   P P P 18.06.060(S)     P P P 18.06.060(S) P 18.04.060(V) 

Places of Worship C C P C P P P   C C C P P 18.04.060(U) 
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TABLE 6.01 

PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES 

COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT 
NR PO/RM GC MS UW UW-H DB AS CSH HDC-1 HDC-2 HDC-3 HDC-4 

APPLICABLE 

REGULATIONS 

Racing Pigeons C C C C         C C C C C 18.04.060(Y) 

Satellite Earth Stations P P P P P P P P P P P P P 18.44.100 

Schools C C P C C C C   C C C P P 18.04.060(DD) 

Social Organizations   P P   P P P   P/C 

18.06.060(I) 

P P P P   

Utility Facility P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.04.060(X) 

Wireless 

Communications 

Facilities 

P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C P/C 18.44 

LEGEND 

P = Permitted Use PO/RM = Professional 

Office/Residential Multifamily 

GC = General Commercial HDC-1=High Density Corridor-1 

MS = Medical Services UW = Urban Waterfront HDC-2=High Density Corridor-2 

DB = Downtown Business AS=Auto Services UW-H = Urban Waterfront-Housing HDC-3=High Density Corridor-3 

C = Conditional Use NR = Neighborhood Retail CSH = Commercial Services-High Density HDC-4=High Density Corridor-4 
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Chapter 18.38 
PARKING AND LOADING  

 
 
18.38.100 Vehicular and bicycle parking standards  
A.    Required Vehicular and Bicycle Parking. A minimum number of bicycle parking 
spaces are required as set forth in Table 38-01 below. The specific number of motor 
vehicle parking spaces set forth in Table 38-01 +/- ten percent (10%) shall be provided, 
unless varied pursuant to OMC 18.38.080 or other provision of this code. Any change in 
use which requires more parking shall install vehicular and bicycle facilities pursuant to 
Table 38.01 and consistent with the location standards of OMC 18.38.220. 
 
B.    Building Area. All vehicle parking standards are based on the gross square feet of 
building area, unless otherwise noted. 
 
C.    Residential Exceptions. 

 
1.    New residential land uses in the Downtown Exempt Parking Area do not 
require motor vehicle parking. See OMC 18.38.160. 
 
2.    Residential land uses in the , CSH, RMH, RMU, and UR Districts require 
only one (1) vehicle parking space per unit. 
 
3.    Table 18.01 notwithstanding, senior (age 55 or 62 and over) multi-family 
housing requires three (3) motor vehicle parking spaces per four (4) units. This 
exception is at the discretion of the applicant and only applicable if an 
appropriate age-restriction covenant is recorded. 

 
D.    Reserved Area for Bicycle Spaces. Where specified in Table 38.01 below, an area 
shall be designated for possible conversion to bicycle parking. Such reserve areas must 
meet the location requirements of short-term parking and may not be areas where 
pervious surfaces or landscaping is required. A cover is not required for such areas. 
  

TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

COMMERCIAL 

Carpet and 
Furniture 
Showrooms 

One and one-quarter (1.25) space 
per one thousand (1000) sq. ft. of 
gross showroom floor area. Each 
store shall have a minimum of four 
(4) spaces. 

One per sixteen thousand 
(16,000) square feet of 
showroom floor area. 
Minimum of two (2). 

One per eight thousand 
(8,000) square feet of 
showroom floor area. 
Minimum of two (2). 

Child and Adult 
Day Care 

One (1) space for each staff 
member plus 1 space for each ten 
(10) children/adults if adequate 
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TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

drop-off facilities are provided. 
Adequate drop-off facilities must 
allow a continuous flow of vehicles 
which can safely load and unload 
children/adults. Compliance with 
this requirement shall be 
determined by the review authority. 

Hotel and Motel  One (1) space for each room or 
suite and one (1) space per 
manager s unit. Hotel/motel banquet 
and meeting rooms shall provide six 
(6) spaces for each thousand (1000) 
square feet of seating area. 
Restaurants are figured separately. 

One (1) per ten (10) 
rooms. Minimum of two 
(2). 

One (1) per thousand 
(1,000) square feet of 
banquet and meeting 
room space. Minimum of 
two (2). 

Markets, 
Shopping 
Centers and 
Large 
Retail/Wholesale 
Outlets 

Less than 15,000 sq. ft = 3.5 spaces 
for each 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor 
areas. 
15,001 to 400,000 sq. ft = 4 spaces 
for each 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor 
area. 
More than 400,001 sq. ft. = 4.5 
spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

One per six thousand 
(6,000) square feet. 
Maximum of five (5); 
minimum of one (1). 

One per three thousand 
(3,000) square feet. 
Maximum of ten (10) per 
tenant; minimum of two 
(2) within fifty (50) feet of 
each customer entrance. 

Medical and 
Dental Clinics 

Four (4) spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area. 

One (1) per 10,000 square 
feet. Minimum of two (2). 

One (1) per 10,000 
square feet, minimum of 
two (2) within fifty (50) 
feet of each customer 
entrance; plus an equal 
reserved area for adding 
spaces. 

Ministorage Three (3) spaces minimum or (1) 
space for every one hundred (100) 
storage units, and two (2) spaces 
for permanent on-site managers. 

None None 

Mixed Uses Shared parking standards shall be 
used to calculate needed parking. 
This calculation is based upon the 
gross leasable area (GLA) for each 
shop or business and does not 
include atriums, foyers, hallways, 
courts, maintenance areas, etc. See 
shared parking 18.38.180. 

See individual use 
standards. 

See individual use 
standards 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 94 of 310



TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Mortuaries and 
Funeral Parlors 

One (1) space per seventy-five (75) 
square feet of assembly area or 
thirteen (13) stalls per 1000 sq. ft. 

One (1) Two (2) 

Offices, General  Gross floor area up to 2000 sq. ft = 
One (1) space for each 250 sq. ft. 
Gross floor area between 2001 to 
7500 sq. ft. = One (1) space for 
each 300 sq. ft. 
Gross floor area between 7501 to 
40,000 sq. ft. = One (1) space for 
each 350 sq. ft. 
Gross floor area of 40001 and 
greater = One (1) space for each 
400 sq. ft. 

One (1) per ten thousand 
(10,000) square feet. 
Minimum of two (2). 

One (1) per ten thousand 
(10,000) square feet; plus 
an equal reserved area 
for adding spaces. 
Minimum of two (2). 

Offices, 
Government 

3.5 spaces per one thousand (1000) 
sq. ft. 

One (1) per five thousand 
(5,000) square feet. 
Minimum of two (2). 

One (1) per five thousand 
(5,000) square feet; 
minimum of two (2); plus 
an equal reserved area 
for adding spaces. 

Retail Uses Three and a half (3.5) spaces per 
one thousand (1000) sq. ft. 

One per six thousand 
(6,000) square feet. 
Maximum of five (5); 
minimum of one (1). 

One per three thousand 
(3,000) square feet. 
Maximum of ten (10) per 
tenant; minimum of two 
(2) within fifty (50) feet of 
each customer entrance. 

Service Station 
(mini-marts are 
retail uses) 

Three and a half (3.5) spaces per 
one thousand (1000) sq. ft. g.f.a. or 
1 space per 300 sq. ft. 

None. None 

Warehouse, 
Distribution 

1 space for each thousand (1000) 
sq. ft. or 1 space for each 
employee. 

One (1) per forty thousand 
(40,000) square feet or 
one (1) per forty (40) 
employees. Minimum of 
one (1). 

None. 

Warehouse 
Storage 

Gross Floor area of 0-10,000 sq. ft. 
= One (1) space for each one 
thousand (1000) sq. ft. 
Gross floor area between 10,001 – 
20,000 sq. ft. = ten (10) spaces plus 
.75 space for each additional one 
thousand (1000) sq. ft. beyond ten 
thousand (10,000) sq. ft. 
Over 20,000 sq. ft. = eighteen (18) 
spaces plus .50 for each additional 

One (1) plus one (1) for 
each eighty thousand 
(80,000) square feet 
above sixty-four thousand 
(64,000) square feet; or 
one (1) per forty (40) 
employees. Minimum of 
one (1). 

None 

ATTACHMENT 3

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 95 of 310



TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

1000 sq. ft. beyond 20,000 sq. ft., or 
1 space for each employee. 

INDUSTRIAL  

Manufacturing One (1) for each two (2) employees 
on the largest shift, with a minimum 
of two (2) spaces. 

One (1) for each thirty (30) 
employees on largest shift. 
Minimum of two (2). 

One (1) for each thirty 
(30) employees on 
largest shift. Minimum of 
two (2). 

INSTITUTIONAL 

Beauty Salons/ 
Barber Shops, 
Laundromats/Dry 
Cleaners, and 
Personal 
Services 

  One per six thousand 
(6,000) square feet. 
Minimum of one (1). 

One per three thousand 
(3,000) square feet. 
Minimum of two (2). 

Educational 
Facilities (to 
include business, 
vocational, 
universities, and 
other school 
facilities). 

  One (1) per five (5) auto 
spaces. Minimum of two 
(2) 

One (1) per five (5) auto 
spaces. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Elementary and 
Middle School 

One (1) stall per twelve (12) 
students of design capacity. 

One (1) per classroom. Three (3) per classroom. 

Farmers Market   None One (1) per ten (10) auto 
stalls. Minimum of ten 
(10). 

High School One (1) space per classroom and 
office, plus one (1) space for each 
four (4) students that are normally 
enrolled and are of legal driving 
age. Public assembly areas, such 
as auditoriums, stadiums, etc. that 
are primary uses may be 
considered a separate use. 

One per five (5) 
classrooms, plus one (1) 
for each forty (40) 
students (may also require 
one (1) per four thousand 
five hundred (4,500) 
assembly seats). Minimum 
of two (2). 

One per five (5) 
classrooms, plus one (1) 
for each forty (40) 
students (may also 
require one (1) per four 
thousand five hundred 
(4,500) assembly seats). 
Minimum of four (4). 

Hospitals, 
Sanitariums, 
Nursing Homes, 
Congregate 
Care, Rest 
Homes, Hospice 
Care Home and 

One (1) for each two (2) regular 
beds, plus one (1) stall for every two 
(2) regular employees on the largest 
shift. 

One (1) per thirty (30) 
beds, plus one (1) per 
thirty (30) employees on 
largest shift. Minimum of 
two (2). 

One (1) per thirty (30) 
beds, plus one (1) per 
thirty (30) employees on 
largest shift. Minimum of 
two (2). 
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TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Mental Health 
Facilities. 

Libraries and 
Museums  

One (1) space per three hundred 
(300) square feet of public floor area 
or 3.3 spaces per thousand (1000) 
sq. ft. Six (6) stalls either on-site or 
on-street directly adjacent to the 
property. The Director may allow 
pervious-type parking surfaces. 

One (1) per six thousand 
(6,000) square feet of 
public floor area. Minimum 
of two (2). 

One (1) per one thousand 
five hundred (1,500) 
square feet of public floor 
area. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Marinas   Minimum of four (4). One (1) per ten (10) auto 
stalls. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Other Facilities 
Not Listed 

  None One (1) per twenty-five 
(25) auto stalls. Minimum 
of two (2). 

Park-N-Ride Lots 
and Public 
(Parking) 
Garages 

  One (1) per fifteen (15) 
auto stalls Minimum of 
four (4) 

Two (2). 

Parks   None One (1) per five (5) auto 
stalls. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Transit Centers   Ten (10). Ten (10). 

PLACES OF ASSEMBLY 

Passenger 
Terminal 
Facilities 

One (1) space for each one hundred 
(100) square feet of public floor area 
or ten (10) spaces per thousand 
(1000) sq. ft. 

Minimum of ten (10) Minimum of ten (10) 

Place of Worship One (1) space per four (4) seats. 
When individual seats are not 
provided, one (1) space for each six 
(6) feet of bench or other seating. 
The Director may use a ratio of six 
(6) stalls/1000 sq. ft. of assembly 
area where seats or pews are not 
provided or when circumstances 
warrant increased parking; e.g., 
large regional congregations which 
attract a large congregation or one 
which has multiple functions. See 
shared parking. 18.38.180 

One (1) per 10,000 square 
feet of gross floor area. 

One (1) per 160 seats or 
240 lineal feet of bench 
or other seating, and one 
(1) per 6,000 square feet 
of assembly area without 
fixed seats. Minimum of 
four (4). 
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TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Private Clubs or 
Lodges (does 
not include 
health clubs or 
retail warehouse) 

Six (6) spaces per thousand (1000) 
sq. ft. 

One (1) per 6,000 square 
feet. Minimum of one (1). 

One (1) per 6,000 square 
feet. Minimum of two (2). 

Theater and 
Auditorium 

One (1) space for each four and a 
half (4.5) fixed seats. If the theater 
or auditorium is a component of a 
larger commercial development the 
above parking standard may be 
modified to account for shared 
parking as provided in Section 
18.38.180 of this Code 

One (1) per 450 fixed 
seats. Minimum of one (1). 

One (1) per 110 fixed 
seats. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Theater and 
Auditorium 
without fixed 
seats 

One (1) space for each three (3) 
permitted occupants. Maximum 
building occupancy is determined by 
the Fire Marshal. 

One (1) per 300 permitted 
occupants. Minimum of 
one (1). 

One (1) per 75 permitted 
occupants. Minimum of 
four (4). 

RECREATION/AMUSEMENT  

Bowling Alleys Five (5) spaces for each alley. One (1) per twelve (12) 
alleys. Minimum of one 
(1). 

One (1) per four (4) 
alleys. Minimum of four 
(4). 

Health Club Four (4) spaces for each thousand 
(1000) sq. ft. 

One (1) per 5,000 square 
feet. Minimum one (1). 

One (1) per 2,500 square 
feet. Minimum of four (4). 

Skating Rinks 
and Other 
Commercial 
Recreation 

Five (5) spaces per thousand (1000) 
sq. ft. 

One (1) per 8,000 square 
feet. Minimum of one (1). 

One (1) per 4,000 square 
feet. Minimum of four (4). 

RESIDENTIAL 

Accessory 
Dwelling Unit 

One (1) space per unitNone None None 

Bed and 
Breakfast 

One (1) space in addition to 
space(s) required for the residential 
unit. 

One (1) per ten (10) 
rooms. Minimum of one 
(1). 

None 

Community Club 
Houses 

  None One (1) per ten (10) auto 
stalls. Minimum of two 
(2). 

Cottage Housing One (1) space per unit or 1.5 space 
per unit if on-street parking is not 
available along street frontage (One 
(1) space per twenty (20) linear 
feet). 

One per five (5) units, or 
one (1) per three (3) units 
if no on-street parking. 
Minimum of two (2). 

One per ten (10) units, or 
one (1) per six (6) units if 
no on-street parking. 
Minimum of two (2). 
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TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Elder Care 
Home  

One (1) space in addition to 
space(s) required for the residential 
unit. 

Minimum of two (2). Minimum of two (2). 

Fraternities, 
Sororities and 
Dormitories 

One (1) space for every three (3) 
beds, plus one (1) space for the 
manager. 

One per fourteen (14) 
beds. Minimum of two (2). 

Ten (10) per dormitory, 
fraternity or sorority 
building. 

Group Home One (1) space for each staff 
member plus one (1) space for 
every five (5) residents. Additionally, 
one (1) space shall be provided for 
each vehicle used in connection 
with the facility. 

One (1) per ten (10) staff 
members plus one (1) per 
thirty (30) residents. 
Minimum of one (1). 
Additional spaces may be 
required for conditional 
uses. 

None 

Home 
Occupations 

None, except as specifically 
provided in this table. 

None None 

Mobile Home 
Park 

Two (2) spaces per lot or unit, 
whichever is greater. If recreation 
facilities are provided, one (1) space 
per ten (10) units or lots. 

None None 

Triplex, when in 
a zoning district 
with a maximum 
density of twelve 
units per acre or 
less 

Five (5) spaces. None None 

Multifamily 
Dwellings 

Three or more units shall provide 
one and one-half (1.5) off-street 
parking spaces per dwelling unit. 
Multifamily dwelling units located on 
HDC-4 properties, where the new 
project provides for the 
development of replacement 
dwelling units in a development 
agreement, and the project site is all 
or part of an area of 40 acres or 
more that was in contiguous 
ownership in 2009, are exempt from 
the parking requirements of this 
section. If parking is voluntarily 
provided by the property owner, 
then the Director shall permit such 
parking to be shared with parking 

One (1) storage space per 
unit that is large enough 
for a bicycle. 

One (1) per ten (10) 
units. Minimum of two (2) 
per building. 
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TABLE 38.01  

Use 
Required Motor Vehicle Parking 

Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Long-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

Minimum Required 
Short-Term 

Bicycle Spaces 

provided for non-residential 
development on the property. 

Single Family to 
include Duplex 
and Townhouse. 

Two (2) spaces per unit. Note: 
parking spaces may be placed in 
tandem (behind the other). DB, CSH 
and RMH zone districts require one 
(1) space/unit. 

None None 

Studio 
Apartments. 

Apartments with one (1) room 
enclosing all activities shall provide 
one (1) off-street parking space per 
dwelling unit 

None One (1) per ten (10) 
units. Minimum of two (2) 
per building. 

RESTAURANT 

Cafes, Bars and 
other drinking 
and eating 
establishments. 

Ten (10) spaces per thousand 
(1000) sq. ft. 

One per 2,000 square 
feet; minimum of one (1). 

One per 1,000 square 
feet; minimum of one (1). 

Car Hop One (1) for each fifteen (15) square 
feet of gross floor area. 

One per 300 square feet; 
minimum of one (1). 

One per 150 square feet; 
minimum of one (1). 

Fast Food Ten (10) spaces per thousand 
(1000) square feet plus one (1) lane 
for each drive-up window with 
stacking space for six (6) vehicles 
before the menu board. 

One per 2,000 square 
feet; minimum of one (1). 

One per 1,000 square 
feet; minimum of one (1).  
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From: Cari Hornbein
To: Joyce Phillips
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Meeting 02.24.2020
Date: Monday, February 24, 2020 6:30:08 PM

This just came in.

From: Jason Taellious <jason.taellious@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2020 6:24 PM
To: Cari Hornbein <chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 02.24.2020

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello,

I'm trying to make it to tonight's Planning Commission meeting, but in case I
can't, I'd like to add my voice to the chorus supporting more housing in
Olympia.

I have been a resident of Olympia for over 10 years, I am a dad with two kids
in the Olympia School District, I work for a local business, I own a detached
single-family home and I love the Pacific Northwest.  For the past three years I
have worked in the construction industry for an architecture firm and have been
involved in a number of local projects so have first-hand experience with the
permitting and development process in our fair city.  It is difficult and expensive
to build housing in Olympia and the result is that we don't have enough for the
number of residents currently living here, let alone enough for the number of
people discovering how awesome this city is - we need access to more housing
and we need it yesterday, but since yesterday isn't an option, getting it
tomorrow will have to do.

Please continue to support the development of more housing for our city.  The
status quo is squeezing home prices higher and higher and availability lower
and lower.  Let's be part of Olympia's intelligent and responsive growth that
leads to greater sustainability and a higher quality of life for more people by
making housing more accessible.

Thank you,
- Jason Taellious
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From: Tessa Smith
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: I support diverse housing!
Date: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 10:17:45 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I welcome diverse housing--including ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard apartments--
in my neighborhood and throughout Olympia. I urge your full support of the proposals under
consideration. 

Cheers,
Tess

      Tessa Smith_|_Principal AIA CPHC LEED AP
      cel: (360) 870-6280
      tessa@artisansgroup.com
      ArtisansGroup.com
      The Artisans Group, Inc.
      1508 4th Ave E Olympia WA 98506
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From: Trudy Soucoup
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Re: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
Date: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 12:54:17 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Thank you.  Yes, please add me to the list.  We are in favor of all of the above.

Trudy

On Tue, Feb 25, 2020 at 12:41 PM Housing Option Code Amendments
<housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:

Hello. My name is Joyce Phillips and I am a Senior Planner for the City of
Olympia, in the Community Planning & Development Department.  I am
reaching out to you at the request of the Olympia City Council to help raise
awareness of potential code amendments for housing.  Given your
involvement and interest in other housing issues, the City wanted to ensure
you were aware of this work as well.

 

The City is considering amendments to the city code to allow:

 

1. Duplexes on corner lots in any zoning district that permits single family
residences.

2. Amendments to standards for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) that
would eliminate the requirement for an additional parking space;
eliminate the requirement for the property owner to live on site; and
increase the maximum size of the ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000
square feet.

3. Duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments in some zoning districts.

 

For more information on these proposed changes please visit
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  There are upcoming public meeting dates,
information sheets about the three options, a Q&A based on questions from
recent public meetings, and opportunities to provide comments. 

 

To receive updates on this work periodically please reply to this email and
ask to be added to the Parties of Record list.

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 103 of 310

mailto:ceo@homesfirst.org
mailto:housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us
mailto:housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us
http://www.olympiawa.gov/housingcode


 

Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner

City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development

601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967

360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov

 

Note:  Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.

 

 

-- 

Learn About Our Impact....and Be Inspired!

The information contained in this e-mail message may contain privileged and
confidential material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  If you are not the

intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution, copying, review or other use of, or
taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than

the intended recipient is prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please
contact the sender at info@homesfirst.org or call (360) 236-0920 and delete the

original message and all copies.  Thank you.
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From: Todd Monohon
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: RE: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
Date: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 12:58:16 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Thank you Joyce – please do keep me updated - 
I support all of these efforts and proposals. . .
 

Todd Monohon     RMP® 

Designated Broker/Owner
 
360-790-1477      olyrents.com
P.O. Box 8337  Lacey WA, 98509
115 State Ave NE  Olympia, WA 98501
 

 
Serving Thurston and Pierce Counties
 
Past President of Southwest Washington Chapter
National Association of Residential Property Managers  NARPM
 

 

From: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 12:41 PM
To: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
 
Hello. My name is Joyce Phillips and I am a Senior Planner for the City of
Olympia, in the Community Planning & Development Department.  I am
reaching out to you at the request of the Olympia City Council to help raise
awareness of potential code amendments for housing.  Given your
involvement and interest in other housing issues, the City wanted to ensure
you were aware of this work as well.
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The City is considering amendments to the city code to allow:
 

1. Duplexes on corner lots in any zoning district that permits single family
residences.

2. Amendments to standards for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) that
would eliminate the requirement for an additional parking space;
eliminate the requirement for the property owner to live on site; and
increase the maximum size of the ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000
square feet.

3. Duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments in some zoning districts.
 
For more information on these proposed changes please visit
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  There are upcoming public meeting dates,
information sheets about the three options, a Q&A based on questions from
recent public meetings, and opportunities to provide comments. 
 
To receive updates on this work periodically please reply to this email and ask
to be added to the Parties of Record list.
 
Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967
360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov
 
Note:  Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.
 
 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 106 of 310

http://www.olympiawa.gov/housingcode


From: David Schaffert
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Cc: Doug Mah
Subject: RE: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
Date: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 3:06:17 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Joyce,
 
Thank you for notice.  The Chamber is most supportive of greater opportunities for housing in our
community and appreciates greater flexibility to increase both housing type and total numbers.
 

David Schaffert
President /CEO
 

 

809 Legion Way, Olympia, WA 98501
Ph. 360.357.3362  Cell 360 789 6045
dschaffert@thurstonchamber.comwthurstonchamber.com
 

 
 

  

This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain information that is privileged and
confidential.  If the reader of the message is not the intended recipient or an authorized representative of the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, notify
the sender immediately by return email and delete the message and any attachments from your system

 

From: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 1:00 PM
Subject: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
 
Hello. My name is Joyce Phillips and I am a Senior Planner for the City of
Olympia, in the Community Planning & Development Department.  I am
reaching out to you at the request of the Olympia City Council to help raise
awareness of potential code amendments for housing.  Given your
involvement and interest in other housing issues, the City wanted to ensure
you were aware of this work as well.
 
The City is considering amendments to the city code to allow:
 

1. Duplexes on corner lots in any zoning district that permits single family
residences.

2. Amendments to standards for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) that
would eliminate the requirement for an additional parking space;
eliminate the requirement for the property owner to live on site; and
increase the maximum size of the ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000
square feet.
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3. Duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments in some zoning districts.
 
For more information on these proposed changes please visit
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  There are upcoming public meeting dates,
information sheets about the three options, a Q&A based on questions from
recent public meetings, and opportunities to provide comments. 
 
To receive updates on this work periodically please reply to this email and ask
to be added to the Parties of Record list.
 
Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967
360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov
 
Note:  Emails are public records and are potentially eligible for release.
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From: pastoramy@firstchristianolympia.org
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: RE: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 8:18:32 AM
Attachments: left.letterhead

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Please add me to the Parties of Record list. I would like to
receive updates. I am very happy to see that City Council
is considering these important changes.

sincerely,

Amy LaCroix

Rev. Dr. Amy LaCroix (she/her)
First Christian Church
701 Franklin St.SE
Olympia, Wa 98507
office 360-943-8025
cell    360-515-6534
 
"Your beliefs become your thoughts, 
Your thoughts become your words, 
Your words become your actions, 
Your actions become your habits, 
Your habits become your values, 
Your values become your destiny." 
- Mahatma Gandhi 

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code
Amendments
From: Housing Option Code Amendments
<housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Date: Tue, February 25, 2020 1:00 pm
To: 

Hello. My name is Joyce Phillips and I am
a Senior Planner for the City of Olympia, in
the Community Planning & Development
Department.  I am reaching out to you at
the request of the Olympia City Council to
help raise awareness of potential code
amendments for housing.  Given your
involvement and interest in other housing
issues, the City wanted to ensure you were
aware of this work as well.
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The City is considering amendments to the
city code to allow:
 

1. Duplexes on corner lots in any zoning
district that permits single family
residences.

2. Amendments to standards for
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) that
would eliminate the requirement for
an additional parking space;
eliminate the requirement for the
property owner to live on site; and
increase the maximum size of the
ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000
square feet.

3. Duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard
apartments in some zoning districts.

 
For more information on these proposed
changes please visit
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  There are
upcoming public meeting dates,
information sheets about the three
options, a Q&A based on questions from
recent public meetings, and opportunities
to provide comments. 
 
To receive updates on this work
periodically please reply to this email and
ask to be added to the Parties of Record
list.
 
Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia | Community Planning and
Development
601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA
98507-1967
360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov
 
Note:  Emails are public records and are potentially
eligible for release.
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From: ROBERT P. Barnoski
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Low income housing and rezone
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 10:17:52 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

There did not seem to be a place to add a general comment concerning the zoning
code changes increases ADUs, duplexes and triplexes. 

My question is "Why would the city not include set asides for low income housing?  If
not in this code, why not in a companion code to assure us that low income housing
will also increase in Olympia."

Barney
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From: Jacqueline Chambers
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Re: Proposal for zoning changes.
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 10:42:51 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Is anyone monitoring the logging they are doing for  the new houses they want to build?   Are we going to decimate
the environment for development?  I do think we need more housing - but do it while respecting the environment. 
Who is in charge down there?  I hear there is a city rule about protecting trees?  They are clear cutting near Decatur
and 12th.

> On Feb 5, 2020, at 3:23 PM, Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:
>
> This can get a little complicated.
>
> Currently, a person could conceivably subdivide a lot that has a house and an ADU on it into two lots IF the
property is large enough and both lots meet the zoning standards for size and lot width and other development
standards.  If the subdivision is completed and recorded they would then be able to sell the lots independently of
each other.  This is not normally the situation because most existing lots are not large enough to be subdivided again
- but it is possible in some cases.  This possibility would not change.
>
> What I believe the state law is getting at is a somewhat different scenario that doesn't go through the city. I will do
my best to describe it but I am not an expert in this area.  In theory, someone could go through a process to establish
the house and the ADU as a condominium.  Generally in an instance like that, the Condo Association owns the land
and the building exteriors and the condo owners each own the interior building spaces.  This is uncommon because
condo developments are generally for larger, multifamily buildings.  But there are a few small condo buildings in
Olympia.  There is one up in the Evergreen Parkway area that is only 2-4 units (I don't recall if it is one association
with 4 units in two buildings or 2 associations of 2 units each).  Setting up condo associations goes through the state
and they have to meet other state laws in order to form.  There have not been very many new condo proposals lately
(10-15 years) because, at least from what I've heard, is that the insurance provisions make them less financially
viable than other forms of housing options. Our code does not currently address the condo situation and would likely
continue to remain silent on the issue.
>
> I agree that the language is confusing.  I do not believe the language really changes anything in reality - other than
to state that cites could not specifically prohibit it.  I have asked the growth management planners at the Washington
State Department of Commerce for input on that language specifically.  They did not provide me with other options
(subdivision or condo association development) that might apply under the language the way it is written. They too
seemed to believe it didn't really change much for cities.  I did ask them to let me know if they hear of other
possibilities that come up as they continue to work with other city and county planners across the state on this issue,
or if they decide to write rules to guide implementation of the state law with these new provisions.
>
> I hope that helps.  Please let me know if you have additional questions.
> Joyce
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Jacqueline Chambers <jacquelinemchambers4@gmail.com>
> Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 12:09 PM
> To: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
> Subject: Re: Proposal for zoning changes.
>
> External Email Alert!
> This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
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attachments.
>
> So can ADU’s be sold separately from the original property in the new codes you are passing?
>
>> On Feb 5, 2020, at 10:58 AM, Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:
>>
>> Hi, Jackie.
>> I do understand your concerns.  I hope you do feel like you can call me to talk about them and the proposed
amendments.
>>
>> The language you reference below as being confusing is from the state law.  I agree that it is confusing!  I've had
a couple of meetings with staff at the State to help decipher it and how it would be implemented. As a city staff
person I want to make sure I understand the intent and the requirements of enacting it, if I end up writing code to
adopt it I want to be consistent with the state law and write it in a way that is best for the City.
>> Joyce
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Jacqueline Chambers <jacquelinemchambers4@gmail.com>
>> Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 10:29 AM
>> To: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
>> Subject: Re: Proposal for zoning changes.
>>
>> External Email Alert!
>> This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or
opening attachments.
>>
>> Hello,
>> I apologize for the terse comment but what I read was confusing - it was the wording.  For example, will ADU’s
be able to be sold separately? I found  the wording difficult.   I understand the need for more housing in Olympia.  I
worry that  there are forces I do not understand and that are not aboveboard that are influencing decisions made
about  this issue.  Development of any kind has long term effects.  Good decisions made now will pay off.  Bad
decisions we will have to live with.  I live on the west side of Olympia and I see many dilapidated duplexes.  I see
pools of storm water  and rivers of water over sidewalks in areas of new development.  I worry that money and haste
are driving decisions that should be thoughtful.   People need to be able to trust the city.   I also see discussion of the
Green Cove housing development being planned for a toxic site on the west side.   It makes me wonder about the
motivations of the city.  Can you see how people might be worried?
>> Thanks,
>> Jackie
>>
>>> On Feb 5, 2020, at 10:12 AM, Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:
>>>
>>> Hi, Jacqueline.
>>> I'm not sure which of the documents you are referring to below.  I'm sorry that you didn't find it helpful.  I
would be happy to talk with you about any of the proposals under consideration.  Please feel free to call me at
360.570.3722.  We can talk over the phone or you can schedule a meeting with me to discuss this in person.
>>>
>>> There are two public meetings scheduled for people to come learn more
>>> about the housing options.  These two meetings will follow the same
>>> format so you could choose whichever one works best for your schedule:
>>> Thursday, Feb. 6, 2020 at 5:30 p.m. at City Hall Council Chambers or
>>> Wednesday, February 12, 2020 at 5:30 p.m. at City Hall, Room 207.
>>> Additional materials will be added to the webpage as the planning
>>> process continues. olympiawa.gov/housingcode Joyce
>>>
>>> Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
>>> City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development
>>> 601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967
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>>> 360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov
>>>
>>> Note:  Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>>
>>> -----Original Message-----
>>> From: Jacqueline Chambers <jacquelinemchambers4@gmail.com>
>>> Sent: Monday, February 03, 2020 8:43 PM
>>> To: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
>>> Subject: Proposal for zoning changes.
>>>
>>> External Email Alert!
>>> This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or
opening attachments.
>>>
>>> I feel this document is poorly written and not clear.  If you really want thoughtful input it is important to clearly
state what you are trying to get across.
>>> Thanks,
>>> Jacqueline Chambers
>>
>
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From: Shaun Coombs
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Cc: CityCouncil
Subject: Diverse Housing Planning Efforts
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2020 10:21:54 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello,

I would like to express my strong support for the planning efforts to provide for a greater
diversity of housing options in Olympia. My only criticism is that the planning efforts do not
go far enough, however I recognize that you are constrained by inflexible policies and
negative public sentiment.

As for most of negative public sentiment, I find that most of the concerns are really not based
on the stated arguments, but rather a cloaked justification to maintain sameness in the face of
an obvious need for change.  These perspectives lead to a housing stasis and this is not
sustainable and will not promote a healthy and happy Olympia.

While it beyond the scope of the planning efforts currently being considered I sincerely hope
that Olympia (with regional and federal partners) is able to chip away at growing homeless
crisis.  It is painful to see all of these fellow human beings living in such deplorable
conditions.  All these people are someone's sons and daughters and they are all fellow humans
and we should find it unacceptable to let these conditions persist.  As for the solutions, well
that is a tough one, but let us have the courage to recognize the immense wrongness of this
situation and the fortitude to lean in and craft solutions.

If I can offer any assistance or clarification please do not hesitate to reach out to me.  

Best,
Shaun Coombs
1603 Camden Park Dr 
Olympia, WA 98512
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From: Peter Cook
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Cc: Roy Conover; Eleanor van Noppen; Jeff Hogan; Judith Mason; Peggy Smith; Dick Smith; Leslie Cushman; Marsha

Bayness; Tammy Stampfli; Lara Crutsinger-Perry; Paul McCann; Kari Qvigstad; Anne Fritzel
Subject: Re: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2020 12:39:56 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Thanks Joyce.  I  strongly support these code changes, and I  will advocate for them.

Peter Cook
The United Churches of Olympia 
Lead Team Member FAITH 

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
Get Outlook for Android

From: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 1:00:25 PM
Subject: City of Olympia - Potential Housing Code Amendments
 
Hello. My name is Joyce Phillips and I am a Senior Planner for the City of
Olympia, in the Community Planning & Development Department.  I am
reaching out to you at the request of the Olympia City Council to help raise
awareness of potential code amendments for housing.  Given your
involvement and interest in other housing issues, the City wanted to ensure
you were aware of this work as well.
 
The City is considering amendments to the city code to allow:
 

1. Duplexes on corner lots in any zoning district that permits single family
residences.

2. Amendments to standards for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) that
would eliminate the requirement for an additional parking space;
eliminate the requirement for the property owner to live on site; and
increase the maximum size of the ADU from 800 square feet to 1,000
square feet.

3. Duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments in some zoning districts.
 
For more information on these proposed changes please visit
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  There are upcoming public meeting dates,
information sheets about the three options, a Q&A based on questions from
recent public meetings, and opportunities to provide comments. 
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To receive updates on this work periodically please reply to this email and ask
to be added to the Parties of Record list.
 
Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967
360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov
 
Note:  Emails are public records and are potentially eligible for release.
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1

Joyce Phillips

From: Dan Leahy <danleahy43@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2020 11:03 AM
To: CityCouncil
Cc: Jay Burney; Keith Stahley; Leonard Bauer; Tim Smith; Jeff Fant; Paula Smith; Mike Reid; Cari Hornbein; 

Catherine McCoy; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Olympia Council's Immunization effort
Attachments: City Council. Immunization    Testimony.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

External Email Alert! 
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening attachments. 

Dear Mayor Selby, Council Members Bateman, Parshley, Gilman, Rollins, Cooper, Madrone and City Planning Staff: 
 
The City of Olympia, represented by Council Member Dani Madrone, testified in support of HB 2780. .  
 
The bill is dead, but the language all of you used about the need for the State to immunize opposition to City policy was 
startling and, I believe, quite offensive to the many people who do their best to participate in the life of our community, 
neighborhoods and City. 
 
I transcribed the video of Council Member Dani Madrone's presentation on behalf of the City of Olympia.. I sent my 
transcription to her to verify its accuracy. She agreed that it was accurate.  
 
I've attached my letter to you in response to your testimony, as well as my transcription of your testimony.  
 
I've also submitted a public records request seeking a list of those cities you testified are not "working to address the 
housing shortage." 
 
Your current policy direction downtown creates a housing market owned by a four wealthy investors with a dependent 
renter class in your nine tax exempted, market rate, rental apartments.  
 
Your intentions, symbolized by support for HB 2780, will also expand investor owned housing into the neighborhoods, 
creating yet another dependent renter class and eliminating the possibility of home ownership for younger generations of 
working class people, as well as affordable housing. 
 
I know all members of the Council are committed to these policies, but despite your efforts to immunize opposition with 
state intervention, the resistance to your policies will only grow.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Dan Leahy 
 
1415 6th Avenue SW 
Olympia, Washington 98502 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 118 of 310



                                                                                                                                     March 6, 2020 
 
Dear Mayor Selby, Council Members and Staff, 
 
I am writing in response to your testimony before the House Environment and Energy Committee on 
February 6, 2020. 
 
The thrust of your testimony is that there are citizens in Olympia who suffer from a preventable disease 
and you want the State of Washington to immunize them.  The disease, in this instance, is effective 
citizen opposition to your current housing policy.  
 
Your current policy, in the downtown area, is the promotion of non-affordable apartments by the 
granting of 8 year tax exemptions to four wealthy builders. Your policy puts price pressure on 
affordable apartments, leading to evictions and homelessness.  I and many others object to this. 
 
Your current policy, in the neighborhoods, is the approval of  individual single family houses and large, 
single family track developments, such as the Wellington Heights in SW Olympia.  These new houses, 
which are priced at $435,000 and above also put pressure on the affordable houses in our 
neighborhood, targeting them as potential tear-downs for investors. I and many others object to this. 
 
You state that “most people who benefit from diverse housing options can't engage in the process.”  
This is not true. My neighborhood is one of the most diverse neighborhoods in Olympia both in terms 
of types of housing (single family, duplexes, town houses, market rate rentals, ADUs, HUD assisted 
apartments, non-profit Mercy sponsored housing, etc) and ranges of incomes. I benefit from this, as do 
many of my neighbors. 
 
Contrary to your statement, we do engage in the City's planning process but we object to your belief 
that an unrestrained market will solve the affordable housing problem.  Your response is to characterize 
our objection as a disease and ask the State of Washington to immunize us? 
 
You state that you “understand the concerns around local control. However, there are times when the 
state must intervene to address a crisis. Like with immunization.” With all due respect Mayor Selby, 
Council Members Bateman, Parshley, Gilman, Cooper, Rollins and Madrone, I do not think you 
understand “the concerns around  local control” nor what the crisis is. 
 
The crisis is your support for the financialization of homes and neighborhoods by investors on the hunt 
for asset safety and profitable turnover. Our concern is the elimination of affordability. 
 
You state you “need leadership from the State of Washington” to override local control. We did not 
elect you to City Council to abrogate your responsibilities to City residents. If you are not going to look 
to the citizens for a just housing policy, you should resign from Council. No state-administered 
immunization will remove citizen resistance to your counter-productive policies. 
 
 
Dan Leahy 
1415 6th Avenue SW 
Olympia, Washington 98502 
  
cc: House Environment and Energy Committee; Mayors, Thurston County 
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    City of Olympia Testimony  
  at a Public Hearing of the House Environment and Energy Committee 
     February 6, 2020. 
 
 
Hi. My name is Dani Madrone. I'm a member of the Olympia City Council and I speak on behalf of the 
City in support of HB 2780. 
 
This is a personal issue for me. For many years, I was a low-income, single mother who was able to 
stay in Olympia because of un-permitted missing middle housing. These were places I could afford to 
live, keep my daughter in the school district and stay close to public transit when we could not afford a 
car. These homes should be legal.  
 
I understand the concerns around local control. However, there are times when the state must intervene 
to address a crisis. Like with immunizations. 
 
People want to make medical decisions for their families, however we've seen outbreaks of preventable 
diseases so the state intervenes with immunization mandates. 
 
Similarly, some cities want to be in full control of how they are designed. If every city was working to 
address the housing shortage, I would agree but that is not the case. 
 
Even cities that are up for the challenge are struggling.   When Olympia proposed missing middle 
housing, we had a very robust public process and the City Council unanimously adopted the missing 
middle ordinance. 
 
However, it was invalidated by the Growth Management Hearings Board. We are now proceeding 
under HB1923, yet again facing resistance from people who aren't impacted by the housing shortage.  
Most people who benefit from diverse housing options can't engage in the process. 
 
We need leadership from the State for a comprehensive approach. We are already behind the curve and 
we're leaving people behind. 
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From: Andy Barenberg
To: Housing Option Code Amendments; CityCouncil
Subject: Housing Code Amendments
Date: Saturday, March 07, 2020 3:00:00 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

After reviewing the housing code amendments that have been proposed and attending an
informational session at the city hall I wanted to state my support for the proposed changes. 
These changes will support modest increases to density, helping to reduce housing costs and
allowing for walkable neighborhoods.  Olympia's expansive single-family housing only
zoning with high parking requirements has turned the city into an expensive and car-
dependent town. Hopefully, the city continues with more ambitious changes to create dense
walkable neighborhoods. 

-- 
Dr. Andrew Barenberg

Cofounder: Girlstoschool.org 
Andy.Barenberg@gmail.com
Mobile   816-200-0567
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Dear Mayor Selby Council Members and Staff,

I am writing in response to your testimony before the House Environment and Energy Committee on
February 6,2020.

The thrust of your testimony is that there are citizens in Olympia who suffer from a preventable disease

and you want the State of Washington to immunize them. The disease, in this instance, is effective
citizen opposition to your current housing policy.

Your current policy, in the downtown area, is the promotion of non-affordable apartments by the
granting of 8 year tax exemptions to four wealthy builders. Your policy puts price pressure on
affordable apartments, leading to evictions and homelessness. I and many others object to this.

Your current policy in the neighborhoods, is the approval of individual single family houses and large,
single family track developments, such as the Wellington Heights in SW Olympia. These new houses,
which are priced at $435,000 and above also put pressure on the affordable houses in our
neighborhood, targeting them as potential tear-downs for investors. I and many others object to this.

You state that "most people who benefit from diverse housing options can't engage in the process."
This is not true. My neighborhood is one of the most diverse neighborhoods in Olympia both in terms
of types of housing (single family, duplexes, town houses, market rate rentals, ADUs, HUD assisted
apartments, non-profit Mercy sponsored housing, etc) and ranges of incomes. I benefit from this, as do
many of my neighbors.

Contrary to your statement, we do engage in the City's planning process but we object to your belief
that an unrestrained market will solve the affordable housing problem. Your response is to characterize
our objection as a disease and ask the State of Washington to immunize us?

You state that you'ounderstand the concems around local control. However, there are times when the
state must intervene to address a crisis. Like with immunization." With all due respect Mayor Selby,
Council Members Bateman, Parshley, Gilman, Cooper, Rollins and Madrone, I do not think you
understand "the concerns around local control" nor what the crisis is.

The crisis is your support for the frnancialization of homes and neighborhoods by investors on the hunt
for asset safety and profitable turnover. Our concern is the elimination of affordability.

You state you "need leadership from the State of Washington" to override local control. We did not
elect you to City Council to abrogate your responsibilities to City residents. If you are not going to look
to the citizens for a just housing policy, you should resign from Council. No state-administered
immunization will remove citizen resistance to your counter-productive policies.
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March 6,2020

Dan
1415 6t" Avenue SW
Olympia, Washington 98502

cc: House Environment and Energy Committee; Mayors, Thurston County
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City of Olympia Testimony
at a Public Hearing of the House Environment and Energy Committee

February 6,2020.

Hi. My name is Dani Madrone. I'm a member of the Olympia City Council and I speak on behalf of the
City in support of HB 2780.

This is a personal issue for me. For many years, I was a low-income, single mother who was able to
stay in Olympia because of un-permitted missing middle housing. These were places I could afford to
live, keep my daughter in the school district and stay close to public transit when we could not afford a
car. These homes should be legal.

I understand the concerns around local control. However, there are times when the state must intervene
to address a crisis. Like with immunizations.

People want to make medical decisions for their families, however we've seen outbreaks of preventable
diseases so the state intervenes with immunization mandates.

Similarly, some cities want to be in full control of how they are designed. If every city was working to
address the housing shortage, I would agree but that is not the case.

Even cities thatare up for the challenge are struggling. When Olympia proposed missing middle
housing, we had a very robust public proaess and the City Council unanimously adopted the missing
middle ordinance.

HoweveE it was invalidated by the Growth Management Hearings Board. We are now proceeding
under HBl923, yet again facing resistance from people who aren't impacted by the housing shortage.
Most people who benefit from diverse housing options can't engage in the process.

We need leadership from the State for a comprehensive approach. We are already behind the curve and
we're leaving people behind.
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OLYMPIA CITY COUNCIL'S 8 YEAR TAX RELIEF PROGRAM
FOR BUILDERS OF UNAFFORDABLE (MARKET RATE) APARTMENTS

December 2014 - Feb 2020

U: Residential Units. (1) Estimated cost. I used $200,000/unit, a figure close to the most recent
reported cost figure, to calculate three exemption amounts currently unknown. (2) Residential cost
figures are from the Department of Commerce. The Easterly residential cost figure is from their
application. (3) Tax Gift, Wealth Shift, Corporate Welfare: $10,013,992 is the estimated amount the
4 building owners do not have to pay in taxes over 8 years. I calculated this tax shift to other taxpayers
by dividing the exemption amount by 1000, multiplying that number by the 12.26 millage rate and
multiplying that number by 8 years. (4) The Council, on 6lllll9, approved a 12 year "affordable" tax
exemption for 82 units at 3335 Martin Way. The residential cost is unknown. (5) There are atleast three
possible future applications for 8 year tax exemption: Market Flats, 312 Capitol Way; Annie's Flats,
317 4tt' Avenue; & State and Water, 116 Water Street. All are Walker John projects.

Comments, Questions, Corrections: Contact Dan Leahy, danleah)r43@yahoo.com. (360) 402-0441
(2t18t20)

Location Name U LLC & Governor 8 yr. Property Tax Exemptions 8 Year
TAX GIFT

909 Eastside
Not complete

The
Easterly

2l The Easterly.
Aaron Angelo

Exemption Approved. 21 4120

Residential cost $4,320,000.
$ 423,705

510 State NE
Not complete

Westma
n Mill

86 Port of Olympia.
3'd Gen Investments
LLC. Walker John

Exemption Approved 21 4 12020.
Estimated Cost $ I 7,200,000

@ $200,000/residential unit

$7,686,976

210 State St.

Not complete
Laurana 44 Urban Olympia 5

LLC. Walker John
Exemption Approved. I 121 120

Estimated Cost. $8,800,000
@$200,000/residential unit

$ 863,104

500
Columbia
Not complete

Harbor
Heights

114 500 Columbia Pl
LLC. J. Brent
McKinley

Exemption Approved, ll 12612019.
Estimated Cost. $22,800,000

@$200,000/residential unit.

$2,236,224

322 slt' Ave E
Complete

Annie's
Artists
Flats

48 Urban Olympia 4
LLC. Walker John

Exemption Approved 1l 12112017

Residential Cost $8,121,3 I 5

$ 796,536

512 12th SE
Complete

Campus
Lofts

43 3'd Gen Investments
Walker John

Exemption Approved. 5 I 17 1201 6.
Residential Cost $5,272,07 2

$ 517,084

321Legion
Complete

32r
Lofts

36 Urban Olympia 3

LLC. Walker John
Exemption Approved. 5 I 17 1201 6.
Residential cost $5,678,5 62

$ 556,953

123 4Ih

Avenue
Complete

123 4't' 138 Columbia Heights
Partners, LLC
Shuo Lou

Exemption Approved. 417 I I 5

Residential Cost $28,2 08,7 82
$2,766,717

600 Franklin
Complete

Franklin
Lofts

t9 Urban Olympia 3

LLC. Walker John
Exemption Approved I2l 16l I 4.
Residential cost $ 1,699,562.

$ 166,693

TOTAL 9 s49 4Individuals Total Exemptions: $102,100,293 $10,013,992
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From: DONNA ROYLANCE
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: An opinion based on our life"s savings
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2020 5:06:59 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council:

Thirty years ago we moved here and made a major life investment into a home in
a nice neighborhood, that we could afford and where everyone was maintaining
their property so as to keep up the property values.  This was a judgment and
decision based on much research as we are responsible property owners and
wanted our investment to be increasing in value.  This is the first time that
someone else has decided that OUR property no longer has value and can be
infringed on to benefit those who cannot afford similar property  and will not
likely have the pride of ownership to maintain it as we have seen on Conger St
NW. This area is now degrading and is becoming a less desirable area.  Unless
you, the city council, would like to buy our house at current tax value, them
please respect us and our properties and lifetime investment.  Are each of you
allowing this new invasion of consolidated housing on YOUR STREET?

Yours truly,

Donna Roylance

707 Fox Run Dr NW

Olympia, Wa. 98502
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From: Joyce Phillips
To: Lorie Hewitt
Cc: CityCouncil; Housing Option Code Amendments; Jay Burney; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard Bauer
Subject: RE: Comments on Missing Middle and Housing Option Code Amendments
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2020 12:54:03 PM

Hi, Lorie.
It was nice to have the opportunity to talk with you on the phone last week.  I wanted to follow up to a question you
asked below in your email.  You asked if there would be protections in place to prevent developers from persuading
the single story duplex owner behind you from selling so a developer can build apartments that are 3 stories high
with market rate rentals that would then shade the solar panels on your carport.

When we spoke, I was still in the process of drafting the code amendments that would implement the staff
recommendations.  Those recommendations and draft amendments were just issued this week and are now posted on
the project webpage at olympiawa.gov/housingcode.  It specifically includes language that would limit any/all
residential structures in your zoning district, regardless of the housing type proposed (single family, duplex, triplex
or courtyard apartment), to two stories.  This was intentionally proposed to help with neighborhood scale and
compatibility issues.  The maximum building height allowed there is not proposed to change from what it is
currently - 35 feet. 

Olympia does not currently have solar access requirements in the zoning code.  Although we may in the future, it is
not proposed at this time.  Some building owners that have installed solar panels may choose to acquire a solar
access easement from adjacent properties but that is not a requirement. Any agreement like that is a private
transaction that wouldn't need to go through the city so I do not have a sense of whether or not people are doing that
in Olympia but I suspect that most have not.

I hope that answers your question.  Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss this further.  And you
are more that welcome to provide additional comments to the Planning Commission at
housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. Comments are provided to the Planning Commission and posted on the
webpage.  Comments will be shared with the City Council once the Planning Commission makes its
recommendation on this issue.
Joyce

Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia | Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East | PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967
360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov

Note:  Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.

-----Original Message-----
From: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2020 6:01 AM
To: Lorie Hewitt <bradleyhewittoly@gmail.com>
Cc: Councilmembers <Councilmembers@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jay Burney <jburney@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Keith
Stahley <kstahley@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Kellie Braseth <kbraseth@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Leonard Bauer
<lbauer@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Joyce Phillips <jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: RE: Comments on Missing Middle and Housing Option Code Amendments

Thank you for your comments.  I'll forward them on to Councilmembers and staff.

Connie Cobb
Executive Department | City of Olympia
PO Box 1967 | Olympia WA 98507-1967
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Phone:  (360) 753-8451 | Fax: (360) 570-3791
Email:  ccobb@ci.olympia.wa.us | Website: www.olympiawa.gov

All e-mail to and from this address is a public record.

-----Original Message-----
From: Lorie Hewitt <bradleyhewittoly@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 4:17 PM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Comments on Missing Middle and Housing Option Code Amendments

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council Members:

These are additional comments I sent to city planners after I attended a Housing code meeting last month.  I am
sending these comments directly to you because of their immediate relevance to the ongoing missing middle lawsuit
as well as Olympia’s practice to grant property tax exemptions to developers (without requirements for affordable
housing).

> "I was at the information and comment meeting last Wednesday night. Thank you to staff for running that meeting
and answering questions. I should have submitted a comment related to a question I asked about how this code
change will coordinate with the former struck-down missing middle that is still the subject of the city’s appeal. If
Olympia wins, how will the two regulations fit together?
> Please describe how this new effort improves upon the former missing middle code changes.
>
> I also want to strongly urge Olympia to stop spending money appealing that case because there is now this current
effort that seems to replace that former missing middle that didn’t follow proper GMA channels. This court appeal 
seems a huge waste of taxpayer dollars.
>
> One more subject I want to comment on is the practice of the Council to give 8 year property tax exemptions to
builders of market rate housing. I just found out another exemption was granted to folks from Vancouver for kicking
out renters from their duplex who had affordable housing so they could remodel and get new renters who pay much
higher rent. Why do they need a property tax exemption? They are a big part of the problem here of there not being
enough affordable housing AND I believe they did not create any new units!
>
> I just got my tax bill and it is over $600 higher than my last one. I do not care to subsidize these landlord/builders
that the Council keeps exempting from taxes!!!  I hope you do not expect Olympia residents to vote yes on any more
bond proposals for 8 years!”

I do have a question that I would like Council to respond to :

I have lately been concerned about another possibility that could arrive with your new housing code amendments. I
live on a corner in the South Capital Neighborhood with a triplex across the street and one duplex behind us and
another across the street. So we have been happily coexisting with many rentals for over 30 years (thus this is NOT
a NIMBY issue-- and labeling things that will not do anything for resolving these complex neighborhood/density
issues). With the new housing code changes, how will there be protections in place to prevent developers from
persuading the single story duplex owner behind us from selling so a developer can build apartments that are 3
stories high with market rate rentals that now shade the solar panels on the carport we put in 2 years ago? No one at
the Housing Code Meeting was able to definitively tell me that 3 story apartment complexes would not be permitted
in our neighborhood. I am for infilling, but not at the expense of livable neighborhoods. And especially not if efforts
to help with the climate crisis through solar panels might be stymied due to poorly controlled design requirements
for apartments on residential lots. Each residential neighborhood situation is different and encouraging density is
complicated. Let’s not solve one problem only to create others!
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Thanks for your thoughtful consideration and response.

Lorie Hewitt
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From: Paul Knox
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: proposed code changes
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2020 3:22:41 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Planning Commission and City Council,

I have reviewed the staff recommendations for ADUs, du- and tri-plexes and courtyard apartments
and concur and agree with all of them. These are all best practices other cities are following in any
attempt to incent and allow more diverse housing in single family neighborhoods.  Please vote yes!
 
Paul Knox
KnoxWorks Consulting
360.790.4464
knoxworksconsulting.com
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From: Tessa Smith
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Adopt all three...
Date: Friday, March 13, 2020 11:40:54 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I agree with the staff, all three housing options should be adopted, no question.  I am
concerned too many barriers are being put in place for the garden apartments and they are a
critical piece of the solution.  Particularly I agree with the height restriction for ADU's being
raised to 24'!

Cheers,
Tess

      Tessa Smith_|_Principal AIA CPHC LEED AP
      cel: (360) 870-6280
      tessa@artisansgroup.com
      ArtisansGroup.com
      The Artisans Group, Inc.
      1508 4th Ave E Olympia WA 98506
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From: chela2@Q.com
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: RE: Housing Options Code Amendments - Olympia
Date: Friday, March 13, 2020 6:56:51 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello:
 
My comments on the code amendment options:
 

1)     ADUs.  I disagree with eliminating the requirement for additional parking.  I have seen way
too many neighborhoods in Seattle where street parking is horribly clogged and really
destroys the navigability as well as the atmosphere of a neighborhood. 

2)     ADUs.  I think the size of ADUs should be limited to 800 square feet. That is plenty big
enough for a smallish affordable unit.  1000 Square feet is larger than most of the houses in
some parts of the northeast neighborhood.

3)     General comment:  What is the city doing to actually encourage more building on empty lots
in Olympia, within the existing zoning allowances?  If the City were truly interested in
increasing infill and density, then additional angles should be looked at, such as reducing
impact fees, allowing more variances if the situation merits (e.g., allowing extension over
required setback in some situations), streamlining building permit process, developing
preapproved plans for ADUs, etc.

4)     General comment:  Instead of or in addition to focusing so much on densifying
neighborhoods, what is the City doing in terms of encouraging more housing in underutilized
major arterial corridors?  For example, Pacific Avenue between 4th and I-5 area could be a
great place for more apartments, townhomes, etc.  Can the city put in place zoning
requirements for all development in that area to include residential uses?  Another area that
would be ripe for more urban housing would be behind some of the commercial businesses
on Harrison Avenue in west Olympia between Harrison and 4th Avenue West.  There is a lot
of undeveloped land in that area that could be zoned for residential use only, helping to
create more vibrant commercial/residential zone. 

 
Thanks
Joyce Mercuri
 
From: Housing Option Code Amendments [mailto:housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us] 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2020 2:58 PM
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options Code Amendments - Olympia
 

You are receiving this email as someone who has provided comments on, or is a
Party of Record for, this proposal.

If you do not wish to remain on this email distribution list please reply and ask to be
removed.

 
The Planning Commission continues to consider code amendments to
implement two to three options related to housing types (related to Accessory
Dwelling Units, Duplexes, Triplexes, and Courtyard Apartments).  Learn more
about the housing options under consideration at
olympiawa.gov/housingcode.
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The Housing Code Amendments webpage has been updated to include Staff
Recommendations about how to implement these housing options.  A
summary of the options and recommendations is attached. You may provide
written comments at housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. Public comments are
provided to the Planning Commission and are posted on the webpage a few
days after the Planning Commission meetings. 
 
The intent was to present these recommendations at the Planning Commission
meeting on Monday, March 16, 2020. That will occur at a later date as all
Advisory Board and Commission meetings of the City have been cancelled
until further notice in an effort to substantially reduce the spread of the
COVID-19 virus.  Additionally, the Open House scheduled for Monday, March
23, 2020 is postponed to a later date.
 
We will send updates on next steps as more information is known. Until then,
please be safe, be kind, and keep washing your hands.
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From: Tonya Hennen
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Comment of Housing Option Code Amendments of 3/12
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 12:53:15 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello,

I have reviewed the Housing Option Code Amendments sent via email on 3/12/2020 and fully support the staff
recommendations for all three options. Thank you - I hope that allowing density will helpfully bring positive density
to our city.

Thank you,
Tonya Hennen
501 Central St SE, Olympia

Tonya Hennen (she/her)
Windermere Real Estate/ Olympia
2312 Pacific Ave SE
Olympia, WA 98501

(3 6 0) 7 6 8 - 4 O L Y mobile
(2 0 6) 2 2 8 -  4 6 3 8 mobile
(3 6 0) 9 4 3 - 7 8 3 9 office

The CoHo Team of Windermere Agents
"Building Community, Bringing you Home"

Over $1,050,000 donated to community development and housing non-profits since 2000.
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From: Edible Forest Gardens EFG
To: Housing Option Code Amendments; CityCouncil
Cc: edibleforestgardens@gmail.com
Subject: Seniors need new housing options
Date: Sunday, March 22, 2020 11:11:33 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I attended every advisory work group meeting, open house, planning and land use committee, and City Council
meetings of the Missing Middle process. As a senior, 74 years old, I appreciate the work the City did to provide
increased opportunities for homes in ADUs, tiny homes, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, cottage housing, courtyard
apartments and SROs throughout the neighborhoods. This is all very encouraging to seniors who find ourselves in a
housing emergency.

I appreciate the City’s continued legal engagement to protect the Missing Middle from appeals. We need it!

Now that Washington State law offers solutions to permit ADUs, cottage housing, etc. without the threat of appeal, I
say “Go for it!”

I was 70 when Missing Middle started - now I’m 74. Seniors need these options. ADUs can be “granny flats” in the
yards of family, friends and neighbors in the neighborhood of our choice. Some seniors dream of living in cottage
housing with other seniors, sharing caregivers and services. Living in ADUs keeps us in the neighborhoods as we
age. We have a lot to offer - think babysitters and cookies!

Please do work quickly to put the new regulations in place so the many homeowners who want to build ADUs in
their yards can get busy and build homes for us. We need them!

Thanks,

Pat Rasmussen

Sent from my iPhone
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From: CityCouncil
To: Bradford
Cc: Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard Bauer
Subject: RE: A REAL story about what will happen to Olympia if the City keeps going down its DENSITY path
Date: Monday, March 23, 2020 3:45:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

 
 
Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Bradford <c_brad@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2020 2:34 PM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>; cpdinfo <cpdinfo@ci.olympia.wa.us>; cityhall
<cityhall@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: A REAL story about what will happen to Olympia if the City keeps going down its DENSITY
path
Importance: High
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Although I realize the Corona Virus issue is extremely important right now, I believe it is also
important for people, such as me, to keep an eye on the ball regarding the City of Olympia's
promotion of what everyone has been referring to as infill housing, up zoning, missing middle,
and gentrification, etc.

On Saturday night I watched an excellent show on PBS entitled, “On the Brink.” It told the
story about the demise of Seattle’s Central District neighborhood, a largely black population.
Although it talked about how the black people in this particular community were forced to
move because of gentrification, the exact same thing is happening to many others (no matter
their race) in Seattle, LA, New York, and other cities throughout America (including
Olympia). Seattle’s neighborhoods are being dismantled one by one. It is a lesson in the
profound loss of community. It is no longer just a racial issue but is one of money and greed. 

The concept of this film mirrors what is currently happening in Olympia in that it started out
by city officials and developers who worked to increase the “Density” of neighborhoods, the
exact wording people in the Seattle Central District heard. As discussed in the film, the people
in that community saw things happen slowly at first and didn’t know what hit them until
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everything had been destroyed. You can access this film at https://www.pbs.org/show/brink/ It
is about one hour long but well worth watching. I strongly encourage everyone to watch this.
It will give the City Council, Planning Dept., City Manager, and other pro-missing middle
people a realistic look of what is going to happen if Olympia continues down this path.

On the Brink | PBS

Watch On the Brink videos on demand. Stream full episodes online.

pbs.org
 
 
There is no doubt about what is and what will happen in Olympia.  When our neighborhoods are
finally destroyed, each and every one of you will be responsible for this. I hope you will take a
realistic look at what will happen and not let the developers and other who stand to benefit from
gentrification drive you.
 
Sincerely,
   Colleen Bradford

   1712 13th Ave SE
   Olympia, WA 98501
  (360) 970-8634
 
  P.O. Box 2474
  Olympia, WA 98501
 

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From: CityCouncil
To: Glen Anderson
Cc: Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard Bauer
Subject: RE: Affordable Housing? Facts vs. Myths about the "Missing Middle"
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 1:20:18 PM

 
 
Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Glen Anderson <glenanderson@integra.net> 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2020 10:33 AM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Affordable Housing? Facts vs. Myths about the "Missing Middle"
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

You know we are experiencing a crisis in affordable housing.  However, the “Missing
Middle” will NOT solve the problem.  I interviewed two knowledgeable local persons (Jay
Elder and Larry Dzieza) for the April 2020 program on my “Glen’s Parallax Perspectives”
TV series. 

You can watch it on cable TV or through my blog.  My blog post includes a
thorough summary of what we said during the interview and also the powerfully
informative graphs we showed on TV.

The interview will air on TCTV cable channel 22 three times a week throughout
April 2020 (Mondays 1:30 pm, Wednesdays 5:00 pm, and Thursdays 9:00 pm) on TCTV
cable channel 22 for cable TV subscribers in Thurston County WA.  See
www.tcmedia.org for their complete schedules on all channels.

Also, you can watch it – and/or read the thorough summary – through the blog
link below at any time from anywhere:
 http://parallaxperspectives.org/affordable-housing-facts-vs-myths-about-the-
missing-middle
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"It is time for people to rise to their full moral and spiritual height, to take the world
on their shoulders, and to say, 'I will save the earth.'"     -- Helen Caldicott
 
For information, resources, and encouragement to take strong actions to “save the
earth,” as Dr. Helen Caldicott says, see various parts of my blog,
www.parallaxperspectives.org
Glen Anderson (360) 491-9093 glenanderson@integra.net
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From: Nicole Floyd
To: Helen Wheatley
Subject: RE: Threshold determination for project number 20-0994
Date: Tuesday, April 14, 2020 4:40:10 PM
Attachments: HOCA SEPA Checklist.pdf

3 EIS for 1994 Comprehensive Plan.pdf
07182012.DRAFT.SEIS.noWatermark.pdf
FSEIS 2013 Issued 012414.pdf

Helen,

Please find the attached checklist.

I have also attached the:
Environmental Impact Statement for the 1994 Comprehensive Plan
Supplimental Environmental Impact Statement for the 2012 Comprehensive Plan Update
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the 2012 Comprehensive Plan Update

The housing options website is also a good resource for the project scope: http://olympiawa.gov/city-
government/codes-plans-and-standards/housing-code-amendments.aspx

You may also want to review our Municipal Code Online as it includes all the applicable regulations that will apply
to any forthcoming development projects: https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Olympia/

Please let me know if you would like any other information.

Nicole Floyd, AICP

Senior Planner|City of Olympia
601 4th Ave E.|Olympia, WA 98501
Ph: 360.570.3768|Fax: 360.753.8087
Web: olympiawa.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Helen Wheatley <hwheatley22@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2020 3:35 PM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Threshold determination for project number 20-0994

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello Nicole,

Is there an environmental checklist related to this threshold determination?

If so, I would like to make a public information request for the checklist.

I also request to see all documents related to filling out the items on checklist, per WAC 197-11-315 and WAC 197-
11-060, which appear to be the ones relevant to this process, and/or any other WACs relevant to this project’s SEPA
review.
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST   
Purpose of checklist:  
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization 
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental 
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 
  
Instructions for applicants:   
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions.  You may use “not applicable” or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown.  
You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports.  Complete and accurate 
answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-
making process. 
 
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal 
or its environmental effects.  The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your 
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 
adverse impact. 
 
Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed.  Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts.  The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination.  Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:  [help]  
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).  Please 
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not 
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 
 
A.  Background  [help] 
 
1.   Name of proposed project, if applicable: [help] 
 


Housing Options Code Amendments to implement certain subsection of RCW 36.70A.600 
 
2.   Name of applicant: [help] 
 


City of Olympia, Community Planning and Development Department 
 


3.   Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: [help]  
 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/e-review.html
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Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner 
(360) 570-3722, jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us 
601 – 4th Ave East 
PO Box 1967 
Olympia, WA 98507 


 
4.   Date checklist prepared: [help] 
 


February and March 2020 
 
5.   Agency requesting checklist: [help] 
 


City of Olympia Community Planning and Development Department 
 
6.   Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): [help] 
 


A public hearing before the City of Olympia Planning Commission is not yet scheduled but will likely 
be held in April or May of 2020.  The City Council will likely consider the future Planning 
Commission recommendation and the proposed amendments in mid-2020.  If adopted, the proposed 
code amendments would go into effect shortly thereafter (5 days is typical). 


 
7.   Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 


connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 
 
Yes. One of the proposed text amendments is for the City to monitor its achieved density on an 
annual basis in order to assess if the overall density is approaching or exceeds the targeted density 
of land in the areas designated as “Low Density Neighborhoods” in the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Low Density Neighborhood areas have a target density of up to twelve units per acre.   
 
Additionally, after using the future code for a year or two it may be desirable to modify the code to 
address any questions or issues that should be changed or clarified.   
 
Other work the city is conducting will also impact housing, such as the Homelessness Response 
Plan and implementation of the Home Fund.  Additionally, the City of Olympia is currently working 
to develop a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, which may contain recommendations around 
housing and energy that will be addressed a later date. 
 


8.   List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. [help] 


 
A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) and Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) were completed for the Olympia Comprehensive Plan 
Update, January 2014.  The Comprehensive Plan was adopted in December of 2014. These 
proposed code amendments are intended to help implement the provisions of the Comprehensive 
Plan that call for accommodating additional residential development in existing neighborhoods 
through infill development. The City is still planning for the same number of people as determined 
in the adopted Comprehensive Plan: for population growth of up to 20,000 new residents from 
2014 to 2035, within the same urban growth boundary. 
 
City staff did review the United Nations Emissions Gap Report for 2019 in regard to its 
recommendations for urbanization.  In its recommendations to reduce emissions to meet reduction 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (section 5.3.2 Urbanization and Settlements), it states, 
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“First, more compact urban form tends to reduce energy consumption and increase opportunities 
for more efficient district heating and cooling systems (Lucon 2014), transportation infrastructure 
and energy supply networks, and integrated management across different vectors (mobility, 
electricity, gas, heat).” The report calls for urbanization, smaller housing units, and making use of 
existing infrastructure as a necessary measure to reduce emissions. 
 
The report is available at https://www.unenvironment.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2019.  
 
Allowing more housing, that is in scale with the Low-Density Neighborhoods designation in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan, is one way the city can accommodate housing for our anticipated 
population growth while making use of existing infrastructure investments. This also aligns well 
with the City’s policies of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and reducing sprawl. 
 


9.   Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 


 
There are usually a few land use review applications or building permit applications in review for 
projects located in the zoning districts these amendments would alter at any given time.  The 
applications are being reviewed for conformance with the rules in place at the time of submittal or 
acceptance of a complete application.  There are no known applications in review that are pending 
the outcome of these recommendations. There have been inquires from some members of the public 
regarding whether or not certain code changes may occur, as they decide whether or not to 
proceed.  These inquiries seem to be focused on the maximum building height allowed for 
Accessory Dwelling Units and not about whether or not to build one on their property. 
 


10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
[help] 


 
City Council approval or modification of these proposed code changes will be needed before the 
code changes occur and go into effect. The proposal will be considered by the City Council after the 
Olympia Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and issues a recommendation on the 
proposed amendments. 
 


11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size 
of the project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 
describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on 
this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information 
on project description.) [help] 
 
The proposed revisions include amendments to the city’s zoning and development standards to 
allow for a greater variety of housing types in low density residential areas, primarily by modifying 
requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and allowing duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard 
apartments in areas of the city where they are not currently allowed or by modifying the standards 
for these housing types in some zoning districts. While the city has identified, through its 
comprehensive plan, three areas for high-density residential development where the majority of 
future growth will occur, there is also a policy direction to increase infill in the city’s lower density 
residential zones (primarily the Residential 4-8 and Residential 6-12 zoning districts, with densities 
of 4-8 and 6-12 units per acre, respectively). Implementation of the three high density nodes and 
infill strategies are included in the City’s adopted comprehensive plan and are key strategies to 
meeting the city’s projected population growth within the existing urban growth boundary. 
 



https://www.unenvironment.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2019
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These code amendments would revise various chapters in Title 18, Unified Development Code, of 
the Olympia Municipal Code.  These standards address things like permitted uses in various zoning 
districts, lot sizes and dimensional standards, building heights, parking requirements, and design 
review.  These draft amendments address accessory dwelling units (ADUs), duplexes, triplexes, and 
courtyard apartments. The amendments would allow duplexes on corner lots in all zoning districts 
that permit single family residences (all residential and most commercial zones); amend the 
development standards applicable for ADUs (remove requirements for additional parking space, 
the property owner to live on site, increase the maximum size from 800 square feet to 1,000 square 
feet, and to increase the maximum building height for ADUs that are not attached to the primary 
residence); and make provisions to allow for duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments on each 
parcel in one or more zoning districts that permit single family residences (unless the city 
documents a specific infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this requirement 
unfeasible for a particular parcel). 
 
Responses to questions in Section B recognize that this proposal is the action of reviewing potential 
impacts of adopting these code amendments – not of potential future development projects 
themselves.  Many responses will be general in nature because the action of adopting development 
regulations does not have specific impacts (for example, no housing units or parking spaces will be 
created or eliminated; no runoff will be generated) on a specific piece of property.  
 
Section D is the supplemental section for non-project actions such as this.  It is also filled out and is 
more specific to a non-project action like this proposal.  Responses are made with the knowledge 
that other code provisions that address things like stormwater management, critical areas and 
environmental protections, and other development standards will still apply and are not proposed 
to be changed as a result of these proposed amendments.   


 
12.  Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 


location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, 
and range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available.  While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
permit applications related to this checklist. [help] 
 
The proposed zoning provisions would apply citywide.  Some provisions apply across a particular 
zoning district (e.g. Residential 4-8 or “R 4-8”) whereas others are for a particular issue (e.g. 
parking). Most amendments pertain to the R 4-8 and R 6-12 zoning districts, but multiple revisions 
apply and will impact all residential and most commercial zoning districts. 
 
 


B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS  [help] 
 
1.  Earth  [help] 
 
a.   General description of the site: [help] 


(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other _____________  
 
Portions of the City are flat, rolling, hilly, and/or contain steep slopes.   
 


b.   What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? [help] 
 
Slopes in the city limits and Urban Growth Area (UGA) very between 0% to greater than 40%. 
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c.   What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 


muck)?  If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 
removing any of these soils. [help] 


 
There are several soil types across the City of Olympia and its UGA.  According to the US 
Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Maps, the most 
predominate soil types are Alderwood Gravelly Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes), Nisqually Loamy Fine 
Sand (0-15% slopes), and Yelm Fine Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes).  Other less predominate soil 
types present include Cagey Loamy Sand, Everett Very Gravelly Sandy Loam, Giles Silt Loam, 
Indianola Loamy Sand, Kapowsin Silt Loam, Norma Silt Loam, and Schneider Very Gravelly Loam.  
Additional soil types are present as well.  
  


d.   Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, 
describe. [help] 


 
According to the Washington Geologic Information Portal, accessed via the Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources website, there are two seismogenic faults that cross the City of 
Olympia area. Both run in a diagonal fashion, northwest to southeast and are named Olympia 
Structure Class B.  The portal maps the approximate ground response to earthquakes by identifying 
liquefaction susceptibility.  The majority of the Olympia area is identified as having a low to 
moderate susceptibility.  Portions of the city (primarily near Puget Sound) are identified as having 
high susceptibility, while other areas are considered low or very low susceptibility.   
 


e.   Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of 
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. [help] 


 
This is a non-project action.  There is no filling, excavation, or grading proposed related to the 
adoption of the code amendments. 
 


f.   Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 
[help] 


 
Erosion will not occur because there is no clearing or construction proposed. 
 


g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project  
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? [help] 


 
Not Applicable – there will be no change in the amount of impervious surfaces as there is no 
construction proposed. Additionally, these amendments do not include revisions of the maximum 
amount of building coverage, hard surfaces coverage, or impervious surface coverage allowed in 
the underlying zoning districts.  
 


h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: [help] 
 
None needed at this time.  For future development proposals, the city has adopted erosion control 
standards as well as provisions to protect critical areas, which include geologically hazardous 
areas (landslide hazard areas), which will apply. 
 
 


2. Air  [help] 
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a.   What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, operation, and 


maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate 
quantities if known. [help] 


 
There will be no emissions to the air as a result of adopting amendments to the development 
regulations.   
 


b.   Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so, 
generally describe. [help] 


 
No, there are no off-site sources of emissions or odor that will affect amendment of the development 
regulations.   
 


c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: [help] 
 
None.  
  


3.  Water  [help] 
 
a.   Surface Water:  
 


1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-
round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe type 
and provide names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. [help] 
 
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  There are surface waters in the form of lakes, 
streams, wetlands, and Puget Sound. 
 


2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 
waters?  If yes, please describe and attach available plans. [help] 


 
No – adoption of the text amendments will not require any work over, in, or adjacent to water 
sources. 
 


3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from 
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  
Indicate the source of fill material. [help] 


 
None. 
 


4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general  
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 


 
No – adoption of the code amendments will not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 
 


5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 
[help] 


 
Portions of the city are designated as 100-year floodplain. 
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6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, 
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. [help] 


 
No, the proposed amendments will not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters.  
 


b.  Ground Water:  
 


1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, 
give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities 
withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 


 
No – groundwater will not be withdrawn for any purpose as a result of adopting these code 
amendments. 
 


2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other 
sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 
following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the 
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. [help] 


 
None. 
  


c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 
 


1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?   
Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. [help] 


 
None – these text amendments will not result in any runoff. 
 


2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No. 
 


3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If 
so, describe. [help] 


 
No. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage 
pattern impacts, if any: [help] 


 
None.  
 


4.  Plants  [help] 
 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: [help] 


 
 deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 
 evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
 shrubs 
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 grass 
pasture 


 crop or grain (generally personal or small scale gardens) 
 Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops (generally personal or small scale 


gardens) 
 wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
 water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
 other types of vegetation 


 
b.   What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? [help] 


 
None.   
 


c.   List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
The proposed non-project action does not include any construction or development that would 
impact any listed threatened or endangered species. Potential impacts of future, specific 
development proposals will be addressed through regulations and/or project specific environmental 
review. 


 
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 


vegetation on the site, if any: [help] 
 
None associated with the adoption of these text amendments to the development code.   
 


e.   List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
A review of maps on the Thurston County Noxious Weeds and Lakes Management website shows 
the following noxious weeds are present in the city and urban growth areas: common fennel, 
common reed, giant hogweed, gorse, knapweed (meadow), knotweed (Bohemian, giant and 
Japanese), loosestrife (purple), pampas grass, poison hemlock, shiny geranium, spurge laurel, 
tansy ragwort, wild chervil, and yellow flag iris. 
 
Additional noxious weeds that are present in Thurston County include: blueweed, Brazilian elodea, 
bugloss (annual), bugloss (common), butterfly bush, Dalmation toadflax, hawkweed (common, 
mouseear, orange, wall, yellow, and yellow devil), knapweed (diffuse, spotted), knotweed 
(Himalyan), parrotfeather, perennial pepperweed, perennial sowthistle, rush skeletonweed, sulfur 
cinquefoil, thistle (Italian, Scotch, slenderflower, and variable-leaf milfoil. 
 
For a list of Noxious Weeds currently present in Thurston County, Washington, visit: 
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/tcweeds/weed-list.htm       
 
 


5.  Animals  [help] 
 
a.  List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known 


to be on or near the site.  [help]                                                                                       
 


Examples include:   
 
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
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 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ________ 
        


b.  List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
According to the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Priority Habitat and Species 
Maps, the following wildlife specific are present in this area: Mazama Pocket Gopher (habitat in 
City Limits, habitat and sightings in Urban Growth Area), Oregon Spotted Frog, Olympic 
Mudminnow, Steelhead, Fall Chinook, Fall Chum, Resident Coastal Cutthroat, Coho, Surf Smelt, 
Big Brown Bat, Yuma Myotis (bat), California Myotis (bat), Purple Martin, and the Townsend’s 
Big-Eared Bat.   
 


c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. [help] 
 
The City of Olympia is located in the Pacific Flyway, which extends from Mexico northward into 
Canada and the State of Alaska. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: [help] 
 
None. 
  


e.  List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
None.   
 
 


6.  Energy and Natural Resources  [help] 
 
a.   What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the 


completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, 
manufacturing, etc. [help] 


 
None. 
 


b.   Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  
If so, generally describe.  [help] 


 
No, adoption of the revised development regulations would not affect the potential use of solar 
energy by adjacent properties. 
 
One of the proposed development regulation amendments includes an increase to the maximum 
building height allowed for an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) that is not attached to the house.  The 
maximum building height is currently 16 feet for any accessory structure that is not attached to the 
house.  The proposed revision is to increase the building height for detached ADUs to 24 feet, 
which would allow an ADU to be built above a garage or other accessory structure.  An increase in 
building height from 16 feet to 24 feet may limit the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 
properties.  However, the maximum size of the single family home, or any addition to it, is up to 35 
feet in height.  16 feet and 24 feet are both lower in height than the maximum height allowed for the 
house or any future additions to the house. 
 


c.  What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List 
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: [help] 
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None. 
 


7.  Environmental Health  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of 


fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If 
so, describe. [help] 


 
No. 
 


1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 
[help] 


 
None. 
 


2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development 
and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines 
located within the project area and in the vicinity. [help] 


 
None. 
 


3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 
life of the project. [help] 


 
None associated with these text amendments.  
 


4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. [help] 
 
None – adoption of development regulations will not require special emergency services.  
 


5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: [help] 
 
None. Potential impacts of future, site specific development proposals will be addressed through 
regulations and/or project specific environmental review.  
 


b.  Noise  [help]  
 


1)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? [help] 


 
None. 
 


2)  What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a 
short-term or a long-term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)? 
Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. [help] 


 
None.  Adoption of development regulations will not create noise.   
 


3)  Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: [help] 
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None. Potential noise impacts may occur during future development proposals and will be 
addressed through City regulations and/or specific environmental review. 
 


8.  Land and Shoreline Use  [help] 
 
a.  What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current 


land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. [help] 
 
The city contains lands that are designated in the Comprehensive Plan for, and zoned for, 
residential, commercial, mixed use, and industrial uses. Those designations are not anticipated to 
change as a result of these development regulation amendments. 
 
The proposal would primarily amend regulations pertaining to the housing types that are allowed 
in the different zoning districts - or amend development standards that are applicable.  For 
example, Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) may no longer be required to provide an additional off-
street parking space or have the property owner live on site.   The maximum size allowed for ADUs 
may increase from 800 to 1,000 square feet.  Some zoning districts may allow duplexes, triplexes, or 
courtyard apartments where these housing types are not currently allowed. Other proposed 
amendments may result in there being one lot size for the construction of a single family home or a 
duplex (or triplex, or courtyard apartment) as long as the applicant can demonstrate that other 
development standards such as setbacks from property lines, maximum development coverages of 
the lot, off-street parking, design review, low impact development stormwater standards, and the 
protection of critical areas are satisfied. 


 
b.  Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. 


How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to 
other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, 
how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or 
nonforest use?  [help] 


  
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  Portions of the city have been used for farming 
or forestry in the past.   
 


1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal 
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, 
tilling, and harvesting? If so, how: [help] 


 
No. 
 


c.  Describe any structures on the site. [help] 
 
There are a wide variety of structures throughout the city including public, commercial, residential, 
light industrial, and mixed use buildings.  Fences, bulkheads, boardwalks, and other structure types 
are also present. 
 


d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? [help] 
 
No. 
 


e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? [help] 
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The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial zoning classifications, 
including some mixed use zones. The zoning district boundaries are not proposed to change as a 
result of these code amendments. 
 


f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial Future Land Use designations 
in its comprehensive plan.  The Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the comprehensive plan 
includes a Future Land Use Map that shows the location of Future Land Use designations that 
include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
 


g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes several shoreline designations from conservancy to urban uses.   
 


h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county?  If so, specify. 
[help] 


 
Yes, there are critical areas within the City of Olympia. 
 


i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? [help] 
 
No change as a result of these code amendments.  However, the city does anticipate additional 
future development, including residential uses. 
 


j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? [help] 
 
No people will be displaced by the adoption of revised development regulations.   
 


k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: [help]  
 
None proposed specifically.   
  


L.  Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 
uses and plans, if any: [help] 


 
The draft code was developed in consideration of the adopted Comprehensive Plan goals and 
policies related to low density neighborhoods and residential infill development. This includes 
consideration of the City’s Infill and Other Residential Design Review requirements and the 
Historic Preservation standards. The overall number of people and housing units the city is 
working to accommodate has not increased as a result of these amendments.  The city is working to 
accommodate its projected population growth within its urban growth area boundary. 
 


m.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 
commercial significance, if any: [help] 


 
None. 
 


9.  Housing  [help] 
 
a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or 


low-income housing. [help] 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#LandShorelineUse

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Housing

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Housing





 
 
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)  July 2016 Page 13 of 20 


 


 
Staff anticipates these code amendments would result in fewer than 950 residential units over 
twenty years, given that the Missing Middle Infill Housing ordinance (which included a greater 
variety of housing options than are currently proposed and eliminated the need for a transfer of 
development right to reach the maximum density of 8 units per acre in the R 4-8 zone, which is not 
included in this proposal) was projected to result in only 474-946 units over a twenty year period. 
 
The majority of the City’s population growth will be accommodated in the three areas designated 
as High Density Neighborhood in the Comprehensive Plan and in areas designated for moderate 
density residential land uses.    
 


b.   Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-
income housing. [help] 


 
None. Adoption of development regulations will not add or eliminate any housing units. 
 


c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: [help] 
 
Adoption of these amendments is intended to help provide a greater variety of housing types in the 
Low Density Neighborhood areas of the City.  These are generally assumed to be market rate units 
in existing residential areas, primarily through infill development. 
 
The City is working to address other housing issues through its specific planning efforts for the 
High Density Neighborhoods – such as was completed for the Downtown High Density 
Neighborhood through the Downtown Strategy (anticipated to provide housing for 5,000 additional 
residents) and future planning efforts for the other two High Density Neighborhood Areas.  Other 
efforts address housing, such as work to implement the City’s Home Fund, the Homeless Response 
Plan, housing efforts under the Community Development Block Grant, and emergency housing 
efforts for people experiencing homelessness. The City is working to address housing for all 
members of our community, at all income levels. 
 


10.  Aesthetics  [help] 
 
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 


principal exterior building material(s) proposed? [help] 
 
No structures are proposed at this time.  Future development that may occur is subject to height 
limitations.  In low density residential zones, which are the zones primarily affected by these 
amendments, the maximum building height for the primary residential structure is 35 feet.  
Accessory structures are limited in height to 16 feet.  While the majority of accessory structures that 
are not attached to the house will remain at 16 feet or less in height, the proposed amendments 
would increase the height to 24 feet for accessory dwelling units.  This would allow an ADU to be 
constructed above a garage or shop building that is not attached to the house. 
 


b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? [help] 
 
No specific construction is proposed, as this is a non-project action.   
 


c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: [help] 
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Duplexes, triplexes, and accessory dwelling units require design review.  Courtyard apartments are 
considered to be a type of multifamily project, which also requires design review.  The City’s Infill 
and Other Residential Design Review (Chapter 18.175, OMC) standards address: 


• Neighborhood Scale and Character 
• Building Orientation and Entries 
• Building Modulation and Articulation 
• Windows 
• Garage Design 
• Materials and Colors 


 
 


11.  Light and Glare  [help] 
 
a.  What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly 


occur? [help] 
 
None.  Light and/or glare issues will be addressed as part of any future project review and 
decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 


b.   Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 
[help] 


 
No, because there is nothing proposed at this time that would create any light or glare or interfere 
with views.  However, light and/or glare issues and view protections will be addressed as part of 
any future project review and decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 


c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? [help] 
 
None. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None.  See response in 11b, above. 


 
 
12.  Recreation  [help] 
 
a.   What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? [help] 


 
There are multiple recreational opportunities throughout the city, including parks and open spaces, 
the waterfront, and nearby forests.  
 


b.  Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. [help] 
 
No recreational uses would be displaced by this proposal. 
 


c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: [help] 


 
None.  These proposed development regulation amendments do not alter the City’s adopted level of 
service for parks and open spaces. One reason the maximum building height for ADUs to increase 
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from 16 feet to 24 feet is so additional yard area could be retained, rather than having two separate 
structures that are not attached to the house, which some people would prefer. 
 
 


13.  Historic and cultural preservation  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years 


old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so, 
specifically describe. [help] 


 
Yes, there are multiple buildings, structures and sites city-wide.  Inventories have been completed 
by the City for some areas and are included in City databases. 
 


b.  Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? 
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, 
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies 
conducted at the site to identify such resources. [help] 


 
There are landmarks in the city and the downtown has a rich history of use by Native Americans 
and other historic uses.  The City of Olympia has a standard process to review for and protect 
cultural resources, which will not change as a result of revised development regulations. 
 


c.  Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources 
on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of 
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. 
[help] 


 
City staff worked to ensure consistency with these amendments and the city policies and codes 
related to Historic Preservation.  This work is consistent with city procedures around protection 
and preservation of archeological and cultural resources as well.  


 
d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance 


to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. [help] 
 
All future development will be subject to city, state and federal regulations regarding protection of 
cultural, historic and archaeological resources, which are not changed by this proposal. 
 
 


14.  Transportation  [help] 
 
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe 


proposed access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. [help] 
 
This is a non-project action that will apply to development within the City of Olympia.  Overall, the 
City has a network of 216 miles of urban streets from low volume residential streets up to major 
arterials.  Interstate 5 and Highway l0l also run through the City. 
 


b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit?  If so, generally 
describe.  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? [help] 


 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#HistoricCulturalPreservation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#HistoricCulturalPreservation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#HistoricCulturalPreservation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#HistoricCulturalPreservation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#HistoricCulturalPreservation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Transportation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Transportation

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Transportation





 
 
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)  July 2016 Page 16 of 20 


 


Intercity Transit is the primary transit provider in the City of Olympia and its primary transit center 
is located in the downtown.  Other service providers (e.g. Mason County Transit, Grays Harbor 
Transit) provide service to the city as well.   
 


c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? [help] 


 
None, adoption of revised development regulations will not create additional parking spaces, nor 
will any be eliminated.   
 


d.   Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 
(indicate whether public or private). [help]  


 
Not at this time, as a result of adopting code amendments.  Future development projects may 
require transportation improvements to streets, sidewalks, or bicycle lanes pursuant to the 
development standards and when those types of improvements are required, as already adopted by 
the City.  For example, current standards require project applicants construct street frontage 
improvements for projects that generate more than 20 new average daily trips.  An applicant who 
applies to build a residence on a vacant lot that does not have a sidewalk installed is required to 
install the sidewalk or, in some cases, can instead pay into a sidewalk fund for the construction of 
sidewalks elsewhere.  These requirements are not subject to change as a result of these proposed 
amendments. 


  
e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 


transportation?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No, adoption of these proposed code amendments will not use water, rail, or air transportation.  
Streets, trails, sidewalks, rail lines, and water transportation are present in the city. 
 


f.   How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? 
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would 
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation 
models were used to make these estimates? [help] 


 
None. The number of average daily trips likely to occur from future development of the housing 
types being considered at this time are 9.44 for a single family residence; 7.32 for duplex, triplex, 
and courtyard apartment units, and 3.70 for Accessory Dwelling Units.  The number of units and 
overall population growth planned for in the Comprehensive Plan has not changed and remains the 
same.  This type of infill growth was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 


g.  Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. [help] 


 
No.  No change is proposed that would have an impact on or affect the movement of agricultural or 
forest products. 
 


h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None at this time.  Future projects will be reviewed for conformance with the requirements in place 
at the time of application.  This may result in the requirement to construct a sidewalk, full frontage 
improvements, or off-site improvements, depending on the scope of the project. 
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With the exception of ADUs, these housing types will require the applicant provide parking spaces 
on the private property, outside of the public right of way. A single family residence is required to 
provide two off-street parking spaces; a duplex must provide two per unit for a total of four spaces; 
the proposed amendments note that a triplex must provide five parking spaces; and multifamily 
projects are required to provide 1.5 parking spaces per unit (or 1 for studio apartments). 
 


 
15.  Public Services  [help] 
 
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 


protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally 
describe. [help] 


 
No.  The City is already planning to serve the existing community and our projected growth of 
20,000 new residents within the existing city limits and urban growth area.  This includes working 
with the Olympia School District and transit providers. This work occurs as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan and its periodic updates and the annual Capital Facilities Planning. 
 


b.   Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. [help] 
 
None at this time. 
 
 


16.  Utilities  [help] 
 
a.   Circle utilities currently available at the site: [help]  


electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other 
___________ 


 
A full range of urban utilities are available in the city, including electricity, natural gas, domestic 
water, refuse service, telephone, and sanitary sewer. There are some on-site septic systems in the 
city as well. Stormwater systems are also present. Prior to city approval for development provisions 
must be made to connect to utilities, in accordance with other city development standards. 
 


b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the 
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
[help] 


 
No change in available utilities is proposed with this proposal.   
 


C.  Signature  [help] 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 
 
Signature: 
 
Name of signee, Position and Agency/Organization: Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, City of Olympia 
Community Planning and Development Department 
 
Date Submitted:  March 5, 2020 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Signature
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D.  supplemental sheet for nonproject actions [help] 
(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions) 
 
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction  
with the list of the elements of the environment. 
 
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of  
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or  
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general 
terms. 
 
1.   How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; 


production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 
 
The proposal will not result in an increase of any discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production, storage or release of toxic or hazardous substances, or the production of noise.  The 
change in development regulations from those currently in existence to those under consideration 
will not result in an increase in the discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production/storage/release of toxic or hazardous substances; or the production of noise. The 
amount of impervious and hard surface coverages allowed is not proposed to change as a result of 
these amendments.  In most zoning districts the allowed amount is tied to the size of the lot, not the 
type of housing proposed to be constructed. 
 


 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
None.   
 


2.   How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 
 
The proposal will not increase any impacts to plants, animals, fish, or marine life.  All existing 
measures to protect plants, animals, fish, and marine life (such as the Critical Areas Ordinance, the 
Shoreline Master Program, and Low Impact Development Stormwater standards) will remain in 
effect and will apply to any/all future development proposals.  Tree standards will remain 
unchanged as a result of these amendments. 
 


Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 
 
All future development in the City will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal 
regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  The city’s critical areas 
ordinance and Shoreline Master Program include measures to protect and conserve plants, 
animals, fish, and marine life.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended at this time and 
remain in full force and effect. 


 
3.   How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 


 
The proposal will not increase impacts to natural resources or deplete energy.   


 
 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 


 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#SupplementalSheet
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Future development will continue to be subject to existing energy codes and other city, state and 
federal regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations 
are not proposed to be amended as a result of this proposal and will remain in full force and effect. 
 


4.   How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or  
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or 
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 


 
The proposal will not increase such impacts.  All existing measures to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas are not being amended by this proposal and will remain in effect.  The Shoreline 
Master Program provisions will not be amended by this action and will also remain in effect. The 
City’s Historic Preservation measures will not be amended by this action and will also remain in 
effect. 


 
 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 


 
Future development will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal regulations and/or 
additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended 
at this time and remain in full force and effect. 
 


5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would 
allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 


 
The proposed development regulations will not result in a significant change to land or shoreline 
uses themselves.  The City considers these proposed amendments to be for new low density 
residential units that are compatible with other low density residential uses. Infill within existing 
low density residential neighborhoods is a planned part of implementing the city’s Comprehensive 
Plan.   


 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 


 
The City requires the housing types under consideration in these amendments to go through design 
review prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The design review standards are a key way to 
ensure compatibility with existing homes on the same street and in the neighborhood.  The Infill and 
Other Residential Design Review standards (in Chapter 18.175 of the Olympia Municipal Code) 
require applicants meet requirements for Neighborhood Scale and Character; Building Orientation 
and Entries; Building Modulation and Articulation; Windows; Garage Design; and Materials and 
Colors. 
 


6.   How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 
services and utilities? 


 
The proposed development regulations will have no negative impact on the demands for 
transportation or public services and utilities. In fact, infill in existing neighborhoods can help 
support public transportation and make use of existing utility infrastructure in most cases.  The 
standards for determining the amount of parking required for various housing types are not 
proposed to change as part of these code amendments, other than to clarify that triplexes in zoning 
districts with a maximum density of twelve units or less must provide five (5) parking spaces. 
 


 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 
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None. 
 
7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 


requirements for the protection of the environment.  
 


The proposal will not conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection 
of the environment. The intent is to adopt provisions that are fully compliant with recent 
amendments to the Growth Management Act, in RCW 36.70A.600 and the City’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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II. EI\TVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FORMAT


A. PHÀSED EIì{1'"IRONMENTAL REVIEIry


This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the first phase of environmental
review for the Goals ari¿ poticies contained in this 1994 Comprehensive Plan.
tne Staæ Environmenal Policy Act (SEPA) regulàtions ryhicl govern the
preparation of environmental iqiact statements allow local environmental review
io tie timely phased as proposedãctions become more sppific and det¿iled. This
t¡pe of envirbnmenal ìertiew is called "Phased Reviewn.


Phased environment¿l review is allowed when the sequence is from a broad, non-
proiect action to a subsequent site specific_ prgpgsql. 


- 
For example, individual


-naisoortation 
oroiects ciutlined on- the Cãpitã{ Facilities Plan may require


addidonal enviionñental review. The level-of deail of this review will vary
Uasø upon its conformance with, the plan's. analysis in this EIS- pd.any
imporArit siûe cha¡acteristics. This later review can.range frg-. 'adoptionn
orócess which would relv upon this EIS as the basic environmental document, to
-thè preparation of a suþptèmenøl environmental impact _statem_ent for major
oroiecfi with sienificant-ãdverse environmental impacts. It is likely that most
-oioiects will falibetween these two extremes and will be reviewed by means of
irn énvironmental checklist.


PARALLEL PLA}I ANID EIS FORI\,IA'T


The proposed 1994 Comprehensive Plan is formatted similar to the.1988 Olym¡ia
Comorehensive plan. Tiús EIS contains numerous references to the appropriate
sectiôns within the plan or ie appendices. In the EIS,_ F¡ PIfC-9SSION OF
ÀIIBnN.ITMS,'ENVIRONñ¡ENT, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION is
organized by the Liplanchapters and arg titl4_qs such (for example, CHAPTER
OÑÈ, Land Use anô Urban-Design)._ Thi-s EIS _section provides a compar*Xq
descríption of the 1988 Comprehensive Plan and the p¡o_pgsed L994
Comp^rehensive Plan as well as ã summary- of the State Growth Managemen¡
Act iequirements for that topic. In addition soTe chapters Fay. inc-lude


alærn¿tives to the proposed Pian which are g[ouped together under the 1994
Þoücv Alternatives. 


- 
The discussion of- the affected natural and built


envirónment, adverse environmenhl impacts, and_possible mitigating measrres
are inægrateit into a single discussion for each of the aforementioned Plans or
Alternatves.


ELEMENTS OF TIIE PROPOSED PLANI A¡ID EIS


In the majority of environmental impact statements prep.ared fgr..spçt{c
developmeñt próposals (such as a sewer system, aroad, or a private subdivision),
it iJ reiatiudy 


"á.sV 
to discuss the existi"Þ conditions and déscribe the potential


i-pacts on tñe enúironment for these projects. The SEPA regulations contain a


miof the nElements of the Environmênt'¡ which are to be used to identiff those


items described in the environmental impact statement. This list contains both
the namral and built (human) environment.


B


c


3







D


Table I provides a comparison between the chapters. of the proposed 1994
Cómorehênsive plan an<í those Elements of the-Environmenl which are of
principle importance for that chapter. This Table also can be used to described
ionat is refeired to as the "affecfed environment" of each chapter. Please note
that the numbering system used to identiff these_Elements of the Environment is
a part of the StatðSÊpA Rules which governs EIS preparation.


HOW TO COMMENT ON THIS EIS


Since the pumose of this environmental impact statement is to provide the public
anC Oe decision makers (the Olympia Plairning Commissio¡ and City Council)
with sufñcient information to uideistand the þroposed action and the possible
environmsatal imFacts, a public review_period ispart gf-this-proç9ss. This Draft
Environmental Iñpact Státement (DrafrEIS) is issued by the City of Olympia.
It is being distribüted to adjacent jurisdictions, state agencies.with. exp^ertise,


tn6an Tríbes, and interestedþarties-for review and comment. There is_q3Gday
review period during which ðomments will be accepted on the Draft EIS.


Written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement should be sent


to the name and address indicated on the Fact Sheet. Always include yoru name
and address so a copy of the Final EIS can be mailed to you. Comments can be
on anv part of the d'tícument. Try to be as specific as póssible by referring to a
paee áoid section number. Comdents can inõlude suggésted woriling which you
beíiene to be more appropriate. If possible, pleas-e indicate a desired outcorye,
alternative or measurãto iesolve yorir concerns. If ygp have questi_ons about this


*rr*rî.f"i. 
rhe persons indícated on rhe Facf Sheet before the end of the


A Final Environmental Impact Statement is prepared whenever a Draft EIS is
issued. The City of Olympia will consider all thé c-ommelts received during thg
Draft EIS comment period arul may use any ot üe foilowrng metnoos to respons
to those comments


1. Modiry the alternatives, including-the proposed action.
2. Develóp and evaluatê alternitives 


- nót previously given detailed
consideration.


3. Supplement, improve, or modi$ the analysis.
4. Mãke factual corrections.
5. Explain why the comments do not \trarrant further respons¡e; citing


sources, authorities or reasons.


Final Environmental
comments the response


by the
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TABLE 1 - COMPARISON OF COMPREIIENSIVEPLAI'{ CHAPTERS
AI{D LIST OF TIIE EI{VIRONMENT FOR EIS REVIEIry


Growth Management and


Annexstion
4. 2.b. Ilnd and Shoreline Use


i. Relationship to existing land use plans and to estim¡ted
population


3. EconomicDevelopment . No dircct comparable EIS elements of thc envìrowrcnt


2. Environment


Air
i. Air quality
ü. Odor
üi. Clim¡te


Weter
i. Surface \ilater movem€nt/ quantity/ qu¡lity
ii. Rr¡noff/ absorption
üi. Floods
iv. Ground weter movement quantity/ quålity
v. Public weter zupplies


Plant and Animals
i. Habit¡t for end numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish


or other wildlife
ii. Unique species


üi. Fish or wildlife nigration routes


Energy and Nstural Rasources
v. Scenic r€sor¡rgÞs


1.b.


l.c.


1.d.


1.e.


1.e. Ea¡th
i.
ii.
iü.
iv.
v.


Geology
Soils
Topography
Unique physical features


Erosion/ enlargement of land area


1. I-¡nd Use ¡nd Urüan Desigu 2.a. Environmental Health
i. Noise
ü. Risk of explosion
üi. Releases of ... toxic or hcztrdlout m¡terials


2.b. knd and Shoreline Use
i. Relationship to existing l¡nd use plans rnd to estim¡tod


population
ii. Housing
üi. Light and glare


iv. Aesthetics
vii. Agricultural crope


2.c. Transportation
i. TransPortation sYstiem


ii. Vehicular traffrc
iii. Vy'aterborne, rail and air traffic
iv. Parking
v. Movement/ circulation of people or goods


vi. Traffic håzards
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2.d. Public Services end Utilities
Fire
Police
Schools
Maintenance
Commr¡nication
V/ater/ sùormwater
Sewer/ solid waste


Other governmental services or utilities


Transportation
i. Transportation sysÞm
ii. Vehicular traffic
iii. V[¡terborne, r¡il md air trafñc
iv. Parking
v. Movement/ circulation of people or goods


vi. Trafñc hazards


Air
i. Air quality
ii. Odor
iii. Climate


Energy and Natural Resources


i. Amount required/ rate of use/ efficiency
iü. Nonrenewable resources


iv. Consorvetion end reneweble rìesouroes


Water
i. Surface water movement/ quantity/ quålity
ii. Runoff/ absorption
iii. Floods
iv. Grormd water movement quantity/ qu¡tity
v. Public water supplies


l.
ii.
iii.


vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.


6. Transportation 2.c.


r.b.


1.e.


1.c.


t


l.e. Energy and N¡tural Resources
i. Amount required/ rate of use/ efficiency
ii. Source/ availability
üi. Nonrenewable resourccs


ir,,. Ccnserygtion ¡nd renev,,eble resourc¡-s


6


8. Energy


7. Perks end Open SPace 2.d. Public Services and Utilities
iv. Parks or other recreation facilities


2.b. Irnd and Shoreline Use
v. Recreation


l.e. Energy and Natr¡rel Resources
v. Scenic rpsol¡roes







V.3. Crpitsl F¡cilities Element This ftscal portíon of tln Comprchcttsíw Phn afieas a wid¿ range of
conespondíng el¿ments of tlu envirornænt,


o


11. Housing 2.b. Ilnd and Shoreline Use
i. Relationship ûo existing land use plans and to estim¡ted


population
ii. Housing


10. Urban Forestry 2.b. Ilnd and Shoreline Use
iv. Aesthetics


1.e. Energy and Neturel Resor¡¡cos


v. Scenic ngsouraes


1.d. Plant and Anim¡ls
i. Habit¡t for and numbers or diversity of species of plants, fish


or other wildlife


9. Hisûoric Preserv¡tion 2.b. knd and Shoreline Use
vi. Hisûoric and cultural preservation
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ffT. EI\TVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT STJMMARY


B


A


c


PTJRPOSE


The p¡mose of this section is to summarize the expected adverse environmental
impa^c6^and mitigation measures contained within this environmental impact
statement


PROPOSED ACTION AI.ID OBJECTIVES OF TIIE PROPOSAL


To maintain a healthy and desirable community, and still accommodate the
proleciø growth of tlíe next 20 years, higher deñsities need to be accompanied
by impron-eA urban amenities. This incluðes improvemegts !o our qgrk system,
dore 


-street 
trees, and the preservation of enougbwildlife habitat to allow diverse


"atiue-species 
to'survive.'Olympia will also h=ave to invest more of its financial


teioorcós into these sorts of cafiø purchases or projects than before. At the
sr-e rime, the City will need toãddreis expanding llemands-gPon traditional city
facilities, 


-such 
aõ sanitary se\ryers, drinkilg water supplies, sEeet system,


stormwater confrol, and solid waste disposal.


they are coordinated and consistent,


RELATED POLICIES AI\D PLAI'IS


The proposed 1994 Comprehensive Plan pulls together recommendations from


--v other City or Regiônd policy or plãns. Tlese documents are references
for this EIS and they include the following:


o
,o
o
a
o
o
a


(1e88)
(1


e8e)
(


9


(1 1)


1)
(leel)







o
o
o
o
o
O
o
o
o
o


Connected Streets Policy


This Environmental Staæment (EIS) is formatted


each of the following.


The 1988 Comorehensive Plan describes the Plan as it wæ adopted in 1988 and


without anv adendments. It also represents the 'No Action Alternative. " All
of tnJrnó"¿.eots to the compreheisive plan, repre_sented by-thg.documents
firtø 


"Uon",-nave 
restted in aÞlan with a somêwhat Sagmgntðd vision. While


some Darts are adequaæ to meet the requirements of th=e State's new Growth
f"f.ord.."ot Act, it'does not address all the subject required by the Act.


The 1994 Comprehensive PIan is referred to as "The Proposal." Th? Plan has


i"i õltb*-.-Fítrt, itincorporates.the lqr^g:^numberl¡f poiicies and plans listed


above õnicn have-been adõpted since 1988. The Plan also 
-represents 


new a


nirio" for the City which is, ii part, in response to the Growth Management Act.


The 1994 Policy Altenratives includes, possible ''Po{gY gPtiop" ^which 
are


a*itrUtã ttthe ðecision makers. These alternatives are Uited by chapter and can


irrúãt a" increas! or a decrease in the particular impact as. comparcd to the


-óoõ.ø t994 Comprehensive Plan. It is therefore, 
-possible to select some


'"itãioãtiuri, f¡itãreíecting others. Due to the number oÏpossible combinations


lf ¿tã-atiúes, no atiempihas been made to address their-cumulative effect.


(1ee1)
(1ee1)


Sustainable (1
I


(1
(1ee3)


Stormwater Plans:
Basin Reconnaissance Plan (reez)


ren)Moxlie and Indian Creela (
- Percival Creek (L992)


Chambers, Warð and Hewitt Lakes (In Progress)
- Grass Lake and Green Cove Creek (In Progress)
- Woodland and Woodard Creeks (In Progress)


o City of Olympia Wildlife Habitat Study (1994)


EVALUATION OF TITE PROPOSED COMPREIIENSTVE PLAIII
AI\D ITS ALTERNATTVES


(Leez)


(Leez)


North


D


to parallel the proPosed
Ta6le 2 below provides
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TABLE 2 - MA.TOR CHANGES Ñ THg tg94 COMPREIIENSTVE PLAÌ{


A. knd Use ¡nd Urban Desig! Proposing land use densities on Cormty lands


within the urban growth area.


Increasing residential densities by roughly
?5% ed establishing minimum densities.


Allowing the constn¡ction of accessory living
rmits witt¡n single family a¡æs.
Remving resid€ntisl density limits within
sorre oornÍrerci¿l laûd use categories.


Redesignating 7 ¡esidentiel single family siûes


ûo multifanily ar€es.


Increasing the base density of 15 residentiel
single family areas.


Adding new land use categories for "Mixed
De,nsity ", 'Neighborhood Villages", 'Urban
Villages' and "High Density Corridors'.
Designating 7 'Mixed Density' sites in
previous single family density areas.


Establishing and providing design stendards


for 8 large, undevelo@ tracts, inkey
locations as'Neighborhood Villages'.
Designating and providing design standards


for I very large, rmdeveloped tract, as an


'Urban Village'.
Increasing re,sidential densities along selected


'High Density Conidon'.
Establishing new'Neighbolhood Centers'
throughout the commrmity.


a


o


a


o


a


o


o


a


a


a


o


a


Alt l. Maintain the density in existing r€sid€nti8l
neighborhoods rnd increase the densities within
the Neighbothood and Urbm Village sites.


AJt2. Maintain the d,ensity in existing residential
neighborhoods and designate nelv urb€n ar€as


and develop these as Neighborhood or Urten
Villages.


Alt 3. Delay design¡ting higher density land uses until
the concept of 'Transfer of Development
Rights'is evaluated by Thunton Regional
Planning Council.


Alt 4. Change siÞ speciñc land use designations in
the following areas:


North of Capital Mell: From
residential multifamily to commercial.


Along lVestbay Drive: From
industrial to weterfrmt commercial.


¿ta.


4b.
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B. Environment


C. Economic Deveþment


D. Growth Manageme'nt and Annexation


Increasing reliance m education to provide
envi¡onmental protection.


Adding 'significant wildlife h¡bitrt units' rs
areas protected by the City.
Adding'sustainability' ¡s e measure of
ettaining environmental goals.


a


o


a


The pro'posed 1994 Comprehensive Plan
proposes no policy changes ûo this chapÞr.


The only changes are updated statistics in
charts and grsphs and associated text.


a


a


Establishing e growtù bormdary with urban
densities to accommodate projectod growth.
Bringing in the urban growth boundary m the


lVestside and reducing the Olympia urban
groïrh by about I square mile.


a


a


Alt 1. Add policies requiring subdivisions and othêr


develo,pmts to rninirnize site grading md
conform ûo the nah¡ral topography.


Limit the wildlifeprogrsm ûo onl: those l¡nds
which ¡re regulatod criticrl ereas and open


spac€s es provided by the City psft level of
sen¡ice.


Alt 3. Substitute existing City or State or¡med


ownerships fm suggested wildlife habitrt sites.


Alt 4. Expand the wildlife habitat program into the


adjaceirt jurisdictions.


Alt 5. Require a Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Fee for
new deveþment uÄich causes a loss of
wildlife habitat.


Alt 6. Add the 'Sustain¡ble City Philosophy' as a


frrndanental comprehe'nsive plan goal.


ÁJ¡t2.


There are no proposed alternatives for this chapter.


Alt l. Add rpproxinetely one square mile to the


Olyryia urban gtowth arca.


lJt2. Reduce the urbm growth area on the Westside


and naint¡in the 1988 Plan de'nsities


elsenÀefe.


Alt 3. Elimin¡te the "Short-Term' boundary from the


Urüan GrouÍh Agreemelrt.







t,


E. Utilities and Public Services


F. Transportatim


H. Energy


G. Parks and Open Space


a


o


o


a
a


Encouraging the use of alærn¡te modes of
transportation.
Increesing residential density within the urban
&fe¡.
Decreosing the focus on the erterial street


pla¡r.
Preserving existing rail right of ways.


Listing the proposed facilities ûo implemeirt
the transportation element.


a


o
a


o


a


Adding Urban Trails es a desirod part and


recreetion facilities.
Establishing a prigrity list of park facilities.
Adding small Neighborhood Parts within
Neighbothood Centers.
Expanding parks concurre'lrt with populatim
grortr4h.


Continuing to use impact fees 3o ñmd future
park acquisitions.


Alt 1. Adopt e policy of 'pnrdent ¡voidence'
regrding eloctrc'magnetic fields.


lJtz. Adopt e policy prohibiting new sqrtic systems


within the urben gÍovíh ar€s.


Alt 3. Adopt e policy ûo ¡ccelerete the
undergrounding of utilities along High D€nsity
Corridors md in the downûown.


Alt l. Prioritize em€nity iryrovements within
Downtonm md High Density Corridors above


crpacity iqrovemts in these ereas.


Alt2. Elimin¡te the concept of High Density
Corridors but keep the Connected Streets


Policy.


Alt. I Adopt r policy which requires greoter solar
access in subdivision design.
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J. Urban Forestry


I. Historic Preserv¡tim


K. Housing


L. Capital Facilities


o


a


o


Providing enough housing to meet the ñ¡h¡re
needs of purchasers and ¡enters.


Promoting housing eltematives that serve the


changing populatim needs and preferences.


Providing housing for special needs


populations (low-income, homeless, freil
elderly, etc.).
Praserving existing affordable housing stocks.a


Providing eirough housing to meet the future
needs ofpurchasers and renters.
Promoting housing elternatives that serve the


changing population needs and preferences.


Providing housing for special needs


po'pulations (low-income, homeless, frail
elderly, etc.).
Preserving existing effordable housirng stocks.a


a


a


a


Adding goals rnd policies regarding the


fr.nding of future Capital Facilities.
Providing requir€d urban facilities and


services concurrent with growth.
Incorporating the Capital Facilities lPlan (CFP)
inûo the Comprehensive Plan.


o


a


a


There ere no proposed dteinatives for this chapter


Alt 1. Do not allow accessory living units within
residential neighborhoods


Alt 2. Do not provide a density bonus for low cost


housing projects.


Alt 3. Do not defer or deþ iryact fees or review
fees for low cost housing.


Alt 4. Add the "Feir Shsr€ Housing' target numbers


as part of the policy.


Estúlishing 'level of services' rnd
'concurr€nc¡r' for the followiag:
e. Sewer Capacity,
b. Drinking Vy'eter Supply,
c. Drainage Facilities, or
d. Police Service.


1dtz. Est¡blish a list of capit¡l facilitie.s vÀich are


'regionalized" within the Urban Growth A¡ee.


Alr l.
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Bedrock & Head Elevations
in the OVA, Allison SPrings


Area, West OIYmP¡a
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level. Bedrock shown in cross-hatched
pattem. City of Olymp¡a wells shown
as stars, 
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fV. DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES,
ENVIRONMENT, IMPACTS AND NIITIGATION


/( gIrAprER oNE: LAIID usE Al''{D URBA}I DESIGN


o Encourage development in urban areas where adequaæ public facilities and


services exist and õan be provided in an effrcient manner.


o Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling low-
density development.


The land use pattern in the City olOlympia- hjrs been created b.y a combination of
natntal and huinan cãused enenti. The iaturat features shaped thiS paaern bggan an{
*irtio"r tõ b¿ rhe Jnðietioe of puget Sound along with thè many streams,- lakeg and


Orit ..ioðirred wetlands. Olympia-remains the onìiy {:ep water port¡n southern Pugg!


$ñd *¿-"i"õn õftnJ Ao*nio*n is located on fiül rnè City. grg\il In an qrdgrty qri.d


.ttreipitærn and residences fanned out from the downtown. As the State Capitol' this


ól"rø-*ique- ¿èmanOs on the City to accommodate the. gfoY$ of staæ government
-*hd[ eiiminatø some preexisting commercial and residential areas. Commercial


;Ñrh;r6idr tne ãÑotöwn fo[oñed the arterial street slsteqs east along N4gS Wgy


ãn¿ Pacific Avenue, üd west along Ha¡rison Ave. But in the early l9)U's the


**ü"ð[õ of I-5 añ¿ Sn-tOl redefiãed the direction and inænsity of growth to areas


with good freeway access.


Sisnificant exoansions of residential areas during the mid 1940s in the Southside and


ËËñrd Wärrri[;ÑeignUõrnoøs. New subdilisions contained the new ncul-de-sacn
'dãg" 


;htrh fto."Ird-ñigbbornood prigcy apd placed more demands on a network


õf 
"îæti.r 


streets. 
-rnete 


ñas also a þut deal of expansioq of lommercial grovth.
Extensive medical service areas have grown up arounrl St. Percrs ttosprEr' as


õiõioriooat óffices have around the Statetapitol.- The constnrction o.f Th_e Evergreen


5ãr.;õãll.g. ;" th"îe$ of the City and thi developmq* of the Capital Mall, served


t" rhiftrd trr n rrt óiìommercial'enterprises to úle Westside. Other commercial


ãipaorióo has occuned in tnis neighborhoöd such as the Black Hills Hospital and most


õï'tlr ãuîo-ã.¡ers consolidated at-a mall site in the Westside Neigbborhood.
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For more information, please see the Land Use and Urban Desigu Chapær discussion
in the Draft Compiehensive Plan and the County-Wide planning Policies in
Appendix B.


198E COMPREHENSTVE PLAI\ - NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


This alternative describes the 1988 Comprehensive Plan as it was adopted_in
1988 without any amendments. In the_exis-ting comprehensive-pllqthe Land Use
Chapter is the foost extensive in the Plan. ft conr¿ins a total of 8 goals and 61
policies. In the 1988 Plan the "Downtown Plan" war¿nted a separate chgpter.
The Downtown Chapter included a detailed analysis of the various issues
affecting the Downtown (for example, trassportation,-housing, üd urban design).
It also contained 9 goals and 37 policies.


The 1988 Comprehensive Plan seeks to reqin existing land uses in their existing
location. It coitains land use categories which are exclusive use zones, with th_e


exception of a Planned Unit Devélopment .Zone, which contained site specific
recofomendations for most large ownerships on the Westside. The existing
policies focus on the segregating housing by types anl densities. For example,
^single 


family residentiaf refers fo detached living units which reside on separate
lotlwhich a¡e the largest lands use category in fhe City. ryfgg-fu-ily refers to
duplexes, aparmenß-and other attached uñit strucnues. Under the 1988 Plan
mritti-family stnrcnues are prohibited within a single family area.


The 1988 Plan also retained the historic minimum lot sizes and murimum
densities, and prohibited manufactured hougigg outside of 'parks" located in
multifamily or õommercial zones. The Land Use Chapter also supports a cul-
de-sac deõigÊ through the network of arterial streets and seeks to protect
residential neighborhbods by reducing incompatible uses.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The land use chapter affects all portions of the neighborhoods. Ho_weve_r, it
great€st affect would be on the developing neighborhoods. There would be little
õnange to the preexisting pattern of fuidultrial -and commercial land uses. While
redeíelopment is enco:urãged, most new development would fall into the
undeveloþed residential areãs.. The irypagts from_ãll_new developments would
be mitigáted through the apptication ofêxisting City development standards.


B


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative, review the


which is available from the Olympia planning and
Deparment.


I9ç,4 COMPREIIENSTVEPLAI\ - THE PROPOSAL


Since 1988 thc City has undergone some fundamental chpges in it! approach to
land uses and urblan design. -Basic to this u,as a 1991 study (Urban Design
Vision and Strategy) of urban design preferences for Olyppia. _The-¡esults from
@ss suggest that thg image of a "neighborhood". should be
enhanced by-trèes and green spaces. Other suggestions include creating a focus
to new neíghborhoodl by désigning a "center" that has an open space or
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neighborhood common, a transit stop, and small sc+19 commercial conveniences


úfi-.üb.kr.J'. The suggest4 sggetscapl amenities include sidewalts,- trees


ro¿-*U- ttail'connectioñí to facilitaæ ánd attractiye pçdestrian and bicycle
.rõ.5 to Ae neigbborhood centers. Identified in this visioning process was a


õóo**iW pt.fri"o6 for higber densities with_good u¡ban pe.sign over existing
ãé*itiãiä'the traditional cu'i-de-sac patten with-no urban design.


in a separate chapær of the 1988 Plan


Another document which influenced this chapter was the Regional Transpprtatiell
glas-fi-99ÐîniCn:ioõòrporated the-coq$i:t-of connecteä streets and transit


ã:¡rotäããí"itiãJãoog *n.t are called 'Iligþ Dtoltty Copidolsl'. This Plan


rlì-õ-i"trqrãtø Or streõtscape amenities and -alternativè modes of transportatiol
;ti"h;ñ ¿.ritiUø abové and for which a complete discussion is contained in
the Transportation ChaPter.


In 1993, the City adopted revised -devg|opment regulations for the Downtown
*niãn i^ptemãliø -ã"t pr-oposed policþs .in the.l988 Compre,hensive Plan.


Thr* iiãã- JOOø J*pnrõir of itreetsöape design and urban amenities would heþ
ioãatè the rtea.ãie attr"ctive for housing. -While not a significan! chqnee-gf
jíñd;", tñ iòrg-ærm resutts may douÚte the amount õf housing in this
neighborhood.


The Land Use and Urban Design Chapter includes 2! goals- and 179-.nolicies,


;;ñptr6 ¿i-icossloo of the proþosed laïd use gatego¡ies, qqd arew discussion


õñ*ädã pUlrc tacilities. lt átso includes a discussion of the Downtown with
õðp-ãæ eoa]Jita:æãeots and policies specifically for that area. The addition of
;iÍtb- ñrig"' ioto tnir chap^ter was e6sential bécause from thre Ç.tfyls visio:ring


oio65.-fnfcrowth Managènent Act require to accommodate all funre grpwth
'*itni.-6" urUan UounAary äso placed ndw demands on the proposed land use


pattern.


The major changes in the proposed L994 Comprehensive Plan include:


o proposing land use densities on County lands within the urban growth
arga.o fncreasing residential densities by roughly 25Vo and establishing
minimum densities.


o ÃÑt"tthe ónstruction of accessory living units within single family
areas.o Renoving residential density limits within some commercial land use


categories.o nAõsienatins 7 residentiat single famity sites to multifa_mily areas.
. incieas-ing thã base density of Iq residential sio4p famìly areas.
o Addine nõr" tan¿:use catefories for ul]Iixed Denõ-lty '!_uNe-ighborhood


VilÉgõr, "Urban Villagei, and "High Density Corridors".
l
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o


o


o


o


o


Designating 7 "Mixed Densityrr sites in previous single family density
areas.


N
standards for E liarge, undeveloped


lt


for 1 veqf large,and
tract, as an


Increasing residential densities selected ulligh Density
Corridors.tt
Establishing new "Neighborhood Centers" througÞout the communit¡t.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


There are a number of sites throughout the community which would receive
higher ãensities and would be su6jec! to $e Çity'. -raditipnal package. of
dlvelopment standards. Most arê located along_the tCgfs of oit!"9
neiebb'orhoods or on lands which are currently in the County. Because of their
sizã or location they area not suitable for désignation as á 'Mixed Density",
"Neighborhood Villäge", and "Urban Village" site which may experience greater


on-site impacts.


Another new part of the 1994 Comprehensive Pl,an -Þ.thr- concept of "High
Densiw Corridors' which a¡e descri6ed in more detail in the Transportation
Chaoíer. The vision of these are¿rs is to evolve over trme a place to live, work,
wa*, and travel. It would provide a wide variety of housing opportunities (see


the Housing ChaptÐ as well as_ places to work and recreate. Frgyg{
transportatiõn andä púoritizatign gf s-treetsc_apg amepqes alo¡tg the.selected high
densiq,' corddors wôut¿ provide for a sraúial evolution. Since infill housing
õ;"ñrñãïñ;ã iøãuefãp.ent are Èti to this toocept, a study was done tõ
dèbrmine the ability of 


-selected high density corridors and the adjaggn-t


neirûUornood to accómmodate future pópulation growth. _Along the.ath and 5th
Avõnue corridor, this study found tnat if the proposed ioflliog provisions lvere
adopted this cofüdor could accommodap u-þ lo- ll3. oL.St 29 I* gowg
alloõated to the entire Northside Neighborhood. Additional discussion is
contained in Evolution of a Corridor (1993).


To accommodate densities highs¡ than can be attained in the traditional
suMivision design, a high priori-ty is plqced on lafgg tracts of undeveloped lan{
in kev locationsl go&-milø ddnsitv sites, whicf lack a commercial use, and
neigh'borhood villages, which contaiñ a neighborhood centers, are tq be located
*irñin the City andïiihin the urban growth-boundary. _ SorTe 1ew neighlorhood
center could be included in already déveloped neighbbrhoods, but most would be


Designating
undéveloped
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constn¡ct€d in conjunction with new development. Only one -sitq (Briæs
Ñursèwl is designäted as an urban village,- which is distingl{shed from a


neignUóínood viäage by bging much -larger and-having a significantly. lu{gt1
coñmercial compoñent. fnis ls the only þroposed increase in commercial land
use citywide.


1994 POLICY ALTERNATIVES


The principle Land Use and Urban Design Chapter alternatives are:


Alt 1. Maintain -the. degqity +- gxiqting- legi.denlal .neighb-orhoods and
rncreas¡e the densitieó within the Ñeighborhood and Urban Village
sites.


Altl. Maintain the density in existing residential neigbborhoods and
designate new urban areas and dévelop these as Neighborhood or
Urban Villages.


Art 3 Pflil,f,îätså"H#å:,Î'i1å,11"i."îi"Hf""ür'"ffiffi:.7
Regional Planning Council.


Alt 4. Change site specific land use designations in the following areas:


4a. North of Capital Mall: From residential multifamily to
commercial.


4b. Along Westbay Drive: From industrial to waterfront
commercial.


Alt 5. Adopt a policy which would eliminate Natr¡ral Resource Lands
from the õities urban growth area.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental ImPacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


The second alternative would be similar to the first with its affect upon already


deveioped neighborhoods. The means to accommodatethe.grorrth yg"ld be to
õfset t¡e receãt reduction in the \Messide Neighborhood with the addition of an


rqoin¿rot amount (approximately I squrire mi[Ð. There are lalge-undtn-.top4
áie.r outside tne gioïth boundarry, bùt there is no one area which is a logical
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location for the entire square mile. If such an e-xpansion of the boundary is
sussested. a compleæ súpptemental environmental ieview would be necessary


*fficñ-enátoated the impac'ts and mitigation measures of various sites and their
affect on already planned public services and facilities.


The third alternative would set aside the designation of Sgher denqities r¡ntil
tniJ õõ"cept is evaluated by Thurstqq Regignal Plenning Council. TRPC has


n-¿øì úork program toí tgg+. The wórk is to incluäe an evaluation of the
ir"siUitiÚ of tränsíerring density from long-term ag¡icultual_lan_ds and other
A6is*tá sending a¡eaito selecied receiving areas wnicn may be located r,¡rithin


mõ-õitv;s urUan gíowth boundary. Until thil analy¡is is comlleted, it is unclear
wnai the environäental impacts'associated with tñis alærnative might include.


The fourth alternative contains two parts. There are proposals for alternative
tand use designations for ,tr19 sites- within the City. fn:..nts! siæ is an
,-¿eueiopø p'rtt of an old Planned U. nit -Developmênt and lies immediately
a¿lageot to Câpital Mall. The surrounding land uses are all commercial. Other


illõil *ithin'rhis PUD have develop.ed -as 
multi{amiþ (west of Yauger nar.\)


änd according to the proponegt, lhe site has not developed as zoned due to its
tocatioo. fnãimpacts anä mitigãtion measures of either land use category would
be similar.


The second site lies along Budd Inlet and \ilas a wood products mill. Olym-pia
like most other communiÉes along Puget Sound has experience{-q dramatic loss


"îlrdúftirt 
ian¿s along its shoñtine- as the local ecõnomy -hlqt from forest


pio¿octs. In other cdfomunities these areas are redevtt-"p{ into marinas,
'commeicial areas and residential uses. This is similar to what is allowed in the
Central Waterfront zone which lies along Percival Landing in the Downtown.
Ginén the shoreline location, the differénces between the current industrial
Aesiepatio" and the alternativê uses should be similar, witlq tle mpgt Pptential
natiãtioo in future transportâtion impacts. A complete analysis _of the im,pacts


a"¿ãitigation measureô of either site would neeci to be m-ore fully evaluated


during a subsequent review.


The fifth alternative would address a requirenent of the Growth Manag_ement


Ñ4. in lgg2, the city evaluated Natural Rèsource Lan{s (long-term agricultural,
lóiðstrv.-or mineral êxtraction areas) and found no suitable lbcations within the


õiw óííts urban srowth area. This âcdon was prior to the urban wildlife sQdy
wúct is discusseõ in úe Environment chapter-' The impacts of tl¡!i5 alternative
;holã bJ;i.itat to tnorð described for the^proposed Coirprehensive Plan.
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CHAPTER TWO: EI{VIRONMENT


Prior to the adoption of all nerv comprehensive Pqos, the SAæ GtgYQ Manag.ement


Àïiirooitø rhair ¿ldes 'adopt develoþment regulationr¡ tg p{otgct critical areas. 
u The


¡!; ñðiäõ rd; Ctid;al Árêas will idclude weq4nds, geolqgic hazard-a¡eas, fr.equently


¡l*drd;*r, areas *ith a critical rjcharging effect on aquifers used forpotable water,


ñd fiú & li¿tife naUitat areas¡. The G14Ã goal for thè Environment is to:


o protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality of life, including air
and water quality, and the availability of water'


Olympia \pas the first municþal 
. 
jurisdiction wi_thin Thurston County^ Fr*l*o-t:


OríJtöp*ent regulations to prqtebt this wide-range of nanrral feattres.- T?gtp^Ej
ãão"æã these rãsulations as 'Environmentally Sénsitive Areas' ch-apær of th-e Zonrng


ö*äJïo-ilst-äñAïpd"t"d irin 1989. In't992 thq Çity co.mpléæþ reysq St.g
existing standards to-conform to the new GMA guidelines with the Intertm cnEcat
Areas Ordinance.


For more information, please see the Environment-Cþ3pter. discussion in the Draft^CfupðhdrT*Þla" 
aid the County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 198E COMPREIIENSIVE PLAI.i{ - NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


H'å'iiåtrff :Y,1'Jå#ff 
nå'H,ïl#f#"ïðüiåÍ"#Tri#å:äi"#


ooiirio. 
-fnr-õõficiós 


are Aui¿ø into the areas of environmental concern bein^g:


'ni-roãi-ãi;rrrhãd¿i;ãfian¿, water, and environmentally sensitive areas (ESA).


Under the Growth Management Act environmentally sensruve areas are now


referred to as "Critical Areas".
äis-ðuslioñ õ? tne-Ãtreðtø Ènviron¡nent, ldverse pnvironmenø tmpacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


The Environment Chapter applies to all po4igns -of .the commrrnity yit{its
srãærr impacr upôn-tné-un¿evèioped lands än0 developing neighborhoods. The


ä"itg¡¡ññrlitõt*itin" areas (lvetlands, steep slopeq, streamb,.rygodlands and


ñãtü.it rr.n"ríl ããotro tne oàty rgmqfüng 
-r*¡[t'r1n 


areas within developed


oõlødoitõøi.' Sioce these goals irnd poticielare primaril-y us$ to minimize the


i-tç¡r ;iãeretopment upoñ these po-rtions of the-nannal-environment, thjy.ar?
roüi¿õtø -itigárioo meãsures. îhe¡e_ are implemente{- througb th^e Critical
Ãi".r õiáioa"cË, ieeional Shoreline Master- Piogram, Floodplain O-rdinance,


Ëgi"..t -pr.i*jgó -ilanu¿, 
Tree Protection ôrdinance and other City


development regulations.


For a, more detaited discussion of this alternative refer to the Final


which is available from the planning and


Deparffient.


B L9g4 COMPREIIENSIVE PLAN . TIIE PROPOSAL


Since the 1988 Comprehensive Plan the City las adopteÇ fo¡f City Plans, four
nJeionat Plans, anã-nro ¿evelopment regulations w-lúch affect environmental


iìã'ti*tioo. 
-r"fcísiof 


these were ñandatedÍy føeral or state agencies with only(
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a few by local initiatives. Some were done to gather more information on issues
such assustainability, global warming and wildlife habitat.


Urban Desigp Chapter.


The mqior changes in the proposed 1994 Otympia Comprehensive Plan
include:


o Increasing reliance on educalio4 !o pro$d.g environmental protection.
o Adding "õignificant wildlife habitaf units" as areas protected by the


City.
o Adiling'rsustainability" as a measure of attaining environmental goals.


Over the past few years, the City has placed qgre- reliance on education as the
primary tool for environmenøl-proteðtion. Significant ongoing_progrags in
iecvcliig. water qualiW and wafer education, for example the Stream Team
pr<íSraní, demonsËate íhis commiment. The proposed P-lan acknowledges this
sucðess and provides a policy basis for an expanded education role.


The City has just completed tle
which was designed to identiff areas


1994),
within


(


Environment


most
area.


Plan.) A
has shown that about


critical areas are


that the about
2-3 in the


A small


It 1992, the City adopted a "sustainable City Philosophy'. - 
Living sustainably


is living conservativeþ. The City is committed to closi"g the gap benreen the
demand-s of a growin! population and environmental goa!9 by t4oclng the per
capita demand-of resõu?cês and the wisely re-usilg our limited land resources
within the Urban Growth Boundary. Fof example, increasing densities within
the urban atea, may result in the reduction of lowér density sprawl which in itself
can causes a serieé of adverse impacts upon transportation, land use, utilities,
services and the quality of the environment.
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The scope of the affected environment is very ¡im¡la1to tte- |98p Comprehensive


iñ.;-;Tth-tú exception of t\e tho-se.gg1r3ty la¡9dt within the urtag growth


útdr"v: 1'ne propoËed proæction of wildlifehabitat, while having little change


fr;. rhé existifg ðonditi'ons, like parþ would remgye_s suitable upland areas


ñ". ¿eueiop-e"t. fnir is iníp_ortarit since the Growth Management A.ct requires


;bã*irdãbpioácU-ro 
"tt 


Atvte goals and not just the thosé for environmental
protection


c


Althoueh sisnificant wildlife habitat may be added to the Critical Areas


öiü"ãñ-rr,--Urii- -ry not be an appropriate nitigatigg mpas-ure .where the


develooméot p-pãüt Jan oot acconimo,iate the desired level of p-r-otection. If
õiùflõ'.r.or ió tñrsè sites is available, then City qwae¡ship-as a-public.park pay
ü;r¡a¿¡t"d. 


-tto*ener, 
where access might adveqsely aff_ect the hab-itat value,


Ër *rtty lætoatines m'anagemgnt may bãappropriatd. Alærnatives for private


DroDertv mav tnctu¿ó ióosã*ation easemerit3 oî opeg space- ta:r_desiguation.


õ-tn.i áftr-áti*lãr proposed for the habitat areas larger than 75 acres and


rñ;.rt ioCto¿e 
" 
i*,Ë+"i- forestry designation, or mandatory clustering, both


of which would require new development regulaüons'


Igg4 POLICY ALTERNATIYES


The principte alternatives to the Environment Chapter are:


Alr 1. Add policies requiring subdivisions 1¡d other- developments to
minidize site grading -and conform to the natural topography.


Altl. Limir the wildlife program to only thg:t lands which areregulated
critiõ¿ã"uJ"o¿ dpeñspaces as provided by the City park level of
service.


Alr 3. Substitute existing City or State owned ownerships for suggested


wildlife habitat sites.


Expand the wildlife habitat program into the adjacent jurisdictions.


Require a Wildlife Habitat Mitigation fæ for new development
which causes a loss of wildlife habit¿t.


Alr 6. Add the "sust¿inable city Philosophy' as a ñrndamental


comprehensive plan goal.


Alr 4.


Alr 5.


The first altemative addresses an existing develop.mg4t issue- within,$9 lill
$bdffii"^ a"¿ -"joi developments are ðausing significant chan- ges in natural


tooã*ãónv of the-sil'e. This résdts in new develõpments Þ.iog elevated on fills
;iñ"?- tË.0:.ãeoi-oéignUothoo4 which alters toõatizø drainage patterns and


õãùæ. . ioiJïf nóienUõrnood privacy. This polic-y -ryay res¡r$ in the exporting


of surplus earth from the new developments to suitable recervrng $rts.
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The second alternative would result in protection of about one half the area
recommended by the wildlife study (1,060 acres). It would not address the larger
forested ownerships which cont¿in the most sensitive species and are also some
of the most desirable areas for new development. Even if the city acquires some
of the siæs to meet their open space level of service standard, this alternative
would result in about one hálf the wildlife habitat protection that is contained in
the 1994 Plan.


The third alternative would address the issue of large site designation by
subsdnrting existing City or Staæ owned owng¡ships fo1 .t!e sgggested sizes.
This woulõ proæcfthe medium and sqrall significant wildlife habitat units, but
not increase the supply of large sites. This wóuld result in proæcting about 1450
acres through deve-loþment regulatigru¡ or ryquisitio¡. Fo_re exanple, the City'q
three largelt pafls (\ilatershed,_ Priest Point and Grass Lake) and th9 wooded
portion oi tne gvergreen State Colle-ge campus could be substituted. While the
^City park ownershifs total about 500-acres,i-memorandum of understan_ding or
sinilar agreement would be necess4ry for the Evergreen Campus. Such an
agreement may not be desired by the ðollege or it may conflict with the state's
lõne-term eoals for that site. Tilis alternative would result in about 213 of the
witilife nabitat protection that is contained in the 1994 Plan.


With the fourth altemative the City would take the lead in encouraging adjaceqt
jurisdictions to address wildlife habitat within and adjaqgn--t--to_qe.urban growth
-boundary. This would be most important with large wildlife habitat areas such
as the Oierhulse Wetland (betweenTESC and the Cìty) and BlackHill which lies
to the southwest of SR-101. Coordination with adjacent jurisdiction may include


3 variety of management techniques including, the use of. mandatory clusteri:rg
in some areas or-rezoning to lõng term timber production. This alternative
would result in an increa-se of wltdlife habitat frotection over that which is
contained in the 1994 Plan.


The fifth alternative would require a fee for subdivision and other developments
which cause a loss of wildlife habitat. The funds would be used too achieve
lands identified as significant Wildlife Habitat Units.


The mitigation fee could be waived for projects which ary r{evelopments or
where thé siæ design has accommodated wildlife habitat. Such a mitigation fee
would encourage rõdevelopment of city lands to higber densities which supports
a number of proposed plan objectives


The sixth altemative includes the addition of a community goal for
sustainability. This would be a way_of placing significantly gJeatenl-oportance
in this conóept within the proposed cõmprehensive plan. _[t_youtd_ prov]de
'sustainability" rvith an equãl footi¡g !o th9 otler thirteen GMA goals. This
would be mõre compatible to the CiÚ's original adoption philoso-phy t-o t922,
and doine more witbless is a fundamental part of how this Plan differs from the
1988 Coñprehensive Plan. While the impáct of this n9w goal.on sgne chapte,rs,
such as Lând Use and Urban Design, should be minimal, its affect on other
chapærs may be greater since this would be a new concept.
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CHAPTER THREE: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT


The Staæ Growth Management Act does not have specific requirements for economic


âr".fãã-.rt pt-"irg. öo-.etcial, indurti4 and õther resource industries are to be


;ãdñõrd rhtãrgh tñr t"o¿ uses cúapter and map. The GMA goal for Economic
Development is to:


o Encourage economic development througbout the state that is consistent with
;l"FedËó.pieninsivè_danô, prolûote eõonomic opportunity for all citizens of
mií sttæ, -eipeci¿ty för uáemployed - and--fgr di-sadvantaged n9rso,1s' ..11d
enco¡rage gro*th in'areas expeqrêncing insufñglgnt eco.nomic growth, all within
tñ;.pã:ritfof the staæ's naniral resouices, public services, and public facilities.


For more information, please see the Environment_Chapter. discussion in the Draft-Có-ptãü¿*i*Þtan 
aici tne County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A.


B.


198t COMPREIIENSTVE PLAN - NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


The existing comprehensive plan chapter on econognic-development has eight


;;rtr ;irh-;rsociatø policies'which piomote.strengthening t4e city's economy.


îË|g sãaËiortu¿e mainøning anci expanding current business, assuring 3n
rm-riãoi-põrm-iaing þtocess, t'uitding. bn cuúent strengths, exp.ang3g the


".pfãvrö"t 
Uæ.,-búlding 


'on 
the City" tourism- pqtenÉ4, m¿uiimizing .qe


i"d5úE{irl-î-á uãrc, 
"o¿ 


"ma*imiring ihe economiC benefit from Olympia's
infrastructure.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental ImPacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


affect the economy as a whole and therefore
in the city. For a more detailed discussion of


which is from the Olympra


Igg4 COMPREIIENSTVEPLA¡I - THE PROPOSAL


The proposed 1994 Comprehensive Plaq proposes go qolicy changes to this


ðnupíri.'-Thr o"ty ðnaoges are updated itatstics in chars and graphs and


associated text.


Olvmoia Comprehensive Plan (1987)


eomniunity Planning and Development Deparment.


Refer to the discussion of the 1988 Comprehensive


I9p,4 POLICY ALTERNATTVES


There are no proposed alternatives for this chapær.


Plan


c
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CIIAPTER FOI,JR: IJRBA}I GRO\ilTH IVIANAGEMENT AIID AI\NEXATION


The Staæ Growth Management Act requires that the Cþ propose -a location for an
urban growth area. Within this area urban growth is tg b_e encouraged. This area shall
also hive densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that iq projgct_ed to occur in the
succeeding 20 year period. The GMA goal for Urban Growth Management and
Annexation is to:


o Encourage.developmr$ io urban areas ryhere adequate public'facilities and
seroices exist and can be provided in an efficient manner.


o Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling low-
density development.


Olympia established an urban growth area in 1982 and updat€d this boundary in 1988.
Hówdver, now the GMA requires the City to accommodate the populatioq- growth
allocated'by üe State Ofñce õf Financial Management. This requirement affects not
only the siãe the urban growth area but also the proposed densities which a¡e further
desôribed in the Land Use Chapter.


For a discussion of the population distribution from 1995 to_the year 2Ol5 within the
Olympia Growth ManaÈefoent Area, refer to the Urban Growth Managemenq and
Añneiation Chapær disðussion in the Draft Comprehensive Plan and the County-Wide
Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 198E COMPREHENSIVE PLA¡{ - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE


The Urban Growth l\{anagement and Annexation Chapter contains 3 goals
and 15 policies about this issue. Thp original_urban.gqowq management
agreemeñt with Lacey, Tu_mwater and Thurston County is based on the same
cõncept as,outlined iri the GMA.goals, jh?t is, ¡o focgs r¡rban growth and urban
services within the boundary, wiú rural densities and nral senrices outside the
boundary. The urban growth management_agreemen! also- included _provisioql
to phase in growth by õstablishing bõth a shõrt+erm_boundary, for tñe next l0
yeärs, and ã tong+efo boundary-established for a 20 year Þtfd of growth.
Annexations within the short-tenn boundary are encouraged, but boundaries must
be logical and not create County islands.


Discussion of the Affeeted Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The 1988 Plan discusses future densities and service levels with the urban growth
boundary. The Comprehensive
an evaluation of the available


Plan was also based on projected and
land, densities, and such as


environmentally sensitive areas. It was determined that there was adequate
capacity withirí the urban growth boundary for the 1988 land use plan.


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative refer to the Final


is available from thew
Deparment.
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B; I9Ð4 COMPREHENSTVE PLANI - TIIE PROPOSAL


The 1994 Comprehensive Plan contain,4 goals and 20 policies.on Hþ1n-g¡o*S
*a*ee.ent arid annexation. While beñg very simäar to the 1988 Plan, it
contai-ns some important differences.


The major changes in the proposed lgg4 Otympia Comprehensive Plan
include:


o Establishing a growth boundary with urban densities to accommodate


o BlTåffi?tffi['l;oan growth boundary onthe Tt¡estside and reducing
the õffipia urban grõwth area by abôut 1 square mile.


The orooosed Plan includes some new discussion and a new goal and associated
poUcirsiegarding locating the boundary to accommodate thc population^growth
fuõõrtø bi rhe $tate. Aõcording to those projections the population in Olympia
liU i"ciease by over 29,W peõple benvden now and thi yt.* 2015, resulting
i"ãUõoi tilú new householãs.'The available groryq_gpacity in 1995 of the
oiooosed iomnrehensive Plan is estimated to be 85,500 persons and about
5S,fOO housing unis. This is more than double the ryojepted demand and is a
soåèwhat conîervative estimate, since it does not také into account possible
iedevelopment (within the Downtown or along High Density Corridors) or the
possible'effects of allowing accessory housing units.


(


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


the orooosed urban qrowth boundary includes a new proposed short term and
long'ærm urban growlh boundaries which reflects the most current (qlld-lSnuar{
tgí+> recommeñdation for the Wesside N_eigh- borhood. 4$ngogn the City a$
CouúW have not come to a resolution on the boundaÍy, a likely scenario would
tøocó the erowth area by about one square mile. Thls reduction in area would
iéJ"ti in thË redistributiõn of the growth capacity for about l,ZN persons to
other parts of the communitY.


As a result, the City will be required to find other u,ay-s to accommodate the
population'growth úîat these arêas would provided under other development
õräctices. -Also if an extremely large area is removed from any o49
ileiehborhood. it mav cause a shift in tñe City's growth pattern which could
ioüt in cosüí chaneês to the distribution and tíming of planned urban services.
t"titiCation in" tnis c-ase might include either increãsing the size .of .the urban
grofth âreâ, increasing deniities within the smaller boundary, or the imposition
õf impact fees to offset these effects.
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c 1994 POLICY ALTERNATTVES


The primary Urban Growth lVfanagement and Annexation Chapter alternatives
are:


Alr l. Add approximately one square mile to the Olympia urban growth
area.


Reduce the urban growth area on the Wesßide and maintain the
1988 Plan densities elsewhere.


Eliminate the "Short-Term" boundary from the Urban Growth
Agreement.


Alt 2.


Alt 3.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The first alternative would providing an area equal to that which is being
removed with the Westside boundary õhange. Possible sites lie adjacent to the
urban growth boundary in the 


--Wes!tidt, 
Northside, - -3nd Southside


Neighbõhoods. The imþagts aqd mitrgation measnres of adding any.new area


snoülO be more fully eïatuated durinþ a subsequent environmental review.
(Refer to the alternaûves discussion cõntained within Land Use and Urban
Design Chapter.)


The second altemative could place the City out o{ compliance with the State
Growth Management Act even though itmay_þq a legitimate alternative under the
Sate Environñental Policy Act (SEPA). SEPA authorizes. the City to deny a
project if its "probable siþRcant adverse environmental itpact' can not be
iucöessfully mirigated. Àlthough the City could accommodãte the projected
oooulation'growú under this allernative, il would fail ûo implement numerous
'<¡Uier GMA-planning goals which are described in the other chapters.


The third alternative would eliminate the Short Term management
Tumwater-


ret¿in Long-Term
on ma¡ket


this area is
to that of the


more reliance
to eventually
1994 Plan.
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CHAPTER trllt¡E: UTILITTn'S AÌ''ü) PIJBLIC SERVICES


The 1990 Washington SAæ Growth Management Act requires that all comprele-nsive


õr-.- i"ðto¿J a itilities elemenr. Tht Act defines utilities as electrical lines,
'æfr.o*"oication lines and nanual gas lines. The Act defines water and sewer
ú-r".r ar ";rbtiõ facilities" while firõ and police protection and schools are defined
ñïÑbntsdrvices". The GMA goal for Puõlic Faóilities an! Services is to:


o Enst¡re that those public facilities and services necessary.to supPort de¡elopmegt
shatt be adequaté to serve the development at the 


-time óf develop,ment is


"naitaÙtã 
foröccupancy and use without ðecreasing current services levels below


locally established minimum standa¡ds.


For more information, please see the Utilities and Public Services Chapter_digc¡tssio.n


in Oe- Draft Compíehensive Plan and the County-Wide Planning Policies in
Appendix B.


A. 19E8 COMPREIIENSTYE PLAII . NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


The 1988 Comprehensive Plan chapter on "Public Services and Facilities"
ðonønø 2j eofus and 113 policies. For the purposes of the Plan, Olympia
includes the -following facilities and services: ryqter,_ sewer, stonnwat€r
managem"ot, *li¿ waíte management, television cable, fire P.rpæc$o1,.police
oroteõtion ãd schools. With tñe exception of a section on cable ælevision the
iÞ8S ptao nàs no discussion of private ùtilities, that is, of electrical, nahual gas,


or telecommunications utilities.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Imnact^s and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


Utility and Public Service Services facilities are distributed throughout Oly.mpia
an¿ iis urban growth area. The prim-ary- implication of a lack of a utilities
le-eot woddbe non compliance with the Staæ Growth Management Act.
private utiiitiès will be máking fun¡re system improvements regardless of
Comprehensive Plan language.


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative refer to the Final Environment¿l
(1987) which is available


from Olympia and Development DeParment.


B 1994 COMPREIIENSIVEPLAÌ.{ - THE PROPOSAL


The Utitities and Public Services Chapter contains 34 goals and 1{ policies
tìerrdioi bõth pubtic and private utilitiei and several publió services. The Public
S;ñcffportioi of this ôhapter has remained esseñtially.unchanged with the
exception of the Solid Wasfe section which has been revised with some neu'
¿isCüsiion and reformatted policies to reflect current_city.practice. Howeve-r,


tú;-a¿ìo significant polrcy changes in the Public Serviões section from the


1988 Plan.
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The Urilities portion of this chapter eval}ates 
"4rtiog 


pgvæ utility facilities and
those proposã to provide ade{uate utility service fo-Fg Olym-pia 3rea. There
are soheþoücies about promoting underlro-unding.gnd the co-location of utility
ðorridors.' none of thesdare consldered tó the siguificant changes from the 1988
Plan.


c


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The privaæ utilities have facilities distributed throughout Olympia and its urban
erowth area. Virn¡allv all land uses require one or more of the private utilities.
ihe proposed funre ulility facilities areioutine improvements needed to respond
to srbw^th in the CiW anð its urban growth management area. On-site impacts
assõciated with néw facilities \rrill be concéntrated in the developing
neigbborhoods. Additional on-site impacs^ w.ill occur in the existing
neilhborhoods on and adjacent to the propõsed facilities, or along the proposed
utility alignments.


Utility system improvement projects are regulated by_ Çity -devgloprggnt
resdfuioñs. These would inclirde Zonng and-Building Codes, thq Shoreline
M-anagement Act (when applicable) as subsequent environmental review.


1994 POLICY ALTERNATIVES


The primary alternatives to the Utilities and Public Services Chapter are:


Alt l. Adopt a policy of "prudent avoidance" regarding electro-magnetic
fields.


Alt2. Adopt a policy prohibiting new septic systems within the urban
growth area.


Alt 3. Adopt a policy to accelerate the undergrounding of utilities along
High Density Corridors and in the downtown.


Discussion of the Affected Environment ^ dverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The first altemative focuses on eleetro-maguetic fields which is a concern to
some CiW residents. "Prudent avoidance" wõuld be very difficult to implement,
since thetcientific research on possible health effects is yet cleal. Without clear
standa¡ds the implicatioq of thii pofic-y cguld result in delays in the permining
process and mayresult in potential litigation.


The second altemative would conflict with the ,s General Sewage
(1990). Prior to


to a sewer line
at the time of the 1988
of protection to surface
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CHAPTER SDft TRANSPORTATION


The State Growth Management Actrequired that all cities q4opt a Eamportation element
as part of any new compÍehensive plans. Transportation affects the movement of people
anå goods foom one þlace to another. Cars, mass transit, carpooling, -bicy-cling,
wa[d-ng, traveling during non-peak hours, and r{! are_some examples of different
methods of transp-ortation. Any-thing other than driving-alone in a car_is considered an
"alternate modeo of transportation. The state requirement for this element are
extensive. The GMA goal for the Transportation is to:


o Encourage efficient multimodal transportation system $at a¡e bry.d on regional
prioritiel and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans.


Olympia has orperienced recent growth and is expected to continue to do so in the
n¡tirre. On the è,ast side of Olymþia trafñc conges_tion is increasing dop g targg PTt
to a lack of adequate easUwest ioaris. In Southeait O-lymp.ia streets.\ryere bu$ originally
for rural usagé and are deterioræing. Overloadiñg, is occurring 9n the .4jt..o!
corridors of tñe Yelm Highway and Fónes Road. Northeast Qlympia haq experi.e¡c4
a great deal of residential devêlopment due to its close p_roxi1ity to-majoq retail-and
máical services and access to I-5. While there are good north/south corridors there
are an inadequate number of east/west roads to help with increasing traffic congestion
on Martin Way.


West Olympia has experienced a great dqal of growth in commercial and residential
developñent. Many- of the commercial devel-opments are regional in nature and
generaiæ significant 


-amounts of traffic from othèr counties which is not commute
lehted. Frithermore, access to West Olympia is relatively limited with the primqly
access being through the Black Lake/SR-l0l interchange ryd then througF the
intersection õf gtack Lake Blvd and Cooper Point Rd. The downtown experiences
varied levels of traffic congestion depending on tim,e of da¡ puring_the m_orning and
evening rush hours congesúon is particularly high through the Plum St and Union Ave
intersection.


The high rate of drive alone traffic will signi[cantly increase traffrc congestion 
^in 


the
city pirticularly along the city's major arterial and in the downtown area. As the
nuín6er of cari increa-se with á growing population, more land area will be devoted to
parking areas and widening roaäs. Develoþment along arterial wi! likgly continue to
ãeveloþ in an uninviting mãnner discouraginþ redevelopment and pedestriair use in those
t¡fêqq


For more information, please see the Transportation Chapter discussion in the Draft
Comprehensive Plan anô the County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 1988 COMPREIIENSIVE PLAI.I - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
The 1988 Comprehensive Plan contains 5 goals and 7-1 policies. It emphasizes
that land use d-ecisions should determine the shape of transportation planning.
it also focuses on strategies to move vehicles efñciently whilg reducing th_e usq
of single occupancy vehicles an{ ingrerying the use of alternate modes of
transpõrtation. 


'The 1988 Comprehensive Plan promotes an arterial network that
keeps traffic on arterial off of lõcal access streets. It-encourages.frequent^c¡1de-
sacô to "maintain residential environment". The rail strategies in the 1988 Plan
support only Eaditional rail usage such as freight and passenger rail (AMTRAK)
witñ no me-ntion of either high capacity transportation options or trolleys.
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The transportation is fundamental to all part of the City and the q$qn growth
arã.- fËe 1988 Comprehensive Plan inèludes some. objectives yhiçh supPglt
.ttr-.t"-mo¿es óf úansportation such as preparing- standards for public
tr-.pott"tion facilities which are consistent with èity ltreet ¡tanpards and land


".e 
eiemèots in the 1988 Plan. Furthermore, mass trabsit, pedestrian and bicygle


i"ðititer a¡e to be included in transportation system pla$,. Mitigation for
i"cieased trafñc is to provide an adeqirate netwoik of arærial and collectors to
reÑliósiArotiat neighborhood to keep üaffic on arterial and off of local access


ittees. However, tñere is no mentioñ of the need to connect streets within that
nenvork.


For a more detailed discussion of this alærnative refer to the Füal


ls from the Olympia p[nnni¡g


Deparment.


B. 1994 COMPREIIENSTVEPLANI - TIIE PROPOSAL


The mqior changes in the proposed 1994 Ol¡mpia comprehensive Plan
include:


o Encouraging the useof_ alternate modes of transportation.
o Increasinlg rlsidentiat density within the urban area.
o Decreasin! the focus on th9ârterial street plan.
o Preservin!'existing rqil 4g!t of-ways.
o Listingthõproposõd facilit-ies toim¡flementthetransportationelement.


The greatest difference between the 1988 and 1994 Plans is the focus of the
transõortation sgatesies for each. While the 1988 Comprehensive Plan focuses


"ti-äritn 
õn stratesiõs to move vehicles efficiently , the1994 Comprehensive Plan


6**.-iti.atitt õn strategies to reduce auto deþendence. The 
-regional goalis


to-;edröe--out ú'iuè alone-commuter rate frod the current 85 percent to 60


"ãtõóoi 
*iüio 20 vears. The primary way of doing this is to get people to }se-rtæ-"æ 


modes of transportatiõn. the põticies in -the plan which are aimed at


..õõ.piiJnioã this ate a^combination of ïncentives, disiñcentives, transportation
services and education.


Increasing residential density \ili$n the urban area is a key component of the


[enionat"fianJpòrtation ptán (1993). It seeks -t9 f-ocuq õn developing jobs,
n opporhrnides *ithq the city.ceners.(Downtown


ói".oiáf a'Åd ñe main travel iôutes between them càlled 'Iligh Density
õõniãñ".--Ioctr.sed densities would allow a greater number of people to get
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around by using an effrcient transit system, and the streets, bike routes, and
sidewalks in the areas.


densities.


In order to increase density development and redevelopment in downtown
Olympia and along the utility-of High Density Corridors is êncouraged. In order
to inake these areas attractivê to both development and pedestrians this alærnative
recommends focusing transportation resources into side'walks, street-trees,, god
pedesfian connections, and support services for bike and transit riders in
äowntown and alons Íhe Hieû-Densiw Residential Corridors. Furthermore
allowing more vehiclé congesd'on in theõe areas will avoid having 


-to 
widen roads


which õscourages pedesnlan use and conflicts with good urban design.


The Plan also focuses on preserving existing rail right of ways forpossible fr¡nue
high capacity transportatiõn options. It alsó suggests a trollêy in Downtown and
other high density areas.


A list of the major road improvements and new connections to implement the
street network o[an a¡e incluäed in the Plan. The 1988 Plan does not include this
level of detail. 


^There will be I I new road projects, 9 widening projects,_a single
right of way realigument, 4 interstaté &. State -Highway -gø-q{ ramq
iñprovements-, and ?3 intersectioq_ improvements, including trafñc lights and
nuiins lanes. There would be 11 nõnmotorized improvements which may
inchdã curb & gutter, landscaping strips, and sidewalks-. There will also be 32
class II bike lane imprwements.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The proposed areas to have increased density arg the Downtown and Inp ïtgn
Densiw'Corridors include Martin Way to citv timits; St¿te St and 4th Ave;
Pacifió Ave to ciW limits: Ha¡rison Avê from 4tnlStn Ave to Black l-ake Blvd;
Black Lake Blvd hom Hârrison Ave to SR 101; Cooper Pt from Harrison Ave
to Black Lake Blvd; and Capitol Blvd from 4th Ave to city limits.
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Of these High Density Corridors only Hanison-Ave þas-p{o1 improvements
proposø in-the Comirehensive Plan-to the roadway itself, including left nrn
ãocicets at selected infersections or a continuous left turn lane similar to the one
-which 


exists on that portion of Harrison Ave which is west of Division Street.


Otnet roadway imprôvements will be necessary alo^ng all these.corridors and


*athin the Downtown to making these streets ñore fiendly to alternate modes


of-transportation such as waÌk.t, bicycling and- using. transit as¡ well as


enco¡ra$ng redevelopment. Streetimprovements include sidewalls, street ü_e9_s,


áóoritiie iighting, iood pedestrian cbnnections, âûd support services for biþ
and transit riãers-anð maybe considered mitigation measnres.


Increased trafñc congestion along Higb Density Corridors and in the Downtown
arã -av result form-changing tñ-e transportatión level of service to level E, and
¿iJðourãgi"C the widening-ofþeets in 


-order 
to maintain and balance the needs


ofoøeiËiaîs and vehiclés. There may be some possible increased traffic on
smäUer streets due to spillover traffic hom more congested arterial. Due to
parking management sràtegies, over time there will be a decreased ayailpility
-of 


cneãp andäsy parking-for.employees, especially those working for larger
employers like St¿te goverrment.


Mitigation measures include developing a network of smaller connected streets


io-dcorage shorter travel distances, mõre agces-.s to.all modes and travel and the
OsttiU"tioñ of traffic througbout the network, thereby reducing arterial traffic.
1.nJ 


"naituUiliw 
of options únicn make it easier and gênerally more attractive to


oJJ¿teroaæ níodes öf transportation should be increãsed. hicreased deq-s-lty an-d


iedevelopment along High De¡sity Corridors and in the Downtown will make


these arrias more üväble-and shorfen the distance from home to work making it
easiet to use alærnate modes of transportation such as mass transit walking or
Uiðvclinq. Increasinq the densiry wili also increase the pool of potential mass


tdásíriiers-cause ñore use of transit and encourage moie frequent mass transit
service for residents of all parts of the city.


For more information, please see the
the


Connected Streets 1991),
( the


(1993), and


c


and ltrategy 
(1991).


T994 POLICY ALTERNATIVES


The primary alternatives to the Transportation Chapter are:


Alt 1. Prioritize amenity improveme¡ts- within Downtown and High


- 
Density Conidorõ above capacity improvements in these areas.


Altz. Eliminate the concept of Higb Density Corridors but keep the
Connected Streets PolicY.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Imlacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


In the first alternative amenity improvements along the Hig+ Density Corridors
amenities would atúact new develôpment in these areas and encourage the use


óFatternate modes of transportatioï which will heþ relieve trafñc pres$res
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throueüout the ciW. It could result in lower levels of service over a longer
letioõ of ¡me in ðeficient areas. It would represent a significant chqnge ftom
-Aè-óo¡¡rot priority which places these improùements after safety and capacity
improvements.


The second altemative would make it difficult to atEact commuters to alternative


-øãs-óf transporation and is similar to the focus of the 1988 Plan. This
¿trtoatine encoirages a more dispersed growth pattern which is more-cqstly to
orovide ¡rban faciñties and serviões. T[e long-term impact would e,liminate a


iarge number of potential new housing units, and resulting increase the amor¡nt
of -rlrive-alone commuting.


40







CHAPTER SEVEN: PARIG AI.TD OPEN SPACE


The Staæ Growth Management Act requires that "open spacen be included in the future
land use map. The AcI als_o qequires that -op€n..space corridors within and betrveen
,rtUa" areas'shall be identified and these shãll 'include lands useful for recreation,
witflife habitat, trails, and connection of critical areaq._. The A_ct requires communities
to consider a pôUcy regarding "concurrenc-y" or providigg Pa¡ks at a rate *hitþ keeps


oãce with populatión ñowth. If such a policy is ielected, then adequate proviqions_ for
hnancins the desirø Ïevel of service is 


-also íequired as a part of the Capital Facilities
Plan. îÉe Act also contains the following land use planning goal:


o Encourage the retention of open -_sp?ge - 
agq development of recreational


oppornñties, corx¡erve fish anìl wildlife habitat, increase access to nanral
rês'ource hnds and water, üd develop parl$.


The Parks and Open Space Chapter addresses the need for parks, open space and
recreation facilitieí over-the next 20 years. As Olympia continues to grow and more
undeveloped land a¡e detelopdr thi: preseryatioq and enhancement of our natural
énvironm^ent to meet aeitUetiianá recreational needs will continue to be an important.
pa¡ta and open spaces are pqt ^of the urban design infrastrucnre that leads to a high
quality of üfe for the future of Olympia.


For more information, please see the Park 4! Open Qpacg C-.nfpt .t discussion in the
Draft Comprehensive Pian and the County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 198E COMPREIIENSTVE PLAI\{ . NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


In addition to the 3 goals and 31 policies the !ar! qpd Qpe.n Spacg Chapter in
the 1988 CompreheÑive Plan alsõ contains a detailed analysis of park needs until
the year 2000.' This is done by neighb^orho-9d, but these neighborhood boundaries
¿o iot march those in the proþoseä- 1994 Comprehensive Plan. A.park and .ope1
ipace nlevel of service' ôtandard is included-which is very similar to national
s[an¿arOs. A recommendation from that Plan was to 


-reevaluate the park
stanAar¿s bv examining nearby jurisdictions and determining the community
désire for specific faciliÉes. Thê f988 Comprehensive Plan also included support
for the State Capital Heritage Park, the Deéchutes Corridor Plan, and an U¡ban
Trails Study. If aho contai-ned a discussion of the role of 'Open Space" within
the communitY.
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Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


necessary.


For a. more det¿iled discussion of this alternative refer to the Final


Olvmpia's Darls, open spaces and trails projects are distribrrted throughout the
¿Jí"töoed 'portións of 'the CitV. Thiõ rêflecs the existing an! preylo-us


õõ.piõnð^iur plans to only próvide parþ for in g.itf residenß. The relative
ãógrããõf impaclts will vary-by Oe typ-e of nçy .fac$Ú. The--opeq.sPac-e pqlç
*iänãne OËteast developmeit and ñay be limited tri a spall-pqld-ng lot with
*attdnt orintemretative tiaits. Althougb trail projects involve the highest degree
of co^ïn;do" ítnpàcts and traverse a lvide variety of geography, thèy a¡e often
iedevelopins an äbandoned rail or road rights oi way. The neighborhood and


óór.urfity-p*k facilities will also involve thigh degrêe of construction impacts


and will vary by the Project.


The on- and off-site impacts associated with new neightorhogd qpd commrrnity
prrt- fariüties will bé similar to those of a médium 99 ity, residential
äevelooment or a public school site. Like a school siæ security and emergency
õõ;"d impoñäot design considerations.- Security is of mgi! importance for
trãiJ nonicn aie located iñremote areas or have infrêquent pubìic use. The site


i.pãrtrif t aits will be similar to new roads. Impacts will be the greatest during
¡Ëõó*u"ðtioo phase with the reduction of nadve vggetation an{ the possible


-ór;.daóf múèiate to large quantities of ea¡th. Oiher normal construction
i-p6ts *ili atso include noisã, dust, tempo1ary traffic diversions and possible


"rítnóti. 
cn"nges to the site. The concenúatiori p{ public use of these sites will


iølr" ot étiñinate on-site native wildlife and its habitat in favor of more
äãäõl¡"r rpJðiãr.lv rJotrárt, tnr open space park should have much less impact
tnañ tnose describe<í above. While-publit acquisition of a sensitive feanue may
Ue Oesiiø, thr amonnt of public use in th-e_passive parks-caqe.go.ry.can be


balanced tó the resource señsitivity, üd public access can be limited where


from the Olympia


B. 1994 COMPREIIBNSTVEPLAÀI - TIIE PROPOSAL


and


tooá
two


ve Plan has 14 soals
City plans. In


nnd 92 nolicies
- l' -------


l99l the City
and reflects
adopted the
which built
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The mqior changes in the proposed 1994 Olympia Comprehensive Plan
include:


o Adding Urban Trails as a desired park and recreation facilities.
o EstablÉhins a priority list of park facilities.
o Adding smãll Ñeighbórhood Parks within Neigþborhood Centers.
o Expan-ding parks concurrent with_ population grorYth. - - -o Coñtinuing to use impact fees to fund future'park acquisitions.


A preference survey was prepared for the Parks and Open Space.Plan. It
indicated a communi-W prefeience for neighborhood over community-wide parls.
To address this prefeieñce, the City proposes to focus its the short tenn effort on
funding the follõwing (in priority order):


l) Neighborhood partrs acquisition and development,
2) Open space acquisition, &d
3) Uiban trail acquisition and development.


After the City has begun to implement those priorities, then community wide
facilities will be addressed (in priority order):


4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
e)
10)


Ball field and soccer field acquisition and development,
School field renovation,
Community park acquisition and {eve-lopment,
Shoreline ácõess acquisition and development,
Tennis court development.
Swimming pool acquisition and development, and
Golf course acquisition and development.


The proposed 1994 Compre,heq¡lve Plan contairu¡ an increased park level of
serviðe 


-over the l99l Parks Plan. Due to changes in the neighborhood
boundaries, the addition of new park lands, new population proj_ects 


- 
anl


differences' in the target year; i direct comparison between the 1988
Comprehensive Plan, the-1991 Park and Open-Sppè Plan and the proposed 1994
Comþrehensive Plan would be virn¡ally meaningless.


Adding parts concurrentl wlth population groyq \ryas a basic gonpept þ gt
1991 Þaiks Plan. It alsoimplies-thãt previous deficiencies are eliminated. To
add the previouslv mentioned facilities,-the City will need to deail how new park
acquisitibn and development will be financed. This rygulq bec-ome part of the
Cai¡ø Facilities Plan-and it must also show that the City is able to finance the
dedire park level of service standards.
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Discussion of fhe Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


c


It is anticipated that the level of impagts _qn!^ O: t¡rye- of mitigation.mea$res
should be 6imilar to those described iñ the 1988 Comp-rehensive Plan discussion.


1994 POLICY ALTERNATTVES


The primary alternatives to the Park and Open Space Chapter are:


Alr 1. Acquire park lands following population growth.


Acquire park lands in advance of population growth.


Retain the lower park level of service standard.


Do not use development impact fees to fund fr¡tr¡re par*s and open
spaces.


Eliminate small neighborhood parls from proposed "Neigbborhood
Centers"


Alt 2.


Alt 3.


Att 5.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


Althougb, the first alternative is technically possible, the LOS and concurrency
standarã îor parks was a part of 1991 Pari<s Plan. Without nconcurrencyn no
impact fees c'ould be required, Ðd the level of serviee would mean little if the
communiry \ryas not comhritted to auaining that goal. The parls level of service
would deti:riorate over time and the impãct would be greãter than those of the
proposed plan.


Bv comparison, the second alternative would acquire funre park lands in
advance'of growth, most likely through a City "lant banking' program. The
funding souices foi such an aliernative could 6e a city-votel-approved bond and
state gfiants. The impact of this alternative would bé less than-contained in the
proposed Plan.


The third alternative would be a continuation of the current practice as adopted
with the parls impact fee ordinance.. Its lgope agd implcts would P.arallel those
described^ in the'1988 Comprehensive Plan. Is envir_onmental impacç agd
mitigation measures should- not significantly differ from those previousþ
described


Alr 4.


M







If the fourfh alternative was adopted the City would have to reþ on other
fundine sources to totally fund parli acquisition-and development. Since this is
lareelv:a financial alærnãtive, its environmental impacts and mitigation measures
shõrild not significantly differ from those previousþ described


Centers
elements.
access is
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CHAPTER EIGHT: ENERGY


In lgTg, state legislation added energy conservation and solar access protection to the


liri;i-irmidf optional erepenm % ióc¿ co.pt.n"*inõ-p¡ans. 'rne 1990 Staæ


Cio*Uft"t*"Cemeãt Act again listed energy-T áo optiolal élement for inclusion in
Jo-óieUãosinãpi*. The Ènergy Chapter äddresses ho-w to use energy wisely acrgls
rU-ffJ nrrios'sectors that usiit, tha:t is, transportation, residential, commercial,
industrial, and institr¡tions.


For more information, please see the Energy Chapær discussion in the Draft
Có^ptðne iu" Þtan an'¿ tne County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 198E COMPREIIENSTVE PLAI'I . NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


The 1988 Comprehensive Plan _chapter of E¡.tgy has 6.goals with.42 poflcies


*nirn-ptã.õre-thtwise and efficient use of enéigy in the community. Those
goals iäatu¿e tating community-level action_ to hive sufficient energy- }ow and


ñ thr frrhrt;. provi"rling Ciry lóadership on the wise use of energy, taking stePl


to achieve effrôient use-of eñergy in new and existing buildiqgs as, in commercial
and industrial processes, in truis_portation, and developing land use pattems and


siæ designs thât fosær energy efficiency.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Imtact^s and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


These policies would affect all areas of the City as elergy is used by almost all
hnd uóes in alt areas of the City and its urban growth area.


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative refer to th-e Ei4
bnvirãnméntat-fmpact Statepents,for Jþe Qlym$a Coqlprelpnsive PlaE


nuniÚ Planning and


Development DeParment.


B. T994 COMPREHENSTVE PLAÌ{ - TIIE PROPOSAL


Since this is an optional element under the State Growth Management Act, the


1ü+ Comprehen3ive Plan contains 5 goals and 31 policies-. It proposes.np


sisnificant policy çþanges althougb there is some new background- Fatenat.
Ifid; ¿h*äès úe.te mãde to prolide updated statistics and,updated hjstor-v oq


äîV--piä;. ririgy *tiriã!i. 
-Sime 


formãt changes \ilere pade.to the Goals and
poiicies roJn tnãí those related to transportation ãnd to land use have been movd
ao rh;;e ónlptetr. 


-õtnet 
changes wgrê maqq qo -so+e 


po$cie.s Ûo reflect-tryt*g
ðiw õiartiiãi. Tne sotar enerly policies which had prèvigusl-y been included in
Oó tl,an¿ Use Chapter were nioiø without change to this chapær.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental ImPacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


New policies in the Transportation and Land Use Chapters which encourage


less drive alone car usage aid wgtter de4qity in the urban.q:eas, support the wise


use of energy in all pafts of the city. There are no significant adverse impacts


Aom the Eñérgy chaþter policies arid therefore no mitigation measures.
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c Ig94 POLICY ALTERNATTVE


The primary alternative to the Energy Chapter is:


Alt. I Adopt a policy which requires greater solar access in suMivision
design.


This alærnative would incorporate the concept of solar access into new
development designs. Building orientation and passive solar heating are means
of redücine the City's funue eñerg¡l needs. This would encoruage a sustainable
approach õ siæ dpéigo, but may ñõt Ue consistent with the City'é current policy
regarding urban forestry.


(


(.__


(
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CHAPTER IYIhIE: HISTORIC PRESERVATION


While historic preservation is not a required- elemgnt of the 1990 Washington St¿æ
Growth Managêment Act it is listed as one of the planning goals of the Act.


o 'Identiff and encourage thg preservation of lands, sites, and stn¡ch¡res, that have
historical or a¡chaeological significance. "


Historic Preseroation involves the identification, maintenance, renovation and reuse of
buildings and siæs important to the community'_s þistory The O]ympia City Countil
adopteti-the Historic Pieservation Ordinance in 1983 establishing q$gritage commissio¡
whiõh serves as the city's chief advisory body on matters of history and historic
preservation. The Coruñ{ssion has creaæd and maintained a local historic register and
Îs directly involved in nominating properties to the National and State Registers of
Historic Þlaces. The Commission-also administers a state program for special property
tær valuation for historic properties. In 1986 a comprehensive survey and inventory of
the City's historic resources was completed. All of these measnres serue to help protect
the City's historic resources.


For more information, please see the Historic Preservatio4 Cþ4pter discussion in the
Draft Comprehensive Pl-an and the County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 19E8 COMPREIIENSIVE PLAI\ - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE


The 1988 Comprehensive Plan chapter on Historic Pqgseryation has ? goals wit4
2l policies whiõh serve to preserve and enhance the Cit¡ s-historic character and
its 


-signiRcant 
historic buildings, structures and sit9s. This is accomplishe{ not


ontv-through specific programs which identi$ anl encourage_the continued use
of iústoric"res^ources 


'but'also by fostering civic pride in- tne City's historic
identiw, incorporating historic r-esources into the overall design of the City,
integrãting hisioric préservation objectives into city decisjon processes and using
histõric rèsources to promote economic stability in the City.


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative refer to the Final
Environmental Impact Statements for the Qlympia Comprtpnsiye Plan
(I987tîñch is available from the Olympia Community Planning and
Development Depaiûent.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental lmgacts-and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


B.


There are historic resources in all areas of the City although they are
concentrated in the oldest areas, for example Downtown, and the South Capitol,
Bigelow, Eastside and Westside neigh6orhoods. There are no mitigation
measures for the 1988 plan.


I9,ry,4 COMPREHENSTYE PLAN . TTIE PROPOSAL


T\e 1994 Comprehensive Plan contains I goal¡ and ?-6 policies,. b¡t overall has
few changes. An update has been done to ihe backgr_ound material to reflect the
addition õf tne Sou'[h Capitol Neighborhood to the National Register of Historic
Places. Policies and discussion 


-from the City's already adopted "Downtown
Plan" have been included which adds the goal-of preseÑing and enhancing the
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c


Downtown's historic character and its significant historic buíldings, structures,
an¿ siæs into the chapter. The only policy change is a recommendation that the
Ciry snoUd considef establishing 


-a-projram for the transfer of development
rights from historic proPerties.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Imf^^ts. and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


If a transfer of development rights program is established for historic this could
afeci ¿t ateas of the öity. Thã "trãnsfer" of develgpmqnJ rights provision may
affect the redevelopment of both commercial and residential properties with
niitotic resoruces. ïne amount of additional residential development resulting
from tansfer of development rigþts from historic properties has not been
anatprgc,. 


-Policies 
to préserve his-toric resonrces in th:e Downtown would only


appli to that Neighborhood.


I9Ð4 POLICY ALTERNATIVES


There are no proposed alternatives for this chapter.
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CHAPTER TEN: TJRBAIY FORESTRY


'Urban Forestry' is not recognized as a separate catggory by the Groy$ Management
Act. However] the Act requied that cities 'adopt development¡egufatigns to-plot€ct
nanrtat resourcés landsn such a long term forestry-areas, prior to.thg adgpti-on of all new
õõnpiehensive plans. The GMA loal for the natural resource industries is to:


o Maintain and enhance natural resonrce based industries, including productive
tinUei ... industries. Encourage the conservation of productive forest lands ...
and discourage incompatible uses.


This category recognizes that foresbry resources ip r15ban setting.ar^eas are a valuable
public res-oúíce whi-ch should be prottícted for$e city's current and funue citizens. To
ã¿¿te.J rhiJ issue the City adoþted Urban Forgstry development regulatioll. and.a
prr¿t.t chapær in the cõmpreñensive plan. So þursuant to the- GMA, O-lympia
ãt¿"ate¿its-forestry resor¡rcés in 1992 aid found that there were no long-term forestry
areas within the City.


For more information, please see the Urban Foresuy Çþqptq discussion in the Þraft
Comprehensive Plan ánã tne County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 1988 COMPRDIIENSIVE PLA¡{ - NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


There is no existing language from the 1988 Ptan.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental ImDacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


B


There is no existing language from the 1988 Plan.


L994 COMPREHENSIVE PLAII . TIIE PROPOSAL


As an amendment to the 1988 Comprehensive Plan, the Urban Forestry
Cnapter has I goals with 34 policies. ,îhe_proposed-1994 Comprehensive Plan
contäins no chañges to this chãpter. Thi¡ chãpter seel<s to preserve and enhance


this natoral resoíuce, by encoirraging the prèservation of--Eees -on public and


otiuaæ lands. protectinÁ trees frõm unnecessary removal or damage during
äJneiopmeot,'ahd prom-oting the planting of neiv trees. Th.gg goals include
using trees tó achieie other land usè gq-als., lining enü."v/exit corridors with trees,
pianñog more trees Downtown, establishing an urban forestry program, taking
ädvantà'ge of the economic value of the city's. trees, and managing qeeq -to
ðõot iUu:æ to wildlife habitat, recreation, 


- wise energy use, and healthy
neighborhoods.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


Existine forestry resources can be found throughout the city, with the
õnóónËations of hrse stands of mature trees lying ln the undeveloped portions
óf-rhe néighbornooõs. Since these goals and-þolicies are l*gtly used to
nioimi"e íne impacts of developmeñt upon thèse portions of the natural
savirsnment, they are largely considered mitigation meatilres.
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C. 1994 POLICY ALÎERNATTVE
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CHAPTER ELEVEN: IIOUSING


The Staæ Growth Management Act requires that a Hou-sing gJepenl be included in all
oe* comptehensive phñs. The Act alio requires inærjurlsdictional coordination and
development of couity-wide policies considêring afforilable housing anq it! regional
distribütion. Olympia nas incbrporated the County-tilide Planning Policies into these


State guidelines io óreaæ a framêwork for this chaþter. The GMA goal for Housing is
to:


Encourage the availability of affordable housing-
populatiõn of the state, promote a variety of
þreservation of existing housing stock.


o


In 1990 Olvmoia's median household income was about $27,800, or about $3,000
beloo, tne nøilan for all of Thurston County. (According to federal guidelines, housing
is atrordable when it costs no more than 30 percent ofgross household incomg.)-^In
õtn-óiã õner 25% of the households were at ôr under the very low-income level (50Vo


õf'îoî:urston Cor¡nry median income) and another 20Vo were ât the low income level.
Over 75Vo of exFêmely low-income households pay more than they can afford for
housing. Housing affoidabte to the lowest income ñouseholds may also not meet the
houseñoh's needíby being too small or located too far from one's employment.


The bottom end of the market also has problems with substandard housing.
Unfortunately incomes levels are not keeping pãce with housing costs. Benveen 1970


roA tg90 thdadjusted median income in Thuritõn County dp.tglrydþ almost Q pqrcent
U"i Aotiog the õame time the cost of housing has gone úp by 39Vo.for .those wishing to
purchase-a house and ïVo for those rentilg. Outf- thg p^.tt d1:ade, the City has
-suooorted 


a very active Community Develõpment Block Grant Program which has


foðüsed on houéing redevelo¡menf in the Downtown and close-in portions of the
Northside Neighborhood.


For more information, please see the Housing C_hqptçt discussion in the Draft
Comprehensive Plan and ihe County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 19E8 COMPREIIENSTVE PLANI - NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE


This includes the Comprehensive Plan as it was adopted in 1988- without.any
anendments. Although-it did not contain a Housing Chapter, the Plan contained
3 goals and 17 poliei-es on housing which w.ere within the Land Use Chapær.
Th-e 1988 policiès focus on protecting existing neighborhoods. by -segregating
housing by residential zones, pr,ohiþiting acce_ssory liyog units, keeping the
existin! minimum lot sizes, anô limiting manu{actured hogsjnp to rental Pa$:'s
located- in multifamily or óommercial zones. It also would keep the exiqting
housing code standaids for renovations. Given the limited scope of $39e
policiei, they would not meet the criteria of State GMA or County-Wide
Þtannin! Poúcies for housing.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Imfacts and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


The areas of the city most affected by these goals and
developing portions- of the residential neighborhoods.
areas irroutd be protected, new housing developments


to all economic segments of the
housing types, and encourage


oolicies would be those
' Established residential
would be either single
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familv detached subdivisions or multifamily aparment complexes located so a!¡


to nót impact the existing neighborhocids.- Much of- the - 9i.g!e family
developmeñt will be at a density significantly lorver than allowed by the zonin_ g
district'. Most of the available landior housing is located along the fringe of the
urban growth area. It is therefore, inore.r.emo1d.frop employrgglt centels,
schooh] commercial areas and urban amenities. Redev-efopment Yit}io oit{og
neigbbórhoods would be reviewed by the strict guidelines of the existing
resilential zoning districts.


For a more detailed discussion of this alternative refer to the Final


lympia and
Deparment.


IY|,0 COMPREHENSTVEPLAN - TIIE PROPOSAL


The Housing Chapter is a nelv addition- to -the Olympia 
-C-ompreþqnsive 


Plan.
Ir contains 4-goals ãn¿ ¿g policies which implements thê GMA goal fo¡ ho.P.s.t3g.


It focuses on-innovatiom, (such as clusteriñg and density bonuses), flexibility'
innovation, ild a reliance'on multiple solutions to achieve more affordable
housing.


The mqior changes in the proposed L994 Olympia Comprehensive Plan
include:


o Providing enough housing to meet the future needs of purchasens and
rentets.o Promoting housing altematives that serve the changing population
needs and preferences.


o ProvidingËousingforspecialneedspopulationsflow-inoome'homeless,
frail eldeily, etc.).o Preservingexistingaffordablehousingstocks.


The first major change is to meet the current and fr¡nre need for housing. The
population iir Otymp_þis expected-to increase _b¡l^over ?g,ry P9opt" between
how and the yeai 2015, resûlting in about 13,700 new households. AJthough
there is suffiõient land now in Õlympia and its Urban Growth Atea, if all the
new residences are corx¡tructed af current low densities, most of the available
land would be used. Compact growth will preserve spacg fo¡ the funre and
reduce costs of providing ptibtic lervices. Howev_er, variation in housing. q4)es,


location, and cóst is alsó needed. Finding affordable housing for low income
househoids is becoming a greater challenge in Olympia.


The second change seeks to encourage diversity in housing oppornrnity
throuehout the Citi. Instead of creating-single use developments isolated from
each õther, the goai is to link diverse neighborhood¡ to the each other. Diversity
increases úousiñg oppornrnities for all inõome levels throughout.the co]mmunity.
If done well, miiin! different housing types and_ sty_les ryithig neigbborhoods can
increase community livabitity and thé dupply of affordable housing.


The third issue is to diversiff the housing stock to meets the needs of a changin-g
population. Households are getting smaller, more people live algne- and pgople
'toifn special needs (such as lÑ incóme, developmentally disabled, frail elderþ,
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or homeless) need attention. This mea:ns providing more housing at the v-ery
lowest priccranges and expanding housing-oppornrnities near essential services
and accessible to transportation.


The last major change would preserve existing hou,sing sqocþ by enhancing--1þe
character of the neighborhoods through well-formulated desþ st¿ndards. The
proposed 1994 Olvmpia Comprehensive Plan recognizes the unique qlalitíes of
infiï¿u¿ neighbõrhoods. It atso recognizes the lower cost to retain existing
horrsing stocks than to replace them.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The Housing Chapter will primarily affect the residential portions of the
community. - Howèver, in tãking a broader view of the subject and the
commr¡nity needs, housing is being considered for areas which would have been
prohibiæd under'the curlent Comprghensive P,lan., This includes housing in
ðommercial areas which \ilas prêviously only allowed in the Downtown
Neieùborhood. These goals and irolicies rúilI alsb affect existi"g neighborhoods
bv õncourasins infilling, allowing accessory living units, the addition of some
afrached hoúsiñg, permltting manùfactured liousing subdivisions and allowing by
right manufacnlreä housing on any residential lot within the city.


The primary means of housing miÉgation_ is through the use. of good siæ and
buildtng deõigp, adequate landscaping and streetscape amenities rather rhan_the


use of-exchõiónarv 2oning. Otlier polices which- also support good "urban
design' include interconnected sEeets Ïor efficient transportation, -neigþborhood
centás which integraæ commercial, residenti¿l anl park gs9s, -and the proposed
sighting of urban villages on large parcels of undeveloped land.


1994 POLICY ALTERNATryES


The principle altematives to the Housing ehapter are:


Alt l. Do not allow accessory living units witlin residential
neighborhoods.


Altz. Do not provide a density bonus for low cost housing projects.


Alt 3. Do not defer or delay impact fees or review fees for low cost
housing.


Alt 4. Add the "Fair Share Housing" target numbers as part of the policy.


The first altemative would be compatible with the City's existing development
regUlations. Referred to as "granny flats] or ln "illegal duplex" previousþ the
CiW has sought to limit multifdmily housing to certain zones and large
coúplexes. TÍis alternative would haúe siepificantly less impact in the existing
neigÎrborhoods than the proposed accessory unit po-licy. - Since there would
prõbably still be an adequatè supply of housing, it is unclear how this night
ãffect h-ousing affordability througbout the City.
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The implications of the second and third altematives are prima¡ily.financial.
At this'time there is no fiscal analysis of their impact, nor an evaluation of
oossible revenue sources. Normally a density bonus is viewed as¡ an appropriaæ
rioõentinen, but given the other þroposed-incre¿se in the base densiti-es of
residential iones, ã density bonus at niþer densities may be difEcult to utilize.


The fourth alternative is viewed by some as an important community issue. It
would incorporate the Fair Share Hóusing numbers into the comprehensive plan.
If included the City would be committed-to attaining thgle numbers by a cerain
date. While they c-out¿ carry more weight in policy-decisions they m¡y also limit
the City's fleúúility or is-ability to spend money on other equaily imporunt
community goals.
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VOLITME IIIREE: CAPITAL FACILITßS


The 1990 Staæ Growth Management Act requires that a Capital Facilities element be
included in updated comprehensive plans._. This eJegent includes two parts. Tha fipt
is the narratiie, goals, airdpglicigljggarqru c.apitâl. facilities. The second p:f it$g
six yea¡ CapitÁ TacjÍities Plan (CFP) ry{cl il updated on annual basis. The CFP
identifies what public facilities are needed to seÑe curr-ent develo-pment and funre
growth as oudiñed in the other chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. The Growth
ñd"trasement Act requires that the Capital Facilities Plan identiff the facilities, schedule
and fiñancing for thé facilities. If probable funding,falls short,.-the comprehensive- ilaq
mav need 1i, be readiusted so thai facilities and 


-their financing are coordinated and
coñsisænt with land rise plans for future growth.


The Growth Management Act also contains goals which are to guide th9 City þ
developing its comi'rehensive plan and_regulatións. The goal for public facilities and
servicós iíto "ensuie that thosê public facilities necessary to support developmgn! qall
be adequate to serve the develop-ment...without decreasigg cr¡rrènt service levels below
locally'esabtished minimum ítandards." This goal relates to what is referred to as
nconiurrency," which means that service-s are planned and available when 4t j.pqgq
of developm'eit occur. The evaluatiog of the_Cjty" pility_ to finance iç ngeded capital
improverñents will aid in assessing whether this goal can be accomplished.


Under the GMA, navailable public facilities" means that facilitieq o1 services a¡e in
place or that a financial comhiment i:" in place to prwide the_facilities or services
*itnin a specified time. In the case of transportation, the specified time is six years
from the time of development. Pubtic facilities are considered streets, roads, highways,
bikeways, sidewalks, street and roap lighting, E?q-c. qignals, -waler s;lsteqts, ,stormwater
systemi, sewer systems, parks and reéreadon facilities, üd schools. Public services
aíe distineuished-as fire þrotection and suppression, law enforcement, publíc health,
recreation] transit senrice, education, envirónmental protection, and other government
services.


Concurrency is deærmined by comparing the capacity of ca-pitai f.qcilities_¡qguirai by
each develoþment project to tñe unu3ed cãpacity that ið aclually av.ailqble. If the unused
available caþacity ìs ãqual to, or g{ga1gr than, the capacity required, the.concurrgncy
ntestn is méet. 


-If 
the unused av-ailable capacity is less than the capacity required,


development would have to de deferred until capacity is available.


For more information, please see the Capltâl Facilities Plan Element discussion in the
Draft Comprehensive.Pian and the County-Wide Planning Policies in Appendix B.


A. 1988 COMPREHENSTYE PLAN - NO ACTION ALTERNATryE


In 1988 the Comprehensive Plan did not include a Çqpital Facilities Element.
There are also a timitø number of goals or policies which refer to funding.- fot
the past decade the City has adoptéd a yearly- CFP separate from the existing
Codprehensive Plan of the annúat opeiating. budget. -.to. Ot past the process
induäø a üsting of all proposed caprtal prõjects and listing them in a ra¡ked
priority. A funiúng fevgi wãs detenñined-eaóh.year and then that many capital
broiecis were authõrized. In these CFPs the City was not required to establish
ä tevet of service for particular facilities, can ãllow a deficiency to continue
indeñniteþ, ffid may cbntin]¡e t9 4lo* growth even if it degrades the current
level of sèrvice for a particular facility.
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chapær.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental ImfacLs and


Possible Mitigation Measures:


The areas most effected by the Capital Facitities Element will be those p.ortions


;hé* tlã proposed capital projectÄ-are prop.ose!. Each project will[ave its own
il;i ãonõtrotton inipacui an¿ will v-ary- in degree by project. Tþg plt-qy
IñúA-"¡-ant capitä{ projects wilt al-so be expectát to 


-v?ry with the siæ


õñOitio^ a"¿-topögrapËy. 
" For s¡çamplo,- _qos! traru¡portation Pr-oJecç *ill


;ri-^.itt"ffe"t Oê tãrréstíial environmeñt within the existing road righcof-way,
ñ*e"¿í Uriage replacement projects may also affect the aquatic environment.


Most capital projects will be confined to atready owned pÌblig l-,9t but some


-* invotve'acöuiring private lands for a new park or land adjqcent to an


oiiti* tiehçof-ivav fõrioad widening or bridge projects. Impacls will normally
UJtnJËreãtest duriig the construction-phase *iS- *t^ reduction of vegetation and


ã suUsiqoént reducîon or eliminati-on in wildlife habitat. Other normal
õo*troråóo impacts will also include noise, dust, temporary traffrc. diversions
and possible larid use impacts upon adjacent parcgls. The long term iqpa$ are


tatgáfãepè"¿a"t upon tne inOiïi¿ual-projec-t and the location within the City.


Mitigation should include conformance wig.the Citl s.devgJopqtot t qrl$o^
inch;ling Chapter 70 of the Uniform lqllding Code, the. Re4rgpat Storm
il¿¡*gË Maniral, the City Floodplain_Ordinanðe,. the Interim Critical Areas


õi6i-oãñóe anO tie Shoreline Ma-ster Program. State- pe.rmrls may also be


required for any projects with in-stream activities. Additional environmental
r"üie* mav alsó bè piovided as required for projects which are not caægorically
ãià.ót rñäei Oe Ciw's SEPA rulès. An eia"iple of a SEPA exempted action
*outä be a small utiÉty üne improvement withiñ the existing right-of-way.


1994 COMPREIIENSIVE PLAN - TIIE PROPOSAL


this Olympia
acilities Plan.


the provision of
for all current


ected increase ofan
rs an important tool to


The major changes in the proposed 1994 Otympia comprehensive Plan
includq


o Adding goals and policies regarding the funding of future Capital
Facilities.
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o Providing required urban facilities and services concutrent \rith


the Capitat Facilities Plan (Cff¡ into the
Plan.


with 7 sites for
Maps of these


Comprehensive Plan


o


The Growth Management Act only requires that trânsportation meet the
conditions of concrúrency. It is rêcommended that other publiç facilities,
especially water and sewér, be included in local concnrency requirements. It
is, nowever, optional and at the community's -discretion. The level of service
stánOar¿s thât âpfly to capital projects appèar in each proposed Comprehensive
Plan chapter and are not repeated here.


chapters.


During the past th¡ee years, the Capital Facilitie.s-portion.of thæ^city's ope.rltinq
budeeí has'ransed from a low oÏ about $3,3(4,000 in 1992 to a high of
$9,f00,000 tor T99+. Over this time, the average has beengbopt$6,790,000 per
veár. As a percentase of the city's toøl operatiñg budget, Capital Facilities have
áveraged 10.2 percõnt with a high of 12.9 perõent and a low of 7.8 percent.
thesãfigures rèpresent the budgét as originãlly adopted, üd does not include
expenditures by LOTT.


Discussion of the Affected Environment. Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measures:


The Ca¡ital Facilities Plan Element will priqarily affæt the same areas as


describeñ in the previous alternative. It is now clear that Olympiapaq-go longgr
continue to funai utilities and transportation at the same ràte and sti{ provi{e
services and amenities necessary tb implement the Comprehelsive Plan. In
recent years there has not beeñ enougñ money availablè to fund all needed
oroiecti and the CiW is falline below desirod- levels of service. Additional
ievänues are also née¿ø to ñnd other important community improvements.
Without adequate funds, future economiõ growth would occur in other
jurisdictions.


One option for accommod4iqg the impacts .of growth and maintaining the
existin! levels of service is impact feés. _ AP i.plct- fq is a ta¡r on new
develoõment used to collect its þroportional share 


-of 
the impagts _of growth.


Thev ôan be collected and spent on roads and streets, Püh, schools, and fire
proíection facilities. Olymþia currently collecs impãct fees for parks, fire
services and schools.
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c 1994 POLICY ALTERNATTVES


The primary alternatives to the Capitat Facilities Element are:


Alt l. Esablishing "level of services" and "concurrencyu for the
following:
a. Sewer Capacity,
b. Drinking Water Supply,
c. Drainage Facilities, or
d. Police Service.


AltZ. Establish a list of capital facilities which are "regionalized" within
the Urban Growth Area.


Discussion of the Affected Environment, Adverse Environmental Impacts and
Possible Mitigation Measufes:


The potential financial impact of the first alternative is significant. Each utility
or seh¡ice the City wants to add requires establishing level of service standards
and concurrency. To do this it is necessary to complete an inventory of existrng
facilities. In addition, it is necessary to list and "cost-out" those facilities needed
to meet the "current" service deficiency, if any, along with a list and the
estimated costs of those facilities needed to serve the projected growth. Under
the provisions of the Growth Management Act, the City would then have a
specìfic time to bring that utility or service up to the standard, to revise the level
of service, or to cease growth.


The impact of adding other LOS and concrurency standards would require
correction of past deficiencies. If that occurs, then additional revenues would
also be necessary. A possible mitigation to this alternative would be adoption of
standards with very higb thresholds which should require the least fiscal
inveshent. However, this mitigation may cause possible inconsistencies with
Federal and Staæ standards for fun¡re facilities, such as a second sewer treament
facility, or a new municipal water well.


The second attemative would shift the financial responsibility to a regional
frmding soluce, but may not change the location of the projects, the level of the
impacts or the possible mitigation measure. This alternative would also require
as similar approach in the adjacent jurisdictions. The long-term financial impact
to the City cannot be determined at this tinle, but any funding proposal would
probably be based upon a proportionate or fair share basis.
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PROPONENT:


DESCRIPTION OF
PROPOSAL:


SEPA No.: OLY-93-029


CITY OF OLYMPIA
DETERMINATION OF SIGMFICANCE


AND REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON SCOPE OF EIS


Olympia Community Planning and bevelopment Department, Advance ttann'ing ana


Historic Preservation


Proposed action includes revisions to the 1988 City of Olympia Comprehensive Plan and
additions of new elements as required by the rilashington State Growth Management Act
of 1990.


LOCATION OF
PROPOSAL:


EIS REQUIRED:


EXPANDED
SCOPING:


JURISDICTION:


LEAD AGENCY:


RESPONSIBLE
OFFICIAL:


DATE:


' The City of Olympia Planning Area include the entirc City of Olyrhpia, and those
portions of unincorporated Thurston County which lie within the Olympia portion of the
Urban Growth Management Area. (See attached map.)


The læad Agency has determined that this proposal is likely to have a significant adverse


impact upon the environrnent. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required
under RCIV 43.21C.030(2)(C) and will be prepared. An Environmental Checklist and/or
other materials indicating likely environmental impacts can be reviewed at our offices.


The Læad Agency has identifred that all elements of the environment may be evaluated
in this Supplemenhl EIS (SEIS). (See attached appendix.)


Agencies, affected tribes, and members of the public are invited to comment on the scope


of the SEIS. You may comment on alternatives, mitigation measures, probable


signifrcant adverse impacts, and licenses or other approvals that may be required.
Comments on the SBIS and its contents will also be accepted at the following Olympia
Nei ghborhood tlVorkshops:


o Westside rWorkshop - Jefferson Middle School; Saturday, May 22, 1993 at
10:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.


r Northside Workshop - Reeves Middle School; Wednesday, May 26, 1993 at 6:00
- l0:00 p.m.


o Southside tilorkshop - Washington Middle School; Wednesday, June 2, 1993 at
6:00 - 10:00 p.m.


. Downtown Workshop - Olympia Center; Wednesday, June 16, 1993 at 6:00 -
10:00 p.m. r ,,


WJ¡ttun comments must be received by Friday, June 18, 1993 at 5:00 p.m.


City of Olympia


Olympia Community Planning and Development Department


Subir Mukerjec, AICP, Director, and Developmcnt


May 20, 1993
Environmental Review Officer


NOTE: Pursuant to RCW 43.21C.V15 and Olympia City Code 14.01.160(A), a project may be appealed by
any agency or aggrieved person. Such appeals must be filed with the City of Olympia Community Planning
and Development Department within ten (10) working days of the issuance of the Final Determination of
Signifrcance. Contact the above office to read or ask more about the procedures for SEPA Appeals.


City of Olympia
Community Planning and Development Department


Environmental Review Officer
837 7th Avenue, SE


PO Box 1967
c{,:rú Olympia, r$lA 98507-1967 Q06r 753-8314


Department of Ecology (2)
Joe Roush
Steve Vüise
Jean Taylor
Olympia City Council
Thurston County Planning
Neighborhood Associations


Adjacent Property Owners
Donna Bunten
Maher Abed
Ma¡k Blosser
Subir Mukerjee
City of Lacey
Environmental Groups
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Jeff Fant
Marianne Flannery
Steve Friddle
Dee Horiuchi
Planning Areas l-4
City of Tumwater


cc:







CITY OF OLYMPIA
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE


AND REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON SCOPE OF SEIS


DESCRIPTTON OE THE PROPOSAL


In 1988 Olympia adopted a Comprehensive Plan for the city and its environs. A Draft
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared for the Comprehensive
Plan. The City has initiated e process to review its Comprehensive Plan as required by
the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990 (as amended) and make
the appropriate changes. This Supplemental EIS (SEIS) will address those revísions or
additions to the Comprehensive Plan.


The "Elements" of the Supplemental EIS described below may address more than one


GMA requirement and related requirements have been grouped for ease of review. For
s¡ample, "Element 3: Transportation, Land Use and Urban Design' includes Land Use,
Urban Design, community and neighborhood Parks as well as Transportation. This
Element will have various Alternatives evaluated by geographic location. This is not
possible with other Elements such as "Element 4: Housing" for which the city has no


èxisting policies. In this case, the Alternatives will include various combinàtions of
citywide policies. Specific Alternatives for these new, citywide Elements will be
generated from the public comments at the Neighborhood Forums during May and June.


ELEMENT 1: POPULATION DISTRIBUTION & URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY


The 20 year population projection for Thurston County has been approved by
Thurston Regional Planning Council. This is the tot¿l target population which
the jurisdictions have to accommodate as required by the Growth Management
Act. This projection also provides the basic distribution to the various
jurisdictions and applies to the entire county including the existing Olympia
Urban Growth Area. Alternatives could include various assumptions of how the
projected population within Olympiá Urban Growth Area would be distributed.


The Urban Growth Management Boundary around Olympia, Lacey and


Tumwater was adopted by the cities and Thurston County in 1988. Revisioff¡ to
this boundary are to be a part of the Olympia Comprehensive Plan. Revisions
to tl¡is boundary are currently being evaluated for West Olympia through the


Draft West Olympia Joint Plan (1993) which is evaluating a range of boundaries


and land use alternatives. These will be incorporated into the Comprehensive
Plan when completed and therefore will not be evaluated in this SEIS. Other
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suggested revisions to the boundary may occur near Bigelow Lake, where the


Inãian and Moxlie Creek Comprehensive Drainage Basin Plan (1992) recommend


that some of this area remain at a density of 1 unit per 5 acres.


HABITAT


This Element combines required and optional parts of the Growth Management


Act. It focuses on the p4ssive recreational oppornrnities provided by Open Space


Corridors, Urban Trails and lVildlife Habit¿t Areas. Guidance for the natural


Open Space Corridors would be provided by the Plan for Parks. Open Space and


Récreation Facilities (1991) and merged with the Urban Trail recommendations


contained in the Urban Trails Plan (1991). As an optional component the City
is also working on a methodology to determine high quality Wildlife Habitat


within the urban area. Alternatives could include the desired "L¿vel of Service'


or be based upon the various city-wide polices and strategies.


ELEMENT 3: TRANSPORTATION. LAND USE AND UTRBAN DESIGN


This Element combines several required parts of the Growth Management Act.
This will include Land Use, Urban Design, community and neigbborhood.Parks


as well as Transportation; The combination of these components as an Element


of the Supplemèntal EIS reflects their interrelated nature. Guidance for this


Element will come from a variety of sources including the City's Sustainability


Policy, County-wids plrnning Policies (1992), Regional Transportation Plan


(199j), and thó Urban Design Vision and Strategy $99.). The community and


neigbborhood Parls component would rely upon the Plan for Parks. gpe¡ Space


and Rçcreation Facilities (1991). Alternatives could include various development


strategies based upon new and existing city-wide polices.


ELEMENT 4: HOUSING


This is an entirely new Element required by the Growth Management Act. Since


"affordable housing" is one of the 13 Goals of GMA, the City anticipates this


will be a major adãition tq the Comprehensive Plan. The City will be drafting


policy guidance for the various aspects of regulations, review process, and


hnrntittg options. Alternatives could include various city-wide policies and


strategies
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ELEMEì.IT 5: PI]BLIC SERVICES AND ESSENTIAL PT]BLIC FACILITIES


This Element combines nro required parts of the Growth Management Act. The
existing Comprehensive Plan has a discussion of Public Services and Facilities
and the GMA requires an evaluation of Essential-R¡blic Facilities. Public
Senrices these include the water system, sanitary sewer system, storm \ryater


system, police senice, and fire sen¡ice. Additions and or çþengeS may be need


to these citywide policies to reflect the level of services or land use pattern from
otüer Elements. h¡blic Service alternatives could include the 'Level of Sen¡ice'
for the va¡ious services and facilities.


Essential h¡blic Facilities include those facilities which are t¡ryically difñcult to
site such as airports, major educational facilities, correction facilities, solid waste


facilities, and mental health facilities. The City will be drafting policies to guide


the location of such public facilities. Essential Public Facilities alternatives could


include various city-$ri6r policies, and the assessment of which essential facilities


could be allowed within the city.


ELEMENT 6: CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN.


As required by the GMA, the City of Olympia adopts a six year Capial Facilities
Plan (CFP) every year with its annual budget. Some parts of the CFP do not


deal with 'Growth", but rather with operation and maintenance of existing


infrastn¡ctue. For example, a street overlay project adds no capacity to the


street, but a project to increase the width or number of driving lanes would. The


CFP is the financial balance sheet portion of the Comprehensive Plan. It will
identis those capital improvements the City wants to accomplish, how it arrived


at that assessment of need.


The term "Concurrency" is an integral part of the CFP. The GMA requires that


the various Elements of the Comprehensive Plan fit together financially. Hence,


growth will be soncurrent with the available facilities. Alternatives could


include the 'Level of Servicen for the various parts of the CFP (e.g. sanitary


serryer, water system, roads, etc.).


20:jlb\0593m.521
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Thurston County
COT'NTY.IryIDE PLAI\TNING FOLICTf,'S


August 16, 1993


Tlrcse policies were adopted by tlte Board of Cowtty Conanissionent on September 8, ßn. They were


ratifiert earlier by each of tlrc seven cities and øwtts wtthin Tllølrr;ton Øwty. Tløsexêven cities and totvns


are Lacey, Otympia, Thmwater, Btrcofu, Raincr, Tertno oú Yeln On Augtut l,-1993_,,representatiues of
lwntoi Cowrty and tlu seven cities and tovns mct to clairt¡ ì¡ttcm of policies 1.2 atd 1.3 and to afirm
Iong and slnn rcrm Urban Growth boundnries establßh¿d iy 1988 aruwd lUnPía, Locey and Tumwoter.


Background: The Grofih lvfanagement Act calls for the faster growing counties and cities within their


botdets ûo undertaþ new planning to prepare for anticipated growth. New parts a¡e to be added to the


Comprehensive Plans of these counties and cities, and thosc plans are to be coordinated and consistent.


The franrework for this coordination are county-wide planning ¡nlicies, developed by each county, in
collaboration with its cities and towns. Ttrese are Thurston County's county-wide planning policies which


will be used to frame how the Comprehensive Plans of Thurston County and the seven cities and towns will
be developed and coordinated.


TABLE OF CONTENTS


Urban Growth Areas
Promotion of Contiguous & Orderly Development
& Provision of Urban Services


Joint County & City Planning tilithin Urban Growth Areas


Siting County-Wide & State-Wide Public Capitat Facilities
Analysis of Fiscal Impact
Economic Development & Employment
Affordable Housing
Transportation
Environmenal Quality
Process Policies :


l. Population Projections and Urban Growth Areas


2. Review of these Policies


Pase Number


1L
tr.


m.
rv.
v.
vI.


VII.
VItr.


D(.
X,


2
3
4
5
6
7
I
9


10
11
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I.
I'RBAN GROWTTI AREAS


June 5, 1992


Adopted September 8, L992


Nplg: TIv Nonh Øuttty tong and slnn term bowdaries establislud in 1988 with public læarings and


irrcoryorotion into ttn Thurston Couttty Comprelunsive Plan, are afirmed as ín effect todoy. (Ihis
clarificøion addcd 8/2/93 ) :


Urban growth within Thurston County will occur only in designated urban growth areas. To ensure that


urban growth areas are established and periodically reviewed, the cities and towns will work with Thurston


County to:


1.1 Designate growth area bounda¡ies that meet the following criteria;


a. Contain areas cha¡acterized by urban growth,
b. Are served by or are planned to be served by municipal utilities,
c. Congin vacant land nea¡ existing urban areas ttrat is capable of supporting urban


develoPment,
d. Are compatible with the use of designated resource lands and cdtical areas,


e. Follow logical boundaries,
f. Consider citizen preferences, ild
g. Are of sufñcient a¡ea and densities to permit the urban growth that is projectcd to occur in


thesucrcss¡lingrw*en-ry-y-eat-Fteiid.


1.2 Deiignate ilrd amend urbur grou¡th boundaries through the following Drocess:


a, Cities and towns will confer with ttre county about boundary location or amendment,


b. Proposed bounda¡ies are.presented to the UGM subcommittee of Thurston Regional Planning


Council, which makes a recommendation directly to the Board of County Commissioners,


c. Following a public hearing, the Boa¡d of County Commissioners designates the boundaries


and justifies its decision in writing,
d. Cidðs and towns not in agreement with the boundary designation may request mediation


through the State Department of Community Development, and
e. At least every l0 years, growth boundaries will be reviewed based on updated 20 yeår


population projections.


Note: Section 1.2 appties to thc 'long term urban growth boundary' in tlæ North Cottnty and 'tltc urbon


Srowù boruúnry' in'South County. For ancndnutts to th¿ Nonh Couttty urban growth bortndary, tlu
grban Growth Management Commíttee of Thurston Regiotul Plaruing Couræil will dcvelop criteria to


evahtate long term bõundary changes and a process for involving area residcttts and, otlrcr iurßdictíotu,
through joint planning or some fonn of-ttrc process. The governing body oJ eoch of thc North County


a-
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jurisdictiotu wilt review tlrc proposed críteria ond process. (Ihis ctarificæion oddcd 8/2/93)-


(' 1.3 Short Term Urban Growth Boundaries


The cstablishment of short term urban growth area boundaries is optional. Any existing short term


bounda¡ies and their methods of expansion as established under urban growth management


agreements will remain in place until such agreements a¡e re-examined


Nøç: Joint pla uing between Thunton Couttty and tlu afected city, ottly, ß tlu methdfor clnngíng tltc


Nonh Coulty slwrt term bowdary. $hís clarificotion add¿d 8/2/93).


II.
PROMOTION OF CONTIGUOUS AI{D ORDERLY DEVEI./OPMENT


& PROVISION OF TJRBAI{ SER,VICES
August L9,1992


Adopted Sepæmber 8, L992


a-


In order to accommodate most of ttre county's population and employment in urban growth areas in ways


"hat ensure livability, prescrrration of environmental quality, open $aoe retention, va¡ied and affordable


trousing, high quaüÚ urtan sen¡ices at least cost, and orderþ tra¡rsition of land from county !o city,


Thunton County and cach city and to$'n will:


2.1 Concentrate development in growth areas by:


a. Encouraging infilling in areas already characterized by urban growth that have the capacity


aid provide public services and facilities to serve urban development;


b. Phasing urban deveþment and facilities outwa¡d from core areas,


c. Establiihing mechanisms to ensure average residential densities sufficient to enable the


county as a whole to accommodate its 2O-year þpulation projection; (See Process poliq on


page 10)
d. besignaæ n¡ral areas for low inænsþ, non-urban uses that preserve natural resource lands,


protect n¡ral a¡eas from sprawling, low{ensity dwelopment and assure that ntral areas may


be served with lower cost, non-urban public services and utilities;
e. \ilhere urban services & utilities are not yet available, requiring development to be


configured so urban growth areas may eventually infill and become urban.


f. Considering innovative deveþment techniques.


2.2 Coordinate Urban Services, Planning, and Sanda¡ds through:
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a. Coordinated planning and imptementation of urban land use, Pth, open space corridors,


transportåtion, and infrastructure within growth areas;


b. Identification, in advance of deveþment, of sites for schools, Pük, ñre and police stations,


major stormwater facilities, greenbelts, and open space. Acquisition of sites for these


faclities shall occur in a timely manner and as early as possible in the overall development


of the area;
c. Compatible deveþment sandards & road/street lwel of service standâ¡ds among adjoining


lan growth areas shall conform to thed. Deveþment occurring within unincorporated urt
deveþment standards of the associated city 9r to$tn;


F-rylattatory commcnt: This pf.ovision recognizel tlut.dcvelopnurx slnn of thß requirement


msy catße tlrc larger society to bear tlu expewe of retrofittíng tlt¿ dcvelopnen tu mcet


urban standards (i.e., water, sewer, stotntwarcr, and roadways) upon eventwrl amp,x'aion.


Thß stattdard witlfur'ther enable tlæ larger convrunity to structure lnw growth wtll occur to


minimizp tltc cost of providin[ tlu infrastrucure for tluse service systems.


e. Phasing extensions of urban services and facilities concurrent with development; and


f. No extensions of urüan service.s and facilities, such as sewer and water, beyond urban


growth boundaries except to serve existing deveþment in n¡ral areas with public health or
water quality problems.


2.3 Provide capacity to accommodate planned growth by:


a. Assuring that each jurisdiction will have adequate capacity in transportation, public and


private utilities, sormdrainage systems, municipal senrices, parls and schools to sen¡e


growth that is planned for in adopted local comprehensive plans; and


b. Protection of ground water supplies from contamination and mainænance of ground water-in


adequaæ supply by identifying and reserving future supplies well in advance of need.


2.4 Cooperate on annexations in order o accomplish an orderþ Eansfer of contiguous lands within growth


areas into the adjoining cities and towns.


m.
JOIÌ{T COT]NTY AI\D CIÎY PLAhINING WMIIN T]RBAI\T GROWTII AREAS


August 19, 1992


Adopted Sepæmber 8, L992


Thurston County and the cities and towns \üithin its borders will jointly plan ttre unincorporated portions of
urban growth areas Ítl¡ follows:


B-4







3.1


I


Each city and town will assume lead responsibility for preparing the joint plan for its growth area in
consultation with the county and adjoining jurisdictions.


a. Ttre tead city or town and the county will jointly agree to tttg level.and role of county


involvement at the outset of the project, including the role of cach jurisdiction's planning


commission.


A scope of work, schedule and budget wiü be jointly deræbped and individually adoptcd by
each jurisdiction.


c. 11re process will ensure participation by area'residentsand âffected entities.


3.2 Tlre jointly adopted plan or zoning will serve as the basis for county planning decisions and as the


pte-antreãtion comprehensivc plan for the city ûo use when annexations are proposed.


Each joint plur or zoning will include an agreement to honor the plan or zoning for a mutually


agræa¡te p"tiø following adoption of the plan or annexation


Nothing in these policies shall be interpreted to change any duties and roles of local governmental


Uøies ¡nanøtø by sAæ law; for example, statuûory requirements that each jurisdiction's planning


commission hold hea¡ings and make recommendations on cömprehensive plans and zoning


ordinances.


Erytlanator! Comment: Ttrough ttu joint plaming process owlitud in tlrcse couuty-wúdc planning


pot¡cles, a co*rri,nee nøy drafr a joítrt city and cotütty plan and uning ordilunce; and it ß possible
-t¡U 


tlæte nay be no couÌtty ptuuing conanÍssiotæn seming on tlrc drfiing committee. Hovnver,


t ß Øurúy piuuing Cotruniision stitt lus tln stuwory respotßibility to lnld luarings on thc drafr
ptan ond uning orilburce and nolæ recomtmendatiota on tbse doatments to th¿ Board of Tlwnton


Øttttty Ønunßsioncrs.


3.3


3.4


rv.
SITING CoT,NTY-TryIDE AND STATT-\IIDE TITBLTC CAPITAL FACILTTIES


June 5, 1992
Adopted September 8, 1992


In order to provide a rational and fair process for siting public capial facilities ttrat every community


needs, but which have impacts that make them difficult to site, Thursûon County and each city and town


wilk


Cooperatively establish a p(rcess for identifying and siting within their boundaries public capial


facitities of i county-wide and state-wide nature which have a potential for impact beyond


b.


4.1
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jurisdictional boundaries. The process will include public involvement at early stages. These a¡e
facilities that a¡e typically difficutt to site, such as airpoß, terminal facilities, state educational


facitities, state or regional trarisportation facilities, state and local correctional facilities, solid waste
handling facilities, and in-patient facilities including substance abuse facilities, mental health


facilities, and group homes.


4.2 BasÊ decisions on siting county-wide and staæ-wide public capital facilities on-the jurisdiction's
adopted plans, zoning and environmental regulations, a{d the following general criteria:


a. County-wide and saæ-wide public capial facilities shall not have any probable significant
adverse impact on lands designated as critical areas.or{esourbe lands; and


b. Major public facilities that generate substantial traffic should be sited near major
transportation corridors


v.
AIYALYSß OF FISCAL IMPACT


August 19, L992
Adopted Septcmber 8, t992


In order ûo conduct grorrth management planning that is fiscally realistic and achievable, in rocognition of
the high costs of providing public scrvices and facilities to meet the needs of existing fr¡ture population; and
in order to provide equity and fairness with respect to who pays those costs, Thurston County and each cit
and town should


5.1 Dwetop ñnurcing methods for infrastructure which minimize the taxpayer's overall burden and


fairly divide costs between existing and new deveþment.


5.2 Cooperatively cxplore a method ûo mitigaæ the fiscal impact on county government of annexation of
significant developed commercial and industrial properties.


5.3 Cooperatively explore methods of coordinating financing of infrastn¡cture in uóan growth areas.
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YI.
ECONOMIC DEVET¡PMEI{T AND EIVÍPI./OYMEI\T


Iune 5, 1992


Adopted September 8, L992


City, town and county governments in Thurston County encourage sustainable economic development and


suórt job opporhrnitió and economic diversification that provideèonomic vitality and ensyre prctcction


ofrwater fesouroes and critical arcas. In order to attain an economic basc.that provides an adequaæ ax
base revenue source, enhances the quality of life of community residents, and maintains environmental


quality, the cities, towns and county will:
:..


6.1 provide in their comprehensive plans Îor an adequate amount of appropriaæly located land, utilities,


and transportation sysæms to faõiliaæ environmentally sound and economically viable commercial,


public sector, and indusrial deveþment;


Support the retention and expansion of existing public sector and commercial development and


environmenAlly sound, economically viable industrial deveþment and resouroe uses;


provide assistance in obtaining funding and/or technical.assistance for the expansion or


establishment of environmentally sound and economically viable economic development;


Support recruitment of enviÍonmentally sound and economically Viable economic development that


helps to diversify or strengthen local economies;


Support worlf,orce training that udll faciliaæ desirable economic deveþment that helps to diversify


or sEengthen local economies;


Improve regulatory certainty, consistency, and efficiency;


Coordinaæ economic development efforts with other jurisdictions, the prot, the Economic


Deveþment Council, chambers of commerce, and other affected groups; and


Encourage the utilization and development of areas designated for industrial use, consistent with the


environmental policies in Section D(.


6.2


6.3


6.4


(' 
.¡.5


6.6


6.7


a


6.8
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vtr.
AFT'ORDABLE HOUSING


August t9, 1992
Adopted September 8, 1992


The cities, towns and county will institute measures to-encourage the availability of affordable housing for
all incomes and needs and ensure that each community includes a fair sha¡e of housing for all economic
segments of the population by: . ':


7.1 Establishing a process to accomplish a fair share distribution of affordable housing among the
jurisdictions.


7.2 Working with the private sccûor, Housing Authority, neighborhood grcups, and other affect€d
citizens to facilitaæ the development of attractive, quality low and moderate income housing that is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood an located with easy acoess to public transporhtion,
commercial a¡eas and employment centers.


7.3 Accommodating low and moderate income housing throughout each jurisdiction rather than isolated
in certain areas.


7.4 Enploring ways to reduce the costs of housing.


7.5 nxamining and modifying current policies that prcr'ide barriers to affordablc housing.


7.6 Encouraging a range of housing tl¡pes and costs commensurate wittr the employment base æd
income levels of their populations, particularly for low, moderate and fixed income families.


7.7 When possible, provide assistance in obaining funding and/or technical assistance for the expansion
or establishment of low cost affordable housing for low, moderate and fxed income individuals and
families.
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VItr.
TRANSFORTATION


April 3A, L992
Adopted Sepæmber 8, L992


g.1 Encourage efficient multi-modal trarisportation systems that a¡e based on regiorral priorities and


coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans' ":.


I-ocal comprehensive plans will consider the relationship between hansportation and land use


density and deveþment standards. '---î '-


I¡cal comprehensive plans and deveþment standards should provide for local and regional


pedestrian and bicycle ci¡culation


Improved transit service $rill be based on Intercity Transit's plans, the regional transporation


plan, and local comprehensive plans.


Tranqportation Demand lvlanagement plans and programs required by State law will be


implemented as key part of the region's trariqportation program.


Improvements to the regional road network will be consistent wiùr tocat and regional


transportation plans.


f. The regional trariqportation planning process is the primary fon¡m for setting County-wide


transPortation PolicY.


8.2 The transportation element of each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan will be consistent wittt the land


use element of that jurisdiction's comprehensive plan.


g.3 Thè ranqporation element of each jurisdiction's comprehensive plan will include level of service


standards for all arterials and transit routes and services. Each jurisdiction will coordinate these


lerrel of service standards with atl adjacent jurisdictions. Tra¡rsit level of service standa¡ds u'ill be


consistent wittr Inærcity Transit policies.


Eaih jurisdiction's trans¡nrtation element will include an assessment of Íhe impacts of the


transporation plan and land use assumptions on the tranqporation systems of adjacent jurisdictions.


As soon as feasible, given existing fesources, the transportation elements of comprehensive plans


"dó,"d 
by tf,utrt*tounty and äch city and town inthe county will be made consistent with the


regíonal transportation plan-adopted by fturston Regional Planning Council according to the


provisions of the Growth Management Act.


a.


b.


c.


d.


e.


8.4


8.5
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8.6 The regional hansportation plan adopted by Thurston Regional Planning Council will be made


consistent with the land use elements of comprehensive plans adopted by Thurston County and the
cities and towns within Thurston County and with state Eariqportation plans as soon as feasible after
those plans are adopted or updaæs under the provisions of the Growth Management Act. At a
minimum, the regional transporfÀtion plan yill be reviewed and updated, if necessary, every ûow
years for consistency with the most recent local comprehensive plans and state transportation plans.


8.7


8.8


All tnanqportation projects within Thurston County that have an impact upon facilities or services


identified as regional in the regional transportation plan'will be consistent with the regional
trarisportation plan.


.." .-..-a.-


The regional transportation plan should include an analysis of ttre economic and environmental
impacts of land use policies that encourage people to commute


9.1


8.9 l-ocal and regional transportation plans will consider ma¡itime, aviation and rail transportation as an


integral link to the area's regional trarisportation needs.


x.
EIYVIRONMENTAL QUALITY


August 19, L992
Adopted Sepæmber 8, L992


In order to ñ¡lfill the responsibilities of each generation as a tnrstee of the envi¡onment for succeeding
generations; and to assure a safe, healthfr¡l, and prirductive environment for local residents, the county,
cities and towns will:


Recognize our interdependence on natural systems and maintain a balance between human uses and


the natural environment by:


Establishing a pattern and intensity of land and rrsource usc in concert with the ability of
r ...:l ^-... t -^-------- 


r^ ^---r^!- ---^L ---^- --lräng ¡ülo resuurges K, sustäur sugn us,c; ¿uru


Concentrating deveþment in urban growth in order to conserve natural resources and


enable continued resource use;


9.2 Protect ground and surface q/ater and ttre $'ater of the Puget Sound from further-degradation by
adopting and participating in comprehensive, multijurisdictional program to protect and monitor
water resources for all uses;


a.


b.


9.3 Protect and enhance air quality;
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9.4


' t'.5


Minimize high noise levels that would degrade the residents' quality of life;


Maintain significant wildlife habitat and conidors; and


P¡eserve and promot€ awareness of our historic, cultural, and natural heritage.


IVithin the overall framework of the OFM population projection for the County and by
Ãugust L, 1992, firirrston Regional Planning Council will develop smaller area ¡npulation
projections based on current adopted plans, zoning and environmental regulations and


buildout trends.


fire Urban Growth Management Subcommittee of Thurston Regional Planning Council will
review the Thurston Regional Planning Council's smaller area populaiion projections to
assure that the minimum 2Þyear population is accommodated county-wide, and that urban
growth arear¡ are of sufficient area and densities to permit the projected urban population.


9.6


9.7 Encourage the reuse and recycling of matÊrials and products, and reduction of waste to the
maximum extent practicable


9.8 Provide for parks and open space.


9.9 Plan for the amount of population that can be sustained by our air, land and water resources without
degrading livability and environmental quality.


x.
COUNTY.WIDE FOLICIES TryIIICH ESTABLISH A PROCESS TO DEVET¡P FT'TURE


FOLICIES
August L9, L992


_ Adopted September 8, 1992


Process to determine and assure sufficiency of Urban Growth Areas to permit projected urban
population:


The state Office of Financial Management growth management planning population
projections for Thurston County will be used as the minimum amount of population to be
accommodated for the coming 20 years.


a.


b


c
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a-


Wtlarutory conn¿nt: If tfu irnatte, area projectiow und¿r 'b' úove hdicate, for cxonph, tltat
based on existing plominglzoning ond buildout nends tlwt otu or all Urban Growth Areas twt¿ld b


full before 20 yean, tlu corutty and cities wúll be in positíon through tlæ revía+t tlut twuW talce


place wdcr prcvßion ''c' to ieüiÍy nceded actiotts, srch os erúarging gruwth botndories,
atcouraging rnonc cüVact fuvebpnent i¡tsid¿ growth aneas, trce.lwnÍsms to cut tlu ønuu of
population coming to thc cowty, etc.


2. Ttrese county-wide policies $,ill be reviewéd upon r_equest of four-jurisdictions.
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EIS DISTRIBUTION LIST


U.S. Army Corps of Errgineers, Seattle District Regulatory Branch
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Nisqua[y Tribe (George Walær)
Squaxin-Island Tribe (Jeff Dickison)
Wäti"gton Deparünent of Ecology - Environmental Review Se'ction @arbara Ritchie)
Washinlton Deþartnent of Ecology - SW Section
\Vashinlon Deþarunent of EcoþgÍ - S_þoreland_Prograry^@inda Ranain)
\Yashinlton Deþarrnent o! Ecofogy - Wetlands Section_(Ann Remgberg).
Washinlton Deþarunent o! ÞgotogÍ - Io4g Cleg-Up Program (Megan White)
\Vashinlton Deþartnent of Fisheries (Bob Burkle)
Washinãton Deirartnent of Transportation - District #3 (Ken Sjgne). _
lVashinlton Deþarurent of Wildlife_(2) - (Debbie Carnevalli) (Connie Iæn)
Washinlton Deþarunent of Naû¡ral Resources - {q"ti. Lands
Wasttinãton DeþarUnent of Na¡¡ral Resources - SEPA C_e_nter (Dave Dieøman)
Wartti"Ëton DeþarUnent of Community Development - Ofñce of Archaeology and Historic


Þ¡eservation @obert Whitlam)
Washineton Depa¡trìent of Community Development - Growth Management
Ohmpiõ eir Póthtion Control Auttrority (Iim Wilson)
Nó¡fr fnurston School District (Nancy Matlock)
Olympia School District @obert Wolpert)
Port of Olvmpia (Andrea Fontenot)
Intercity Trarisit (Michael Van Gelder)
City ofl-acey (Robef P"qit_k) 


.


Citi of Tumwaær (Doug Baker)
Thúrston County Sheriff (Gary Bowman)
Thurston Counti Roads and Try4spofation (Jay-{rmstrong)
Thurston County Assessor's Office @-on Schaefer)
Thurston County Health Departnen! @hil Brinker) 


-
Thurston County Current Planning De-p-arünent (Paula EÌlers)
Thurston Regioñal Planning Council (tlarold Robertson)
Thurston County Fire District #5
Thurston County Fire District #8
Thurston County Fire District #9
LOTT Treatneñt Facility @. Mike Sharar)
Olympia Public Library (2)
Tu-mwaær Public Library
Lae'ey Public Library
Washington Saæ Library
The Evèrgreen State College Library
The Olympian
SPEECH
Black Hills Audubon Society
Cooper Point Association
Ducks Unlimited
Thurston County Economic Development Council
Lacey Chamber of Commerce
I-e,ague of V/omen Voters
Nor{h East Thurston Action Association
Olvmpia Master Builders
Otímþia/fhurston County B_oard of Realtors
Otimiia/Thurston County Chamber of Commerce
Siérri Ctub-Sasquatch Gioup
Thurston Conservation District
Troutunlimited C- I











a


APPEI\DIX I)


(


(-_.











!--.r ì


'l 1!:i4


February 4, L994


l{i 
::,u


ollmpia Planning Commission
2404 Herit,age Court SW #B
Ol1mpia, WA 98502


RE: Connents on Draft, Ollmpia Comprehensive Plan
and Related Draft Environmental Impact
Statement vis-a-vis Í{est Bay


Dear Chairperson Hays and Conmissioners:


This letter is written to give the current Planning
Cornmission some history on Planning Commission policies
for West Bay Drive Ín the recent past, and to request
that the current Planning cornnission reconsider its
recent close vote regarding the addition of language
proposed by staff for the L994 Ollmpia Comprehensive Plan
regarding the properties at the northern end of West Bay
Drive. The undersigned are all former mernbers and chairs
of the Ollmrpia Planning Commission within the last ten
years. IÍe have been directly involved in planning for
the properties along l{est Bay Drive over this time
period.


While the Planning Connission has supported the
industrial uses of the West Bay waterfront as long as
viable industries were able to exist on those properties,
it has been the consistent policy of the ÞIanning
Conmission to recognize that industrial use of those
properties may not be viabl-e over the long term. Nor¡
that, the Delson l-fill site has been closed for the past
three years and the Tug's Restaurant has not been rebuilt
at the lilest Bay Marina under the current Industrial
zoning, it is clear to us that the time is now rÍpe for
pJ.anning in that area along West Bay Drive to allow for
more public access to the water and 'mixed use
development.
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Olynpia Planning Commission
February 3, L994
Page - 2


I{e understand that, the Olympia planni.ng staff has
proposed language to be added to the proposed 1994
cornprehensive Plan which would address the reality of the
changes in this area. Whi1e we are not tied to anyspecific language, any expression of policy which
promotes the transition of this area, which !ìre have
envisioned for the past decade, should be included in the
Comprehensive Plan for review by the City Council.


We recognize thaÈ the change from industrial to nixed
commercial and public uses along West Bay should proceed
incrementally in order to protect those i.ndustriár uses
which are cuirently viable] Ûre incrementar approach is
also consistent, with the urban I{aterfront pranrldivision
of l{est Bay into three managrement units. The cornmission
shourd use the L994 comprehensive pran as an opportunityto continue this incremental change and turn a blight on
our waterfront into a prace where peopre can int,erfacewith the western edge of Budd Inlet-.
Very truly yours,


IL,JL (:- -¿\- i'/ ,,


MILLER BÀRBÀRA GOODING
,J


l''\ì
JERRY ILLY


ATM:lw


L'Stevecc:
John
Pete


I : \11b\correspo. ett\o1y¡pia. ltr


Morrison, Ollanpia Future planning
Sonnen, Otynpia Future planning
Swenson, Ollanpia Future planning
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Response
4, r99{.


to letter of Allen Miller, Barbara Godding, and Jerry Reilly dated February


Thank vou for vour comment on the Land Use and Urban Design Chapær -
Aiærnaiive 4 alông West Bay Drive which would change the land use from
industrial to waterfront commercial.e'


(


(_,
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Cíty of Olympia
Community Planning and Development
Attn:Todd St,amm
P.O. Box 1967
Olympia, hlashington 98507 -1967


Dear Mr. Stamm:


February 22, 1994
'; ; " . ! : , . Ê-, r'f-


:'.: i-- j i- : 1,. ' i.*. ''._.. : ,. L- ¡ ,,* l"


The proposed chang:es t,o t,he 1988 City o{ 9_lyrnpia _Comprehensive Plan
negaLivèly impact the East Bay Drir¡e Neigþborhood's pe9estrian-oríented
stieetscaÞe, I-ívability, affoidablity, safety, and quality gf
neighborhõod architecÈure. Since the Draft L994 Comprehensive Plan has
majór f]aws, such as upzoning Priest, Poínt,_Park, environmental sensitive
aréas along East Bay D?ive añd Rolling Fields, and no understanding of
the criticãt choke þoint for traffíc at Plum/East Bay Drive on both
State and Fourth Avenues, so does the Draft EIS.


Simp1y, the EIS appears to be scoped incorrect,ly with.regard to
envirônmenÈaIIy sããsitive areas, Iike the East Bay Drive neighborhood.
The EIS shows ä lack of sensitivity to the characteristics of the East
Bay Drive neighborhood as well as other unigue neighborhoods on the
noith side of-the City of Olympia. The 1994 Comprehensive Plan attempts
to address the requirèments ot- ttre Growth Management Act and throws the
¡ãUV-- trfrã-"ñlironräent as broadly def ingd in sEÞA) out with the bath
watär in terms of current residênts and the environmental limitat,ions
within the neighborhoods of the CiÈy. Incomplet,e staff work and
ínsufficÍent púUtic input and Ínvolvement_hamper.the utility- of both the
Draft tgg4. Coinprehensive Plan and the Ðraft. EIS in meeting tþ" 


-
Comprehensive Þlanning needs of Èhe- City of OJ-ynrpia. . One. only has to
looi< at the intent of-the law that brought city planning into exist,ence
in the state of Washington as well as the Olympia C+ty Ordinance that
authorizes and def j-nes-the mission of the Cit,y of Olyrnpia Planning
Commission to wonder why the scope of the EIS and the relaÈed
ComprehensÍve Plan are 3o narrow and t,he EIS analysis so superficial.
In the EIS, the Discussion of the Alternatives, Environment, Impacts_ and
Mitigation appear pro formq and lack t,he environmental sensitivity that
SEPA-allows. -We O-lympia citizens expect a lot more from both our
Comprehensive PIan änä tfre supporting ffS. _Simply_pu!, we have lost the
a Iõt of the vision reflect,ed in Èhe carefully crafted 1988
Comprehensive Plan. The l-988 Compreh_ensive Plan reflected the
evi-ronmental limit,ations of the néighborhoods, because the Olympia
Planning Commission'in 1986 thru L987 had time tomeet with
neighbolhoods three and four times and get a feel for the
neifhborhoods environmental limitations from the neighbors as well as
CiÈy of Olympia staff.
The radícaI changes proposed in the L9g4 Comprehensive PIan for-many
neighborhoods anã east Bay Drive in.particglar_appear mechanical.
looÉing at the drafÈ EIS þo1icy optÍóns, tþuy do not.adequately_reflect
the imþact on the human eñviroñmeñt and other dimensions that SEPA
allows-. As the Environmental Review Officer, we want you to know that
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( r" know our neighbors, work on neighborhood beautification projects,
look out for eaðh other, raise our families, and many have grown old
together. These neighborhood characteristics translate into real
"guality of lifêu, sustainability of the community, guality urban
design,-and effective transportation management for our community.


Some Specific Conflictg between Draft Lgg4 Comprehensive Plan and Draft
EIS Goals, Políciea, and Facte


A review of the Draft L994 Comprehensíve PIan Chapters and 1íst of the
Environment for EIS Review argues for no he 1988


rehensive Plan for the East Bay Drive on the northside
lympia. The EIS is scoped wrong bY not t aking the environmenÈaI


mpacts of these changes
mitations


on índividual neighborhoods given the severe
environmental Ii along East Bay Drive reflected in the L994


change from t,
NeighborhoodComp


ofO


Comprehensive Plan.


The Single-Family residential and Duplex_portion our East Eay Drive
neighboihood in the l-988 Comprehensivg Plan were qroposed for_upzo!9 to
include Condos three-stories high with a maxÍmum density of 12 to L4
units per acre. Thís was the same density proposed_ for the East Bay
Condosl which was originmally devetoped as ã pnp. The current density of
the R-1 and R-2 zoned areas of our neighborhood have severe
enviromental problems and more. Both ãre currentLy developed under
four units pe-r acre and are almost fully_built out. The proPosed
increase of- density does not make sense for these portions of our
neighborhood.


/4, Our neiqhborhood wants to retain our current R-1 and R-2 density in
f,tstrong óppositíon to the Lgg| Comprehensive.Pl?t policy of -"Increasing\ -J resÍdéntiät aensities by roughly 2s* establishing minimum densities".


\/ we favor a policy for oür nelghËorhood more consi.stent with AIt.1- Policy
Alternative-undei e.land Use ánd Urban Design. The policy is not even
being applied appropriately to the L976/L988 R-1- portion of our
neigñ¡o?hood. tire -gast nay OrÍve Neighborhood Association^recommends
the-mainÈenance of t,he exi-sting density for the R-1 and R-2 portion of
the East Bay Drive residential-neighborhood for the following reasons:


l-)one only has to look at the draft Plan maPg, whi=cþ 9þ9Y slope
instabiliLy, severe soil limitations for roads and- buildings,
signifícanL wildlife habitat, Budd Inlet drainage basin issues,
cuirent negiative impacts of increased traffic (ón accidenis, speeding¡
(55+), pedéstrians, runners, bikeways, anq. wildlife), current
developinent, current greenbelt in city_ordinance, current and future
parks,-historic homes, and current land uses. The EIS does not use


,ã, ifre pó*er of the Thurston County and City of olympia GeogrqpÞic
t tl ) Info'rmation system (cIS) to inÈègrate apþropriate layers of data and
\y conduct the tfo>e and guality of environméntãI alalysis gnvisioned by


SEpA within tirê conteit of èxistíng data (as reflected by maps
atÈached to L994 Comprehensive Plan and GIS technology.


2)With the exception of two undeveloped lots on the shoreline, a
côuple lots on Ëteep unstab'Ie_slopes-in the area currently zoned for


^- SinäIe Family resid-ents, and four unstable lots with m3Jo5 water
Ã. proËIems nexl to the East Bay Condos, there is not much that could be


\=/ 
äeveloped. The unstable sitês on Èhe steep slopes would require t,he
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driving of piling, whích would distabilize the hillsides supporting
current housing according to our Civil Engineer, Architect, and
Builder neighbors. According to the Senior City Planner, Pete
Swensson, staff did not recommend t,he upzone, nor díd the majority of
the workgroups that participated at, the spring Reeves School
neighborhood-meeting seeking input from the citizens on Growth
Manãgement. About ten to twelve of my neighbors participated in this
procéss and other participated in the two other similar meetings
ãround Èhe city at that time. This proposed increase is even
inconsistent w-ith the l-994 Comprehensive PIan policies when looked aÈ
comprehensively.


3)There is a concern among residents along East Bay Drive, Berry
Street, and other streets in the neÍghborhood that allowing three
story structures and the R-12 to 14 density t+1_1 obstruct current
view-s and access to sunlight. The current height, limitation of 35
feet is usually lower t,hat potential height,s that t,hree stories would
allow. There is a clear neéd for two orëlinances to protect public and
private views of East Bay as well as access.tg adequate sun light.with
ã solar ordinance. This-was part of the original 1988 Comprehensive
Ptan vision and is true for the City, as a whoIe.


4) Current zoning allows the quality of Iífe of t,he neighborhood to
conÈinue. Upzoñing not recorñmendeä by City staff , resi.dents, an+
other knowleãgeablé parties results iñ the City over estimating its
capacity to g-ow and will result in inadeqgaÈe Growth Management
p1ãnninQ. Mi,stakes on the zoning maps inClude upzoning Priest Point
Þark, RóI1ing Field, and environmentally sensitive areas along East
Bay DrÍve not adeguately addressed ín the EIS.


5)The proposed rezone of East Bay Drive and other neighborhoods witl
lead tó excessive traffic beyond Èhe carrying capacity of the
intersecticns at Plum and 4Èh & SÈate. The interchange cannot handle
the current 1O,0OO trips per day. A fu1I redevelopment of our
neighborhood and builùout per the draft 1994 Comprehensive PIan will
resúlt in an additlonal 1-7,300 t,rips along East Bay Drive, which is
not adeguately addressed under F.Transportation of the Draft EIS.
This doés not adeguately reflect the p-roposed traffic growth from the
neighborhood that -feed Èraffic into Bethel and Puget proposed- to flow
on Ë,o East Bay Drive and the critical int,ersections with Fouth and
State Streets.


o


The


6)These and other issues are obvious reasons for noÈ changing the
current land use zoning.


of Port of ort could leadsecond phase
increased noi


Olympia strategíc planning eff
morè industrial activities withse levels, longer


operating hours ution, and glaring líghts. The draft plans does
not adequat e1y


1íke


, pol1
addres s the Port plans relative to Èhe City and


neighbors, East Bay Drive. Existing Industrial- Goals and Policies
for East Bay are not sensitive Eo the impacts on our neighborhood and
the city, âs a whoIe. This is largeI cause the Cir chose noÈvþe


egr-c
vIreflect the Port of Olympia new strat ml-€¡sl-on goa s, objectives,


1etc. These were a matter of public record in ear y Decembe r 1993. The
City
Peni


has the legal responsibility to zone the land uses on the Port
nsula and this property is not adequately
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I Oraft Comprehensive Plan Policies or the draft gtS.


Growth Management means a mechanical increase in density for not only_
our neighborhood, but other environmentally. sensitive areas without Èhe
sensitiiity shown in the 1988 City of Olympia Comprehensive Plan. The
draft EIS ãppears superficial, like it is gging through the motion of an
EIS without-Lhe qual-ity consideration of policy options SEPA requires.


In summary, why does Èhe EIS noÈ discuss the environmental impactP of
the J-994 Comprehensíve PIan in terms of the negative impacts ol.!þe East
Bay Ðrive Ne-ighborhood's pedestrian-_oriented street,sc3Pe, livability-,
afÎordablity, -safety, and- gualíty of neighborhood architecture, which
are obvious-because Èhe 1994 Comprehensive PIan:


1)a]Iows three story condos where single family waterfront homes
currently exist, and potentially on steep slopes above East Bay
Drive.
2)means increased traffic and more cars attempting to turn into
driveways along both sides of East Bay Driv9.- -3)increãse the-scale and mass of more than half of our residenÈial' neighborhood.
4)cÍeates pot,ential safety and environmental problems for cument
and future- residents given the slopes, soil conditions, and wild
life in our neighborhood.
5) results in thé loss of our quality of life with impacts on
pedestrian, parking, and bike -amenitieq dug to planned e>qpansion of
street lanes- to acõommodate increased density along EasÈ Bay Drive,


, Northeast O1ympia, and beyond Priest Point Park.( e) fails to råtiect proposãd land usés on the Port Peninsula in terms
oíî addiÈional noisel g-laring light,s, increased hours of operatÍon,
and potential pollut,iõn allówed-by the Port's new val!¡es, vision,
mission, goals- and objectives, anä proposed projects.beÍng developed
without vlsible input-from the Olympia Planning Commission.


Sincerely,


East Bay Drive Ne
8]-2 San Francísco
Olympia, lilashington 98506
Telephone: 206 352-2735


.faksich, President
ighborhood AssociatÍon
Avenue NE
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Response to the letter of Jeffe_ry J4þich, representing the East Bay Drive Neighborhood
Assõciation dated February 22, 1994.


Those comments which relate to the Comprehensive Plan rather than the EIS will be
considered in that document


1. The City did not receive an-y 
-commgnts-about 


the level of detail-during the
Scoping'process. The l98S Olympia Comprehensive Plan was based on a
neiËnUõrtiood anatysis, whereas tfus Plan is nbt. Since it is a citywide Plan, it
refi-ects this level õf aúatysis for each Chapær.


2


3


The Fuftre Land Use Plan, Map 1-3 in the Plan, proposes
in about 50 acres north of Ethridge Street (extended) and


to increase the density
along East Bay Drive.


4


Thank you for your comment on the Land Use and Urban Design Chapter -
Alternaiive I which would direct increased densities within the Neighborhood and
Urban Village siæs.


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is supported by the text and maps
contained within the Draft 1994 Comprehensive Plan. Those maps within the
Comprehensive Plan reflect î colle-ction of new -gralhics prepared on a,


Geodraphic Information System and some from the 1988 Comprehensive Plan
whiðh ivere still of value. Due to limited resources, it was not possible to
convert all the older documents to a computer (GIS) format. However, th9 staff
had access to this information and it was used in the preparation of the Plan.


On a related issue, a new map was prepared to analysis the inærrelations between
critical areas, pük, other þublic-larid and thq pioposed ''Signifipq$ Wildlife
Habitat Units"-described in-the Environment Chþier of the Draft Plan. This
map. called "Green Spaces", was used to further analysis the proposed wildlife
pofiéies and will be iñcluded in the Final Olympia Comprehensive Plan.


Development upon landslide hazard areas will still be limircd by the Interim
Critical Areas Ordinance (Chapter 14.10) regardless of the density. Current
regulations would not allow those areas within landslide hzizañ area to be used
to-calculate residential density. This may be modified by a proposed policy þ
the Environment Chapter, EIrIV 4.10, if significant wildlife habitat can be
protected though site desigu.


The proposed 1994 Plan does not include policies which requires tlat plivge
viewS bê maintained. The proposed 1994 Plan also does not include_pgliq-ies
which would provide for solù dccess to each residence, but Alternative 1 for the
Energy Chapfer focused on solar access for new suMivisions.


Refer to the response to comment #l and #5.


It is unclea¡ from what source "... an additional l73C[ trips along EastBay
Drive,..." would be generated. Transportation modeling for_ the_p_roposg{
connóted street layouiindicate that the Eãst Bay leg of the East Bay, Plum, 4th
and 5th Street inæisection should increase duriirg the peak pm peak hour from
1500 vehicles (both directions) in 1992 to 1800 Íehiclês in2015. In 2015 this
would be divided in to 1200/600 north to south bound split.


5


6


7.


8.
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The intersections of Puget and State Streets along with Central and Sate Sreets
are currently signalizai.. While there ryay be sggg {elay a! ?ny signalized
inærsection, transporAtion modeling for thc year 2015 do not indicate a future
capacity problem-at these sites. The- City dges not-generally record trafñc
mõvenierits at an unsignalized intersections such as Bethel and State Streeß.


9
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FE'EET
POWER ffiËtËfrqfHÐ


FtB 2 B 1994


ûLY,$PI,( PLÄþli'iir{G ÛfPT'
February 25, L994


Mr. Todd SÈamm
Environment,al Review officer
Community Planning and Development
City of Olympia
P.O. Box 1967
900 PLum Street,
OJ-ympia, WA 98507-1967


R.E: Draft, EIS for the City of Otympia's
Proposed 1994 Comprehensive Plan


Dear Mr. Stamm:


Puget Sound Power & Light Company has been an active
and responsive participant in development of Olympia's
Proposed L994 Comprehensive Plan. We have reviewed the Draft
EIS accompanying the proposed comprehensive plan and offer
some comments. The below comments foLLow our let,ter of June
L6, L993, addressed to Mr. Bradford Davis in response to the
Scoping Notice for the EIS.


On page 30 of the Draft EIS, under "L994 Policy
Alternativesr " three "primary alternatives" to the proposed
Utilities and Pub1ic Services Chapter are listed.
Alternative No. l- is stated: "Adopt a policy of 'prudent
avoidance' regarding electro-magnetic fie1ds. "


BaEed on the current status of scient,ific inquiry on electric
and magnetic fields (EMFs) and consistent with the act,ion of
the Planning Commission in the course of developing the
proposed chapter, a policy of "prudent avoidance" ie not
warranted or appropriate to be listed as an alÈernative. If,
despite the st,atus of scientific inquiry, Planning Conmission
action, and our objection, a policy of "prudent avoidance" is
to be lieted as an alternative, the text discussing it should
be expanded and corrected. The discussion should incorporate
the following addit,ions:


The current scientific consensus is that the evidence has
not demonstrated a cause and effect relationship between
health effects and power-frequency (extremely low
freguency) EMF. As the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency has stated: "The bottom line is that there is no
established cause and effect, relationship between EMF
exposure and cancer or other diseases." (EPA, "Questions
and Aner,¡ers About EMFsr " l2/ø2, p. 3. ) Further, there is
no established dose-response relationship. .A,s EPA has
stated: "With most chemicals, \¡Ie assume exposure at
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Mr. Todd Stamm
February 25, L994
Page TI,vo


higher levels is worse than less exposure at lower levels.
This may not be true for EMFs." (Ibid., pp. 3-4) The
Ollnnpia Planning Commission considered EMF literature and
the question of a prudent avoidance policy at length, and
deterrnined that, such a policy was not warranted or
appropriate.


(In the second sentence of the paragraph describing this
alternative, the statement that the scientific research is
"yet c1ear" ehould be changed.to "in progress.")


The t,hird l"isted alternaÈive on page 30 for the Utilities and
Public Services Chapter is: "Adopt a policy to acceLerate
the undergrounding of utilit,ies along High Density Corridors
and in the downtown. " Puget, Power will be glad to discuss
undergrounding with the City. However, the DEIS discussion
about undergrounding should indicate that conversion of
overhead lines to underground would be in accordance wíth
raÈes and tariffs on file with the Washington Utilit,ies and
Transportation Commission, which oversees underground
electrical service to ensure that effects on the electrical-
system and the equitable all-ocat,ion of costs are considered
f rom the perspective of aII cust,omers in Puget Porriter's
territory.
As to Èhe Energy Chapter of the proposed comprehensive plan,
t,he Draft EIS' on page 43, lists one alternative, which is:
"Adopt a policy which requires greater solar access in
subdívision deeiç¡n. " The discussion paragraph notes such
alternative "may not be consist,ent with t,he City's current
policy regarding urban forestry. " From a reading of the
solar energy policies in t,he proposed plan (actually carried
over from the 1988 plan), we think the solar enerçfy policies
already conflict with the city's extensive urban forestry
.policies. The solar policies state that "the city should
require all new subdivisj.ons to maximize the number of lots
with solar accessr " and t,hat "the city should establish
resident,ial height limits and setback st,andards which
maximize solar access. "


As to the discussion in t,he Draft EIS (pages 46'47 ) about the
Urban Forestry Chapter itselfr vrê think the discussion should
incorporate Puget Power's deep concern that the urban
forestry policies and other tree-related provisions in other
chapters lack recognit,ion of the connection between fallen
t,rees/branches and power outages, the necessity of clearance
between t,rees and utility lines, and the importance of
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Mr. Todd Stamm
February 25, 1994
Page Three


plan
deta


cc: Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.


Harold Robertson, TRPC
Pete Swensson, TRPC
Holly Gilbert, IRPC
Gary Ferko, Puget Power


t,ing "the right. tree in the right place." lrte have
iled t,his concern in a recent letter to the Planning


Commission, dated February 22, L994


The Draft EIS Lists no alternatives to the Urban Forestry
Chapter (which is actually carried over from an amendment of
the L988 plan). We propose one. It could be summarized as
selective tree planting respect,ful of the need for clearance
from power lines; de-ernphasis of t,ree preservation in favor
of selective planting of trees appropriate for urban
settings; and-a more consultative approach with utilities.
This alternative is consistent with a policy choice made by
the Planning Conmission in the vegetation managemenÈ policies
of the Utilit,ies Chapter -- Po1icy 9.l- under Private
Utilities references "consistency with utility line clearance
needs. "


Please include Puget Power as a party of record for receipÈ
of all official nõtices concerning t,he environmental review
process for the comprehensive plan. Thank you for your
consideration of these comrnents.


Sincerely,


/2¿4"1 P,q7"L /z*
Mark R. Oggel, AICP Ellen Vaughn, Manager
Land flanñér/Growth Management Olympia Business Office
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Response to the letter of Puget Power dated February 25, L994.


l. Thank you for your comment on the Utilities and Public Services Chapter -
Alternative l.


2. The discussion of the Utilities and Public Services Chapær - Alærnative 3 has
been revised to reflect your comment.


3. Refer to comment #5, below.


4. Refer to comment #5 below.


5. An alærnative to the Urban Forestry Chapter as described in your letær has been
addd to this Final Environmental Impact St¿tement.
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FebruarY 18, L994


Thomas J. Burns
4623 Village Court SE


OIymPia, Washington


Citr¡ of Olympia Planning Commission
;åååuãrtv-i'rä"níns ald DeveloPment
üo+ s Hérit'ase ct' ' sw


óiñn;";-wãåt í"ston s8so2- 6 o 31


RE: written coneaÈs on Èbs Draft ollzrnpia-conpreb'easive Plan for
ollzmpia;'theoJ'1npi"e'o*t,hereã(Brig-ga'UrbanVillage).


Dear Honorable Members of the Commission:


PursuantÈomyÈestímony9nFebruary9,1993,IhaveÈhefollowing
commengs =p""'lri;";;-';-hå eiiãgs' urËan village proposed for the !20


acre nursea-]r 
-;;; ãr rrr" ;;;¿; "i-Íèr* 


Hishwalr and llenderson


Boulevard.


I do nou support the siting of this urban village as identified in 'The


Pran'duetovîî-tiä-trtãiãäË";-;ã-iiva¡iritvofesÈabrished
neicrtrborhoods wour.d nor .b;-;;inÈãine¿ ;;-ñi,rãvea buÈ rar'her degraded


and-2), environmenrat.,sualir;;-ïiitiããr--ãtãäã 'án¿ -siqnif ícant wildlif e


habiÈars, í.e., :,migrarow-ãóitidors .o""fã-Ëã'i*p""!ãd' The following


comments ,our,rr.ne rmy 
"orr."ãã:"¡õùi:ttt"-pioõã"ãa 


siting of Èhe urban


üiîü;ã;
' i :::: :


- '. .-.:, , j .. ¿_:; t.: : -.,1 
,- ., :


frand,tiså,änd,,Urbán."DçLiqn- ., -,-.i.- .'...:'-=''i:a, ': ,.:i':i ì"':'-{.:'i; "r'


:äî::::-.'?ålil""årtl3 üiã,,-.,ur"s.-,ooiïã-ãuo' co*mãiciar construction


ur¡ to 2oo,ooo ãquare_r".úr-- ittiã ã'-owãnce is over iwiee rhe commercial


sãace of the Top Foods we now have ott itt" corner of Black I¡ake


Bäulevard and Cóoper-point noadt fn aãáition' ttre urban village
desisnation 


-*oùi¿ allow 9i Ë?^1i^:l*l-ã*ãnittg" 'per acre which


combined with the allowabie commerci"i õããã iÉ iäconsistent' with


developmenr, of all prop";; ;;;;;"dins -the tract (LU 10 's/ù ' The


resulr, will be slare, ""i:å,-;;;Ë;il: 
;ã È;ãiii" impacts for nearbv


residenÈs.


EnvironmenÈ


Theproposedsítingoftheurbanvillageisinconsistentwithanumber
of environment,al góa1s "iã ;ãIi"i"t ""Ëiitt"d 


in 'The PIan' such as :


oAirQuality.Tlerewillbeanincreaseinvehiculart'raffic
despíte thã vision/cårrããgt o¡ ""--"t¡án 


village' The result will


be an increase ir, .ii'-pãiirrtiorr'"ilinconsisÉã"t wit'h Goal Elw2 of


'The Plan"
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Page 2 of 2


¡ 
-iiit"n 


comments


o V{ater Quality - As cited il 'Thg PIan' ' 'rUrb31 stormwat'er is
È1pica1ly_a Tajo, "ãir;; 


;i surface water poliution. surface


waÈer pollutior, ."rr-ãã"".-étonnA*ãier pollütion too' " Siting of
the urban vi11"g" .o,riã r"ãa to ihe ""iiotr".risk 


of pollution of
aquitel!--"rrã-rreãruy-wárd Lake. The urban víIlage ås inconsist'ent
wittr GoaI PF14 of 'The Plan"


o soils - The urban village site. is inconsistent' with the
Environment.al l,imitlli;il ãt the Cit'y of Olympia Comprehensive
plan Map 2-t. e..oiãiãã-çi-lrri= *"p'' 2sz- ot Ltre land has been


idenrif ied wirh "".rãfã--Ë"ii 
rirnitãtions for roads and buildings '


o $reÈlands - The currenÈ site does contain wetlands ("G1acial


Kett1es"). Current ã"a-piãposed landuse of the site is
inconsist,ent with EM/ t.¿ aäa g.e. Both current nursery practices
and fuÈure urb"r, .riîi";å-ñ;ff will continue to degrade the


f,üãritY ot t'hese wet'lands '


o wildlife - under Lhe washington state Bald. Eagle ProtecÈion Rules


(wAc 232-L2-2gzl "-ã"äpãrãti.r" 
site ManagemenË Plan is required


tt"rr"íãi ããtií'iliã"-tt'ãi-areer habit'aÈ are proposed near a
vèrif ied .nesÈ or "á***a' 


roosÈ:--Ñ;;iÞV w"id i'ake resident's and


( rnys9rilh".,. ouse11\¡á.Jlthe.-.on9 !''two bald.eagles.consist'ently
' roostinäi; ;ä;y-Ë;;ã 'ããj"g"tÈ'to t'he ploposed urban villase


.sire';;;¡.. Ír suggest tnãË'ttt"-wáËtrington Oepa-rtmènt of Wildlife
Prio.ríty.Spg¡ie9't"ã'r|tlit'at q"PÉ be quêrie! to verify the


sighriãäË-änd -tt äu:iËÉä'îiü-"'Ë--orv,npiá- comprehensive Pran Map 2 -3


of sicrnie icanr wirdrïã"-n"irirar uää" ¡" mäditied Èo ref rect this '


rhe piöåä:iî$õiili"ge develop*"t_tr ga:t of Henderson could


irnpacl--rrrã-s"r¿ s"giã-i:ããti-"Ì;ã !h. . l"kg (see vtDw' s Manasement


Recornmendations roi-wart ingÈon, ã--Ériority HabitaÈs and species,
MaY 1991).


Insummã].ltlproposethatrthedesignatedl?'ndusefortheBriggs,
UrbanVillagebemaintainedatanR-4.8wiÈh.sufficientopenspaceto
prorect, tfrã-ãnvironmend;ï-q"ãiity of V{ard Lake and Èhe nearby


residenrs. rf the urbaã-vïilã;ã"pr3n"iã puisuea, r recommend that it
be scaled back ro a ""ühú;ñðã 


îiiï"ãã ã"ã u" confined ro .he wesr of


Henderson Boulevard'


ThroughtheSt,ateEnvironment,a}Prot'ecÈionAct(SEPA)Irecommendthat
any and aLl developmeni-on the 


',,2o 
;;;; ;f- Briggs' nursery be required


.o fiLl ouÈ an EnvironmenÈal ImpacÈ-ÀLatement dué to: 1) The above


cired impacrs ana 2) rË'-;;t",,iããi ri;biiiùv rrr" cirv of olvmpia could


incur if developmenÈ i"-"îiãwed on l"[ã thaÊ h"9 had a historv of


herbícide and ilsecríciaã_ãeiii"áiiã"] i.e, health hazards on the


residents õi-rñà villaõe tr-oin conÈaminated soils '
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written Comment
I


please place my name on your mailing I'ist for any and all SEPA review


concerning this Prolectr'


ISincere?L , a-----\-


Thomas iI. Burns
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February 26, L994


City of Olympia
Community Planning and Development
Attn: Todd Stamm
P.O. Box 1967
Olympia, WA 98507-t967


RE: Draft Environnental Inpact State¡rent (DEIS) for the CiÈy of
Ollmpia Propoaed L994 Conprcheneive Plan


Dear Mr. Stamm:


The following comments are specÍfic to the rrUrban Village" cited in the
aforementioned DEIS.


Proposed communities of high densities such as 'tUrban Vi1lages" wi]I
effect, surrounding neighborhoods, i.e., Land Use and Urban Design, âs
weLl as the Envíronment. The siting of a r¡Villageil such as the one
proposed on the Brigg's Nursêry site carries significant liability to
the City of Olympia due to t,he years of herbicide and ínsecticide
application. Such application may carry both short and long term
heal-th effects upon residents of such a trplan community". Therefore,
'rurban Villagesil such as the one proposed on the Brigg's site should be
decl-ared significant and a separate EIS preparation be requíred. In
addition, mitigation for such impacts as noise, glare, traffic,
stormwater, físh and wildlife (see attachment dated February 18, 1994)
needs to be a condition for such an approval.


Please place my name on your mailing lisÈ for any and all SEPA review
concerning t,he "Briggs' Urban Vi11age".


Thomas .I. Burns
4623 Village Court, SE


Olympia, WA 98501


Thomas ,J. Burns


nËtËtvEÜ
IrEB 2 I 1994


- {-)h4Ùil-l¡il i l' i'l-¡'':'ii 'l ''*i I'


DEVELOP[1ËN'i D=P-i


Sincerelv,YLZ.<l\-,-'Ã


Attachment
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Response to the letters of Thomas Burns dated February 18 & 26, 1994.


1. Thank you for your comments fega.rling th9 U-Jban Vill-age oq thJ Briggs
Nursery property. _A new alternativð (Altgpatiyg-l) was added to the Land Use
and Urban DesiÅn Chapter regarding the Urban Village concept. This alternative
would allow an-Urban^Viilage to bãlocated anywheie withinthç_Çity_slbjg_cJ !o
perfomance standards, but úould not map it oi the Flture Land Use Map #l-3.


2. New Table 3 in Chapter III, Section D of this Final EIS includes a lists the t¡pes
of public and priväæ projec.$, wþich may require -a enviro.nmeq$ i3Plgt
statement. An "^Urban Vi[age" has been inciuded on thi.s preliminary list. While
the Ciçy can not prejudge the environmental impacts of a.private project before
a comfleæ appüôati-onìs received, Table 3 anempts to identi$ those nlojçts
which may côntain probable significant adverse enviro"mental impacts- Sych 


^aphased apþroach bbnvironmeñtal review is discussed in Chapter trI, Section A
of this Final EIS.
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conents on D$IS for the Clty of olynpla Propoeed 1994 Conprehenslve Plan


Jose Roôrlguez
1962 orchard Dr. lltl
Oltn¡pla, IIA 98502


Gl.ven ttnt the DEIÉ¡ lt an effort to have an ovenrle¡r of the
envlronnent¡I lçacts of the proposed plan, lt, r¡ould hâve becn u¡eful to hâvê
had a suÐary at the end of tl¡e docunent. Thle could've ehown wtËt impact the
conblned goalg and pollcles of the plan could have as part of a¡r lnter-rêl.at'ed
wùrole. AIBo, an effort should have been nade to assêaa t'ltc pos¡lb1e hpacts of
the conblnatlon of the varlous alternetlvce to tlre proposed plan. The
usefulneee of tlre DEIS could've been enhanced by lncorporatlng greatir detall
ln tlre sectlone tltled "D1scugsfon of the Aftccted Envlronnent, Adverse
Environæntal lpacùe, and Posilble Hlttgatlon l{ea¡ure¡". This eleænt of the
docunent, was the reakest 1n thls reader's nlnd. In noat of these dlscusglons,
the focus appeared to be nore on the elgnlflcant dlÊferences between the '94
and '88 pl-anra, and wtrat ctnnges nay occur ln land use patterng, houglng, etc.
There was lfttle ln the way of actual dlecusslon of the envl.ronuentåI lnpacts
themselvee, wlth ttre exceptlon of the sccond paragraph of page 38, (advcrEe
effects dlscusBed 1n the '88 plan regardlng trall constructlon), a¡rd on Page
53. Ot course, lt's understood that, ac lrplenentatlon of the plan occurs,
varlous proJects wlll requLre a supplemental EIS, wl¡lch would exanlne posslble
adverge lnpacts ln greater detall. Honever, the ecope of the proposed plan ls
such tÌ¡at a thorough understandlng of the effects on our local and rcglonal
envfronnent ls necesgary. Eor exan¡rle, ttrere ls no discueslon on tlre lnpact to
the Btreans, Iakes, and ttre Etd and Budd lnlets. AIso lacklng was e neanlngful
dlscusslon regardlng protectlon oË gronndwater eupplles, aE well as tt¡e
posstble deterloratlon of afr quallty. The EIS could be rtronger ln thts
regard.


I¿r¡d Use and Urban tlesfqE


In general. lt ls preferable to focus nevr gronth ln exlstlng nelghbor-
hooda. Ot concern ls that, sone of the large undeveloped tracts tårgeted as
prforlty developnent areas rây conpronlee ecologlcalLy lportånt wiLdllfe
habitats, have posslble adverse i¡Iracts on groundrmter supplles, lncreased
lnpenrioue eurÊaceEr etc. Developnent conElderatLons should lnclude the
l.ntrtnelc sultablltty of ttre Ia¡rd for speciflc purposes, lncludlng co-exlstlng
nultlple uBeB, wltl¡out, lncurring lrrever¡lble envlronrantel loseeg.


Of the pollcy alt¿rnatives on page 19, Alt 4.3b, fs worth great€r
conslderatlon, tlrat of redeveloplng Ìlest, Bay Drlve fron lndustrlal uEe to
netertront comerclal.


EnvLronnent


As r€ntloned earller, thlE sectlon was lackfng ln slgnlflcant, dlscusslon
oÉ the aquatlc envlronnent ln and around Olynpia, and the effects the proposed
plan would have. The lnclusfon of slgnlficant nildl1fe habftat areas le
lportånt,, and future develo¡rrent w111 put prêssure on thesa aites. Tharefore,
lt the Crltlcal Areas Ordfnance is not an appropriate nltlgatlon neasure where
a develo¡nent proposal cannot, accomnodate the desired level of protcctlon
(page 23), then new developn€nt rcgulatlons nlll be neceesary to ensure
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adeguate piotectlon for ecologically lnport¿rnt (crltlcel) areae, or a propoeed


devãtopr¡ent snoutd not occur. As far as upland sltes belng renoved fron
develolment for protectlon of wlldlife or future parkland, the prlorlty ehould
be tlre preservâtlon of habitåt and ¡alntenance of ecologically lmportar¡t,
fi¡nctlons


Of tlre pollcy alternatives (page 23), Att I 1g deelrable, provlded that
the e:æortation of surplus earth doesn't contrlbute to slgrnlËlcant changes ln
ttre topography of new developnenta or to be used as till ln otlrer sltee, tt¡us
affectlng draLnage patterlts, etc.


AIt, ¡t should be adopted aa a reglonal goal'
Att 5 would help ln ttre acqr¡leltlon of wlldllfe hablt'at' and open spece.


Hoy¡ever, tlre palment ;f lnpact fees should not þe conaidered as a subgtltute
approprlaüe sfte design.


ATT 6 tlrere should be no questlon regardtng the adoPtlon of tt¡e
"sustafnable CltY PhllosoPhy" .


ahead for the future.
Olynpta can contlnue to be a leader ln thlnklng


!¡¡:balLGrowth Mariaqenent


In thls chapter, Lt seens that, Alt 3 (page 28), would allow a greater
tlexlblllty tor detennlnlng the ereaa to contå1n urban deneftles. Ideally'
then crltlcal areas ltill have priorlty' and developnent could exPand on


exlstlng netr¡orks of sen¡lcee ar¡d ut'lIitles, êtc.


Uttlttlee ând Publ-lc .Sg¡:vlce


AtL the pollcy alternatlves are deslrable. tlhen gufflcÍent data ls
Alt, 1 (page 30), ehoutd be edopted as a developrænt, regulatlon.


Iacklng clear stðldardg, the concept could ttlll be adopted as a gruldlng


lp1e.
Áft Z te desireble lf lt, wllt provlde the Ereatetst degree of water


. It ls assuned that lf new septlc glrstens are prohlblted ln tt¡e
urban grorrtlr area'
reflect tl¡e naturaL


that developnent wlll occur ln such a nay that lt wlII
e:rpanslon of existlng senrlces, and ao not "Ieapfrog" lnto


ereas, etc.
ALt 3 le also encouraged. It nay be a f,avorable factor ln regards to AIt


, and effectlvely enhance the aegtlretic of t'he urban streetacap€.


Trar¡sj).S,rtatlon


Ae well as lssues of lncreased autonoblle congegtfon, the effect8 of
for road lnprovenents, need to be addre;sed nore fully. The


concept of Hlgh Denstty corrldors needs to be nalntalned eo as to encourage
greater rellance on nE¡aE trafislt. Blcycle lanes need to be glven a greaüer
prlorlty. The concept of multi-Ievel parklng Etructures on tlre perfphery of
the dorntown arêa to reduce congestlon there nay be worth conslderatlon.


Parlr€ and 9pen,$Pace


The acqr¡lsltlon of land tor parkg and open sPace should be done as


1n Alt 2 (page ¡lO). Íhe converElon of slgnlflcant ulldl-lfe habltåt
lnto parkland shoutd not, bê conEldered lfghtly. In nany cages' lnproving


lc access to nariy of these eites ni1l reduce or elfnlnat¿ on-alte natlve
llnlted or balanced wlth resource
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sensltlvltyr as ln an open apace park with nature t'ralls.
Ene¡gy


Alt, t (page 43), should be adopted¡ insofar as it doesn't, confllct, wltÌ¡
existence of slgniflcant sta:nds of tre€s.


Concluslon


In the context of learnlng a "new" relationship to our envlronnent, and
for the sake of plannlng, all the elenent8 that conpronlse featuree of conplex
natural procesges need to Þe consldered as eoctal values (aE they're
lndispensable to human 11fe). In ttrls context, the EIS needs to be able to
examlne the proJected soclal beneflts, and see tÌ¡at, proposed actlons do not,
lncur greater envlronnental costs, (Bee "Deslgrn wlth Nature" by I. McHarg,
1969).


Overa1l, as nentioned earller, the DEIS does not provlde a conplete
plcturê of the lnpacts to the environnent, that would resuJ.t fron adoptlon of
the propoeed plan. AIso, there are nr¡merous tlDographlcal and graruratlcal
errors whlch need to be dealt wittr. It 1s hoped ¿t¡at the FEIS w111 provlde an
lntegrated agsess¡nent of the lnpact of tl¡e '94 plan and be comprehenslve ln
lts sensitivlty to lnportant complex, ecologlcal characterlstfcs of thls
reglon.
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Response to the letter of Jose Rodriguez dated February 28, t994.


l. Please refer to Section III of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is the
nSummaru". Included in Table 2 are a list of the major new proposals along
with the 25 alærnatives from the various chapters. The State Environment¿l
poticv Ãct rutãinficate that the summary of the EIS should be placed at the front
of thé document (WAC 197-L1-430 (2)).


2- Thank vou for vour comment about the need for greater detail in the "Discussion
õf the'Ãffect€á Environment, Adverse Enviro-nmental Impacts and Possible


Mitigation Measures.


3


7.


8.


9.


10.


11.


13.


New Table 3 in Chapter III, Section D of this Final EIS includes a lists F9 t¡ptt
ãipUtic-antpriväte pgó¡ects wþich pay ¡e.euire a environmental i---P19t


Jt"të^ãoi. Án 'Urban Vïh"ge" has been inciuded on thi-s preliminary list. While
the Ciw can not preiudge th-e environmental impacts of ã private project before


" 
õo-õtJæ .ppiiöation-is received, Table 3 anempts to i¡lentiß' those plojryts


;hi;h'.ãt ;éñtain probable significant adverse enîironmental impacts. Such a


Sl# Ël#"ätr"iouitoo*rñtar 
irniã* is discussed in Chapter ÏII, Section A


4


5


Thank you for yonr concern about the impacts of new development within
undeveloped lands.


Thank you for your comment which supports the Land Use and Urban Design
Chapter - Alteríative 4 along West Bay Drive.


Because this Draft Environmental Impact Statement is for a nonproject action, it
ieiø on-Oe Chapærs discussion coñtained within the Comprehensive.Plan, so


üA¿ 
"oi 


inõorporäte a detailed disclssion of all the elementsof the environment
õ wDtr.t to oûîer EISs. It also relied on previously prepared documents listed
ñ óäÀã I and 9 of the DEIS (which weie includã,t by referencg)- to keep tht
lenfth-of the EIS less than 75 pages in length per WAC 197'll-425.


Thank you for your comment about the Environment Chapter - Alternative 1.


Thank you for your comment about the Environment Chapter - Alternative 4.


Thank you for yonr comment about the Environment Chapter - Altemative 5.


Thank you for your comment about the Environment Chapter - Alternative 6.


Thank vou for vour comment about the Urban Growth Management and


Annexaúon Chap:ær - Alternative 3.


Thank you for your comment about the Utilities and Public Services Chapter -


Alærnative 1.


Thank vou for voru comment about the Utilities and Public Services Chapter -
Alternative 2.


Thank you for your comment about the Utilities and Public Services Chapter -


Alærnative 3.


6


t2


14.
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15 Thank you for your comment about the Transportation Chapter. As noted on
page 3 of the braft Environmental Impact St¿tement further environmental
ieüiew would occur with site specific prójects. Regarding the suggestion of a
parking structure along the périphery of the downtown, the. Public Worts
'Deoarfuent is undertaÈne ius't suõh añ evaluation this year. It is also included
in table 3, so it would ñoit likely require a subsequeit environmental impact
statement.


(


16. Thank you for your comment about the Parks and Open Space Chapter -
Alternative 2.


17. Thank you for your comment about the potential conflicts between public use of
significant wildlife habitat areas.


18. Thank you for your comment about the Energy Chapter - Alærnative 1.
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ÒdSTATE OT WASHINGTON


DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
!


post offìce gs¡ 49135 o olympìa, washington gs504-3135 . eÙo go2-2200 ' scAN 902'2200 :. TDD 902'2207


March 9, 1994


Cit,y of OlYmPia
Comñrunity Þlanning and Development
Attn: Todd Stamm
Post Offíce Box 196'l
O1ympia, Washington 98507 -L967


sItBifEcT: cíty of, ollmpLa Proposed 1994 Conprehengíve Plan and Draft
Envíronmental InPact StaÈenent


The Department of Fish and Wíld1ife .(VüDFW) -appreciates this
ãpp"itünity tã provide comments on the Draft Environment,al Impact
Statement, (DEIS] and the Draft Comprehensive Plan for the Cit'y.of
õiy*pi"- (ciÈyt:' irti" documenr wiri influence decisi-ons regarding
["iy plannin!'issues, inctuåÍng_fish and wildlife reÊtources, over the
next two decades. the mertàt ót the Department of Fisheries with the
pãpárrmenr of Wild1ife intó ã single Deþartment of.Fish and Wildlife
became effective March 2, Lgg4. Merger has facilitated our ability
.to consíder land use effects on fish ãnd wildlife and their habitat
in a more coordinated holistic fashion. WDFW places- a high priority
ãr pro.riding ;ãlGã; and suggestíons _to make comprehensive plans as
resþonsive ã"-pðãåi¡r" to inõ-needs of animals and the.protection of
the-Ír habitat in ãraer to help preeterve this et,ate's rích físh,
shellfish and wildlife heritaiel th"s" comments are ín addition to
comments provided to ghe Dãp;itment of CommuniÈy, Trade, and Economic
Develop*e-ttt, Growth ManageménÈ Division on March 1, L994 .


The plan appears to generally meet most of the concerns of WDF!ìI' Ït
is aþparenl- the City tried tã ensure t,hat the GrowÈh Management' Act
tC¡nei 


- planninj-goaf å and county-wíde planning policies were
referenced in-tú;-;i;, but thä plan äould bè strengthened if the
City would "ftor--spããiiicaf 


fy how- Èhe plan meets the GIr{A goals 
"ttg


"o,rñty-riae 
pfån"i.tg-pof iciès. It was also apparent the City made a


concerÈed effort to ensure Èhe plan was ínternally consistent.


The notion of sustainability is well-exprestsed in the community's
vision statement and in the sections on the environment,
¿;;;";¿;ii;"; and parks and open qplçe. rhis is an important
concepr ,"g-rãi"g 


-rhtã inteõiàriãn of- fish and wíldIife concerns in
land ür" pÍanning. To stiengUhen and clarify the-City's commitment
to providing for the needs ãi-toaay_ without j_eopardizing-the- needs of
fuÈure generations, WDFI{ suggests.Ltrat this discussion also be
ãppii"¿-to th" chapters on éóonomic development and energy'
Hardships facing some segrmenÈs of our econõmy 3T9.due to natural
resource i*páãËË UãVã"ã Éft" limits of sustaínability which could have
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City of Olympia
March 9, L994
Page 2


been prevent,ed ín part by better long-range plannìng and land use
decisions.
,,sustainabilityn as applied to wildlife should be defined as
proiection of irifafitè resources such that species _do not" become
increasingly imperiled (í.e. rrlísÈed" as endangered-, Èhreatened,
sensitivel är cändidat,e), and that lísted species should be
recovered. For Èhose species managed for in part fot fishing or
hunting, sustainability should provide for viable, vibrant
populaEions well above-that needed to perpetuate the species.


We suggest the city should expand and clarify a -sustainableenviróñment in ordãr for the þub1ic to fully understand the whole
picture. The ciÈy ís parÈ of-a larggr system and reference should be
-made to the managing fish and wildtite habÍtats ín coordination with
ot,her jurisdictións-in order to help promote fish and wildlife


WDFW has limited authority to protect, fish and wildlife and their
habitats. We can change such things as harvest and hatchery
practices and can protéct habitaÈ at the project leve1 where the
Ëtat" Hydraulic Coãe Rules (VüAC 222-ll!l or BaId Eagle Protection
Rules (WeC 232-L2-292) apply. In large part, however, we rely on
local government Èo protèct habitat through development' and
implementation. of long range plans


The City is to be commended for initiating a wildlife habitaÈ study.
Wilüifã resources, íncluding fish and shellfish contribute
signifícantly to 'rquality of-liferr issues and the character of living
ín the pacific Nordhwest, wiÈh positive secondary influences, on
various aspects of economic development. A sEudy focusing
specificaliy on fish and wildlife ieeources is an important. first
sLep in maiirtaining Èhese resources and ensuring Èhat the city's
growth and change is truly susÈainable.


COMPREHENS I\TE PLÀIit :


Overr¡íew


The plan could be significantly improved by including qualliçative
information in the iñventory and analysis of exisÈing conditions upon
which the plan, s g:oals and þolicíes are based. Lack of quantitative
informatioã and aãalysis deLracts from the effectiveness of the
comprehensive plan by reguiring too much use of qualifying language
such as ushoulä,t, ',cänsider", ánd rrevaLuate". Granted, noÈ all
decisions can be made in the comprehensive plan, but WDFW believes
more information and analysís could strike a better balance between
int,entions and decisions and more effectively implement t'he count'y-
wide planning policies.


We share your environmental vision for t,he Cit.y of 9lYmpia with "o*"suggested-added points of emphasis. We suggest within the
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In addition development practices along urban shorelines that remove
native vegetatiãtt är. thè primlry causãs of erosion events along the
shoreline ttrai-Íãad ro bultheadiäg and loss of fish habitat. use of
overhanging bankline vegetat.ion, ãnd bioengineering -uPing vegetation
alone or i" "ã*[ination-with 


other materials, should be made a
ãã*pon"ttt of th"-pI?n, ang encouraged as an alternative to
burkheading. 


-ËrJ¿i"ös 
"r rrees añd native underbrush should be used


iã .à""ect wildfif. frãUitat, and screen and protect watercourses to
moderate temperature and filter contaminant,s.


Chapter Eleven - Housinq


WDFW supports policíes t.hat seek to concentraÈe populaÈion in already
developed areas, to preserve undeveloped land for fish and wildlife
corridors, "tã- 


io t"är.. sprawl . We,éupport- Èhe Housing -Chapter -as
proposed. ,'uiban villagesi' will need to-be located and developed so
äá ã"r ro i*pããt--producÉive habitat, and should be declared
significanr ãnå aif impacts identified and mitigated through the EIS
process.


City of 'OlYmPia


March 9, 1994
Page L4


Vol Three itol Facilities


DRÀFT EIñ¡IRONMEìÚTAL IIIPÀCT STATEMEIüI:


General 3


The document does not provide in-depth analysis of the impacts-of-the
different alternatives on elements ðf the eävironment, particularly
fish and wildlife resources. It does not have sufficient information
to functj.on as an environmental document as described on page 3 ¡ it
also does not hãve enough information and analysis to contribute to


VIDFW is concerned that, the growth of the cíty tíl} ouÈpace the
capacity of tã*ág" and stormwat,er treatment facilities, to the
delrimeirt of fisÉ life. Est,ablíshing 'rlevel of servícesrr and
rrconcurrency,, standards for these utllíties, as proPosed in
Alternative t,-is very important to the protectión-of fish life, and
should be adopted as þart- of the plan. CreaÈion of a stormwater
ireatment utíiity, as-previously ãiscussed, is particularly
important, "tã *äy havä many adîantages both for plotection of fish
Iife and orderly âevelopmenÉ. Development impact fees are
appropriate for- funding such ut'ilities.


Again, HPAS will probably be reguiTeg.for-proj9çÈs which-generate.
stormwater or which involve *uorË within the orainary high water line
of streams, lakes, some wetlands, and marine waters' The Cit'y should
meet with wDFw'-ããifv in tnã ffarrtritg process. Cost estimates within
the plan may not reilect design and mitigation requirements to
protect fÍsh and shellfish.
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City of Olympia
March 9, ]-994
Page 15


regulation reform or. expeditíous processing of development, proposals
as is currenÈIy being discussed in Washington StaÈe.


We recogníze the SEPA option of adoption by reference of a related
FEIS, but, submit that a document prepared ín 1988 does not accurately
portray conditions in 1994, particular in light of the rate of
development ín the intervening years. Table l- in the DEIS provides a
good illustration of how SEPA elements should be discussed againsE
GtvtA comprehensive plan elements. At a minimum the FEIS should
continue this format, and díspIay in tabuLar form the general impacts
of and mitigation for the anticipated land use alternatives.


!{e are not very supportive of any of the proposed alternatives in Èhe
DEIS because of their impacts Èo fish and wildlife, excepÈ for the
second half of Alternative 4. Converting the lilestbay indusÈriaf area
to a commercial or mixed use development, would provÍde an opportunity
during re-development to incorporate many features into the
development, such as a publíc access corridor along the wat,erfront
that could be dgsigned to enhance naÈural habÍtat feaÈures, and of
course the stormwater treatment, retrofit, that would benefit, fish
habiÈat.


Projects such as 'rNeighborhood Villages", "Urban Villages", and "High
Density Corridors'r should be declared significant and EIS preparation
required, with mitigation for all físh habitat impacts as a condition
of approval. Criteria for siting such developments to avoid critÍcal
areas and,producÈive habítat should be established. Such
concentrated islands of development, wiÈhin a connect,ed network of
natural areas, can be beneficial to the goal of preventing loss of
the productive capacity of fish and wildlife habitat, and are
supported by WDFVü.


In closing although we have provided many constructive criÈicisms of
the plan goals, policies, and content, we believe t,he City of
Olympia has made great sÈrídes in developj-ng a credible comprehensive
plan. Vle look forward to working with the city to implement the plan
through development regulaÈions and other measures which will strive
to protect fish and wildlife resources while providing for orderly
growth within the City of O1ympia.


If you have any questions or need assistance regarding these
resources, please feel free to contact me -in Olympia: ât 902-2565.
If I cannot help you directly, our area habitat biologists most
Iikely will.


Sincerely,


Ø(
even M. Keller


Growt,h Management Act Coordinator
Habitat Management Program
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Februarg ?.3, L991


llr. lodd Sta¡nn
Enuironnental Beuier¡ Off icer
Citg of 0lgnpia
P. 0. Bor 1967
0lgnpia, l,lâ 98507-196?


fe: Draft Enuironnental tnpact Statenent--Citg of olgnpia's
. L994 Conprehensiue Plan


Dear ñr. Stann:


Please contact


the llashington Departnent of llildlife (!¡Dll) ¡¡ould like to request
a tine extãnsion lor subnittting r,¡ritten co¡nnents on the aboue-
referenced DEIS fron Februarg ZB (present due date) to Ìlarch 9,


L994. Due to a shortage of copies of the conprehensiue Plan at
the thurston countg Êduance Planning 0ffice, I uas not able to
obtain a copg until this r¡eek. In order to eualuate the DEIS anil


the Conprehãñsiue Plan, our agencA uill neerl the adilitional tine
to file connents.


thank gou for gour consiileration in this natter.
rne if there is a problerrl ¡¡ith our request.


Sincerelg,


DEBEIE D. CâRIiEUÂLI
ârea Habitat Biologist


cc Daue Guf ler, l,lDl,l


Connie lten, lfD[,|
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Response to the letter of the Washington Deparment of Fish and Wildlife dat€d
U"ícn % 1994. (A writæn request foia short-extension was made on Febnrary 23,
!994, beîore the eid of the com?nent period. The City allowed the extension of time.)


o Page 53 - 13 of this letter have- not been reproduced since these comments were
on-the Draft ComPrehensive Plan.


1. Because this Draft Environmental Impact Statement is fo-r a nonproject action, it
relied on the Chapærs discussion coñtained within the Comprehensive Plan, so


it did not incorporaæ a detailed discussion of all the elements of the environment
so typical to ofher EISs. It also relied on previously prepared documents listed
on päges 8 and 9 of the DEIS (whicþ werè_included.Ð.tplqqoqg)-to keep the
length*of the EIS less than 75 pages in length per WAC 197-ll-425.


2. Thank you for your comment about level of detail and the State's ongoing
regulatory reform Process.


3. In 1988 the City of Olympia circulated ajopy of the Draft Environneqg¡l Impact
Staæment to bóth Ae Oèparmenß of Fishêries and Wildlife. The Final EIS
indicates that no commenß \ilere receive from either Deparment. Please refer
to comment #1.


4. Thank you for your comments in sup_port gf thl propo¡qd Lgg4-C_omprehensive
Plan and part oi Alternative 4 along West Bay Drive-of the Land Use and Urban
Design Chapter.


The .High Design Corridors" are generally found along arterials with existr"t
developñent. B! concentrating devélopmeilt and qeuging thepe arsas, the overall
impactupon the-City's wildlifé resources should be lessened.


Thank you for your comments in support of the proposed 1994 Comprehensive
Plan.


5


6


20 jb\q¡94f4?.543
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TO


City of
OLYN{PI.A


24}4Heritage Court SW #8, Olympia, WA 98502-6031 (360) 786-5745


MEMORANDTJM


Interested Parties


FROM: Rosalie


DATE: January 31, 1996


SLIBJECT: FEIS for the City of Olympia Proposed 1994 Comprehensive Plan


Attached are updated pages for the FEIS.


Page v is a new page that has been added to keep a record of the amendments to the^
FEIS and should be kept in the front of the FEIS.


Pages t6 - l7a are the 1995 Amended Table 3 - Private, Public and State Projects
Possibly Requiring Environmental Impact Statements. This replaces Amended
Table 3 -- Private, Public and State Projects Possibly Requiring Environmental
Impact Statements* that you would have placed in the front of your document rnL994.


Amended Table 3 Private, Public and State Projects Possibly Requiring
Environmental Impact Statements was distributed in December 1994 and replard 


I
pages 16 and I7 of the original document


If you do not have Amended Table 3 - Private, Public and State Projects Possibly
Requiring Environmental Impact Statements, you only need to insert the attached
Table into the front of your document.


Attachments


rÊr
AU.-MnlüilT


Ilf,i


Citv Council
City Manager
City Attorney
Administrative Sen'ices


7s3-8450
753-8447


753-8449


753-8325


Community Planning & Development
Fire
Human Resources


Parks/Recreation/Cultural Sen,ices


753-8311


753-8348


/53-¿5++Z


753-8380


Police
Public Works
Area Code


753-8300


753-8362
(360)
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1995 AMENDED TABLE 3 -- PRIVATE, PUBLIC AND STATE PROJECTS
POSSIBLY REQT]IRING EI\'VIROI\MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS


Wetlands


Wetlands


Rightof-Way Acquisition


Wetlands


Wetlands & \ryildlife Habitat


Land Use & Stormwater


V/etlands & Aquifer Recharge


Land Use & Contaminated Materials


Trafñc & Land Use


Traffic & Wetlands


Traffic & Land Use


Critical Area


Aquifer


Fishery & Residential Land Use


City-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


McAllister Springs


Capital Way to West Bay Drive


Sleater-Kinney to South Bay


Lister Rd. to Lindell Rd.


Cain Rd. to City Limi*


Boulevard Rd. to Wiggins Rd.


Boulevard Rd. to Herman Rd.


Henderson Blvd. to Rich Rd.


Cooper Point Rd. to Evergreen
Parkway


SR 101 to Yauger Way


Downtown Neighborhood


Plum and 8th Strpets


Downtown Olympia


Bridge and Other Corridor
Improvements


New Connection


New Connection


Non-Motorized Improvements


New Connection


New Connection


Capacity Improvements


Capacity Improvements


New Connection


New Parking Structure


Expansion at City Hall Site


New Library


New wells, storage capacity or major
distribution lines


New Upland Wells


CITY OR CITY FTJNDED GENERAL GOVERNMENT PROJECTS


CITY CENTER PARKING
STRUCTURE


CITY OFFICE SPACE


CENTRAL LIBRARY


CITY OR CITY FT.]NDED WATER PROJECTS


PROJECTS WITHIN CRITICAL
AREAS


WATER SOURCE DEVELOPMENT
AT MCALLISTER SPRINGS


CITY OR CITY FTJNDH) TRANSFORTATION PROJECTS


4TH-5TH AVENUE CORRIDOR


15TH AVENUE NE


LINDELL/LISTER NE


NORTH STREET SE


22ND AVENUE SE


LOG CABIN ROAD SE


YELM HIGHWAY SE


MUD BAY ROAD W


NEW SR 101 RAMPS W
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Cor,taminated Materials


Land Use & Critical Areas


Critical Areas & Wildlife Habitat


Colrtaminated Materials


Aqrrifer Recharge


Wetlands and Streanr


Wellands & Stream


Wetlands


Near Ensign Road


Near I-5


S of I-5 between Dayton and Fones
Road


Con taminated Materi alsNE corner of Port Peninsula


Unknown ifer & Land UseAqu


See boundary ofpage 18 ofFEIS


1305 Cooper Pt. Rd.
(Adjacent to Top Foods)


301 N. Columbia St.


City-wide


See Map 24 and2-5 in the Comp
Plan and Policy ENV 4.4


þage Environment 5)


City-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


Urban Development


Redevelopment of site


Urban Village


Urban Development


Urban Development


New City golf courses


New Stormwater Facility


New Stormwater Facility


Stormwater retention facility


New lift stations or interceptors


New City community park


DEVELOPMENT OF OLD
WESTSIDE LANDFILL


DEVELOPMENT OF UNOCAL'76'
SITE


DEVELOPMENT OF ANY URBAN
VILLAGE


URBAN DEVELOPMENTS
WITHIN 7 PRIORITY WILDLIFE
HABITAT UNITS


DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE
CAPTURE ZONE OF ALLISON
SPRINGS


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDED STORM AND SI.]RFACE WATER PROJECTS


MARTIN WAY TREATMENT
FACILITY


PACIFIC AVENUE TREATMENT
FACILITY


WOODLAND HEADWATERS
RETENTION FACILITY


PRIVATE OR PT.JBLIC PROJECTS


PROJECTS \ryITHIN CRITICAL
AREAS


CITY OR CITY FI.JNDED PARK AND OPEN SPACE PROJECTS


PORT PENINSULA COMMUNITY
PARK


GOLF COURSES (2)


Crit.cal Areas


CITY OR CITY FT.INDED SEWER PROJECTS


T7







Land Use & Traffic


Critical Areas & Land Use


Forecasted to Exceed Capacþ


Without Construction, Transportation
System Will Exceed Capacity


Land Use & TrafficDowntown Npighborhood


Capitol Campus


Downtown-Capitol Lake


Intersection


Yauger Way to SR 101


Proposed Heritage Park, not including
the "north oval"


New Interchange Access -
Construction Not Funded


Downtown State Ofñce Campus


State Patrol Building or other building
of similar size


- None -


STATE PROJECTS


DEVELOPMENT OF DO\ryNTO\ryN
CAMPUS


DEVELOPMENT OF NEW MAJOR
OFFICE BUILDING


DEVELOPMENT OF HERITAGE
PARK


DEYEI,OPMENT PROJECTS IMPACTING STREET SYSTEM OVER If)S CAPACITY


BLACK LAKE & COOPER POINT


NEW SR 101 RAMPS


95\publiat\oþoop2\amd€i.tbl
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AMENDED TABLE 3 -- PRIVATE, PUBLIC AI\D STATE PROJECTS
POSSIBLY REQI]IRING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS


Land Use & Contaminated Materials


Wetlands


Wetlands


Rightof-Way Acquisition


Wetlands


Wetlands & Wildlife Habitat


Land Use & Stormwater


Wetlands & Aquifer Recharge


Boulevard Rd. to Herman Rd.


Henderson Blvd. to Rich Rd.


Cooper Point Rd. to Evergreen
Parkway


SR 101 to Yauger Way


Sleater-Kinney to South Bay


Lister Rd. to Lindell Rd.


Cain Rd. to City Limits


Boulevard Rd. to Wiggins Rd.


New Connection


New Connection


Non-Motorized Improvements


New Connection


New Connection


Capacity Improvements


Capacity Improvements


New Connection


YELM HIGHWAY SE


MUD BAY ROAD W


NE\ry SR 101 RAMPS W


15TH AVENUE NE


LINDELL/LISTER NE


NORTH STREET SE


22ND AVENUE SE


LOG CABIN ROAD SE


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDED TRANSFORTATION PROJECTS


Pø¿r I al f/
j7¡ue,a /2//Í











AMENDED TABLE 3 - (continued)


Contaminated Materials


Aquifer & Land Use


Wetlands


Traff,rc & Land Use


Traffrc & Land Use


Critical Area


Critical Areas


Unknown


S of I-5 between Dayton and Fones


Road.


City-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


City-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


NE corner of Port Peninsula


Downto\r'n Neighborhood


West Olympia


Stormwater retention facility


New lift stations or interceptors


New City community park


New City golf courses


New Parking Structure


New Library


New wells, storage capacity or major
distribution lines


CITY OR CITY FT]NDED PARK AND OPEN SPACE PROJECTS


PORT PENINSULA COMMUNTTY
PARK


GOLF COURSES (2)


CITY OR CITY FI.JNDED STORM AND ST.]RFACE WATER PROJECTS


WOODLAND HEADWATERS
RETENTION FACILITY


WESTSIDE LIBRARY


CITY OR CITY II.JNDED WATER PROJECTS


PROJECTS WITHIN CRITICAL
AREAS


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDED SEWER PROJECTS


PROJECTS WITHIN CRITICAL
ÀREAS


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDU) GENERAL GOYERNMENT PROJECTS


CITY CENTER PARKING
STRUCTURE











AMENDED TABLE 3 - (continued)


Contaminated Materials


Land Use & Traff,tc


Land Use & Traffrc


Critical Areæ & Land Use


Contaminated Materials


Land Use & Critical Areas


Critical Areas & tüildlife Habitat


Aquifer Recharge


Capitol Campus


Downtown-Capitol Lake


301 N. Columbia St.


City-wide


See Map 24 and2-5 in the Comp
Plan and Policy ENV 4.4


þage Environment 5)


See boundary ofpage 18 ofFEIS


1305 Cooper Pt. Rd.
(Adjacent to Top Foods)


Downtown Neighborhood


Proposed Heritage Park, not including
the "north ovaln


Urban Development


Urban Development


Downtown State OfFrce Campus


State Patrol Building or other building
of similar size


Redevelopment of site


Urban Village


Urban Development


DEVELOPMENT OF HERITAGE
PARK


DEVELOPMENT \ryTMIN THE
CAPTURE ZONE OF ALLISON
SPRINGS


DEVELOPMENT OF OLD
WESTSIDE LANDFILL


STATE PROJECTS


DEVELOPMENT OF DO\ryNTOWN
CAMPUS


DEVELOPMENT OF NE\ry MAJOR
OFFICE BUILDING


PRIVATE OR PITBLIC PROJECTS


DEVELOPMENT OF
'76'SITE


(/L/t/c7cl+4-
UNO€OIlr


DEVELOPMENT OF ANY URBAN
VILLAGE


URBAN DEVELOPMENTS
WITHIN 7 PRIORITY WILDLIFE
HABITAT UNITS











AMENDED TABLE 3 - (continued)


Forecæted to Exceed Capacity


Forecasted to Exceed Capacity


Forecasted to Exceed Capacity


Forecasted to Exceed Capacity


Forecasted to Exceed Capacity


Forecæted to Exceed Capacity


Insufficient Improvements &
Forecasted to Exceed Capacity


Intersection


Intersection


Intersection


Intersection


Intersection


Intersection


Intersection


- None -


- None -


- None -


- None -


- None -


- None -


Intersection Improvements


JEFFERSON & I4TH


WATER & 5TH


CAPITOL & 14TH


SLEATER-KINNEY & MARTIN
WAY


LILLY & MARTIN WAY


BLACK LAKE & COOPER POINT


PLUM & UNION


DEVEI,OPMENT PROJBCTS IMPACTING INTERSECTIONS OYER I]OS CAPACITY


9{þblicæ\ol¡rcorybnôcir.tbl











COUNCIL


Bob Jacobs,
Mayor


Mark Foutch
Mayor Pro Tem


Pat Cole


Holly Gadbaw


Jeanette Hawkins


Margaret McPhee


Laura Ware


CITY MANAGER


Richard C. Cushing


rÈú
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COUNTER - STVTITI{ BLDG.
cro STEVE FRIDDLE)


city of
OLYÀ/ÍPI.A


24}4Herltage Court SW #8, Olympia, WA 98502-6031 (360) 786-5745


MEMORANDTJM


INTERDEPARTMENTAL


FROM


DATE:


City Council
City Manager
City Attomey
Administrative Services


Interested Parties


Rosalie Bostrvick


January 13, 1997


TO


SUBJECT: FEIS for the City of Olympia Proposed 1994 Comprehensive
Plan


Attached are updated pages for the FEIS, changed as a result of the


approved 1996 Comprehensive Plan amendments.


Please remove pages 16 and 17 that you were sent last week and replace


them with the enclosed revised pages L6 and 17.


I apologize for any inconvenience that this may have caused you.


Thank you!


publicat\olycomp\memo


Attachments


753-8,150


753-8r',47


753-8149


753-8325


Communitv Planning & Deveìopment
Fire
Human Resources


Parks/Recreation /Cultural Sen'ices


753-8311


753-8348


753-8447
753-8380


Police
Public Works
Area Code


753-8300


753-8362
(360)











1996 AMENDED TABLE 3 -- PRTVATE, PUBLTC AND STATE PRO.IECTS
POSSIBLY REQT]IRING ENTVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS


Critical Area


Aquifer


Critical Areas


Land Use & Contaminated Materials


Traffic & Land Use


Traffic & Wetlands


Traffic & Land Use


Fishery & Residential Land Use


Wetlands


Right-of-Way Acquisition


Wetlands & S/ildlife Habitat


Land Use & Stormwater


Wetlands & Aquifer Recharge


Downtown Neighborhood


Plum and 8th Streets


Downtown Olympia


Cþ-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


McAllister Springs


City-wide
(See Oly Critical Areas Ordinance)


Sleater-Kinney to South Bay


Cain Rd. to City Limits


Boulevard Rd. to Herman Rd.


Henderson Blvd. to Rich Rd.


cooper Point Rd. to Evergreen
Parkway


SR 101 to Yauger Way


Capital Way to West Bay Drive


New Connection


New Parking Structure


Expansion at City Hall Site


New Library


New wells, storage capacity or major
distribution lines


New Upland Wells


New lift stations or interceptors


Bridge and Other Corridor
Improvements


New Connection


Non-Motorized Improvements


New Connection


Capacity Improvements


Capacity Improvements


CITY OFFICE SPACE


CENTRAL LIBRARY


CITY OR CITY FTJNDED WATER PROJECTS


PROJECTS WITHIN CRITICAL
AREAS


WATER SOURCE DEVELOPMENT
AT MCALLISTER SPRINGS


PROJECTS WITHIN CRITICAL
AREAS


NORTH STREET SE


LOG CABIN ROAD SE


YELM HIGHWAY SE


MUD BAY ROAD W


NEW SR IOl RAMPS W


CITY OR CITY FI'NDED GENERAL GOVERNMENT PROJECTS


CITY CENTER PARKING
STRUCTURE


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDED TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS


4TH-5TH AVENUE CORRIDOR


15TH AVENUE NE
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Aquifer Recharge


Contaminated Materials


Contaminated Materials


Land Use & Critical Areas


Critical Areas & Wildlife Habitat


Aquifer & Land Use


Wetlands and Stream


Wetlands and Stream


Wetlands


Contaminated Materials


See boundary ofpage 18 ofFEIS


1305 Cooper Pt. Rd.
(Adjacent to Top Foods)


Near I-5


S of I-5 between Dayton and Fones


Road


301 N. Columbia St.


City-wide


See Map 24 and2-5 in the Comp
Plan and Policy ENV 4.4


þage Environment 5)


NE corner of Port Peninsula


Unknown


Near Ensign Road


Urban Development


Stormwater retention facility


Redevelopment of site


Urban Village


Urban Development


Urban Development


New City community park


New City golf courses


New Stormwater Facilþ


New Stormwater Facility


DEVELOPMENT OF OLD
WESTSIDE LANDFILL


DF,VELOPMENT OF UNOCAL'76'
SITE


DEVELOPMENT OF ANY URBAN
VILLAGE


URBAN DEVELOPMENTS
WTruIN 7 PRIORITY WILDLIFE
HABITAT UNITS


DEVELOPMENT \ryITHIN THE
CAPTURE ZONE OF ALLISON
SPRINGS


CITY OR CITY FT.JNDED STORM AND STJRFACE WATER PROJECTS


ENSIGN ROAD TREATMENT
FACILITY


PACIFIC AVENUE TREATMENT
FACILITY


II¡/OODLAND HEADWATERS
RETENTION FACILITY


PRIVATE OR PTJBLIC PROJECTS


CITY OR CITY FT.'NDED PARK AND OPEN SPACE PROJECTS


PORT PENINSULA COMMUNITY
PARK


GOLF COURSES (2)


17
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July 18, 2012 


Greetings: 


City of Olympia I Capital of Washington State 


PO Box 1967, Olympia WA 98507-1967 


Washington's Growth Management Act requires that community's like Olympia review and update their 
Comprehensive Plan every eight years. Over three years ago the Olympia community began such an 
update. This "Imagine Olympia" public process is now reaching the decision-making stage. To that end, I 
am pleased to provide you with this Draft of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
analyzing the issues raised by that update. This SEIS will supplement the Olympia Comprehensive Plan 
EIS of April 4, 1994. Therefore, this analysis does not re-analyze the 1994 Plan. Instead, it examines the 
proposed substantive changes from the current Plan. 


As listed on the contents page, this Draft SEIS addresses a variety of topics ranging from major issues 
such as climate change, to localized map amendments, to proposed new programs such as 
neighborhood and sub-area planning. The Draft SEIS is the primary vehicle for communicating the City 
staff's analysis of the proposed substantive revisions of the plans, so it includes both matters related to 
the community's environment and changes of a procedural or other nature which arguably may not 
impact the environment but still constitute a new direction in Olympia's Plan. 


In addition to the substantive changes addressed in this Draft SEIS, the format of the Plan is proposed to 
significantly change. To create a more readable and accessible document, much of the background 
information has been removed, the document has been reorganized and restructured, jargon and 
technical language have been reduced, and - particularly new for Olympia - the document is now 
designed to be primarily an internet or 'web-based' document, rather than a paper format; although, 
paper versions can still be produced. 


This Draft SEIS is issued pursuant to Washington Administrative Code Chapter 197-11. Comments 
regarding the adequacy of this draft, such as the merits of the alternatives, recommendations for 
improvements, and related questions should be submitted to the Olympia SEPA Official at the addresses 
below. Following the draft review period, appropriate revisions will be made and a Final SEIS issued. 
Ultimately, the proposed Plan update and the Final SEIS will be considered by the Olympia City Council-
probably in 2013. . 


Comments regarding this Draft SEIS are due at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, August 20, 2012 and must be in 
writing. Please direct questions and comments to the Olympia SEPA Official at: 


Email: imagineolympia@ci.olympia.wa.us 
Mail: Olympia Community Planning Dept, P.O. Box 1967, Olympia, WA 98507 
Direct deliver: City Hall, 601 Fourth Avenue East, Olympia, Washington 


MAYOR: Stcohcn H. BuxbCl urn MAYOR PRO TEM: Nu lhonir) 1 Ja fl (:s CITY"MANAGER: Steven R. Ho ll 


COUNCILMEMBERS: Jim Caop81. Jul ie Hunkins, Steve Lunger, k:anninc! Roc, KCU8 11 Ro<]el s 







For more information, you may call 360-753-8314. Your interest and participation are appreciated. 


Community Services Manager 


SF:nl 


Note: The Olympia Planning Commission will hold public hearings regarding the proposed "July Draft" at 
6:30 p.m. on Monday, July 23, and Wednesday, July 25 2012, at the Olympia City Hall, Olympia, WA. For 
the Commission's initial consideration, written comments regarding the proposed Plan update should be 
submitted by 5:00 p.m., Friday, July 27,2012. 
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Fact Sheet 


 
1. Proposed Action 
 


The City of Olympia of Olympia proposes to adopt a major update of its Comprehensive 
Plan consistent with the Washington Growth Management Act. Adoption would be 
followed by consideration by Thurston County. This Draft SEIS is based on that version 
known as ‘July Draft’ of the updated Plan to be the subject of a public hearing before 
the Olympia Planning Commission. See ImagineOlympia.com for more information. 


 
2. Licenses And Permits 
 


Adoption by ordinance by the Olympia City Council. 
 
3. Action Sponsor And Location Of Reference Documents 
 


City of Olympia 
Community Planning and Development Department 
P.O. Box 1967 
601 Fourth Avenue East 
Olympia, WA  98507-1967 
(360) 753-8314 
Contact Person: Todd Stamm, Planning Manager 
SEPA Official:  Steve Friddle, Community Services Manager 


 
4. Lead Agency 
 


City of Olympia 
Olympia, Washington  
 


5. Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Authors 
 
Todd Stamm, Planning Manager  Jennifer Kenny, Associate Planner 
Liz Hoenig, Senior Planner   Laura Keehan, Associate Planner  
Sophie Stimson, Senior Planner   Stacey Ray, Associate Planner 
Amy Buckler, Associate Planner 


 
 
6. Date Of Issue Of Draft SEIS:    July 18, 2012 
 
7. End Of Review Period:    August 20, 2012 
 
8. Expected Date Of Issue Of Final SEIS:  September, 2012 
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DRAFT SEIS DISTRIBUTION LIST1


 


 


Olympia City Council 
Olympia Planning Commission 
Chambers Ditch District – Dan Budsberg 
City of Lacey – Rick Walk 
City of Tumwater – Mike Matlock 
Futurewise 
Interagency Committee on Outdoor Recreation – Lorinda Anderson 
Intercity Transit - Dennis Bloom 
LOTT – Michael Strubb 
Nisqually Tribe – George Walter 
North Thurston Public Schools – Jeff Greene 
Olympia Master Builders – Laura Worf 
Olympia’s Recognized Neighborhood Associations 
Olympia School District – Tim Byrne 
Olympia Thurston County Chamber of Commerce 
Olympic Region Clean Air Agency – Micheal Nicolas 
News media – KGY Radio, MIXX96, Little Hollywood Blogspot, Olympia Power and Light, The Olympian 
Parks and Recreation Commission – Bill Koss 
Port of Olympia – Alex Smith 
Puget Sound Energy – Amy Tousley 
Puget Sound Partnership – Gerry O’Keefe 
Quest – Wayde Holmquist, Phil Stevens 
Squaxin Island Tribe – Jeff Dickison 
Superintendent of Public Instruction – Larry Kessel 
Thurston County – Scott Clark, Les Olson 
Thurston County Fire Districts 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 
Thurston Economic Development Council – Michael Cade 
Thurston Regional Planning Council – Lon Wyrick 
Timberland Library  Olympia Branch 
Utilities and Transportation Commission – David Danner 
Washington Department of Corrections – Rebecca Barney 
Washington Department of Ecology – SEPA Unit 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife  
Washington Department of General Administration – Bonnie Scheel 
Washington Department of Health – Peggy Johnson 
Washington Department of Natural Resources – SEPA Center 
Washington Department of Social and Health Services – Elizabeth McNagny 
Washington Department of Transportation – District #3 – Debbie Maker 
Washington State Department of Commerce – Ann Fritzel 
West Olympia Business Association 
  


                                                           
1  The majority of copies have been distributed in an electronic form.  Paper copies are available to government agencies at no 
cost upon request, and to the public at copying costs. 
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II.  SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT FORMAT
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II. SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FORMAT 
 


A. Supplement to the 1994 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
 
This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is an addition to the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) prepared in 1994 for the Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the 
Olympia Growth Area (Plan). That 1994 EIS is hereby adopted by reference pursuant to WAC 
197-11-630. The 1994 EIS can be viewed at imagineolympia.com; copies are available upon 
request. This SEIS builds on the EIS completed in 1994 for the Plan, and on EISs and other 
related environmental documents prepared for annual Plan amendments adopted since 1994. 
For example, The Environmental Impact Statement for the City of Olympia Proposed 1994 
Comprehensive Plan also includes a list of related policies and plans which were references for 
that EIS.  Those policies are also relevant to this SEIS. 
 
This draft SEIS has been prepared based on the ‘July Draft,’ which is the version of the proposed 
plan subject to the Olympia Planning Commission’s public hearings. Following a Commission 
recommendation, the City Council is expected to take final action on this proposal in 2013. 
 
Because it is proposed as a “web-based” document, the format and look of the proposed Plan is 
significantly different than the current Plan. This SEIS analyzes both those substantive changes in 
the Plan that could result in environmental impacts, and other elements of the proposal which 
although not substantively different are new to the Plan, such as subarea planning. The 
proposed revisions all reflect the ‘scope’ of the update as directed by the City Council in June of 
2011, and are intended to address the issues of the twenty-first century. A cumulative impact 
analysis is included to provide a view of all of the issues presented. 
 
This SEIS was prepared for a Plan update, which is a form of “programmatic” action; in other 
words it is a represents a planning decision and not the decision to make any particular change 
in the physical environment. Thus, as described WAC 197-11-060(5), this SEIS is part of a 
“phased review” and outlines the potential impacts that could become more or less likely as a 
result of adoption of the proposed Plan. Because this Plan is at a “high level” and specific 
impacts cannot be predicted, most analysis is in a qualitative rather than quantitative form. 
Further environmental review would be conducted when implementing measures, such as 
regulations, more detailed plans, or specific construction activities are proposed. The level of 
detail of subsequent review will vary based upon the specific provisions of those later proposals. 
 
This SEIS is the basic document analyzing the substantive changes in the proposed Plan update. 
Its scope extends beyond those proposals that are likely to have significant adverse impacts on 
the environment (as required by the State Environmental Policy Act) to include other proposals 
in the update that could make a significant difference in the future of the Olympia community. 
For example, , implications of new public processes are explored even though their impacts may 
only be with regard to ‘social’ or ‘political’ environment. 
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The Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area was adopted jointly 
by Olympia and Thurston County in 1994 and any amendmentsmust be considered by both 
jurisdictions. The proposed ‘July Draft’ is first being considered by the City. Following action by 
the City Council, it will be presented to the County for evaluation. This SEIS was prepared for 
that first step, and may be adopted by the County at the subsequent stage. 


 
B. Format of the SEIS 
 


The SEIS follows a similar format to the original 1994 EIS.  Section I is a Fact Sheet and SEIS 
distribution list.  Section II is a description of the overall format of the document.  Section III is a 
broad summary of the impacts of the proposed Comprehensive Plan update. Section IV is a 
more detailed discussion of certain aspects of the proposal and the related issues, analysis, and 
specific staff recommendations. 


 
C. Process for Review of the Draft SEIS and How to Comment 


 
There are opportunities to comment on either the substance of the proposed Plan amendments 
(e.g., for or against, etc.), or on the Draft SEIS (i.e., on its accuracy and completeness). Because 
this SEIS is to provide the public and the decision makers (the planning commissions and elected 
officials) with sufficient information to understand the proposed update and the possible 
environmental impacts and mitigation, this Draft SEIS is subject to a public comment period. 
 
Written comments on the Draft SEIS should be sent to city staff as indicated on the Fact Sheet. 
Comments can be on any part of the document. Specific comments are more helpful in 
improving the document. Comments may be on any part of the document such as the analysis 
or alternatives, or lack of analysis or information. If possible, please provide specific information 
or references that you believe should be included. If you have questions about this process, 
please contact the persons indicated on the Fact Sheet before the end of the comment period. 
 
Following close of the comment period, a Final SEIS will be prepared.  The SEPA Official will 
consider all the comments received during the Draft SEIS comment period and may use any of 
the following methods to respond to those comments: 
 
1. Modify the alternatives, including the proposed action. 
2. Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given detailed consideration. 
3. Supplement, improve, or modify the analysis. 
4. Make factual corrections. 
5. Explain why the comments do not warrant further response, citing sources, authorities or 


reasons. 
 


The Final SEIS will include copies of the comments and the response. 
 
D. Process For Review of the Proposed Plan Amendments and How to Comment 


July 18, 2012 DRAFT SEIS Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update Page 6 of 125







 
The City of Olympia staff was responsible for preparing this Draft SEIS. However, decisions 
regarding the proposed updated Plan will be made by the City Council following hearings and 
recommendations by the Olympia Planning Commission. The Olympia Planning Commission will 
hold initial hearings regarding the proposed Plan at City Hall at 6:30 p.m. on Monday, July 23, 
and Wednesday, July 25, 2012. Written comments will be accepted by the Commission until at 
least 5:00 p.m. on July 27, 2012. The Commission may elect to reopen its hearings following 
evaluation of initial comments. For more information regarding the Commission’s hearings, 
please contact the parties listed on the Fact Sheet. Final action by the City Council is anticipated 


in 2013.
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III. SUPPLEMENTAL 
  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 


STATEMENT SUMMARY 
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III. SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SUMMARY 
 
 Purpose 
 
 The purpose of this section is to summarize the expected adverse environmental impacts and 


mitigation measures associated with the Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 


 Proposed Action and Objectives of the Proposal 
 


 The role of the Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Growth Area (Plan) is to 
clearly state Olympia's vision for its future, and describe how to get there. Subsequent 
implementing measures can include more detailed plans, such as Waster System Master Plan, 
development regulations such as zoning, and construction projects and other actions by 
government agencies or private parties.  The proposed updates are intended to refine the vision 
set forth in 1994 and not to mark a significant departure. 
 


 The intent of the 1994 Plan can be described briefly as follows: Olympia's recent lifestyle has 
been based on a suburban pattern.  Accommodating more population means that the Olympia 
of tomorrow will be a higher density city than today.  It will not be adequate to merely build 
higher density housing.  Growth is also a tool to reshape our community into a more sustainable 
form where already developed land is fully used and accommodates projected growth and 
changing demographic needs of the area, creates an urban form that supports less car 
dependence, and uses good design for streets, buildings, and neighborhoods. 
 


 To maintain a healthy and desirable community, and still accommodate the projected growth of 
the next 20 years, higher densities need to be accompanied by improved urban amenities.  This 
includes improvements to the park system, more street trees, and the preservation of enough 
wildlife habitat to allow diverse native species to survive.  Olympia will also have to invest more 
of its financial resources into these sorts of capital improvements than in the past.  At the same 
time, the City will need to address expanding demands upon traditional city facilities, such as 
sanitary sewers, drinking water supplies, street system, stormwater control, and solid waste 
disposal. 
 


 Cumulative Impacts of the Proposals 
 
 The cumulative impacts of the proposals are summarized in the table below. This table is 


intended as a means of viewing the relationships to the environment of the collective set of 
changes proposed in this Plan update. Rows in the table refer to the proposed substantive 
changes in the plan, each of which is addressed in more detail in Section IV.  Columns refer to 
elements of the environment identified in the SEIS ‘scoping’ documents.  
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 The long-range cumulative effects of the proposed Plan update on selected elements of the 
environment are identified in this table simply as being positive, negative, unknown or not 
addressed for each of the aspects of the proposal.  Whether an potential impact is identified as 
positive or negative is relative to the version of the Comprehensive Plan now in effect. 
Comprehensive Plan. This cumulative analysis is intended to aid the public and decision-makers 
in understanding the relationships between the many proposed Plan changes, however those 
decision makers may elect to adopt some of the Plan revisions while rejecting others.   


 
 Specific Analysis 
 
 Section IV provides a summary of the process that led to the ‘July draft’ of the Plan update, and 


an overview of the state of the community and surrounding environment today. The following 
analysis focuses on about forty separate aspects of the proposed Plan update. Of the changes 
proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, these are the revisions that are most likely to make a 
substantive difference in the community’s future. Each of the analyses compares the current 
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan (the ‘no action’ alternative) with a proposed change that 
is proposed and recommended by City staff. In some cases, a third alternative is offered for 
consideration. To aid in evaluation and decision making, the analysis encompasses possible 
impacts to the environment and other implications of each proposal. The issues presented are 
regarding the community’s vision for the future and broad goals and policy question, but where 
applicable specific proposed text or maps from the proposed ‘July draft’ of the Comprehensive 
Plan update are included. 
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Table: Cumulative Impact 
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Sustainability + + + + + + + + ? + 
Public Participation and Implementation + + + + + + + + ? + 
Sub-area Planning + + + + + + + + ? + 
Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas Map 


N N + + + ― + + N N 


Regional Coordination of Environmental 
Regulations 


N + + + + N N + N N 


Preserve Existing Topography + N + + N N + N N N 
Green Building & LID + + + N N ? + N ? + 
Citywide Framework for Public Land 
Conservation 


N N + + + N + + + ? 


Invasive Plants and Wildlife + N + + + N N + N N 
Urban Wildlife Habitat N N N + N N + + N N 
Urban Forestry N + + + N N + + ? ? 
Capitol Lake Basin N N ? ? ? N N N ? N 
Sea Level Rise ? N ? ― ? N + ? + + 
Stormwater Treatment Retrofit N N + + + N N N ― + 
Floodways N N ― ― ? N + ? + N 
Climate Change N + + + + ? + + ? + 
Dark Skies N N N + + ― ? N - ? 
Limit Toxins + + + + + ? N ? ? ? 
Future Land Use Map N N N N ? + + ? + N 
Future Land Use Map Amendments N N + ? N + + N ? N 
Development Codes + + + + + N + ? ? ? 
Bike Parking Requirement N + N N N + N N ? N 
View Protection and Enhancement N N N ? + ? + ? ? N 
Design Review Areas N N N N N N + N ? N 
Light Industry in Commercial Areas N N N N N ? ? N + ? 
On-street Parking and Traffic N ― N N N ? + N ? N 
Special Area Planning N N N N + + + ? + + 
Cottages and Townhouses N N N N N N + N N + 
Large Multifamily Housing Projects N N N N N N + N N N 
Private Use of Public Property N N N N N ? + ? + N 
Urban Agriculture N N ? ? N N ? ? + N 
Plan for Healthy Lifestyles N + N ? N + + + ? N 
Secure Designs N N N + N + + N N N 
Street Connectivity N + N N N + ? N ? + 
Capacity N + N N N + + N + N 
Bus Corridors N + N N N + + N + N 
Define Engineering Standards + N + N N + N N ? + 
Underground Utilities for Public Health 
and Safety 


N N N ? N ? ? N ? + 


Contaminated Lots + ? + N + N + ? + N 
Code Enforcement in the Public Services 
Element 


N N N N N N + N ? N 


Legend 
? = Likely impact, but difficult to assess  
+ = Positive impact likely – but may not be significant 
― = Adverse impact likely – but may not be significant 
N = Not applicable or no likely impact 
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IV.  SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS, 
ISSUES, ANALYSIS, AND 


RATIONALE, SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDATION 
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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
The “Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area” (Plan) adopted by the City 
Council and the Board of County Commissioners is the blueprint for the community’s development, 
growth and public facilities and services. It sets forth goals and policies to protect the health, welfare, 
safety and quality of life of Olympia’s residents, and contains elements that address city-wide issues like 
land use, housing, transportation and utilities. The Plan applies to both the area within the City limits 
and to the adjoining urban growth area. Olympia is required to review, evaluate and if needed, revise 
the Plan and related development regulations every eight years to ensure compliance with the State 
Growth Management Act (GMA or Act). 
 
Although amended almost annually, the entirety of Olympia’s GMA-mandated Comprehensive Plan had 
not been reviewed and updated since it was first adopted in 1994. (The 1994 Plan was a major update of 
the pre-GMA Plan adopted in 1988.) Anticipating the first major review of the Plan, in 2009 Olympia 
began the update process well in advance of the original deadline of December 31, 2011. This update 
process was labeled “Imagine Olympia.” Although, the Act was later amended and Olympia’s deadline 
postponed to June 30, 2016, the City of Olympia elected to proceed with the update already in progress 
and to lengthen the process by one year. 
 


GMA Update Requirement 
 


The Act provides guidance to local governments developing comprehensive plans and regulations that 
provide for growth without sacrificing the future livability of communities. Olympia and other cities 
within Thurston County must review and evaluate their comprehensive plans on an eight year cycle. This 
review is different from annual amendments allowed by GMA in that it represents a broad and 
mandatory examination of goals and policies in the context of development patterns and new 
information rather than responses to specific proposals.  
 


Public Participation Program 
 


Beginning in the summer of 2009, the City has engaged citizens, staff and advisory boards in an 
extensive scoping and public involvement process.  The Planning Commission (Commission) and city 
staff have engaged citizens in a variety of formats, including: 
 


• ‘Community Conversations’ 
• Citywide telephone survey 
• Imagine Olympia Kick-off event and Community Meeting 
• Imagine Olympia website comments‘Home Kit’ Comments 
• ‘Focus Meetings’ 


 
Phase one of Imagine Olympia concluded in the summer of 2010 with the City Council adopting a scope 
for the update recommended by the Commission. That scope is summarized below. In March of 2011, 
the Commission completed the last of eight public Focus Meetings, also known Imagine Olympia phase 
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two. In April of 2012, the City staff issued a rough draft of the updated Plan for public review and 
comment. This step led to a few refinements, and on July 6, 2012, the City issued the “July draft” that is 
the subject of this SEIS, and will be the subject of the Commission’s review and recommendation to the 
City Council.  
 
Scope of the Update 
 
As noted, the scope of the Plan update was established by the City Council on June 22, 2010. In 
summary, with regard to each element of the scope: 
 


1. Meet GMA requirements – Washington Department of Commerce guidance, including a 
checklist, and technical assistance have been used to ensure compliance with the Act’s 
requirements. 
 


2. Update the vision statement --The Planning Commission developed a new vision statement that 
reflects what was heard throughout Imagine Olympia. 
 


3. Improve access to the plan – While nearly all of the substantive content has been preserved, 
the format of the Plan has been significantly changed. To improve readability, the updated Plan 
is modeled on the State’s “Plaintalk” guidance and is half as long as its predecessor The updated 
Plan is a ‘web-based’ document (i.e., designed to be viewed on the internet), much background 
information has been removed and replaced by ‘hyperlinks,’ goals and policies have been 
consolidated to remove redundancy and increase clarity, and the chapters have been 
reorganized to reduce redundancy while addressing all Plan elements required by GMA. For 
example, housing is now addressed in the Land Use and Urban Design and Public Service 
chapters, rather than standing alone as a separate topic separate from other land uses and 
public programs. 
 


4. Update background information – Background information, charts and data have been updated 
and minimized to include only what is beneficial to illustrate the Plan or required by GMA. 
 


5. Incorporate recent planning efforts– The proposed Comprehensive Plan includes goals and 
policies that reflect more detailed planning tasks completed since 1994, such as the 
Transportation Mobility Strategy and the latest Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan.   
 


6. Utilize the Commission’s 2009 planning goals review - Early in the update process, the Planning 
Commission reviewed all goals and policies in the 1994 Plan. The Commission’s review helped 
identify goals that were redundant or more reflective of an action that should be included in the 
Implementation Strategy described below. 
 


7. Revise the Public Involvement Chapter - Public involvement is now addressed in the Public 
Participation and Partners chapter, and includes the addition of new goals and policies for sub-
area and neighborhood planning. 
 


8. Provide an opportunity for public to address downtown, neighborhood planning, high-density 
corridor, and environmental stewardship issues - Feedback from nearly 500 participants at 
eight Commission-hosted focus meetings confirmed some existing goals and policies, provided 
the basis for new goals and policies, and contributed to a growing list of potential action items. 
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9. Address a miscellaneous list of issues - These specific ‘other’ Issues identified through scoping 


as new or emerging since 1994 are addressed in the July Draft. (This list is available on request.) 
 


10. Add an “Action Plan” or “Implementation Strategy” – A document, of undecided title, with 
performance measures is to be added to or supplement the Plan. The July Draft describes 
enhanced public involvement and coordination with partners following adoption of this 
document. 
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Substantive Changes to the Plan 
 
Throughout Imagine Olympia, the public described a community that is sustainable, engaged, a model 
for environmental stewardship, and connected through a variety of transportation options. The current 
Plan is consistent with those desires, and they continue to be reflected in the July Draft. In addition, 
there are proposed substantive changes to the Plan in the form of entirely new goals or policies, a new 
policy direction, or a new policy emphasis. These updates may result in a change in how the community 
grows and develops or in how the City does business. The July Draft’s substantive changes that might 
adversely affect the environment are analyzed in this SEIS. In addition, this SEIS serves as a primary 
options-analysis document for the Planning Commission and City Council , and thus this SEIS also 
addresses those significant changes to the Plan that, although they may not lead to environmental 
differences, constitute major changes in the vision, goals or policies. 
 
Scope of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
 
On April 2, 2012, the City of Olympia issued a “Notice of Determination of Significance, Adoption of 
Existing Environmental Document [1994 EIS], and Request for Comments on the Scope of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS” this proposed Comprehensive Plan update. This notice was accompanied by a 
“Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS Scoping Report.” That report indicated that the SEIS would 
probably address potential impacts of the proposal upon elements of the environment including “earth, 
air quality, water resources, plants and animals, shoreline use, transportation, land use, environment, 
parks, economy, and utilities.” Comments regarding the scope of the SEIS were due on May 2, 2012. 
 
This SEIS does address all of these elements of the environment and more. However, the proposed Plan 
update includes about forty somewhat related and somewhat discrete proposals for substantive 
changes to the Plan. Each in turn is individually summarized and addressed below. As indicated by the 
Cumulative Impacts Table above, because the proposed Plan update includes a broad range of topics the 
cumulative set does touch on all of the elements of the environment listed above. However, none 
individually touch on all of these elements, and some individual proposal touch on none of these 
elements.  
 
The proposed Plan update is not a unitary proposal. The City Council in reaching a final decision may 
elect to adopt all, none, or various parts of the proposal. Thus, the structure of this SEIS is intended to 
provide both a cumulative or collective view of this set of amendments, and directly-related information 
for evaluating each of the various proposed substantive changes to the Plan. As set forth below, the 
Affected Existing Environment section provides a broad factual basis for considering all aspects of the 
proposed Plan update. 
 


Affected Existing Environment and Planning Background 
 
The City of Olympia is located in Thurston County, Washington, at the southern tip of Puget Sound. It is 
approximately 65 miles south of Seattle and 105 miles north of Portland. The City together with its 
Urban Growth Area (UGA) is approximately 25 square miles in area. Olympia is the capital city of 
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Washington, and home to a college – with two more nearby, two regional hospitals, and a deep water 
port, and is a destination for parks, arts, recreation, tourism and retail shopping. 
 


Population and Employment 
 
According to the 2011 Thurston County Profile, Thurston County is one of the fastest growing areas in 
Washington. Its population more than doubled between 1980 and 2010. The County’s population is 
expected to increase from 252,264 to 369,866 people between 2010 and 2030, or by almost 120,000. 
(At the end of 2012, new population forecasts based on the 2010 Federal Census will be available for 
Thurston County, as well as the specific jurisdictions. Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) has 
released preliminary numbers that suggest a decrease in the projected rate of population and 
employment growth county-wide. The City will include the new projections and allocation for Olympia in 
the Comprehensive Plan Update once TRPC formally adopts them.)  
 
As mandated by the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA), the County must accommodate 
its fair share of forecasted growth. The Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) is 
responsible for preparing a range of county population projections over 20 years. Pursuant to the 
Thurston Countywide Planning Policies adopted by the County and all cities, each jurisdiction in the 
county must accommodate its fair share of growth. Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC), 
composed of local governments, uses OFM’s range to prepare 20 -year residential and employment 
growth allocation for Olympia and other areas. TRPC develops these area forecasts based on current 
adopted plans, zoning, environmental regulations and buildout trends. TRPC also assists Thurston 
County and the cities in assuring that the minimum 20-year population projection is accommodated 
county-wide, and that urban growth areas are of sufficient area and densities to permit the projected 
urban population.  


 
In 1995 there were about 46,400 people living in Olympia and its Urban Growth Area. The ‘UGA’ 
includes both the area within in the city limits and adjoining areas that the County deems eligible for 
annexation. By 2010, this number was estimated to be 60,700 residents. The combined City and UGA 
population is expected to increase to 82,100 residents by 2030, a rate of approximately 2% per year. See 
“The Profile” of Thurston County produced annually by TRPC for more information about population and 
demographic trends. 
 
The Profile of 2011 also includes employment projections. In 2010, there were an estimated 132,200 
jobs countywide. This number is projected to increase to 189,100 by 2030 – an increase of 56,900 jobs 
countywide. TRPC estimated in 2003 that 53,436, or 46.3%, of all jobs in the County were located in 
Olympia, a number they expect will rise to 73,416 by 2030. Thus Olympia is expected to continue to 
include employment exceeding the proportionate share of residential population and to continue to 
have a ‘day population’ that exceeds its residential count. The largest percent increase is expected in the 
service sector. See the 2011 Thurston County Profile Tables IV-19 and IV-20 for more specific 
information. 
 


July 18, 2012 DRAFT SEIS Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update Page 17 of 125







 


 


Land Use Conditions 
 
The land use pattern in the City of Olympia has been created by a combination of natural and human-
caused events. Over 15,000 years ago, glaciers moved across the landscape carving out several lakes and 
other geologic features. The resulting shoreline of Puget Sound has been a focal point for activity before 
European settlement. The City’s future as a key place was established when in 1889 it was selected as 
the Capital of Washington State. 
 
Significant environmental change began in 1911 when Budd Inlet was dredged to create a deep-water 
port, and the fill was used to create 19 city blocks downtown. Early development in City of Olympia 
concentrated around the harbor, and grew in a grid-street pattern as compact single-family 
neighborhoods fanned out from downtown’s central core.  Commercial growth outside the downtown 
followed the arterial street systems east along Martin Way and Pacific Avenue, and west along Harrison 
Avenue. 
 
The development pattern began to change significantly after World War II as the increased mobility 
provided by the automobile spurred suburban development. During the mid 1940’s, significant 
expansions of residential areas occurred to the southeast and later in the westside neighborhoods. New 
subdivisions contained the new “cul-dec-sac” design which promoted neighborhood privacy and placed 
more demands on the network of arterial streets. Through the 1980’s, new neighborhoods were 
typically characterized by low densities and few street connections.  
 
In the early 1950s the construction of Interstate-5 and State Route-101 redefined the direction and 
intensity of growth to areas with good freeway access. During the 70s and 80s, extensive medical service 
areas grew up around Providence St. Peter’s Hospital and professional offices were built on and near the 
State Capitol Campus. Commercial growth increased on the westside with development of the Capital 
Mall and Olympia Auto Mall followed by construction of The Evergreen State College in the rural area 
northwest of the city.  
 
With the adoption of its first Comprehensive Plan under the Growth Management Act (GMA) in 1994, 
the City underwent some fundamental changes in its approach to land use and urban design. A more 
compact pattern of development began to take shape as the City phased urban development outward 
from core areas and encouraged increased residential densities through infill development and other 
mechanisms. Additional emphasis was also placed on improving aesthetics and quality of life in 
neighborhoods.  
 
Some of the land use changes foreseen in 1994 included: 


 
• Increasing residential densities by roughly 25% and establishing minimum development 


densities. 


• Allowing the construction of accessory living units within single family areas. 


• Removing residential density limits within some commercial land use categories. 
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• Conversion of seven formerly residential single family areas as multifamily areas. 


• Establishing and providing design standards for a few large undeveloped tracts in key 
locations as “Neighborhood Villages”; and one tract as a more commercial “Urban Village. ” 
(Now named Briggs Village.) 


• Increasing residential densities along selected “High Density Corridors.” 


• Establishing new “Neighborhood Centers” throughout the community. 


Land Supply and Development 1994 to Today 
 
Two basic goals of the GMA are to: 1) reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into 
sprawling, low density development; and 2) encourage development in urban areas where adequate 
public facilities and services exist and can be provided in an efficient manner. The GMA directs urban 
areas, like Olympia, to absorb more of the state’s population growth than rural areas. This helps 
preserve agriculture, forest, mineral and other natural resource lands, while also reducing traffic, 
pollution and the costs of providing city services. Higher density development also leaves more room for 
parks and open space in urban areas. 
 
The GMA requires that each jurisdiction have enough developable land to accommodate its 20 -year 
projected population growth. TRPC provides estimates of buildable land supply through the “Buildable 
Lands Program.” The program answers two key growth-related questions: 1) Whether residential 
development in the urban growth areas is occurring at the densities envisioned in local comprehensive 
plans; and 2) Whether there is adequate land supply in the urban growth areas for anticipated future 
growth in population and employment. 
 
The most recent land capacity analysis is contained in the 2007 Buildable Lands Report for Thurston 
County. In summary, the evaluation shows that based on adopted policies in place as of September 
2007, there is sufficient land supply to accommodate 20-years of projected population growth. It also 
shows that there is enough vacant, partially-used and redevelopable land to support the job growth 
forecast for urban areas in Thurston County. The next Buildable Lands Report is due in 2015. 
 
Achieved residential density is the measurement of how much land each new home, condo, or 
apartment complex requires. Net density measures the number of homes over the total area of a 
subdivision after subtracting for critical areas and buffers, open space and roads. As a rule of thumb, if 
development is occurring at four or more dwellings per net acre, it is considered urban and consistent 
with the GMA. 
 
According to the 2007 Buildable Lands Report, achieved net density has increased in Olympia since 
1994. In Olympia, new lots occurring between 1995 and 1999 had an achieved net density of 5.3. This 
number rose to 7.4 for the years 2000 to 2004. This implies mechanisms to achieve higher density put in 
place with the passage of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan in 1994 have helped to increase density in the 
City.  
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Development has occurred in all areas of the City and its UGA within the past two decades. During that 
time, many of the large ownerships that were readily developable were subdivided. Three of four 
“Neighborhood Villages” have begun to develop, as has the City’s one “Urban Village.” Large tracts that 
remain today may not be as readily sub-dividable due to the presence of critical areas. (See Critical 
Areas section below.)  
 
Since 1994, the City has acquired several parcels with wetlands and other critical areas for parks and 
open space. This includes 47 acres at Chambers Lake, 37 acres at Mission Creek and 31 acres for the 
Olympia Woodland Trail. See the Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan for a complete inventory and maps of 
parks and open space in the City of Olympia and its Urban Growth Area. 
 
Within the past 18 years, there have been few major changes to the City’s commercial or industrial 
areas. Despite efforts to increase density and mixed use in downtown and along major corridors, the 
potential change anticipated in 1994 has not been realized. The City’s neighborhood centers have also 
not been developed as envisioned.   
 
In 2003, TRPC convened a Vision Reality Task Force to analyze what was perceived as disconnects 
between land use visions expressed in adopted plans throughout the county and what has actually 
occurred. The Task Force had two responsibilities: 1) Validate whether or not there are actual 
disconnects, and; 2) If disconnects are evident, identify and evaluate contributing factors. The project 
found five specific areas where there are disconnects between market realities and adopted plans: 
 


• Urban residential development is taking place at lower densities than expected. 


• Very little mixed-use development is taking place in the cities. 


• Rural residential development is taking place at higher densities than expected. 


• The share of residential growth locating in urban areas has not increased as planned. 


• The share of workers commuting into our out the region continued to increase relative to 
those who live and work within the region. 


See Understanding Public Vision and Marketplace Realities in the Thurston Region for more information. 
 


Housing 
 
The City of Olympia is responsible through comprehensive planning to accommodate its allocated new 
residents, housing and jobs. In the Thurston County Profile, TRPC details the housing units and new 
building for each city in Thurston County. The expected number of homes to be built in the near future 
can be estimated by housing starts, which is the number of building permits that are taken out in a 
specified period of time. From 2000 to 2010, the percentage (but not the number) of new housing starts 
in urban areas has increased and the percentage of housing starts in rural areas has decreased.  
According to the 2011 Profile for Thurston County: 
 


“The majority of the new housing market continued to be comprised of single-family homes in 
2010, and these homes accounted for 68 percent of the market share, countywide. Multifamily 
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homes captured 31 percent of the 2010 market share in cities and urban growth areas where 
services were available to support higher density growth patterns. This percentage, while 
significant, was lower than the 38 percent figure seen in 2007.” 


 
Beginning in 2009, as a result of the national recession, the City of Olympia saw development slow 
down. While ten years ago, the single-family housing market was booming, today – and unlike some 
other parts of the County – Olympia is experiencing relatively more multi-family development. By 2010, 
City of Olympia included over 22,000 housing units, plus about another 4,000 in the unincorporated 
growth area, with over 500 new ones approved in 2010. 
 


Projected Housing Need 
 
Projected housing needs are determined through a variety of ways. Population forecasts are reviewed in 
relation to current population and demographics. From this one can surmise the likely housing needs 
weighed against current supply. The Office of Financial Management (OFM) releases population 
estimates on which Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) bases county-wide forecasts. This 
countywide forecasts provides a basis for estimated subarea allocations prepared by TRPC in 
cooperation with the County, the cities, and other local agencies. 
 
As directed by the Growth Management Act and the County-wide Planning Policies, TRPC also prepares 
a periodic “Buildable Lands Report” for Thurston County. This report evaluates whether urban growth 
areas are growing at residential density rates projected in the Comprehensive Plan. It also indicates 
whether there is an adequate land supply in the urban growth areas for anticipated future growth in 
population and employment. Together the Buildable Land Report and the Population and Employment 
Forecast form a foundation for estimating housing needs in Olympia and the surrounding area. 
 
In spring 2012 OFM adjusted their population forecast downward. This adjustment together with the 
economic shift resulting in TRPC releasing a lower population forecast for Thurston County. That 
forecast, adopted on July 13, 2012, is about 8% lower for 2040 than the 2010 forecast. However, specific 
“small area” forecasts will not be available until later in 2012.  
 
At the moment, estimates – primarily the 2007 Buildable Lands Report -- indicate that without a 
substantial change in plans, Olympia and its Urban Growth Area can accommodate about 15,000 new 
housing units. TRPC’s reports also estimate that the community can expect about 12,000 new housing 
units to be built in the next twenty years. Depending upon economic conditions and resident 
preferences, these could be in the form of detached single-family homes, townhomes, apartments, or 
special purpose housing such as group homes and seniors housing.  Should growth be slower than 
forecast, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan will have addressed the community’s housing and other needs 
for a few more years than expected. 
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Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
 
The GMA includes planning goals that guide the development and adoption of comprehensive plans and 
development regulations. These goals include retaining open space; enhancing recreation opportunities; 
conserving fish and wildlife habitat; protecting the environment and enhancing the state's high quality 
of life, including air and water quality, and the availability of water. Counties and cities are required to 
identify open space corridors within and between urban growth areas for multiple purposes, including 
recreation, wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of critical areas. 
 
Olympia manages approximately 736 acres of open space. Priest Point Park, Grass Lake Refuge, and 
Watershed Park alone comprise over 630 acres. According to the GMA, critical areas include the 
following areas and ecosystems: wetlands, geologic hazard areas, frequently flooded areas, areas with a 
critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water, and fish & wildlife habitat areas. Cities are 
to avoid directing new growth to areas where new development would conflict with protecting critical 
areas.  
 
The City of Olympia’s Critical Areas Ordinance (Olympia Municipal Code 18.32) provides regulations to 
protect critical areas within the City. In general, the City requires applicants to provide site -specific 
studies with development proposals in areas containing critical areas. The City requires applicants to: 1) 
identify the presence of critical areas and whether the proposal meet regulatory thresholds according to 
the code definition or criteria; and 2) prepare technical reports to assess site conditions, evaluate risk 
and identify necessary mitigation. Specific locations of critical areas are identified during the land use 
review process. General locations for the five critical areas regulated under OMC 18.32 are on the 
followings maps: 


 
Critical Area View Map 


Wellhead Protection Areas Olympia Wellhead Protection Areas map* 


Important Habitats & Species Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
map* 
 


Streams and Important Riparian Areas Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
maintains and updates stream maps in order to 
help landowners identify and type streams on their 
property. Some identified streams are a “best 
guess” and must be field verified, while others are 
field verified.** 


Wetlands and Small Lakes Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
map* 


Landslide Hazard Areas (Steep Slopes) Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
map* 


 *Map included in the ‘July Draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan Update, in the Natural  
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Environment Chapter. 
 
**Stream maps at Department of Natural Resources website. Also, for reference purposes only (not 
official maps) the Wild Fish Conservancy website maps certain fish-bearing streams. 
 


Natural Hazards 
 
Geologically hazardous areas are places highly susceptible to erosion, landslides, earthquakes, or other 
geologic events. The intent of identifying, classifying and designating geologically hazardous areas is to 
evaluate whether development should be prohibited, restricted or otherwise controlled because of 
danger from geological hazards. In some cases, the risk from geological hazards can be reduced or 
mitigated to acceptable levels by engineering design or modified construction practices. 
 
The Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan for the Thurston County Region explains the risks posed by natural 
hazards and the actions that can help our community be more disaster resilient. That Plan identifies the 
following hazards and the extent of risk to Olympia: 


 
Hazard Probability of 


Occurrence 
Vulnerability Risk 


Earthquake High High High 


Storm High Moderate Moderate 


Flood High Moderate Moderate 


Landslide Moderate Low Moderate 


Wild land Fire Low Low Low 


Volcanic Event Low Moderate Low 


 
According to the City of Olympia’s Annex to the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, earthquakes pose the 
highest risk to Olympia. Geologic conditions and history suggest a high probability that Thurston County 
could experience another damaging earthquake sometime in the next 25 years. The concentration of 
buildings and population in Olympia, particularly in downtown and other older neighborhoods, may 
increase the impact to Olympia as compared to other areas in the county.  
 
Liquefaction caused by earthquake is a particular risk for certain areas in Olympia. Liquefaction is 
defined by the United States Geological Service as “a process by which water-saturated sediment 
temporarily loses strength and acts as a fluid, like when you wiggle sand near the water at the beach. 
This effect can be caused by earthquake shaking.” The City of Olympia’s Annex to the Natural Hazards 
Mitigation Plan includes a map depicting high risk liquefaction areas for Olympia. These areas occur 
along the Port peninsula, Moxlie Creek, West Bay Drive, Capitol Lake, and in the southeast along the 
Deschutes River. 
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For more information, see the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. More information about the risk of 
liquefaction can also be found in the Geological Folio of the Olympia-Lacey-Tumwater Urban Area, 
Washington: Liquefaction Susceptibility Map 
 


Flood Zones 
 
Of all natural hazards that affect the Thurston County region, floods are the most common. There are 
four types of flooding: riverine, tidal, groundwater and urban. Olympia experiences localized urban 
flooding in certain areas depending on rainfall conditions. Storms are a major factor associated with 
flooding, particularly on Olympia’s Westside. Downtown also experiences occasional flooding due to 
extreme tides. For further descriptions and information, see the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. Also, 
see the section on Sea Level Rise below for associated impacts. 
 
Olympia’s Flood Damage Protection ordinance (OMC 16.70) provides regulations to protect uses and 
structures susceptible to flooding, and to prevent activities that may cause erosion or flooding.  Flood 
zones in the City are identified on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. See the FEMA 
website to view the maps. 


Sea Level Rise 
 
Sea-level could rise in Olympia by 50 inches over the next century due to warming of the oceans and 
settling land. Recent work by the City of Olympia indicates there may be more risk of flooding in the 
downtown due to sea level rise than is depicted on FEMA flood maps. This is due to the relatively low 
ground level in downtown, which lies only one to three feet above the current highest high tides, and 
the multiple open stormwater outfalls discharging into Budd Inlet. Flooding also results from high 
precipitation runoff when combined with a high tide that inundates a major gravity storm drain system. 
 
The ‘July Draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan Update includes a policy to protect Olympia from and adapt 
to the probable impacts of sea level rise. Current efforts are underway to better understand how this 
might be implemented. Near-term actions include incorporating sea level rise policies into planning 
documents, developing better emergency management responses, improving field data, considering 
possible construction needs, supplementing flood maps with local knowledge, and completing small 
retrofit projects. 
 
Long-term solutions may include constructing a sea-wall, installing new tide gates and pump stations or 
consolidating stormwater systems. These solutions would require significant financial investment. For 
more information, including maps depicting level of flood risk under certain scenarios, see City of 
Olympia Engineered Response to Sea Level Rise. 
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Native Plants and Wildlife 
 
The Olympia area is categorized as a West Lowland Forest Ecosystem. Trees native to the area include 
Douglas fir, western hemlock, western red cedar, big leaf maple, red alder and madrone. Understory 
species uniquely adapted to filtered light grow here, including vine maple, salal, sword ferns, and 
trilliums among others. Large leaves for harvesting the minimal light and white flowers are common, as 
found on big leaf maples and devils club). Our area is home to a variety of animals, many of which are 
listed on the Priority Habitat and Species list by the Department of Fish and Wildlife. These include bats, 
and salmon and some nearshore fish, geoducks, clams and oysters. Also, birds such as loons, grebes, 
herons, owls, eagles and falcons among many others, call our area home. Sea mammals common here 
include harbor seals, with an occasional visit from porpoises and whales. Land dwelling mammals 
include a variety of deer and elk, gophers and squirrels. We also have a variety of butterflies, worms, 
beetles and other animal and plant species common to this ecosystem. 


Invasive Species 


Native plants and animals are threatened by land development and by invasive plant species. Invasive 
plant species hurt natives by taking over their space, changing the composition of the soil, and covering 
and shading native plants. Invasive plants also hurt animals by altering their habitat and by eliminating 
favored food plants. Invasive plants are spread both by humans and by animals. Examples include knot 
weed, butterfly bush and scotch broom.  


Development Impacts and Mitigation  


The Growth Management Act requires local governments to protect public resources, including fish and 
wildlife, from the potential impacts of population growth. Washington’s Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy reports that habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation are the major 
challenges to Washington’s wildlife and is associated with the state’s increasing human population and 
the residential development. 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife reports that wildlife is best served by: 


• Keeping large, connected patches of undeveloped native vegetation intact.  
• Encouraging and maintaining low densities within and immediately surrounding high-value 


habitat areas and encouraging maintenance of native vegetation.  
• Managing road systems to minimize the number of new roads and new barriers to important 


animal movement corridors.  
• Planning open space to incorporate high-value habitat and corridors for animal movement.  
• Zoning for higher densities within urban and developed landscapes to avoid sprawl. 


The benefits of habitat retention include improved water quality, improved water storage and 
availability, control of storm water and floods, pollination, food production, soil fertility, pest control 
and the reduction of carbon dioxide production.  
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Water Quality 
 
Many federal, state and local laws, regulations, policies form the legal context within which our water 
resources are managed. The legal framework is described in the City’s 2009-2014 Water System Plan.  


Surface Watersheds 
 
All of the water that runs through Olympia drains to one of three inlets: Eld Inlet, Budd Inlet, and 
Henderson Inlet. Most of Olympia drains to Budd Inlet. Watersheds are areas of land that drain to a 
common body of water. Through an interlocal agreement with the City of Olympia, Thurston County 
collects surface water quality data and prepares a bi- annual Water Resources Monitoring Report. The 
most recent report for 2007-2009 provides information about the health of ten watersheds in Olympia. 
Water quality is described as “excellent,” “good,” “fair,” or “poor,” as defined differently for lakes and 
streams within the report.  
 
Olympia’s watersheds are identified on the Olympia Drainage Basin map included in the Environment 
Chapter of the ‘July Draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan update. All of the streams, lakes, marine 
shorelines and wetlands in Olympia are located in one of twelve watersheds:  


 
 Watershed Drains to Water Quality Description 


1 Capitol Lake Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair to Poor 


2 Chambers Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Good 


3 East Bay Budd Inlet Not available 


4 Ellis Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Good 


5 Indian Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 


6 Mission Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair 


7 Moxlie Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 


8 Percival Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair 


9 Schneider Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 


10 West Bay Budd Inlet Not available 


11 Green Cove Creek Eld Inlet Good 


12 Woodard Creek Woodard Creek Fair 


 
Capitol Lake is listed as in “fair” to “poor” condition, and is included on the state’s list of water quality 
impaired water bodies. High levels of phosphorus and fecal coliform are major contributors. Sediment 
deposition in the lake from the Deschutes River, Percival Creek, shoreline erosion, and landslides is an 
ongoing issue. The Lake is also infested with the noxious aquatic plant, Eurasian water milfoil and the 
species New Zealand mudsnail. A 10-year Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan adopted in 2003 
guides clean-up and administration by the Washington Department of Enterprise Services. 
 
Three watersheds, Chambers Creek, Ellis Creek and Green Cove Creek were reported to be in “good” 
condition; meaning they usually meet water quality standards. The remaining streams in Olympia are 
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reported to be in “fair” or “poor” condition; in general, this means they are impacted by pollution and 
other parameters such as high nutrient levels which cause them to frequently or routinely fail water 
quality tests. For more information, see Thurston County Water Resources Monitoring Report, 2007-
2008 Water Year, 2008-2009 Water Year. 
 
Stream health is impacted by numerous factors, including amount of imperious surface, tree cover, 
stream bank and habitat conditions, among other factors. Impervious surface can be defined as 
pavement, including but not limited to, asphalt, concrete, and compacted gravel, roofs, revetments, and 
any other man-made surfaces which substantially impedes the infiltration of precipitation. Research 
shows that streams are impacted when as little as 10 percent of a watershed (1 acre in 10) is covered 
with roofs, streets and sidewalks. According to the TRPC’s Estimates of Current and Future Impervious 
Area for Watershed Based Land Use Planning, March 2011 the entire Budd Inlet / Deschutes River 
watershed, which encompasses much of Olympia, is approaching this 10 percent threshold, while the 
Henderson Inlet watershed which encompasses the northeast part of the City already substantially 
exceed this limit. The existing coverages within specific more urban sub-basins vary greatly with some, 
such as Indian-Moxlie creek, exceeding 25% while others such as Green Cove creek only slightly exceed 
10%. 


 
Increases in impervious surfaces and subsequent reductions in tree canopy that occur with urban 
development reduce the ability of the ground to absorb water and recharge the aquifer. This increases 
the volume and velocity of stormwater, which can result in flooding, streambank erosion, degradation 
or loss of habitat, and sediment deposits. Water running over concrete picks up contaminants such as 
pet waste, fertilizer, pesticides and soil. This pollution negatively affect aquatic ecosystems and can 
make the water unsafe for drinking, swimming or fishing. A leading cause of water pollution in Puget 
Sound is stormwater runoff.  
 
Stormwater treatment and control can help to mitigate some of the negative impacts of stormwater 
flows to our surface waters. Stormwater control applications vary by intent, effectiveness and 
technique. In general, more control (regardless of type) provides a greater environmental benefit. The 
level of stormwater control in Olympia varies widely. Older developments typically provide for flood 
control be routing stormwater flows directly to streams, wetlands, and/or marine waters. New 
developments provide progressively more onsite water quality treatment and downstream flow control 
(e.g., stormwater ponds.)  
 
The City maintains over 130 miles of underground pipe, over 6300 storm drains, and 40 stormwater 
ponds that carry stormwater runoff from roads and rooftops to our streams and Budd Inlet. Restoring 
and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of water resources is a top priority. The 
City provides public education and outreach, illicit discharge detection and elimination services, 
pollution prevention services and regulations that control runoff from developments. Over the years, 
the City has consistently raised standards for stormwater control consistent with federal and state law. 
For more information, see the City of Olympia Storm and Surface Water Plan. 
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Drinking Water 
 
McAllister Springs provides the majority of drinking water for the City of Olympia. Every day the City 
delivers affordable, high quality drinking water to nearly 55,000 people through about 19,000 
connections. This water consistently meets 100% of the US Environmental Protection Agency’s 
standards for safe drinking water.  For more information, see the City of Olympia 2012 Water Quality 
and Efficiency Report.  
 


Puget Sound 
 
Taking action to improve the health of Puget Sound is a priority of the State of Washington. The City of 
Olympia is part of the Puget Sound Partnership, a community effort of citizens, governments, tribes, 
scientists and businesses working together to restore and protect Puget Sound. The Partnership is 
required to produce a State of the Sound report every two years that documents the current status of 
the ecosystem. According to the report, in Puget Sound nitrogen is the main pollutant causing low 
dissolved oxygen levels which leads to stress and high mortality in fish and other aquatic life. See the 
report for more information. 
 


In 2006, the State and Thurston Regional Planning Council published a South Puget Sound 
Forum Environmental Quality Economic Vitality Indicators Report. The report includes baseline 
data about six indicators: population, land cover, shoreline armoring, shellfish water quality, 
freshwater quality and marine water quality. In summary, the report states population and 
employment growth is expected to continue along with increasing traffic and environmental 
impacts, , that impervious surfaces are not increasing as rapidly as population, that large 
stretches of the area’s shorelines have been ‘armored’ but new bulkheads are uncommon, and 
that we are challenged to improve our marine and fresh water quality (especially in Budd Inlet). 
See the report for more information. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Air quality in Olympia is monitored by the Olympic Regional Clean Air Agency (ORCAA), and regulated 
under state and federal laws. Air quality of a city is based upon the type and amount of pollutants being 
emitted and dispersed. Federal ambient air pollution standards exist for the following criteria pollutants: 
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, carbon monoxide, and lead. Emissions of 
these and other pollutants, such as toxic air pollutants and hydrocarbons, are regulated under the 
Federal Clean Air Act. 
 
The dominate pollutant in Thurston County as well as statewide is Particulate Matter less than 2.5 
microns in size (PM2.5). This form of pollution comes mainly from smoke associated with home heating 
devices, and field stubble and other outdoor burning. Transportation sources also contribute but much 
less than smoke in its various incarnations.  The EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standard annual mean 
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for PM2.5 is 15 micro-grams per cubic meter. ORCAA measures PM2.5 in Thurston County from a 
location in Lacey on a monthly basis. In 2011, Lacey’s PM2.5 was 5.2 micro-grams per cubic meter, or 
33% of the federal standard.  
 
ORCAA also monitors ozone during the summer months. Other pollutants are monitored at a state level, 
but not specifically in Thurston County. Trends indicate air quality in the County and state is improving. 
Monthly air quality summaries and other archival data are located on ORCAA’s website. Also view the 
publication, 2010 Washington State Ambient Air Monitoring Network Report. 


Climate Change 
 
The Washington State Department of Ecology summarizes the concept of climate change on their 
webpage:  
 


Carbon dioxide is a major component of the Earth’s atmosphere and because it traps heat, is 
necessary for a livable climate. But, since humans started using fossil fuels for transportation, 
electricity and other purposes, we have been releasing vast amounts of the carbon dioxide into 
the atmosphere. And since carbon dioxide remains in the atmosphere longer than other major 
heat-trapping gases and it is accumulating in the atmosphere at increasing concentrations due 
to human activities, it is logical that the Earth’s temperature will rise as carbon dioxide and other 
“greenhouse gases” increase.  
 


Threats of increasing carbon dioxide and climate change include: sea level rise; increased natural 
disasters such as storms and flooding; ocean acidification that threatens shellfish and other aquatic life; 
and rising temperatures that negatively impact wildlife, urban landscapes, and human health. 
 
Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is a priority of the State of Washington. In 2007, the Governor and 
Legislature convened a multi-sector, multi-disciplinary Climate Action Team to evaluate and identify the 
most promising strategies for reaching greenhouse gas emission reduction. For more information, see 


the Climate Action Team report, Leading the Way: Implementing Practical Solutions to the 
Climate Change Challenge. TRPC works to ensure that regional transportation plans provide people 


with transportation alternatives to reduce greenhouse gases and achieve vehicle miles traveled 
reduction identified by the state between now and 2050.  
 
Addressing climate change is also a priority of the City of Olympia. The ‘July Draft’ of the Comprehensive 
Plan includes a new policy to adapt, mitigate, and maintain resiliency for changing environmental 
conditions due to climate change. Some implementation efforts include: land use and transportation 
planning that encourage people to walk and bike rather than use a motor vehicle; promoting tree 
planting and health through our urban forestry program; using hybrid vehicles for the City fleet; and 
building structures that meets Leadership in Engineering and Environmental Design (LEED) standards. 
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Transportation 
 
Sidewalk Inventory 
 
The 2003 Sidewalk Program report found 84 miles of missing sidewalk on arterials, major collectors and 
neighborhood collectors. These three types of major streets total 156 miles and represent 43% of the 
total street system. Local access streets, smaller neighborhood streets, represent 57% of the street 
network and are not  inventoried or included in the Sidewalk Program. Since the Sidewalk Program 
began guiding sidewalk construction in 2003, 7 miles of sidewalk have been constructed on major 
streets. In 2012, of the 156 miles of arterials, major collectors and neighborhood collectors, 77 miles are 
missing sidewalks, and 79 miles of sidewalk exist on these types of streets.  


 
Commuter Statistics 
 
The State of Washington’s Commute Trip Reduction Law affects large employers in the state’s 9 most 
populated counties. Employers in Olympia with over 100 employees who begin work between 6:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 a.m. are affected by this law. Every 2 years, these worksites are required to survey their 
employees on commute behavior. The following are results of the 2011 survey, compared to prior 
surveys.  


 
Survey 


Year 
Drive 
alone 


Carpool Vanpool Bus Bike Walk Telework 
Compress 


week 
Other 


2007 
 


75.6% 11.8% 1.3% 3.8% 1.7% 2.3% 1.0% 1.6% .9% 


2009 
 


73.4% 12.1% 1.7% 3.9% 1.9% 2.2% 1.4% 1.8% 1.6% 


2011 
 


75% 11.1% 1.6% 4.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.9% 1.5% 1.5% 


Source: WSDOT and Thurston Regional Planning Council 
 
Public Transit Trends 
 
Intercity Transit, Thurston County’s public transportation provider, reached an all-time high in ridership 
in 2011, exceeding 5.3 million boardings on all its services. Fixed route bus service experienced a 4.7 
percent ridership increase with 4.5 million boardings, and vanpool experienced a 7.8 percent increase in 
ridership with 684,442 boardings. Intercity Transit ridership increased 24 percent in the past 5 years, 
and 86 percent in the last decade.  As of May 2012, ridership is up 2 percent over this time last year.  
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Trails inventor 
  
Existing and proposed public trails that fall within Olympia’s Urban Growth Area are listed below. Some 
are City trails, while others belong to other governments. 


 
Trail Name 


 
Type of Trail 


Total Planned 
Miles 


Miles Existing 
in 2007 


Capitol Lake Interpretive Center 
 


shared use and recreational 0.9 0.7 


Capitol Campus to Capitol Forest 
 


on street 
 


9.2 1.5 
 


Chehalis Western 
 


shared use 24 
 


20.5 
 


Deschutes Parkway on street 1.8 1.8 
 


Downtown Railroad shared use 2.0 0 


East Olympia shared use 
 


5.4 
 


0 
 


Grass Lake Refuge 
 


recreational 
 


1.2 
 


0 
 


Highway 101 
 


shared use 
 


1.2 
 


0 
 


I-5 Bike on street and shared use 9.0 4.1 
 


McLane School Forest shared use 
 


2.5 2.1 
 


Olympia Waterfront Route 
 


on street and recreational 4.7 
 


3.5 
 


Percival Canyon 
 


shared use 2.1 
 


0 
 


West Bay on street and shared use 1.5 
 


0 


Woodland 
 


shared use 
 


3.8 
 


2.5 
 


Total  69.3 36.7 
 


Traffic Model 
 
Forecasted 2030 traffic volumes on Olympia’s street system are generated from a traffic model used for 
transportation planning in the Thurston region. The volume data is based on projected population and 
employment forecasts for the Thurston region. The model is used to identify  transportation capacity 
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projects needed in our system. These projects are incorporated into the comprehensive plan. The model 
indicates that, between 2009 and 2030, p.m. peak hour volumes will increase on our streets at varying 
levels. Some examples: 


 
Location Traffic Percentage 


Increase 2009-2020 
Average Annual Traffic 


Percentage 
Increase 


4th and State Avenues near Wilson Street 
 


44% 2.1% 


4th and 5th Avenue Bridges 37% 1.8% 


Capitol Way Corridor north of I-5 bridge 
 


127% 6.1% 


Harrison Avenue near Perry Street 17% 0.8% 


Utilities 
 
Olympia’s growth and urbanization has placed increasing demands on the natural system.  In response, 
the City provides essential public utilities:  


Waste ReSources  


This utility’s mission is to lead and inspire our community toward a waste-free future. This utility is 
directly responsible for providing collection services for residential and commercial garbage, residential 
recyclables and residential organics (yard debris, food waste and soiled paper) and also encourages 
waste reduction through educational programs. Services outside the city limits are provided by a 
contractor selected by Thurston County. 
 
Storm and Surface Water The mission of this utility is to provide services that minimize flooding, 
improve water quality, and protect or enhance aquatic habitat The Utility maintains over 130 miles of 
underground pipe, over 7,000 storm drains, and 95 stormwater ponds that carry stormwater runoff 
from roads and rooftops to our streams and Budd Inlet.  The “surface water” for which Olympia’s Storm 
and Surface Water Utility shares responsibility includes nine streams within the City, four lakes, four 
large wetlands, and about six miles of marine shoreline. Thurston County’s stormwater utility provides 
comparable services outside the city limits. 


Drinking Water 


This Utility’s mission is to provide and protect drinking water for a healthy community.  This involves 
protecting groundwater and promoting water conservation as well as ensuring that our drinking water 
meets federal Safe Drinking Water Act. A series of springs, wells, pumps, reservoirs and transmission 
lines supplies water to Olympia's customers. McAllister Springs provides the majority of drinking water 
for the City. McAllister Springs is unfiltered surface water and therefore subject to more stringent 
treatment requirements. A 36- inch transmission main moves water from the springs (a new wellfield is 
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planned) to the Meridian reservoirs, and then on a nine-mile journey into reservoirs at Fir Street. From 
there it is pumped and piped throughout most of the urban growth area. The rest of the City’s drinking 
water is provided by six wells (Two wells at Allison Springs, Kaiser, Indian Summer, Shana Park, and 
Hoffman). This utility serves the entire urban growth area, except for properties served by a couple 
small private systems. 


Wastewater 


This Utility’s mission is to collect and convey wastewater to treatment facilities in order to protect public 
and environmental health. In addition, the utility works to reduce the number of onsite sewage systems 
in the City. The City partners with LOTT Clean Water Alliance for wastewater treatment. The Utility is 
guided by the Storm and Surface Water Plan, which outlines Utility challenges, goals, implementation 
tools and financial implications. Increasingly, the Utility is affected by state and federal regulatory 
requirements such as the Western Washington Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit. This utility serves 
the entire growth area. 


Private Utilities 


Most private utilities are regulated at the state level by the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (WUTC).  The WUTC ensures that safe and reliable service is provided to customers at 
reasonable rates.  The Commission regulates the rates and charges, services, facilities and practices of 
most of Washington's investor-owned gas, electric and telecommunication utilities. 
 
Growth in residential, commercial, or industrial development often requires expanded utility services, 
therefore local land use decisions, that affect density and direct development, drive new utility needs. In 
Olympia, private utilities provide these services: 


• Electricity. Puget Sound Energy (PSE) is the only provider of electricity to Olympia and its Urban 
Growth Area. PSE is an investor-owned utility serving electricity to nine western and central 
Washington counties  


• Natural Gas. PSE is also the only natural gas provider to Olympia and its Urban Growth Area. PSE 
serves natural gas customers in six western and central Washington counties  


• Standard Telephone Service. The only provider of standard telephone service in Olympia and its 
Urban Growth Area is Century Link Communications International, Inc., (Century Link). Century 
Link is an investor-owned corporation offering local telecommunication services to customers in 
14 states. They also provide broadband data and voice (including long-distance) 
communications services outside their local service area, as well as globally  


• Telecommunications and Cellular Telephone Service. Many new telecommunication providers 
have entered the market and provide options that create a very competitive environment in this 
area. These factors make it very difficult to accurately assess the way in which future 
telecommunications will be provided  


• Cable Services and Programming. At the time this Plan was adopted, Comcast is the only cable 
provider serving Olympia. Properties that lie with the UGA are covered under Thurston County’s 
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franchise. Currently, cable companies are not regulated by the state as a private utility. Cable 
companies are regulated by local governments and the FCC. Comcast has a 10-year non-
exclusive franchise agreement to use public right-of-way to provide cable services within the 
Olympia city limits. This agreement was adopted by City Council in 2009.  


Economy 
 
Economic conditions are a product of employment and housing factors, income and inflation, land use, 
retail sales, demographic trends, availability of infrastructure, and larger national and international 
circumstances. Olympia is part of the larger metropolitan economy that includes the cities of Lacey and 
Tumwater. The three cities largely make up the urban areas in Thurston County, and are considered to 
operate as one market area.  
 
The lead organization for addressing economic vitality in the County is the Thurston Economic 
Development Council (EDC). The EDC produces an annual Economic Vitality Index (EVI). The EVI provides 
both a trend analysis and snapshot of Thurston County's economy based upon a series of key indicators. 
Data coverage includes taxable sales, housing, employment, income and key industry characteristics 
among other topics. For more information, see the EVI. The Profile for Thurston County also includes 
information relevant to the economy of Thurston County. In addition, the Economy Chapter of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update provides a snapshot of Olympia’s economic conditions and the role of local 
government.  
 


Social and Human Health 
 
The Washington Department of Health (DOH) reports that regular exercise such as walking or bicycling 
improves physical and emotional health. Research shows that people who are physically active live 
longer, have more energy, have less stress, burn more calories, and are stronger.  Another important 
aspect of health is social connectedness- whether within a neighborhood or the community-at-large. 
DOH also tells us that eating healthy food is equally important for overall health. 
 
While governments generally don’t require residents to exercise, eat well or maintain social 
connections, they can help create safe, convenient and fun opportunities to pursue wellness. Olympia 
has a long history of providing such opportunities, many of which are in the current 1994 
Comprehensive Plan and continue in the July Draft. 
 


Active Community 
 
The Transportation Element includes complete streets, which is a continuation of the City’s approach for 
many years. These are streets built for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders, as well as cars, trucks 
and buses. Complete streets are help increase the number of people walking, biking and using transit, 
while meeting the safety needs of motor vehicles. Complete street policies complement other goals 
related to economic vitality, reducing congestion, increasing land-use density, and providing people 


July 18, 2012 DRAFT SEIS Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update Page 34 of 125







 


 


more opportunities to be physically active. Also included are streetscape improvements, such as street 
trees, planting strips and decorative lighting, which draw people to walking, support transit use, and 
create active street life. The Land Use and Urban Design Chapter builds on these goals and policies, 
calling for development and public improvements consistent with healthy and active lifestyles.  
 


Strong Neighborhoods 
 
Olympia has had a Recognized Neighborhood Association program since 1989. The program offers 
support for residents to organize around common issues, needs and aspirations for their neighborhoods. 
Programs include Block Watch, crime mapping, graffiti removal, beautification grants, notice of land use 
applications and new city programs, as well as organizational support. The City also offers training in 
neighborhood emergency preparedness. The July Draft includes a proposal for a new subarea planning 
process to address provisions and priorities for community health, neighborhood centers and places of 
assembly, streets and paths, cultural resources, forestry, utilities and open space and parks.  


 
Recreation and Lifelong Learning 
 
Parks, Arts and Recreation programs promote health by designing parks that include trails, tennis courts, 
basketball courts, skate courts, public art, community gardens and off-leash dog areas. The City also 
offers low-cost classes in everything from cooking to dance. These facilities and programs improve 
people’s quality of life, promote active lifestyles, create a sense of place and history and contribute to 
the local economy. Goals include providing opportunities for bringing balance, relaxation, and lifelong 
learning for all ages and stages in life. 


 
Healthy Food 
 
The City provides space for community gardens. Community members have expressed strong interest in 
increasing access to local, healthy food including neighborhood farm stands and more community 
gardens.  
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GO1, PO1.1, PN2.7, GE4, PE4.1, and PE4.3 Sustainability  
 
Proposal 
 
Add a new goal and related policies to the Comprehensive Plan regarding Olympia being recognized as a 
model sustainable city, specifically,  
 


• Goal GO1. Olympia is recognized as a model sustainable city through the leadership and action 
of the City and other partners. 
 


• Policy PO1.1. Evaluate environmental, economic and social factors, and compare and prioritize 
relative costs and benefits when making major policy decisions and capital investments. 
 


• Policy PN2.7. Practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s environmental impact.  
 


• Policy PE4.1. 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 sustainable patterns. 
 


• Policy PE4.3. Base public infrastructure investments on analysis determining the lowest life-cycle 
cost and benefits to environmental, economic and social systems.  
 


Background 
 
The current plan includes “sustainability” as one of four guiding principles. In 1993, the Olympia City 
Council defined a sustainable community ask, “one that persists over generations and is far seeing 
enough, flexible enough and wise enough to maintain its natural, economic, social and political support 
systems.” The Plan has a “Sustainable Economy” chapter that includes a goal for the City “to set a good 
example of sustainable business practices.” Although the City’s leadership role and operational practices 
are not specially addressed outside the Sustainable Economy chapter, many goals and polices 
throughout the Plan do incorporate sustainable best practices. 


Over the years, the City has implemented a wide variety of programs that advance our community's and 
region’s sustainability. These include Zero waste, community gardens, preservation of open 
space, greening of the City fleet and building a City Hall that meets criteria for Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED).  The City has also invested millions of dollars into revitalizing our 
downtown, and in transportation and utility infrastructure to reduce environmental impacts, emphasize 
efficiency and improve our health. 
 
In 2005, the City began to use of a decision-making tool called SAM—Sustainable Action Map.  SAM is a 
simple yet powerful, one page worksheet to help guide sound sustainable decisions and policy choices. 
Users consider and map the impacts of policy choices from a natural, individual, community and 
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economic perspective. However, while some programs or workgroups have continued use of the SAM, it 
is not a commonly used citywide. (For more information: 
http://olympiawa.gov/community/sustainability/sustainable-action-map-sam/sustainablity-and-sam-
methodology-behind-sam.) 
 
Throughout Imagine Olympia, members of the community expressed a desire for the City to model 
sustainable practices.  In 2011, the Utility Advisory Committee (UAC) developed a list of issues they 
would like to see addressed in the Comprehensive Plan update. Among those items were issues that 
require making comparative decisions with sustainability goals in mind. The UAC sees a need for better 
integration across City functions with a focus on effectively evaluating the social, economic and 
environmental costs and benefits of policy decisions. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1.  Emphasize the community’s vision for Olympia to become a model sustainable city with the 
addition of a new goal. Add policies to guide the City organization in leading by example when it comes 
to decision-making; and to apply the principles of sustainability by considering long-term environmental, 
social and economic costs and benefits when making major policy decisions or capital investments. 


Option 2. No action. Leave the goal and policies about sustainable operations and decision-making 
primarily in the Economy chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.  


Option 3. Do not include goal or policies in the Comprehensive Plan that guide City operations or major 
decision-making processes.  


Analysis 
 
The fundamentals of sustainability center on creating balanced solutions. Balance includes delivering a 
level of service citizens expect; doing it in an environmentally and socially responsible way; and ensuring 
the best economic choice for the long-term. The proposed new goals and policies would to guide the 
City in leading by example, and apply the principles of sustainability by considering long-term 
environmental, social and economic costs and benefits when making decisions.  
 
Balanced decision-making is based on the understanding that every action we take has social, economic, 
and environmental consequences. For example, when we protect the quality of our air and water, we 
improve our health and attract long-term investment in our community. The City and community are 
consistently challenged with striking a balance between economic, social and environmental needs. For 
example, the most efficient and cost-effective method of maintenance may not be the most 
environmentally-friendly. It is typically more effective to use chemicals to control noxious weeds vs. 
rigorous manual removal, which requires hours of extra staff time, constant maintenance and typically 
less desirable results.  
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In some cases, the most efficient system is also the most environmentally friendly.  For example, the City 
has a program where waste and recycle bins are being collected from only one side of the street.  The 
primary intent of this program is to develop a more efficient route and reduce the time required to 
complete the work, and minimize noise and disruption generated from the collection vehicles.  
However, this method also reduces the route distance, thus the decreasing amount of fuel needed and 
vehicle emissions generated.   
 
During Imagine Olympia it was clear the public wants the City to take a leadership role in helping the 
community achieve a sustainable vision. Currently, there is no consistent or cohesive method for 
evaluating major policy decisions and capital investments from a sustainability perspective. Various 
programs and workgroups may differ in how operation and maintenance decisions are made.  
 
Clear goal and policies that apply to the entire city organization would help the City achieve a more 
consistent and cohesive approach. Through implementation the costs and benefits of various major 
decisions would not only be considered, but also communicated to the public.  
 
No specific environmental impacts are expected from the policy. Although intended primarily as a 
mitigation measure, this policy could result in accepting short-term impacts to achieve long-term 
mitigation.  For example, a sustainable approach could result in installation of porous concrete sidewalks 
with associated increased releases of greenhouse gases in order to minimize long-term impacts to 
ground and surface water. 
 
Pursuant to Option 3, the City would only make a concerted effort to practice sustainability on a case-
by-case basis, when required, or when the opportunity is readily available. This approach would likely to 
result in different, but not specific, environmental impacts. 


 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Option one would recognize that the Olympia community expects the City to act as a role 
model regarding sustainable practices and construction.  It provides direction to the whole City 
organization and would encourage a cohesive and consistent effort. 


 
Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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GP1 – GP3 and policies - Public Participation and Implementation 
 
Proposal 
 
Add policies to increase the public’s level of impact in civic affairs, and emphasize implementation, and 
the role of citizens, other agencies and organizations, specifically:   
 


• Goal P1. The City, individual citizens, other agencies and organizations all have a role in helping 
accomplish the vision and goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 


 


• Policy P1.1. Engage partners in development and regular updating of an implementation 
strategy to fulfill Comprehensive Plan goals. This strategy will include a monitoring and reporting 
process. 


 


• Policy P3.1. Support and encourage City staff and other community leaders to strengthen their 
capacity to design and implement effective public involvement strategies. 


 


• Policy P3.3. Provide opportunities for citizens, neighborhoods, and other interested parties to get 
involved early in the land use decision-making processes. Encourage applicants to meet with 
affected community members and organizations. 


 
Background 
 
The scope of the Plan update includes, “revise the public involvement chapter; especially with respect to 
use of new technology to inform and receive input from the public.” The Scope also includes, “add an 
action plan or implementation strategy with performance measures as an element of or supplement to 
the Comprehensive Plan.” 
 
The existing public involvement chapter in the Plan stresses public involvement in local government 
decision-making processes, but not necessarily other forms of engagement. There are various other 
public participation policies embedded in other chapters; while these apply to certain topics they are 
not necessarily implemented citywide (e.g., goals and policies in the existing utility chapter to empower 
citizens through education and technical assistance.) And, some city policies regarding public 
involvement are simply not stated in the current Plan, for example, computer technology is evaluated to 
improve ways for citizens to receive information and provide input.  
 
During Imagine Olympia, community members expressed a strong desire to increase focus on 
Comprehensive Plan implementation. Currently, there is no coordinated implementation strategy for 
the Comprehensive Plan. The ‘July Draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan update consolidates public 
participation goals and policies from various chapters, states those not stated, and adds new goals and 
policies as stated above. The purpose is to ensure they are clear, applied equally across City 
departments and to improve implementation.  
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During Imagine Olympia and other outreach, the citizens expressed frustration about a lack of 
opportunities to meaningfully participate, be heard and influence City actions. Citizens are not satisfied 
with traditional forms of involvement that offer one-way exchanges of information. They want the City 
to be more creative in its efforts and desire greater influence over decisions. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Update the public participation element of the Plan to emphasis all community 
members have a role in implementation, and guide the City to be more consistent and cohesive with 
implementation. Add policies to develop an implementation strategy that involves partners, encourage 
City staff and other community leaders to build capacity to effectively engage the public, and provide 
more opportunities for community members to get involved early in the land use process. 


 
Option 2. No action: Maintain existing public involvement vision, goals and policies. 


 
Analysis 
 
The Comprehensive Plan is fundamental to creating and maintaining a sustainable community and the 
quality of life citizens value and imagine for the future. It is not practical to assume local government can 
do it alone; rather, individual citizens, other agencies and groups share responsibility for fulfilling our 
community vision and goals. Therefore, how the local government engages citizens and how citizens get 
involved in civic affairs is extremely important. 
 
Land use issues can be particularly frustrating for citizens. Citizens tend to get involved when there is a 
project in their neighborhood they object to, and become frustrated over a limited ability to influence 
decisions at this stage. Generally, as long as the project complies with development regulations, a 
development would be approved. However, it is possible to improve citizen engagement in land use in 
other ways. While proposed policy PP3.3 is not entirely new (the City currently notifies registered 
neighborhood organizations when land use applications are received), a specific policy is proposed to 
increase such opportunities in response to public input. 
 
Lack of a Comprehensive Plan implementation strategy has caused problems for the City in tracking and 
communicating progress. Addition of a Plan policy would ensure a strategy is pursed. Focusing on 
partnerships as a means of implementation allows the City to expand and leverage resources, increase 
local community building, and enhance the concept that the Comprehensive Plan is a “community plan” 
rather than just a “City plan”. Improved implementation is the key to improving public participation in 
City affairs.  
 
The proposed updates to the Public Involvement chapter aim to establish clear policies that establish a 
foundation for meaningful and effective public involvement. Policies are broad to encompass the full 
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range of City activities and levels of engagement. They are responsive to public input, and offer viable 
solutions to increase the public’s level of impact. No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Option one would establish a clear foundation for meaningful and effective public involvement 
that will increase the public’s impact in civic affairs.   
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L. Sub-area Planning 


 
Proposal 


In cooperation with residents, landowners, businesses, and other interested parties, prepare strategies 
for the sub-areas shown on the Planning Areas Map. The specific area, content, and process for each is 
to be adapted to the needs and interests of each area. At minimum, the process would address 
provisions and priorities for community health, neighborhood centers and places of assembly, streets 
and paths, cultural resources, forestry, utilities and open space and parks. The plan for the one existing 
subarea in the current Comprehensive Plan, that for Downtown, would be removed and readopted as a 
separate ‘Downtown Master Plan.’ (See generally proposed Goals GP4, GL14, and GL20 and associated 
vision and policies.) 
 


Background 


“Sub-area planning” is a concept formerly in Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan but deleted many years ago. 
It’s being reinserted to provide a public process for focusing on smaller portions of the Olympia area 
with contiguous geographies and some common challenges and opportunities.  
 
Much of the Comprehensive Plan applies to the entire Olympia community. However, this is a large area 
of over ten square miles with tens of thousands of residents. The Plan cannot address all of the details of 
our community. Planning areas are proposed to provide that opportunity. The Planning Areas Map 
displays the twelve proposed planning areas of the City. In general, planning areas are comparable to 
the scale of an elementary school service area with five to ten thousand residents. This scale will provide 
the opportunity for the community to do more detail planning for these areas, consistent with this 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Through sub-area planning, the City will work with stakeholders to identify neighborhood assets, 
challenges and priorities for development. There is also an educational component aimed at helping 
community members understand the plans and regulations that guide development in each area, as well 
as how land use decision-making processes work in accordance with federal, state and local laws. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Create a subarea planning process.  
 
Option 2. No action: If sub-area planning is not added to the Plan, neighborhoods will retain 
participation through Recognized Neighborhood Associations.   
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Delay adding sub-area planning to the Comprehensive Plan until 
more details are established or more resources are available. 
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Analysis 


Sub-area planning can help everyone communicate and define roles and responsibilities for needed 
projects. Neighborhood leaders have expressed a willingness to help better define and implement the 
sub-area planning process after each is concluded. The results of the process could influence Plan 
implementation and the direction of City policies and decisions. As noted, the ultimate design of the 
process and how many would be conducted annually would depend on the issues of each subarea.  The 
resulting product would probably be “accepted” rather than adopted as formal policy documents, and 
could be incorporated into larger city programs. Staff estimates that at least one-half of a City staff 
member’s time would be needed to manage the program, plus assistance would be needed from other 
staff. 
 
Despite the challenges inherent in creating a new program, many community members have asked for 
more direct input in shaping their neighborhoods. Concerns include the risk of unmet community 
expectations. Adding a subarea planning process does not guarantee a neighborhood will get everything 
it wants.  
 
Specific environmental impacts would vary depending on the results of each subarea planning process. 
Further environmental would be conducted at appropriate stages in the planning or implementation 
stages. 
 


Staff Recommendation 


Option 1. To improve public participation in civic affairs and planning in particular, Approve sub-area 
planning process as proposed.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N28. Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map 
 
Proposal 


Revise the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map to incorporate “Possible Open Space 
Corridors” and “Possible Future Trails” as shown.  


 


Background 
 
The Growth Management Act requires that as an element of Comprehensive Planning, jurisdictions 
identify areas for potential open space corridors, and specifically areas that have potential for making 
connections between adjacent jurisdictions.  In the case of Olympia, this means connections with Lacey, 
Tumwater, or unincorporated Thurston County.  The corridors are intended to be potential locations 
that include land useful for recreation, wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of environmentally 
sensitive areas. The possible future trails are shown on the map as context for where land might be that 
could contribute to siting an open space corridor, and are indicative of where the community would like 
to use land for creating a trail, or lengthening an existing trail.  


 
Options 
 
Option 1.  Add Potential Open Space Corridors and Possible Future Trails are where shown on the Open 
Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map in the July Draft of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Option 2. No action:  Leave the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas map to reflect Open 
Space Corridors and Possible Future Trails as they are in the existing Comprehensive Plan.  Do not 
update the Possible Future Trails to match the adopted 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan.      


 
Analysis 
 
The potential “Open Space Corridors,” as shown on the map in yellow, have been revised to reflect 
current conditions, such as areas where land development has occurred, and where there is little 
potential for future preservation of open space, or enough that would adequately serve the needs of a 
viable corridor. The “Possible Future Trails,” as shown on the map with green dotted lines, have been 
revised to reflect what was adopted in the 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan.  


 
Option one recognizes that since the last major update of the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas Map, conditions on the ground have changed that make it unrealistic to plan for or attempt to 
locate corridors in some of the locations identified.  In most cases, it was due to land having been 
developed either within Olympia, or in the adjacent jurisdiction.  For example, the current map indicates 
an open space corridor proposed in the northeast area of the city, extending from the Mission Creek 
neighborhood east into Lacey.  At this time, that area is well developed, and there are few confirmed 
instances of wetlands, tree tracts, parks, or existing trails, which would make establishing a corridor in 
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that area feasible and reasonable. Option two would leave open the possibility or provide an avenue for 
additional public input from community members who wish to see a connection made in that general 
area. 
 
Option one also takes into account the extensive process the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan 
underwent prior to adoption in 2010.  Extensive public input was sought during the development of the 
Parks Plan, and community members could have commented on the location of possible future trails at 
that time.  This process included review and approval by the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Advisory 
Committee, and adoption by the City Council. Option two provides another opportunity for the 
community to comment on trail locations; however, any changes to the Comprehensive Plan may need 
to then be made with an amendment to the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan, or the two Plans could be 
out of alignment.  
 
Preservation of open space and creation of trails are primarily measure to mitigate adverse impacts of 
urban development. Potential impacts would include secondary impacts of lower density development 
(“sprawl”) resulting from open space preservation, and impacts of trail construction and associated 
active-use impacts on wildlife and neighboring residents. Impacts of trails could be evaluated and 
appropriately mitigated when construction of each trail is proposed. 


 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Approve new map as shown. Possible Open Space Corridors should correspond with real 
conditions on the ground to meet the intent of the Growth Management Act.  The Possible Future Trails 
should align with the 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan, which underwent a thorough and detailed 
review and adoption process.   
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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PN1 Regional Coordination of Environmental Regulations 
 


Proposal 
 
Add new policy focusing on the need for a coordinated effort with local jurisdictions to have 
environmental regulations that are consistent when the areas they regulate cross jurisdictional 
boundaries – such as watersheds and drinking water (wellhead) protection areas.  This policy would 
identify the standard of review and analysis as “best available science.”  


 
Background 
 
There is inefficiency, confusion, and ineffectiveness when one local jurisdiction adopts environmental 
regulations that are vastly different from an adjacent jurisdiction.  Elected officials in Olympia have 
encouraged staff to work collaboratively with adjacent jurisdictions to adopt regulations which may not 
be exactly the same – but at least are generally consistent with one another.  For example, in 2009 this 
approach was used for revisions to the Critical Areas Ordinance relating to Drinking Water (Wellhead) 
Protection Areas because many of those areas are within both the City and the County. 
 


Options  


Option 1. Adopt proposed policy, “PN 1.2 Coordinate critical areas ordinances and stormwater 
management requirements regionally based on best available science.” 
 
Option 2. Do not adopt new policy. Practice of staff-level coordination would probably continue. 
 


Analysis 
 
This policy is proposed to build in consistency within watersheds and drinking water (wellhead) 
protection areas when it comes to critical areas and stormwater management regulations. This policy 
also sets the standard for review and analysis as best available science as defined in the Growth 
Management Act.  See Washington Administrative Code Chapter 365-195.  The specific regulatory areas 
addressed in this policy are Critical Areas Ordinances and Drainage Manuals which are adopted 
separately by each local jurisdiction.  


 
This policy proposes that the City of Olympia coordinate with other local jurisdictions when developing 
and adopting critical areas ordinances and stormwater management regulations.  This could lead to 
other local jurisdictions adopting similar policies and contributing staff time to the coordination effort.  
The result of this work would improve efficiencies by eliminating overlap and confusion. No significant 
adverse impacts are expected. Instead, if local jurisdictions adopt regulations that are consistently 
protective, this effort could also help to improve the conditions of the environment, for example, by 
having similar regulatory approaches within a Drinking Water Protection area better compliance and 
overall better water quality may result.  
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt the proposed policy PN1.2 relating to the coordination of critical areas ordinances and 
stormwater management requirements based on best available science. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N8. Preserve Existing Topography 
 


Proposal 
 
Add policies to, “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 land 
disturbance.” (PN1.5)  And to, “Limit hillside development to site designs that incorporate and conform 
to the existing topography.“ (PN1.7).  
 
The intent of these two policies is to guide how new land development is designed and constructed, and 
in particular sites with existing significant hillsides or other steep slopes.  If implemented, new land 
development would be designed to preserve and integrate, for at least a portion of the site, the existing 
contours and topography of the land. Minimizing heavily engineered methods for site preparation and 
stormwater treatment preserves the natural hydrology of the site, existing soil structure, aesthetics and 
character, and vegetation.  All of which contributes to a natural system of capturing and treating storm 
water and site disturbance, and lessons a community’s reliance on engineering solutions that often 
require costly management to ensure they remain effective. 
 


Background 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan once includes policies discouraging extreme changes in landforms when 
development occurred. However, existing development regulations are limited to preserving 
topography on new land development sites to areas associated with designated critical areas, such as 
wetlands, streams, and the habitat of certain animals.  Residential developments are required to set 
aside tree tracts, in which existing mature trees and the surrounding topography may be preserved.   
 
But, none of those regulations are for the specific purpose of retaining topography. For example, even 
areas designated as potential landslide hazard areas, a form of critical areas where the angle of the 
slope measures greater than 40 percent, may be altered or constructed on so long as it is demonstrated 
that construction methods will minimize failure risks. 
 


Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: New land development would be guided to retain at least a portion of the 
existing topography, integrating existing site contours into the project design, minimizing grade changes 
to a portion of the site.  
 
Option 2. No action: New development sites may implement grade and topography changes to the 
extent desired where not required to be preserved as a designated critical area or tree tract.   
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Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: All new development sites shall adhere to existing topography 
project-wide.  Grading would be limited to the minimum needed to establish building envelopes, 
streets, and sidewalks.    
 


Analysis 
 
Virtually every site proposed for new land development requires changes in the existing grade.  The 
extent can vary, but is generally a greater percentage of a site than not.  Some changes in the 
topography are necessary.  For example, roads and sidewalks need to be a certain slope or grade for 
safety and visibility reasons.  However, in other situations, grading may be optional and is used as a 
means to make development of a site more efficient or cost-effective by enhancing access or increasing 
the number of potential building lots.  Wide-scale grading is also used on sites to completely alter the 
flow of wastewater or stormwater.  
 
Option two would continue the practice of limiting the preservation of topography to areas designated 
as critical areas or tree tracts. It assumes that engineered methods for addressing stormwater runoff are 
sufficient, and that developers should be able to choose to alter the grade as they deem necessary to 
efficiently maximize a land development site and address stormwater runoff.  Option two is potentially 
the most efficient at also maximizing density within the city limits and urban growth area.  With more 
land being converted to flat, buildable sites at less cost, a greater number of affordable homes can be 
constructed and made available to meet the needs of a growing population. 
 
Option one assumes that retaining the natural topography of a site, and the percentage of the site or 
how much is retained may vary, and contributes to preservation of the natural hydrology of a site; 
encouraging stormwater treatment through existing natural means where possible and limiting the 
overall environmental disturbance caused by widespread changes in topography.  Option one may 
reduce the need for extensive and management-intensive treatment ponds, and is possibly less 
disturbing or altering of conditions for existing adjacent residential developments.  Option one 
recognizes, though, that any new land development will require some percentage of grading, and that 
by retaining the existing topography and existing contours on a portion of the site, allows for the most 
reasonable and environmentally beneficial location on site to be selected.    
 
In contrast, Option three would require that the topography of an entire site be considered in the design 
of a new land development project.  Coupled with additional measures, such as preservation or 
replacement of native soils on site, this option may significantly increase the amount of stormwater that 
is naturally retained on site; however, developers with steep sites or varying grades may be limited in 
how and where they can build structures, parking, and other new facilities on a site.  This may 
discourage new land development because of the high cost or lack of feasible building sites, and in 
particular make it difficult to achieve a high density or variety of housing types within the city.  
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Option one as a reasonable policy for reducing the negative environmental impact changes in 
topography on new land development sites can have on the natural environment, and in particular the 
soil structure, vegetation, and hydrology of a site.  Option one recognizes the necessity for some grade 
changes and flexibility, and reserves the ability to design around the most reasonable area on site where 
contours and topography can best be integrated.   
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N. Green Building and Low Impact Development 
 


Proposal 
 
Add Low Impact Development (LID) and green building policies to the Comprehensive Plan.  Specifically: 
 


• PN 1.8. 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 1.9. 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 to incorporate sustainable design and green 
building methods, require minimal maintenance, and fit naturally into the surrounding 
environment. 


 


Background 
 
“Green building” and “low impact development”(LID) stormwater practices have typically been allowed 
in Olympia when they have been shown to be functional and consistent with applicable codes and 
engineering standards. Although the City’s approach has been largely reactive, some progress toward 
stimulating green building and LID has been made over the years. For example, staff will be proposing 
adoption of the International Green Building Code later this year, and an interdepartmental team 
recently began meeting to analyze and coordinate changes to City codes and engineering standards to 
foster sustainability in construction. 
 
Meanwhile in the community, the number of local organizations and businesses associated with 
sustainable building practices has grown over the years and there is increasingly more interest and 
demand to not only allow, but encourage and in some cases require certain sustainable building 
practices. Considerable public input during the Imagine Olympia public process mentioned the 
importance of supporting and increasing the use of sustainable construction practices in Olympia. The 
proposed policies were crafted to support future progress toward sustainable building practices 
becoming the “norm” in Olympia. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Provide policy direction in the Comprehensive Plan that calls for City support of 
green and low impact development construction practices in both public and private projects.   
 


July 18, 2012 DRAFT SEIS Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update Page 53 of 125







 


 


Option 2. No action: Do not specifically address green and low impact construction practices in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 


Analysis 
 
The specific addition of policies supporting green building and low impact development will allow the 
City and its staff to foster and support these new development techniques.  In preparation for the 
Comprehensive Plan update, staff prepared a white paper for the Planning Commission entitled, “How 
Should the City Promote and Facilitate: Green Building, Green Infrastructure, and Locally Generated 
Renewable Energy?”, which provided background on green development techniques and outlined 
options for fostering them in Olympia. This document is available on request. 
 
Adding policies to the Comprehensive Plan regarding green development lays the basis for a more 
proactive, coordinated, and consistent planning effort for green building and low impact development in 
Olympia.  Continuation with the current approach of no overarching City-wide guidance in the 
Comprehensive Plan will support only piecemeal implementation of projects and policies in these areas 
and will put the City on a slower path toward meeting environmental protection and enhancement 
goals. Adoption of the proposed policies would serve to mitigate some of the impacts of urban 
development. No direct adverse impacts are expected from these policies. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Consistent with community input during the Imagine Olympia process adopt above policies 
regarding new and innovative development techniques that help decrease the effects of development 
on the environment. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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PN2 Citywide Framework for Public Land Conservation 
 


Proposal 


Adopt a single policy supporting prioritization of acquisition and conservation of land.  This proposed 
policy would read:  


• PN 2.1 Prioritize acquiring and preserving land by a shared set of priorities that consider the 
environmental benefits of the land such as stormwater management, wildlife habitat, and access 
to recreation opportunities. 
 


Background 
 
Comprehensive Plan policies related to natural resource conservation of public lands within the City and 
region are currently in many chapters of the Comprehensive Plan.  The purpose of this proposed policy 
is to establish guidance for City staff regarding the need for a City-wide coordinated effort when 
planning for the long-term acquisition, preservation and conservation of public lands.   
 


Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt the new policy and related policies and Goal GN2 for coordination of public land 
conservation and preservation within the Olympia area. 
 
Option 2. Retain current policies regarding the acquisition and conservation of land within separate 
chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 


Analysis 
 
This policy proposes a City-wide framework for coordinating the prioritization, acquisition and 
conservation of public lands.  Implementation of this policy could occur through an annual meeting of 
staff where priorities and plans are shared, and could also include meetings with local land trusts, state 
funding agencies, other local staff and regional partners. The focus of this policy is to use City resources 
more efficiently and effectively through a coordinated effort - looking for overlap and partnership 
opportunities where they might be available. 
 
The key benefits of this approach are using limited City resources more efficiently and effectively by 
looking for partnership opportunities within the City as well as with other organizations and agencies.  
Currently, the City has funds set aside for parks and open space acquisitions, groundwater protection 
land acquisition, and acquisition of land for stormwater management and surface water protection. 
 
No significant adverse environmental impacts are expected from this policy. Improved coordination 
could result in more efficient and better-targeted conservation practices and thus better mitigation of 
urban development. 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt the proposed policy that leads to a coordinated, City-wide framework for land 
conservation and preservation. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N12. Invasive Plants and Wildlife 
 


Proposal 
 
Adopt new policy  
 


• PN2.3. Identify, remove, and prevent the use and spread of invasive plants and wildlife. 
 


Background 
 
Olympia has acquired or preserved hundreds of acres of open space and natural areas.  Priest Point 
Park, Grass Lake Refuge, and Watershed Park alone comprise over 630 acres.  While set aside as 
“natural,” these open spaces are surrounded by urban areas, and are by default more urban than 
natural, and constantly exposed to urban influences including invasive vegetation and wildlife.   
 
Due to a relatively mild climate year-round, the Pacific Northwest is plagued with a variety of 
widespread and aggressive invasive plants. Often referred to as noxious weeds, invasive plants are 
difficult to eradicate because they establish easily, grow fast, and adapt quickly.  Species commonly 
found in natural areas in our region include English ivy, Butterfly bush, English holly, Himalayan 
blackberry, Scot’s broom, Japanese knotweed, reed canarygrass and Eurasian water milfoil.   
 
Invasive wildlife, and once established, can also be nearly impossible to eradicate and extremely costly 
to control.  Local invasive wildlife includes New Zealand mudsnails, American bullfrog, and Nutria. 
 
Both plant and wildlife species become invasive because they can establish quickly and adapt easily, 
while outcompeting native plants and wildlife for food, shelter, sunlight, or soil nutrients.  Typically 
spreading voraciously, they are difficult to remove and require constant monitoring and management to 
control.   
 
Despite the devastating effects of invasive species on native habitats and animals, some nurseries still 
sell noxious weeds as ornamental garden plants.  There are also very limited local resources dedicated 
to invasive identification and removal.  A handful of local, dedicated non-profit organizations work 
towards education and eradication, and Thurston County and the City of Olympia also contribute to the 
identification and removal of invasives.   
 
However, at this time, although efforts include potentially hundreds of volunteers, these efforts to 
remove and restore degraded areas of invasive species are done on a piecemeal basis, with little overall 
cohesive strategy, long-term planning, or efficient use of community resources. 
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Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt policy to identify, remove, and prevent the use and spread of invasive 
plants and wildlife.  
 
Option 2. No action: Continue a minimal approach to identifying and removing invasive species.   
 


Analysis 
 
Option one recognizes that open space is a critical asset in an urban area. It serves as a respite from 
urban life for community members, and habitat for urban wildlife.  Mature trees provide a multitude of 
benefits, including stormwater retention, filtering of air pollutants, soil erosion prevention, and shade 
for streams.  However, studies of natural areas in Seattle that are invaded by English ivy have shown 
that in 20 years 70% of the acreage will be an ecological dead zone.  The native deciduous tree canopy 
will be dead or dying, and the native conifer understory will be unable to become established and grow 
to maturity. An invaded natural area has little to no diversity, and can’t meet the basic needs of native 
wildlife, including food and shelter. Because it is necessary to manage urban open space, regional non-
profits, such as the Green Seattle Partnership and Forterra, are implementing new and effective 
methods for invasive removal, and are demonstrating positive results when paired with long-term 
management strategies, enthusiastic volunteers, partnerships and coordination with local park 
department staff, and diligent restoration planting. The intent of the proposed policy is to respond to 
the growing threat of invasive plants and wildlife by recognizing that what is needed is a three-pronged 
approach to management including identification, removal, and prevention. 
 
Option two recognizes that the management of invasive species can be costly and complete eradication 
is nearly impossible.  For example, the Department of Enterprise Services, which manages Capitol Lake, 
has been taking steps to try and control New Zealand mudsnails using a method of lowering the water 
level during freezing temperatures.  While reducing the number, the snails continue to exist.  This may 
be the only reasonable and cost-effective option available to combat the infestation.  Similarly, if 
ineffective methods are used, or areas once cleared left to become reinvaded, the enthusiasm of 
volunteers can wane, and resources exhausted with little progress made.   
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Option one recognizes that urban open space requires management in order to continue to 
provide benefits and fulfill the reasoning for having had it preserved.  Proactive management ensures 
open spaces remain diverse, canopied, and healthy for future generations.      
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N2. Urban Wildlife Habitat 
 


Proposal 
 
Add policy,  
 


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


 


Background 
 
A 1994 study conducted as part of the Comprehensive Plan update found that focusing exclusively on 
narrow corridors for wildlife habitat protection would not be effective within Olympia’s urban setting.  
This study established a series of policies within the Comprehensive Plan at the time that identified a 
clear process for prioritizing parcels for protection and acquisition based on this scientific information.  
Over the past twenty years, these policies have been removed or diminished – and as result there is no 
clear guidance in the current Comprehensive Plan regarding wildlife habitat management.   
 


Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt policies which conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of separate pieces of 
land, in addition to parcels that connect with existing wildlife corridors. 
 
Option 2. Do not establish policies on how urban wildlife habitat should be acquired, protected or 
managed. 
 
Option 3. Adopt policies that focus conservation of urban wildlife on corridors only. 
 


Analysis 
 
This policy would states the City of Olympia practices for protecting wildlife habitat in an urban setting.   
This policy guides both land use decisions regarding wildlife habitat protection and open space and land 
acquisition purchases oriented towards wildlife habitat protection.  The scientific basis for this approach 
comes from a variety of studies conducted on how wildlife adapt in urban environments, including a 
1994 study conducted in the City of Olympia. This policy would restore the specific guidance derived 
from the 1994 City of Olympia Wildlife Habitat Study, which is still scientifically valid today.  This policy 
provides guidance to the City to focus acquisition and protection of wildlife habitat in a way that creates 
a geographically dispersed series of “islands” throughout the City for small and medium sized wildlife.  
These could be acquired through purchase, easements, or through land use decisions.   
 
The proposed policy is largely intended to mitigate the environmental impacts of urbanization upon 
natural habitat. The most likely scenarios for implementing the proposed policy would be protecting a 
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variety of small, medium and larger sized “islands” for urban wildlife, geographically placed around the 
City.  The smaller islands can provide habitat for small birds, mammals and amphibians – for example, 
small ponds and wetlands purchased and protected within a neighborhood park. The larger islands 
would be acquired in the outer boundaries of Olympia’s urban area and would link-up to larger regional 
corridors such as Capitol Forest near Ken Lake, and the Deschutes River corridor. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of separate pieces of land, in addition to 
existing corridors. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N15. Urban Forestry 
 


Proposal 
 
Add policies to recognize the importance of preserving and growing the urban forest through the 
establishment of long-term goals and implementation of strategic planning for a vital resource that is 
continually threatened by increasing density. Specifically:  
 


• PN3.2. Measure the tree canopy and set a citywide target for increasing it through tree 
preservation and planting. 


 


• PN3.4. Evaluate the environmental benefits of the urban forest. 
 


• PN3.5. Provide new trees with the necessary soil, water, space, and nutrients to grow to 
maturity, and plant the right size tree where there are conflicts, such as overhead utility wires or 
sidewalks. 


 


Background 
 
The City of Olympia has had an established Urban Forestry Program since 1991, and has been a Tree City 
USA for over 16 years.  Urban Forestry has long been a valued program in Olympia; residents have come 
to know and value trees through such education and planting programming as NeighborWoods, which 
provided free street trees to Olympia residents for over ten years until 2010.  Community members 
recognize that trees contribute greatly to the livability of the city and provide a multitude of important 
environmental benefits.  Currently, the City has a half-time Environmental Planner who fulfills the 
traditional responsibilities of Urban Forester.   
 
Chapter 16.60 of the Olympia Municipal Code regulates tree protection and removal in the City.  New 
land development sites are required to retain existing trees, and plant new ones.  Existing properties are 
required to maintain a minimum number of trees.  While these regulations have been very effective in 
bringing attention to the need for mature tree preservation, and have retained hundreds of acres of 
mature trees that might otherwise have been removed, the City is still experiencing an overall loss of 
tree canopy.  Reasons for this vary, but include new land development, removal of mature trees in 
residential areas, removal of trees in downtown or dense commercial areas that have “outgrown” their 
planting locations, removal of trees that have became hazardous to people or property, and competition 
from invasive species, such as English ivy.  
 
Tree canopy coverage goals have been successful nationwide as catalysts for tree planting campaigns 
and other kinds of community involvement in urban forest management. To date, the City has 
completed an initial tree canopy cover measurement, but has not used the data to determine an 
appropriate tree canopy coverage goal.  When last measured in 2010, Olympia had approximately 30% 
citywide tree canopy coverage.  Many communities strive for 30% overall tree canopy.  Further analysis 
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could identify how that percentage may be preserved or increased by examining where tree coverage is 
minimal, where there are potential locations for planting more trees, and where it can be anticipated we 
will see future tree canopy losses due to new land development.  A detailed canopy cover analysis, or an 
on-the-ground tree inventory, can also provide the information needed to calculate precisely the 
amount of environmental benefits trees provide and associated savings.  For example, trees intercept 
water, store some of it, and potentially reduce the need for urban flood control or stormwater 
treatment.  
 
Trees need a large amount of uncompacted soil to allow for oxygen exchange and the water percolation 
necessary for long-term growth.  A large tree, such as an American elm, needs more than 1,000 cubic 
feet of soil to reach the size where it significantly contributes to a healthy urban ecosystem.  Existing 
standards for planting trees are very limiting in the amount of soil and growing space available to an 
urban tree, in particular street trees.  The average size of a new street tree well is 4’ by 4’, and often 
with only 2 feet deep of uncompacted, nutrient-rich soil.   
 
At the moment, there are very few options for community members who wish to participate in 
organized tree planting.  The City still hosts planting opportunities with native vegetation in wetlands 
and near streams, and the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Park Stewardship Program provides some 
restoration planting opportunities.  The local non-profit Native Plant Salvage salvages native plants from 
land slated for development and also hosts local planting opportunities; sometimes in partnership with 
City programming.  
 


Options  
 
Option 1. Measure the tree canopy, evaluate the environmental benefits of the urban forest, and 
provide new trees with the necessary soil, water, and space to grow to maturity.   
 
Option 2. No action:  Continue administration of the tree ordinance.  
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal:  Reduce the amount of urban forestry planning and management; 
and shift decisions regarding the planting and preservation of trees to private parties.  
   


Analysis 
 
The existing Comprehensive Plan includes goals and policies that recognize trees as a defining 
characteristic of the City; but focus on an urban forest made up of street trees. Option one recognizes 
that the urban forest should actually be more broadly defined as all the trees in the City:  those along 
streets, in parks, and in backyards. The proposed policies would provide direction for establishing a tree 
canopy goal, determining the environmental and community benefits realized from the urban forest, 
and intentionally creating the space needed in an urban environment for trees to be preserved or grown 
to maturity. 
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The urban forest is a community asset with a value that can be quantified for the first time since 
municipalities began managing their trees.  Research has demonstrated the environmental benefits of 
the urban forest: how much carbon dioxide is being captured, how much stormwater runoff diverted, 
and how much energy saved through natural shading.  By measuring changes in canopy coverage over 
time, one can visually assess and demonstrate success or not in the retention of existing trees and 
planting of new trees.  This kind of information could provide the basis for either maintaining or 
improving upon the existing tree preservation and protection regulation and standards.    
 
Option two recognizes that long-term urban forestry management requires an investment in technical 
expertise. Long-term urban forest management requires an understanding of trees and how they 
respond and grow in urban conditions.  Providing new trees with the necessary soil, water, space, and 
nutrients to grow to maturity means planning for and installing infrastructure that accomodates larger 
soil volumes in dense urban areas.  This may mean evaluating and investing in new design standards, or 
potentially more costly tree installation techniques, such as structural soil, silva soils, or something as 
simple as larger tree planter strips or larger tree wells and tree grates.  Trees are a community asset, and 
city involvement ensures that that asset is preserved and available equally to all members of the 
community. 
 
While traditionally a role of the City, option three notes that urban forest management can be turned 
over to the community; this typically means the responsibility of homeowners adjacent to street trees, 
neighborhood associations or homeowners’ associations, or local non-profit groups.  This is largely the 
state of new tree planting currently; however, overall urban forest management is still under the 
purview of the City.  Not all community members have an incentive or belief that more trees or larger 
trees are beneficial.   A majority of the new trees being planted now are due to city requirements, and 
often commercial business owners would rather forgo trees in exchange for more business signage or 
perceived visibility, or less maintenance. 
 
The proposed approach is primarily intended to mitigate the impacts of urbanization by ensuring a 
viable urban forest. Possible adverse impacts include localized risks of property damage due to tree 
failures or flooding caused by leaves clogging drainage systems, and secondary impacts from slightly less 
urban density.  
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Option one is a commitment to trees providing an essential environmental contribution to 
Olympia. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N. Capitol Lake Basin 
 


Proposal 
 
Add the following policy,  
 


• PN 4.3. Support the process for determining a balanced and sustainable approach to the 
management of Capitol Lake; participate when the opportunity is available as a party of 
significant interest in the outcome.”  


 


Background 
 
The current Comprehensive Plan does not address the future of the Capitol Lake Basin.  In response to 
issues facing Capitol Lake, including sedimentation, declining water quality, and invasive species, the 
Washington State Department of General Administration in 1997 organized the Capitol Lake Adaptive 
Management Plan (CLAMP) Steering Committee to guide management of the Capitol Lake Basin.  
Numerous scientific and technical studies were produced that analyzed long-term options for the future 
of Capitol Lake.  In 2009, the CLAMP Committee forwarded its long-term management 
recommendations for the Capitol Lake Basin to the Director of General Administration.  The Committee 
recommendation was not unanimous.  Five members favored an estuary recommendation, two favored 
a managed lake, and the City of Olympia developed a set of prioritized management considerations 
against which any outcome should be assessed, including an observation that the quality of 
implementation is more significant than the selection of a preferred alternative. 
 


Options 


 
Option 1. The proposal: Add a policy to the Comprehensive Plan to support a balanced and sustainable 
approach to the Capitol Lake Basin as an interested party. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address the Capitol Lake Basin planning process in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 


Analysis 
 
The future of the Capitol Lake Basin ultimately lies in the hands of the Washington State Legislature 
through a potential funding measure. The City of Olympia’s past participation as a member of the 
CLAMP Committee in a thorough, multi-year study of the scientific and technical issues associated with 
various basin management alternatives subsequently resulted in a summary of Olympia’s interests and 
considerations for inclusion in the Committee’s recommendation to the Director of General 
Administration (Council Staff Report, 6/16/09 and Long-Term Management Recommendation for the 
Capitol Lake Basin from the CLAMP Steering Committee, 9/3/09).   The proposed policy does not go so 
far as to comment on the outcome of the Capitol Lake planning process, but rather would confirm that 
the Olympia community supports the process and is a stakeholder. 
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Although the City does not have authority to decide the fate of the Capitol Lake Basin, our community is 
an important stakeholder, as the outcome could have significant impacts to Olympia’s downtown and 
the community at large.  For this reason, including the proposed policy in the Comprehensive Plan is 
appropriate and reinforces Olympia’s position that the City be involved as a party of significant interest.   
Because no specific outcome is called for, the potential environmental impacts of this policy are 
unknown. Any such impacts would best be assessed by the State as part of the process supported by the 
proposed policy. If a policy is not added, the Comprehensive Plan would remain silent on this specific 
issue and future involvement would be decided as issues and opportunities arise. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Support of a balanced and sustainable approach to the management of the Capitol Lake Basin 
is consistent with the recommendation the City of Olympia contributed to the CLAMP Committee in 
2009. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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U. Sea Level Rise 
 


Proposal 


Add a new goal and several new policies regarding Olympia’s response to anticipated sea level rise. 
Specifically, goal GU 11: Olympia’s downtown is protected from future impacts of sea level rise, and its 
four associated policies, as well as policy PN 4.4 in the Natural Environment chapter, all relate to 
Olympia’s response to sea level rise.  The policies specify a comprehensive approach, coordination with 
stakeholders, resilient infrastructure and maintaining control of publicly-owned shorelines needed for 
flood control.  
 
Background 


Sea level has been rising in Olympia by about six inches per century due to post-ice age warming of the 
oceans.   This rate will increase with increased global warming. Additionally, land in Olympia may be 
subsiding, exacerbating the effect of sea rise. Much of Olympia's downtown is at risk, lying only one-half 
to three feet above the current highest high tides.  
 
In 1993, the City completed its first sea level rise report titled, “Preliminary Assessment of Sea Level Rise 
in Olympia, Washington: Technical and Policy Implications”.  Since 1998, the City has focused on the 
near-term threat to Olympia from climate change,that of urban flooding downtown due to sea-level 
rise.  As the sea-level rises, old sewer and stormwater conveyance pipes and catchbasins in downtown 
are unable to function properly, subsequently flooding downtown with an unsafe and damaging 
combination of salt water and stormwater runoffIn early 2007, the City Council renewed its 
commitment to address climate change, beginning with sea level rise.  The 1993 report on sea level rise 
was reviewed and found to still be relevant.  Maps and analysis were updated and current projections of 
the amount and rate of sea level rise were considered. . City staff are continuing to investigating the 
risks, while identifying and evaluating scientific-based potential engineered solutions to protecting 
downtown.   
 
If no protection measures are taken, the nine to nineteen inches of sea level rise expected by 2050 
would result in extensive flooding of streets and low-lying structures during the high tides. Greater rises 
would impact an even greater area. With high tides, pipes designed to convey stormwater away from 
downtown would be unable to discharge fast enough to prevent flooding during storms. High tides 
would also result in flows from Budd Inlet traveling up stormwater pipes to street drains and into the 
streets.  A nineteen to fifty-five inch sea level rise, expected by 2100, would overtop many places along 
the shoreline and flood most of downtown Olympia during high tides. The wastewater system is 
combined with stormwater in much of the downtown. Higher sea levels would flow into the wastewater 
pipes through combined drains and infiltrate through pipe joints, challenging capacity at the LOTT Clean 
Water Alliance regional wastewater treatment plant.  
 
Tide flats, estuaries, and coastal wetlands are expected to decline dramatically with a rising sea.  These 
systems emerge in response to a delicate balance of inundation and exposure as tides move in and out 
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and salt and fresh waters mix. Some habitats will gradually reform in new locations, and others may 
adapt, while others will meet bulkheads and other shoreline protective measures and be lost. 
 


Options 


 
Option 1. The proposal: Provide Plan guidance to protect Olympia’s downtown from the impacts of sea 
level rise. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not provide guidance in the Comprehensive Plan for planning to mitigate the 
effects of sea level rise.  
 


Analysis 
 
Climate change and one of its effects, sea level rise, are areas of significant concern for Olympia as a 
waterfront city.  Most recently, the City developed the “Engineered Response to Sea Level Rise” report 
(2011).  Then in January, Transition Olympia-Climate Change and staff from the City of Olympia Public 
Works Department presented a sea level rise update to the community.  Subsequently, Council in 
November 2011 approved the following next steps for staff: 
 


• Incorporating climate change and sea rise into the Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Master 
Plan revisions 


• Potential City supplements to the 1983/2003 Federal flood risk map 


• Consideration of Capital Facility Plan project funding for sea rise 


• Ongoing coordination with the LOTT Clean Water Alliance and Port of Olympia 


• Replicating last year’s sea level rise update to the community in January 2012 


The proposed Comprehensive Plan policy guidance is in alignment with this direction from Council.  
While alternatively, failure to add policy guidance to the Comprehensive Plan would be in contradiction 
with Council’s direction and would minimize the importance and ongoing nature of planning for sea rise 
in Olympia. Because this policy supports a planning process, specific future impacts of the policy cannot 
be predicted, however while protecting the built environment measures to resist sea level inundation 
could result in adverse impacts to shoreline habitat. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Because the effects of sea level rise will likely be significant on downtown in the coming years, 
and it is important to lessen the impact of those effects through thoughtful planning and preparation, 
add policy guidance to the Comprehensive Plan 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N. Stormwater Treatment Retrofit  
 


Proposal 
 
Add new policy reflecting current practice; specifically,  
 


• PN 5.3. Retrofit existing infrastructure for stormwater treatment in areas of the City with little or 
no treatment.” 


 


Background 
 
In 2010, Storm and Surface Water Utility staff performed a basin analysis (“City of Olympia GIS Basin 
Analysis 2010”) that was a technical evaluation of basin characteristics and available monitoring data for 
watershed basins in Olympia. The results of this study concluded impervious areas without stormwater 
treatment are a problem and warrant heightened focus. Based on this work, the City’s Utility Advisory 
Committee (UAC) endorsed retrofitting for water quality treatment as a program priority.   
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add new policy regarding stormwater treatment retrofits. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address stormwater retrofit in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 


Analysis 


A major premise behind stormwater management is the assumption that stormwater controls help to 
mitigate some of the negative impacts of stormwater flows on surface water resources. These impacts 
can be associated with water quality contaminants, as well as physical impacts (e.g., scouring, mass 
erosion), which are linked to unnaturally high flood flows. In areas without treatment for water quality, 
stormwater can carry pollutants to local fresh and marine waters and impair water quality and aquatic 
health. 
 
The level of stormwater control within Olympia’s basins varies widely. Older developments provide for 
flood control typically by routing stormwater flows directly to streams, wetlands, and/or marine waters. 
Newer developments have provided progressively more onsite water quality treatment and 
downstream flow control (e.g., stormwater ponds). Stormwater control applications vary by intent, 
effectiveness, and technique. More control in general, regardless of the applied technique (i.e., 
treatment, infiltration, detention, etc.), provides a greater environmental benefit. 
 
Prior to the 1990s, stormwater quality treatment was not required for development. As a result there 
are many areas in Olympia that would benefit from stormwater treatment retrofits.  The proposed 
policy specifies that the older areas of Olympia, built before stormwater treatment was required, will be 
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priority areas to retrofit with treatment. The addition of this new policy to the Comprehensive Plan 
supports current practice and is consistent with UAC direction. This policy is primarily a mitigation 
measure, although it could indirectly deter maintenance, remodeling and other improvements to 
existing developments by adding to the cost of such projects. 


 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. This policy aligns with current research, practice and guidance regarding priorities for 
stormwater retrofits. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N. Floodways  
 


Proposal 
 
Reduce scope of existing policy from floodplains to floodways by replacing, “ENV 3.6: Retain floodplains 
and their wetlands in as natural condition as possible because of their ability to reduce flood peaks, 
improve water quality, and provide habitat;” with “PN 6.5: Retain and restore floodways in a natural 
condition to the extent necessary for flood insurance.” 
 


Background 
 
To understand the difference between these two policies, it is necessary to be aware of the definitions 
of floodplain and floodway. There are a number of definitions of floodplain, ranging from an ecological 
definition meant to describe the area a river historically flooded or meandered, to the more commonly 
used definition that is synonymous with FEMA’s Special Flood Hazard Area definition, meaning the area 
that will be inundated by a flood event having a 1-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any 
given year. (See illustration below.) The 1-percent annual chance flood is also referred to as the base 
flood or 100-year flood.  These 100-year floodplain areas are shown on the Open Space and 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas proposed Comprehensive Plan map.   


 
 
Olympia Municipal Code 16.70 “Flood Damage Prevention” outlines the City’s regulations pertaining to 
development in the floodplain/special flood hazard area.  New construction is prohibited in floodways.  
Construction in the flood fringe must be elevated to at least one foot above base flood elevation, which 
is a federal requirement in order to qualify for government subsidized insurance. 
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Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Revise the Comprehensive Plan to reflect current practice of only prohibiting 
development in floodways. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain the existing Comprehensive Plan policy, which the City may choose to 
implement in the future. 
 


Analysis 
 
In general, the actual land area difference between the floodplain area and floodway area within City of 
Olympia jurisdiction is minimal largely because there are no major rivers in Olympia that carry 
substantial flood waters and the topography adjacent to Olympia’s streams is often steep.  See the 
proposed Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas map regarding the extent of the 100 Year 
Floodplain areas.  These floodplains are quite small and typically already protected under the stream 
buffer and/or wetland regulations of the Critical Areas Ordinance.  Although a policy of more restrictive 
floodplain management is included in the current Comprehensive Plan, the development regulations 
have not been modified to reflect this more restrictive approach.   
 
If development was broadly prohibited in the floodplain (Option 2), buildings already located in them 
would become non-conforming, such as Olympia Supply downtown, and new buildings would not be 
allowed.  If the current practice of only prohibiting building in the floodway continued (Option 1), then 
future new buildings would be allowed in the flood fringe, but required to elevate at least one foot 
above base flood elevation.  
 
Continuing to allow development within the flood fringe could cause increased flooding within the 
floodway and adversely affect stream and associated habitats. However, both the City’s stream 
protection regulation and those of the State, and a federal requirement to consider salmon habitat 
impacts whenever floodplain development occurs, serve to mitigate any such impacts. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Approve policy reflecting current practice, subject to Critical Areas protection measures. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N24. Climate Change 
 


Proposal 


Add goals and policies to the plan regarding the challenge of climate change. Specifically:  


 
• Goal N8. “Community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing 


greenhouse gases are identified, monitored, and reduced.” 
 


• PN8.1.  “Coordinate with local and state partners to identify and monitor sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions using best available science; identify reduction targets and 
actions.”  


 


• N8.2. “Monitor the greenhouse gas emissions from city operations, and implement new 
conservation measures, technologies and alternative energy sources to reach established 
reduction goals.”  
 


• PN8.3. “Reduce the use of fossil fuels and creation of greenhouse gases through planning, 
education, conservation, and development and implementation of renewable sources of 
energy.”   


 


Background 
 
Olympia was one of the first local jurisdictions in the country to develop a plan for responding to climate 
change issues. A 1991 Climate Action Plan marks the beginning of the City taking action to both reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for climate change.  In 2005 the City developed a baseline 
inventory of greenhouse gas emissions from city operations and maintenance.  In 2007, the City 
published a report defining what was known at the time about the expected local impacts of climate 
change, and discussing what’s being done regionally and locally to respond.  It also served as a 
guidebook for community members who wished to reduce their own “carbon footprint.” This was 
followed by a second inventory in 2008 that outlined Olympia’s accomplishments to that point in 
addressing climate change by reducing emissions.   
 
The studies done by the City are in partnership with a local non-profit that is actively engaged in 
addressing climate change locally:  Transition Olympia—Climate Change.  Climate Solutions is another 
non-profit agency with a strong presence in Olympia.  


 
Options 
 
Option 1. Identify, monitor, and reduce community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other 
climate-changing greenhouse gases within City operations and in coordination with local community 
partners.   
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Option 2. No action:  Continue to address emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing 
greenhouse gases on a minimal scale and as opportunities, such as grants or City Council directives, 
arise, with some coordination with local groups or non-profits to promote both their and the City’s 
efforts.  
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal:  Determine that the City can have little effect on climate change, 
and that the focus should be on adapting or identifying ways in which to maintain the current levels of 
emissions.  
 


Analysis 
 
The intent of the climate change goal and policies is to recognize that our community will be impacted 
by climate change, and that we should play an active role in reducing our contribution, whether those 
emissions  are city-generated or community-generated. This is a response to a desire expressed by the 
community throughout Imagine Olympia that the City be a role model in sustainable practices, and that 
the City assist in educating and promoting techniques and methods of environmental stewardship.  The 
proposal recognizes that to be highly effective in identifying, monitor, and reducing sources of 
greenhouse gases, the City should involve the community, in particular non-profits or other groups with 
expertise, passion, and resources to engage people in changing their habits or preparing to adapt to 
changing climate conditions.  The proposal also recognizes that, at minimum, the City should be 
measuring and reducing its own carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions.     
 
Implementation could be accomplished through a variety of means, such as planning, education, and 
the invention, promotion, and implementation of new technologies.  The City can proactively engage 
partners and other local agencies and non-profits in identifying, monitoring, and reducing community 
sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing greenhouse gases community-wide, 
while focusing on City operations and maintenance, where city staff can have the most immediate and 
direct impact.   
 
Responding to climate change is primarily a mitigation measure intended to reduce the adverse 
environmental impacts of greenhouse gas emission. Depending upon the specific measures selected, the 
proposed policies could have secondary impacts.  For example, reduced reliance on fossil fuels could 
lead to increasing impacts associated with wind power, hydropower in the form of dams, or nuclear 
power.   
 
Option two assumes that other organizations are better suited for identifying greenhouse gas sources, 
monitoring levels, and implementing new or creative ways to reduce them.  The City may help in 
promoting those activities, recognizing that addressing greenhouse gases may be a monumental task, 
and one in which it would be challenging to begin to address because of a need for coordination among 
departments and access to the technical expertise to make decisions that reflect consideration of 
climate change.  Option two would result in any existing programs that promote or result in the 
reduction of emissions continuing; however, there would be no expansion, measurements or 
benchmarks established, change in emphasis, or enhanced coordination with community partners.    
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Option three highlights that this may not be the best or most environmentally effective area in which 
the City should spend its resources; especially if the majority of community members are unwilling or 
unable to change their lifestyles enough to reduce carbon emissions.  Climate change may be an issue 
that is better addressed on a national or global scale, and the focus for Olympia could be on adapting to 
impacts when they occur.  Option three would also shift the focus to other local agencies or non-profit 
entities  to take the lead. 


 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt Option one to recognize that reducing emissions is a goal that can engage all 
community members, and that the City is well positioned to have a beneficial impact.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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N26. Dark Skies 
 


Proposal 
 
Adopt new goals and policies regarding night-time lighting, specifically: 
 


• Goal N9. Artificial sources of nighttime light are minimized to protect wildlife and vegetation, 
and preserve views of the night sky. 


 


• PN9.1. Design nighttime lighting that is safe and efficient by directing it only to the areas where 
it is needed. Allow and encourage reduction or elimination of nighttime light sources where 
safety is not impacted. 


 


• PN9.2. Eliminate or reduce lighting in proximity to streams, lakes, wetlands, and shorelines so as 
not to disrupt the natural development and life processes of wildlife. 


 


Background 
 
Light pollution is defined as any adverse effect of artificial light.  The National Lighting Product Program 
characterizes nighttime light or light pollution, as being made up of three different elements:  sky glow, 
light trespass, and glare.  Sky glow is the result of electric light emitted directly upward or reflected off 
the ground.  Sky glow is the most troublesome for astronomers, because it greatly reduces the contrast 
of stars against the dark sky.  Light trespass is light being cast where it is not wanted or needed, such as 
light from a streetlight.  Glare is light that is so bright it can be disabling or uncomfortable.  All three 
kinds of light pollution can be controlled through appropriate light levels, light standard design, and 
placement. 
 
Light pollution can have a dramatic and destructive affect on human health, wildlife, and vegetation.  
Humans who experience insufficient or disrupted sleep from artificial light can suffer from health 
problems such as high blood pressure, depression, and obesity according to the American Academy of 
Sleep Medicine.  Exposure to light at night can also lead to suppressed levels of melatonin, which in turn 
may be attributed to higher rates of breast cancer.   
 
The natural behavior, life cycles, and development of insects, plankton, bats, birds, salmon, and turtles 
can all be impacted by artificial light at night.  Light can disrupt a creature’s ability to hunt, stay alert to 
predators, navigate, and reproduce.  The natural cycles of trees and other plants can also be negatively 
impacted by light pollution.  A tree near an artificial source of light will interpret that light as a longer 
day length, thus delaying the natural processes that trigger dormancy in the winter.     
 
Since 2005, the city standards for streetlights have been updated to require mechanisms built into the 
light fixtures that minimize light trespass and glare.  The city is also continuing to look for ways to 
retrofit existing fixtures that do not have the built-in mechanisms to direct light downward.  The older 
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fixtures still have light allowed to cast upward, but the wattage on the lamps has been reduced to the 
lowest possible.  In 2007, City Council asked staff to research options for proposed code amendments 
for lighting options for private development; however this proposal was ‘tabled’ awaiting consideration 
of all aspects of night-time lighting issues.  
 
Currently, the city already has design standards in place that require that all new light fixtures 
associated with public infrastructure, for example sidewalks, streets, and trails, meet dark skies 
standards. The City continues to explore the usage of new technologies.  For example, some streetlight 
fixtures are being outfitted with Light Emitting Diode (LED) bulbs, which are more energy efficient and 
compliant with dark skies guidelines.  
 


Options  
 
Option 1. Artificial sources of nighttime light would be minimized to protect wildlife and vegetation, and 
preserve views of the night sky.   
 
Option 2. No action:  Lighting installed as an element of public infrastructure voluntarily meets “dark 
skies” design and brightness standards.  
 


Analysis 
 
The intent of this goal and policies is to minimize nighttime light whenever possible.  If Option one is 
selected, efforts to reduce nighttime light may be expanded to address light fixtures on private property, 
including both residential and commercial properties. While the intent would not be to diminish security 
or safety, some sources of light desired by commercial businesses might be limited, such as electronic 
signs, signs that remain on 24 hours-a-day, tall pole signs, and decorative landscape lighting or lighting 
for aesthetic purposes.  Because aquatic wildlife are greatly affected by nighttime light, so selecting 
Option one may mean reducing lighting in areas where people gather or spend time in the evening, such 
as the downtown waterfront, the Port peninsula waterfront areas, or private residences along the 
water.   
 
Option one could support maintaining what many community members called the “small town” feel in 
Olympia.  Less light pollution means views of the night sky are more common, and there are still dark 
places in the city that support wildlife.  Commercial signage may also be less visible or noticeable at 
night.   
 
Option one is primarily a mitigation measure to minimize adverse environmental impacts of urban 
development. Option two would have little or no impact on light pollution originating from private 
property. 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt Option to reduce nighttime light, protecting sensitive wildlife and vegetation, 
minimizing the disturbance and distraction of ambient light, and preserving views of the night sky.           
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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PN10 and GN10 Limit Toxins 
 


Proposal 
 
Add new Goal and Policies to the Natural Environment Chapter to address environmental toxins, 
specifically: 
 


• Goal N10 Risk to human health and damage to wildlife and wildlife habitat due to harmful 
toxins, pollution, or other emerging threats is tracked by appropriate agencies and significantly 
reduced or eliminated. 


 


• PN10.1 Minimize the City’s purchase and use of products that contribute to toxic chemical 
pollution through their creation, use, or disposal. 


 


Background 
 
In January 2006, the Olympia City Council adopted Resolution M-1621 to guide Olympia toward 
practices that reduced the exposures of community members and workers to products that contain 
persistent toxic chemicals, by evaluating the products currently used that are manufactured with these 
substances, and pursuing a goal that would phase-out over time, the purchase and use of these 
products. This Comprehensive Plan policy is intended to confirm that Council Resolution, and expand it 
to include other potential health threats.  
 


Options  
 
Option 1. Adopt Comprehensive Plan policies which support and guide activities consistent with 
Resolution M-1621 and expand it to include emerging health threats related to harmful toxics and 
pollution. 
 
Option 2.  Maintain the Resolution, but without specific Comprehensive Plan support. 
 
Option 3. Develop more detailed policies in the Comprehensive Plan to implement Resolution M-1621. 
 


Analysis 
 
These policies are designed to guide the implementation of City Council Resolution M-1621, as well as 
components of the Waste Resources Master Plan and the Regional Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  
The City does not regulate these substances, but does make choices about which substances to 
purchase, use and how those are managed and disposed.   The intention is to contribute to improved 
health in the community and within the workforce by limiting human exposure and reducing health 
threats. The policy is worded more broadly to include any emerging environmental health-related 
threats which may arise and be worthy of similar review and evaluation. 
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Staff Recommendation  
 
Option 1. Adopt Comprehensive Plan policies which support and guide implementation of Resolution 
M-1621 and expand it to include emerging health threats related to harmful toxics and pollution. 


 
Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 


  


July 18, 2012 DRAFT SEIS Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update Page 79 of 125







 


 


L1. Future Land Use Map 


 
Proposal 
 
Replace current version of Future Land Use Map and its 33 land use categories with version 
consolidating uses into 14 categories with less distinct boundaries. (See proposed Future Land Use Map 
and Appendix A of Land Use and Urban Design chapter.) 
 


Background 
 
The State’s Growth Management Act requires that Comprehensive Plans include “a land use element 
designating the proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the use of land ….” 
Such designations usually include a map, as the Act says, “The plan shall be an internally consistent 
document and all elements shall be consistent with the future land use map.” RCW 36.70A.070. 
Development regulations, such as zoning, must be “consistent” with this map, i.e., no feature is 
incompatible with any other feature or regulation. WAC 365-196-800. In 1994, in response to this 
mandate, Olympia adopted a Future Land Use map that virtually mirrored the zoning map. As a result, 
since 1994 reviews of any zoning map amendment proposals have been done in tandem with 
amendments of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt revised map as shown in July draft, together with descriptions of each 
new category as set forth in Appendix A of Land Use and Urban Design Chapter. As described in the Plan, 
although the new boundaries are not parcel specific, zoning boundaries would generally not deviate 
from the map’s boundaries by more than 200 feet.  
 
Option 2. No action: Retain the Future Land Use map in current form, i.e, mirroring the zoning map. 
 


Analysis 
 
The proposed Future Land Use map would generally reflect the current Future Land Use map, but 
provide more flexibility for regulating development and for property owners to seeking regulatory 
changes consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. This flexibility would likely result in development 
options more responsive to changing economic conditions, better-suited to specific site conditions and 
more consistent with design preferences, and possibly more consistent with public preferences. By no 
longer linking the zoning map directly with the Future Land Use Map, the City and County would have 
the option of encouraging phasing of development and sprawl avoidance by creating ‘growth reserve’ 
zoning in areas where urban services are not readily available. (Current zoning sometimes allows urban 
development even though such municipal utility extensions are not affordable, which can result in 
inappropriately high assessed values.) 
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Specific environmental impacts from such flexibility cannot be forecast.  However, because all such 
changes in zoning and other regulations must conform with the Comprehensive Plan, and further 
environmental review significant environmental impacts are unlikely.  
 
Unless the City Code were amended, rezones and other regulatory code amendments consistent with 
the Plan would be heard by the Olympia Hearing Examiner instead of the Planning Commission and 
would no longer be subject to the ‘once per year’ Plan amendment limit. Such amendments would be 
judged according to standards set forth in the code and other laws, such consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan and inappropriate “spot” zoning. Final decisions would continue to be made by the 
City Council. Because such changes in zoning would be ‘untied’ from Plan amendments, they could be 
more readily appealed. 
 
Retaining the current more detailed map with the resulting more cumbersome amendment process for 
zoning, would result in more predictability for property owners and residents in the short-term. Long-
term predictability would be based on interpretation of the text of the Plan, as the Future Land Use map 
itself would continue to be a reflection of current zoning rather than a long-term vision of the 
community. Washington cities comparably sized to Olympia are split about evenly between the general 
land use map and ‘mirror map’ approaches. 
 
For more information, see “Mirrored Maps Policy Discussion – The Relationship of the Future Land Use 
Map and the Zoning Map” submitted to Olympia Planning Commission on August 22, 2011. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Approve new less specific form of Future Land Use map to provide long-term guidance and 
regulatory flexibility. (For clarity and to ensure consistency of zoning and the new map, the Commission 
may also recommend that the Development Code be amended to specify which regulatory zones are 
intended to conform with which new Future Land Use map categories.) 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L2. Future Land Use Map Amendments 


 
Proposal 
 
Amend Future Land Use map to change designation for area southwest of ‘intersection’ of Kaiser Road 
SW and Highway 101 from Light Industrial to General Commercial; change area bordering South Bay 
Road NE north of State Avenue extended from Light Industrial to Auto Services; change LOTT downtown 
wastewater treatment plant site from Industrial to Urban Waterfront; and change property known as 
‘Henderson Park’ (an commercial development) from Capitol Campus/Commercial Services High Density 
(CSH) to General Commerce. (These independent proposals are combined here due to similarity of 
issues.) 
 


Background 
 
Kaiser Road Industrial. The 20–acre area southeast of Kaiser and ‘101’ is in three ownerships. Primary 
current land uses are a building supplies wholesaler and a handful of specialty industries such as 
precision cutting tools. This area is within the Allison Springs wellhead protection area (estimated to be 
within five years ‘time of travel’ from the City’s well site).  An eastbound on-ramp to Highway 101 is 
planned by the State and City immediately across Kaiser Road from this site. This land use designation is 
a ‘remnant’ of a larger industrial area north of Highway 101 in the County’s 1988 comprehensive plan 
and apparently survives due to the existing uses. This area is outside the city limits in the Olympia Urban 
Growth Area. It is bordered on the south, east and west by residential zoning and land uses. 
 
South Bay Road Industrial. The eastern portion of the South Bay Road area has been designated for light 
industrial uses since at least the mid-1970s. By 1988, the designation had been extended west of the 
road. This area of slightly less than ten acres has two owners, one on each side of the road, and is 
primarily used by businesses supporting auto use, such as collision repair, powder-coating, and general 
maintenance. This area is bordered on the north, east and west by residential zoning and land uses, and 
“high density corridor” zoning and residential land uses on the south. Indian Creek, flowing south to 
Budd Inlet, is 20 to 200 feet to the east. 
 
LOTT Industrial. The LOTT (Lacey-Olympia-Tumwater-Thurston) Alliance’s wastewater treatment plant 
site is a single-ownership, single-use, three-block property of slightly less than ten acres. The site is 
generally surrounded by light industrial uses, such as warehouses, a coffee roaster and boat repair, plus 
LOTT’s new office building. (The Industrial designation is only for the treatment plant and does not 
include all of LOTT’s continuous property; and as a result of expansion it no longer includes all of the 
treatment plant.) The new Hands-on Children’s  Museum is to the southeast. At the nearest point, it is 
about 400 feet from East Bay.  
 
Henderson Park. “Henderson Park” is a four-lot, seven-acre commercial binding site plan at the 
Henderson Boulevard – Interstate-5 interchange and is accessed directly from an interchange 
roundabout. This site is believed to once have been wetlands associated with the vestigial Moss Lake to 
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the southwest, and to have been filled decades ago in association with an I-5 widening project. It is 
located adjacent to the freeway at the foot of a bluff and overlooked by single-family housing. Except for 
a ‘backdoor’ emergency access, the only motor vehicle access is by private driveway from the freeway 
interchange. The 1988 Comprehensive Plan designates this area for “Commercial” uses, but in 1994 it 
was changed to Capitol Campus/Commercial Services High Density (CSH). 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Designate the Kaiser Road light industrial area as ‘General Commercial’ on the 
Future Land Use map, designate the South Bay Road light industrial area as Auto Services on that map, 
and the Henderson Park site as General Commerce. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain one or all current designations. 
 


Analysis 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan generally calls for most for the area’s industrial development to occur in 
three concentrated areas – the Mottman Industrial Park, in the vicinity of Fones Road SE, and at the Port 
peninsula. However, the two areas in question on Kaiser and South Bay Roads have been developed for 
decades and the current Plan apparently was intended to recognize such prior uses. However, at these 
sites, minimal light industrial development has occurred. Instead, the resulting land uses are generally of 
a commercial nature. Each area is bordered by relatively low density residential uses (with resulting 
potential for land use conflicts), lacks quality freight access (both are about one mile from the nearest 
freeway interchange and border streets lacking sidewalks and other improvements), and have relatively 
high potential for contaminating surface of ground or surface water if accidental spills occur.  
 
For the reasons described above, these sites do not seem well-suited for long-term light industrial use. 
The proposed new categories are intended to reflect both the existing uses and appropriate long-term 
uses. General commercial designation of the Kaiser Road site would provide for it to both serve future 
residential development in the area, and for uses supported by the future direct access to Highway 101. 
Designation of the South Bay Road area for auto services would provide for an eastside cluster of such 
uses in the City (currently the only such area is the Olympia Auto Mall on the westside). In both 
instances, new classifications could result in more traffic but present less risk of environmental 
contamination and residential land use conflicts than the light industrial category. 
 
Retaining the current light industrial classifications at one or both sites would retain a small part of the 
community’s already small industrial land area. Olympia’s Urban Growth Area includes about 300 acres 
of industrially-zoned land. According to the 2007 Buildable Lands Report less than 20-acres of this area is 
privately owned and “redevelopable.” Plan policies generally favor protection and preservation of 
opportunities for industrial development. See “Industry” section of proposed Land Use and Urban 
Design chapter. 
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The LOTT wastewater treatment plant site is a remnant of a larger industrial designation that extended 
south to State Avenue in the 1976 Comprehensive Plan. In 1988, the surrounding area was redesignated 
as Central Waterfront, a precursor of the Urban Waterfront label, but for unknown reasons the 
treatment plant site was not included in that change. As described in the ‘July draft’ of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Urban Waterfront designation, “provides for a compatible mix of commercial, 
light industrial, limited heavy industrial, and multifamily residential uses along the waterfront.” “Sewage 
Treatment Facilities” are a permitted use in the implementing Urban Waterfront development 
regulations. A change of use of this property is not anticipated, but should it change in the future heavy 
industrial uses could conflict with other land uses in the vicinity. No environmental impacts are expected 
from this map amendment. (Note, LOTT officials have been notified of this proposal.) 
 
Various commercial uses of the “Henderson Park” property have been considered over the years and a 
hotel proposal is now under review. Except for capitol campus and two blocks on Eight Avenue SE that 
are the site of state-leased office buildings known as Capitol View (proposed as Professional Office – 
Multi-Family Residential in the July draft), this is the only private property in the 1994 Plan’s CSH 
designation. (The Capitol Campus is proposed to be designated a Planned Development site.) The 1994 
Plan describes CSH as, “This designation contains the State of Washington Capitol Campus and areas 
where limited commercial services and high density multifamily can enhance activities near chief 
employment centers such as the Capitol Campus, Downtown Business District and Central Waterfront. 
The zoning ordinance will establish building height limits which protect views of the Capitol Dome.” The 
July draft describes General Commerce as, “This designation provides for commercial uses and activities 
which are heavily dependent on convenient vehicle access but which minimize adverse impact on the 
community, especially on adjacent properties having more restrictive development characteristics. The 
area should have safe and efficient access to major transportation routes. Additional "strip" 
development should be limited by filling in available space in a way that accommodates and encourages 
pedestrian activity. As proposed in the ‘July draft,’ the site would revert to a ‘General Commerce’ 
designation. Given the direct access to the freeway, Henderson Boulevard and public utilities, no 
substantially different environmental impacts are expected as a result of this change. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Change the designation of all four sites as described above (or any combination) and as shown 
on the proposed Future Land Use map to reduce potential conflicts with surrounding uses, protect the 
environment, and accord with planned supporting public facilities. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L3. Development Codes 
 


Proposal 
 
Add policies of adopting development regulations to ensure consistency and conformity with 
Comprehensive Plan; specifically: 


• PL1.4. Require functional and efficient development by adopting and periodically updating 
zoning consistent with the Future Land Use Map. 
 


• PL1.5. Require development to meet appropriate minimum standards, such as landscaping and 
design guidelines, stormwater and other engineering standards, and buildings codes, and 
address risks, such as geologically hazardous areas; and require existing development to be 
gradually improved to such standards. 


 


Background 
 
For over 100 years, Olympia has adopted building codes, zoning, and other regulations governing 
development. However, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan has not explicitly stated the City’s intention to 
utilize these ‘tools’ a one of the means of implementing the Plan. 
 


Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt policies stating intention to utilize zoning and minimum development 
standards to implement the Plan. 
 
Option 2. No action: Plan would not specifically address this topic. 
 


Analysis 
 
Because state laws including the Growth Management Act generally require, or at least encourage, local 
governments to adopt building codes and other development regulations, the addition of explicit 
policies in the Plan would probably not result in significant changes or adverse environmental impacts. 
The addition of such policies could result in implementing development regulations more expansive or 
restrictive than the State-required standards. For example, the State does not require local governments 
to adopt landscaping or architectural standards. At minimum, such policies could ensure a common 
understanding of the community’s intent on this topic. 
 
Failure to add such policies would continue the practice of adopting development regulations on a case-
specific basis without general guidance from the Plan.  
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. To establish basic guidance in the Plan, adopt the policies as proposed including the policy of 
pursuing gradual improvement of existing development. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L4. Bike Parking Requirement 


 


Proposal 
 
Revise policy to indicate that bicycle parking will be required of all commercial development, and 
encouraged at existing sites; specifically,  
 


• LL1.13. Require new, and encourage existing, businesses to provide bicycle parking. 


 
Background 
 
To support bicycling as a form of transportation, many communities require developments to include 
bike parking in addition to car parking. Olympia’s current Comprehensive Plan policy is to ‘require 
bicycle racks at office and industrial sites’. (Transportation Policy 1.10) Other provisions of the plan 
suggest that the City work with Intercity Transit to provide bicycle parking. When Olympia added bicycle 
parking as a development regulation requirement in 1995 the development requirements were 
extended to other commercial development and most multi-family housing.  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand scope of bicycle parking requirement policy to all commercial 
development. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain existing policy – limited to office and industrial projects. 
 


Analysis 
 
Olympia has been at the forefront of communities supporting bicycling by ensuring adequate provisions 
for securely parking bicycles. Depending on the land use, Olympia requires short-term bicycle parking – 
such as for customers, or long-term more secure parking – such as for employees or tenants, or both. 
The amount of bicycle parking required by Olympia and other cities varies substantially, but is generally 
about 10% of the number of spaces required for cars. 
 
Impacts of requiring bicycle parking vary with specific standards, but in general result in minor 
modification of building exteriors and slight reductions in car traffic associated impacts of that traffic. 
Secondary impacts may include overall improvements in health and well-being as a result of increased 
physical activity. Provision of bicycle parking generally requires less than 1% of a site thus minimally 
reducing development density; and to the extent car parking is reduced it may actually increase overall 
development density. 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt new policy that better reflects current practice. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L10. View Protection and Enhancement 
 


Proposal 
 
Shift policy emphasis from protecting certain views from public streets to protection and enhancement 
of views from public gathering places; and expand street-end water view protection to all water bodies. 
Specifically proposed are: 
 


• PL6.9. Preserve and enhance water vistas by retaining public rights-of-way that abut or are 
within one block of water bodies and by not siting public buildings within associated view 
corridors. 
 


• PL6.10. Identify and designate significant public- viewpoints and – with consideration of trees 
and other enhancing landscaping—protect, preserve and enhance particular views of the Capitol 
Campus, Budd Inlet, Downtown skyline, Mount Rainier, the Black Hills, Capitol Lake and 
surrounding treed slopes, and the Olympic Mountains, such as: 


o Capitol Group views of the Olympic Mountains  
o West Bay Park views of Capitol Group  
o Existing West Bay Park views of Olympic Mountains  
o Olympic Way sidewalk and Fourth Avenue bridge viewpoint views of the Capitol Group  
o Existing Fourth Avenue bridge views of the Olympic Mountains  
o Upper Sunrise Park views of Mount Rainier  
o Pacific Avenue sidewalk views of Mount Rainier from Boulevard Road to Steele Street  
o Priest Point Park views of Capitol Group and Olympic Mountains  
o East Bay Waterfront Park views of Olympic Mountains  
o Existing Brawne and Foote intersection view of Budd Inlet  
o Upper Madison Scenic Park views of Capitol Campus and downtown  
o Capitol Boulevard west sidewalk views of Capitol Lake  
o Percival Landing views of Capitol Group and Olympic Mountains  


 


Background 
 
Since at least the 1980s Olympia has used development regulations in an attempt to preserve and 
enhance views valued by the public. In general, that effort has focused on views of the Capitol Campus, 
Mount Rainier, Black Hills and major water bodies from streets and points near the water. Among the 
regulations that have been adopted are the Urban Waterfront Plan, height restrictions in OMC Chapter 
18.10, and the ‘View preservation’ requirement of the design criteria at OMC 18.110.060: “In order to 
protect the existing outstanding scenic views which significant numbers of the general public have from 
public rights-of-way, applicants for development must consider the impact their proposal will have on 
views of Mt. Rainier, the Olympic Mountains, Budd Inlet, the Black Hills, the Capitol Building, and Capitol 
Lake or its surrounding hillsides. All development must reserve a reasonable portion of such territorial 
and immediate views of these features for significant numbers of people from public rights-of-way, and 
shall provide lookouts, viewpoints, or view corridors so that visual access to existing outstanding scenic 
vistas is maintained.” Specific views to be preserved by this last provision are based on a1982 map of 
existing views from streets. Except for a State-mandated Shoreline Master Program provision, the City’s 
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policies and regulations do not provide for protecting views from private property. During the Imagine 
Olympia outreach, members of the public expressed strong opinions regarding the importance of 
preserving views valued by the community. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand existing policy regarding preserving street end views of Budd Inlet and 
Capitol Lake to all water bodies, and modify valued-views protection policy from streets to a new set of 
“significant public viewpoints” to be identified at a later date. In general although downtown skyline has 
been added the features viewed would remain the same– the proposed change is primarily regarding 
deleting “corridors” from the viewpoints. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain existing policy, such as: “Protect, to the greatest extent practical, scenic 
views of the Capitol Dome, Budd Inlet, Mount Rainier, the Black Hills, Capitol Lake, and the Olympic 
Mountains from designated viewing points and corridors.“ Comprehensive Plan policy LU 2.2. 
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Identify and designate specific views in the Comprehensive Plan. 
(The proposal provides only examples. The table below summarizes the evaluation that led to the 
selection of this list.) 
 


Analysis 
 
The current policy of protecting views from street “corridors” is difficult to apply on a project specific 
basis. Due to the linear nature of streets, these view lines often encompass an entire property. For 
example, the new Olympia City Hall falls within formerly protected views of the Capitol Dome from 
Fourth Avenue.  
 
Shifting the emphasis from street view protection, which apparently is derived from a ‘scenic driving’ 
approach of the 1970s and earlier, to protection and enhancement of views specifically from places 
where the public gathers would significantly reduce the number of affected properties, thus increasing 
opportunities for more intensive development in other areas and providing for a focused effort to retain 
and enhance the views most enjoyed by the general public. The revised policy regarding community-
valued views could enhance the public’s continued ability to appreciate and enjoy these views, while 
also increasing predictability for private property owners. As noted, associated development restrictions 
could result in some reduction in the development potential of certain properties and portions of the 
City leading to secondary adverse impacts associated with overall lower density development. (A 
summary of the views evaluated to create the examples list in the proposed policy is available upon 
request.) 
 
The related change would expand an existing water-vistas-at-street-ends policy to include all water 
bodies and not just Budd Inlet and Capitol Lake; for example, to include the Fish and Wildlife 
Department access to Ward Lake. (Compare current Comprehensive Plan policy LU 2.10 and proposed 
policy PL6.9.) As such, it would result in slightly reduced potential for development on shorelines, would 
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preserve and potentially enhance public access to shorelines consistent with Shoreline Management Act 
goals, and provide the potential for habitat and other environmental enhancement in these few 
locations.  
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt revised policy reflecting shift in emphasis from street views to public space views. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L9. Design Review Areas 


 
Proposal 
 
Expand policy subjecting development to design standards to include all commercial development 
adjacent to public streets. Specifically proposed Policy  
 


• L6.1. Require highly visible development - such as commercial development adjacent to freeways 
and public streets, in urban corridors, downtown, and at the Port, and all housing except 
detached homes on conventionally sized lots (5,000 square feet or larger) outside areas 
developed before WWII - to be designed to maintain or improve the character and livability of 
each area or neighborhood. 


 


Background 
 
Many communities require that development conform with certain architectural and aesthetic 
standards. Olympia first adopted such standards in 1988. Initially, only development downtown and 
along entrance and exit corridors was subject to such requirements. Gradually the types and locations of 
development subject to ‘design review’ have expanded until there are only a few exceptions – primarily 
single-family housing and a few commercial areas. In some areas, the design criteria are focused on the 
portion of the project abutting residential uses and not on the public street face. The few remaining 
commercial areas are generally in the vicinity of Fones Road, along Lilly and Ensign Roads (Providence St. 
Peters Hospital area), the portion of Olympia Auto Mall not adjacent to Cooper Point – Auto Mall Road, 
and the Yauger Road - Capital Mall Drive - McPhee Road area near Capital Medical Center.  (Note: the 
Evergreen Park PUD has privately-adopted design standards and not the City criteria.) 
 


Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand design review requirement to commercial development along all public 
streets. 
 
Option 2. No action: Designated areas would remain ‘as is.’ 
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: In addition to commercial development, require industrial and 
institutional development along public streets to meet design criteria. 
 


Analysis 
 
Olympia’s design criteria generally apply to the exterior architectural forms of buildings, but extend to 
other aesthetic components of development such as landscaping. These standards are intended to 
enhance the appearance of the community and mitigate some of the impacts of development. But they 
also reduce flexibility and options and can increase costs. Expanding the geographical area subject to 
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these requirements would expand these impacts into new areas. The architectural quality of projects 
not subject to design review varies greatly. For example, compare the award-winning offices at 2415 
Heritage Court SW in Evergreen Park with the NAPA Auto Parts store at 1319 Fones Road SE. 
 


 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Expand design review to commercial projects along all public streets. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L7. Light Industry in Commercial Areas 


 
Proposal 
 
Provide for light industry in commercial areas, specifically Policy 
 


• PL8.8. Provide opportunities for light industrial uses in commercial areas consistent with the 
commercial and multi-family uses of those areas, such as low-impact production within buildings 
with retail storefronts. 


 


Background 
 
Olympia has only a few acres of undeveloped land in industrial areas such as the Mottman industrial 
Park. Current development regulations allow manufacturing in commercial areas if in association with a 
retail location that sells those products and if the process does not emit loud noises or noxious odors. 
For example, Wagner’s Bakery on Capitol Way both retails and wholesales baked goods. Historically, 
downtown Olympia was both a retail and industrial center of the community. A few of these industries 
remain, such as Ziegler’s Welding at 322 Capitol Way North. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt new policy specifically providing for light industry in commercial areas.  
 
Option 2. No action: Plan would continue to emphasize industrial areas for light industry.   
 


Analysis 
 
Manufacturing and similar light industry is a shrinking component of the area’s employment. According 
to the Thurston Economic Development Center’s Vitality report, between 2000 to 2010 “manufacturing” 
declined from 6.7 to 4.5% of the county’s jobs. The proposed policy could lead to relaxation of 
development regulations to allow more industrial development in outside primarily industrial areas. 
 
Production activities within commercial areas provide industry and property owners with a broader 
range of options. It can also result in more efficient land use by enabling use of sites that do not lend 
themselves to commercial or residential use. By combining production facilities with nearby use or sales, 
environmental impacts of transporting products can be reduced. However, it also creates the possibility 
of increased local traffic congestion due to associated freight traffic, possible conflicts with other land 
uses especially night-time conflicts with residential uses, and risks of pollution and hazardous materials 
releases. 
 
The current policy leads to concentration of industrial activities in a few locations. This approach 
generally reduces risks of land use conflicts and pollution by allowing focused pollution management 
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and supervision. It also focuses freight traffic in a few locations providing for more efficient use of 
transportation facilities.  
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  To support a greater variety of uses, adopted policy of providing for light industry in 
commercial areas. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L8. On-street Parking and Traffic 
  
Proposal 
 
Shift on-street parking policy from providing where it would ‘not unduly slow traffic flow’ to ‘where 
safe;’ specifically, Policy 
 


• PL9.5. Encourage efficient use and design of commercial parking areas, reduce parking 
requirements (but avoid significant overflow into residential areas) and support parking 
structures, especially downtown and in urban corridors, and designate streets for on-street 
parking where safe. 


 


Background 
 
Generally Olympia has on-street parking in residential areas and minor commercial streets, plus in the 
city center and vicinity of the county courthouse. During the Imagine Olympia process, some of the 
public have urged adding on-street parking to more streets. The proposed policy would slightly shift the 
balance of between competing policies favoring both on-street parking and minimizing traffic 
congestion when designating which street should have on-street parking.  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: PL9.5 which provide for more on-street parking by removing consideration of 
slowing of traffic factor.  
 
Option 2. No action: Retain limiting phrase such as ‘except where it would unduly slow traffic.’ 
 


Analysis 
 
In addition to providing a pool of shared parking, on-street parking also serves as a buffer between 
traffic and sidewalk areas and adjacent uses, and provides ‘friction’ that slows traffic. This ‘friction’ 
results in slight reductions in the capacity of the associated street, and especially where traffic speeds 
are higher can result in safety hazards when entering and exiting a parked car.  
 
The proposed policy could result in an increase in shared parking reducing the total land area used for 
parking in the City, reductions in traffic capacity of certain streets leading to more ‘cut-thru’ traffic on 
adjacent streets, and some increases in development costs where construction of street parking exceeds 
the cost of constructing on-site parking. The ‘where safe’ provision of the policy should mitigate safety 
hazards associated with on-street parking on high-speed streets. 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Replace ‘where not unduly slowing traffic’ with ‘where safe’ limit of on-street parking policy. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L15. Special Area Planning 


 


Proposal 
 
Revise Plan to remove elements of special area plans prepared at discretion of other governments, such 
as Port of Olympia and Washington State and replace with policy of coordination, identify Lilly Road – 
Martin Way, Capital Mall, and Martin Way – Lilly Road areas as location where special area plans will be 
prepared City of Olympia, and provide for special area plans to be prepared for ‘campuses’ such as 
South Puget Sound Community College and hospitals. 
 


Background 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan references and sometimes adopts many other plans, many of which 
must be consistent – or at least not inconsistent – with the Comprehensive Plan. Among these are plans 
prepared to provide more detail regarding specific geographical areas within the Urban Growth Area. 
These ‘special areas’ differ from the ‘subarea planning’ proposed elsewhere in the Comprehensive Plan 
in that these special areas are smaller and sometimes have specific geographic boundaries and single 
owners. For example, the current Comprehensive Plan references and incorporates elements of the 
Port’s plan for the Port peninsula and identifies the area in eastern Olympia between Interstate-5, Lilly 
Road, Pacific Avenue and the city limits for such more detailed planning. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: (A) Remove details of Port plan from Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan; (B) Adopt 
policies of cooperation with State and Port re planning of capitol campus and peninsula area; (C) Identify 
Capital Mall area, Lilly-Martin area, and expand Pacific-Lilly area as “focus areas” for detailed planning 
(or any combination); and (D) adopt policy providing for other campus plans.  
 
Option 2. No action: Port Comprehensive Plan would be retained as an element of Olympia’s 
Comprehensive Plan, and area of east of Lilly and south of I-5 would remain only urban corridor focus 
area. 
 


Analysis 
 
A. Beginning at page 65 of the Land Use and Urban Design chapter, Olympia’s current Comprehensive 


Plan includes five pages regarding the Port peninsula and references the then-new “Port 
Comprehensive Plan.” These five pages include descriptions of the physical condition and history of 
the Port, and, among other provisions, “adopts by reference the Port’s Land Use District Drawing” 
(Policy LU 18.9). The City’s current Comprehensive Plan also describes that the Port may elect to 
redefine boundaries of the drawing consistent with the industrial and urban waterfront zones of the 
City’s Future Land Use Map and Zoning. The Port of Olympia, which is a separate special-purpose 
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government from the City, has replaced its “Port Comprehensive Plan” with an annually updated 
“Comprehensive Scheme of Harbor Improvements.” 


The relationship between the City and Port’s planning activities is often a topic of public interest. 
Unfortunately, incorporating so much detail of the Port’ s former plan into the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan has led to confusion and disputes regarding the role of the City government in Port activities. 
The proposed updated Plan would remove much of that detail, retain the industrial/urban 
waterfront divide on the Future Land Use Map, and add a policy intended to describe the continuing 
relationship between the Port and City planning efforts, specifically proposed policy PL 8.6, 
“Coordinate with the Port of Olympia to allow for long-term viability of Port peninsula industry, 
compatibility with surrounding uses, and continuation of marina uses along East Bay.  Such 
coordination should at least address transportation, pedestrian and recreation facilities, 
environmental stewardship, and overwater development.” 
 
B. As the capital city of Washington, Olympia has a long history of working with the State to further 


both the community’s and the State’s goals in this regard. However, the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan doesn’t include an express policy on this topic. Proposed policy “PL12.6 Work cooperatively 
with the State of Washington regarding planning for the Capitol Campus …” would establish that 
intent in a City planning document. No particular environmental impacts are anticipated from 
this new policy. A cooperative relationship could serve to mitigate impacts of future campus 
development on the area’s environment, the community at large, and neighboring private 
property and city infrastructure in particular.  
 


C. Owners and managers of large properties with extensive development potential, such as South 
Puget Sound Community College, often prepare long-term development plans. This approach 
can help ensure that land is used efficiently and sustainably. However, except for specific 
“village” sites where master plans are required, “development agreements” (contracts approved 
by the City Council following a public hearing, and “binding site plans” (staff approvals 
comparable to subdivisions), the City lacks a means to grant reliable long-term development 
approval. (In some instances the Olympia Hearing Examiner also has the discretion to grant 
limited long-term approvals, but only for uses designated as ‘conditional uses.’)  
 
Proposed policy PL12.6 “… provide opportunities for long-term ‘master planning’ of other [than 
capitol campus] single-purpose properties of at least twenty acres such as hospitals and the 
college and high-school campuses” would establish support for creating additional mechanism 
for this approach for providing predictability. Depending on the mechanism adopted, this policy 
would reduce environmental and especially neighborhood impacts by establishing an agreed 
future for large properties, or could have additional impacts as a result of allowing development 
to proceed for long periods consistent with out-dated standards or expectations. 
 


D. Urban Corridors planned for a mix of commercial and residential uses approaching fifteen units 
per acre on average are key pieces of the City’s plan for providing areas with vitality and less 
reliance on the automobile for transportation.  These areas extend east and west from 
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downtown to around the Capital Mall, plus south along Capitol Boulevard south of I-5. Although 
in the Plan since 1994, development consistent with the envisioned density has not occurred. 
That 1994 version of the Plan called for master planning of “focus areas” with the greatest 
potential for intensive mixed use development. See current policies LU 17.10, 17.12 and 17.14, 
for example. Only one such focus area was designated in that Plan – that area bounded by 
Pacific Avenue, Lilly Road, I-5 and the city limits. See current Goal LU17A and related text and 
policies. Although preliminary designs were included in that Comprehensive Plan, to-date a 
master plan has not been prepared for this area. 


In 2009, the Thurston Regional Planning Council convened an Urban Corridors Task Force to 
study how to remove barriers to development of the urban corridors of Lacey, Olympia and 
Tumwater. That study concluded in December of 2011 with “An Urban Corridors Task Force 
Proposal to Stimulate Transit Corridor Investments.” Among the Task Force’s recommendations 
was to, “Select a very small number of corridor districts in which urban infill and redevelopment 
is of highest priority for targeted, coordinated investment efforts.” To make this selection in 
Olympia, and to further the 1994 Plan’s vision of selecting “focus areas” within the corridors, 
three are proposed as shown on the Transportation Corridors map of the Comprehensive Plan 
“July draft.” These are the Pacific-Lilly area expanded to encompass the area west of Lilly Road, 
a new Lilly-Martin area including the nearby hospital area, and an area surrounding the Capital 
Mall. (Note that the boundaries of these areas are indefinite.) In particular, see proposed 
policies PL12.1, 12.3 and 12.4. Because planning for these focus areas must conform with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the urban corridors element is little changed since 1994, no new 
environmental impacts are expected from designation of these areas. 


 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. To limit confusion, remove details of Port plan from Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan; to ensure 
consistency with Olympia’s comprehensive plan adopt policy of cooperation with State re planning of 
capitol campus; to improve planning for urban corridors identify Capital Mall area, Lilly-Martin area, and 
Pacific-Lilly area as “focus areas” and to provide predictability adopt policy providing for other campus 
plans.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L5. Cottages and Townhouses 


 


Proposal 
 


Expand policy of allowing cottages and townhouses in high density residential areas to include all 
residential areas; specifically Policy 
 


• PL13.9. “In all residential areas, allow small cottages and townhouses, and one accessory 
housing unit per home—all subject to siting, design and parking requirements that ensure 
neighborhood character is maintained.“ 


 


Background 
 
Olympia’s current Plan is to allow for a variety of housing forms, such as townhouses, small cottages, 
and apartment buildings in “higher density residential and commercial district.” (See, e.g., current Policy 
LU 4.6) However, the City’s development regulations allow cottages not exceeding 800 square feet on 
small lots and townhouses (homes sharing a common wall on a property line) in all except some of the 
lowest density zones. For example, a few years ago Habitat for Humanity built a cottage development in 
a single-family district on Fairview Street in northeast Olympia. And, townhouses, although rare in 
Olympia prior to 1990, have now been built in almost every neighborhood.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand policy to allow cottages and townhouses in all residential areas. 
 
Option 2. No action: Policy would continue to be only to allow such housing in high-density areas. 
 


Analysis 
 
The proposed policy would support existing practices and could lead to a small increases in residential 
in-fill and thus greater densities with commensurate less environmental impacts than those associated 
with lower density urban areas – for example, less traffic and associated pollution, less conversion of 
rural and resource lands to urbanization. Resulting increases in density could lead to localized increases 
in traffic and other activities associated with housing, such as noise and light pollution. Due to smaller 
lot sizes, such housing generally is lower in cost and requires less public infrastructure per unit than 
standard detached single-family homes. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Amendment would support existing practice and provision of more alternative housing 
locations with slightly higher densities than standard single-family housing.  
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Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L6. Large Multifamily Housing Projects  
 
Proposal 
 
Revise policy to require mix of housing in apartment projects exceeding five acres instead of current ten-
acre threshold, i.e., be more restrictive; specifically, adopt proposed Policy 
 


• PL13.12. “Require a mix of single-family and multi-family structures in villages, mixed residential 
density districts, and apartment projects exceeding five acres; and utilize a variety of housing 
types and setbacks to transition to adjacent single-family areas.” 


 


Background 
 
Large apartment projects composed of similar building and housing units are efficient to construct. 
However such uniformity detracts from the City’s goals of variety and attractive neighborhoods. Thus, 
the current policy is to, “Establish development requirements which prohibit large expanses of uniform 
multifamily structures.” In particular, the policy requires projects on sites exceeding ten acres to provide 
more than one housing type and density and if exceeding five acres to vary from the density and 
building type or style of any adjoining multifamily project. See policy LU8.3(b). (This policy is 
implemented by OMC 18..04.06(N)(1).) 
 


Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Lower ten-acre threshold for requiring variety of housing to five acres.  
 
Option 2. No action: Relevant threshold would stay at ten acres. 
 


Analysis 
 
Large apartment projects with similar structures and housing units are efficient to construct and thus 
generally of lower cost than projects with a variety of housing types. Large multifamily projects in 
Olympia generally range from 12 to 24 units per acre, thus a five-acre project may have about 100 units 
while a 10-acre project might have 200 units or more. See for example the Woodlands Apartments 
project now under construction at 800 Yauger Way SW with 224 units on 12 acres – and note that the 
development regulations did not require a mix for this RM-24 zoned property. The City’s current ‘mix of 
dwelling types’ rule requires that no more than 70% of the units in a project be of any one type of 
housing, and imposes an 80% limit for 5-acre projects if adjacent to other multifamily housing. Generally 
the predominant type is apartment buildings with four or more units, resulting in a requirement that a 
small percentage be triplexes, townhouses and other forms of smaller buildings. 
 
Large homogenous housing projects are contrary to Olympia’s goals of variety and attractive 
neighborhoods, and have been controversial when in the vicinity of existing single-family housing. Most 
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of the remaining multi-family sites in Olympia are of less than ten acres. If implemented, the proposed 
policy could lead to a greater variety of housing types. However, this requirement would also slightly 
increase the cost of such housing. And, designers sometimes have found it difficult to provide smaller 
structures and still meet minimum density requirements without including structured parking. A stricter 
rule has the potential for a more compatible mix of housing types, and slightly reduced traffic and other 
environmental impacts as a result of slightly lower density. However, secondary impacts could result 
from the resulting less efficient use of land. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Amend policy threshold from ten to five acres to further goals of greater variety and mix of 
housing types. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L14. Private Use of Public Property   
 


Proposal 
 
Expand existing policy of allowing private use of public right-of-way to include other public land; 
specifically proposed Policy 
 


• PL15.4. “Design streets with landscaping, wide sidewalks, underground utilities and a 
coordinated pattern of unifying details; and provide for private use of public lands and rights-of-
way when in the best interest of the community.” 


 


Background 
 
When and why public property may be used for private purposes is regulated by State and local laws. 
See, for example, Olympia Municipal Code Chapter 12.72 regarding festivals. Olympia often allows its 
streets to be temporarily closed for private functions such as parades, downtown events, and block 
parties. However, except for leasing or renting rooms within buildings, such as at the Community 
Center, Farmer’s Market, and Performing Arts Center, other public spaces have generally not been made 
available for private use. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand policy regarding private use of public property to encompass all types of 


public land. (Compare current Policy DT 1.4, “It shall be the policy of the City of Olympia to allow, in 
some instances, through written agreement, the use of city rights-of-way for private purposes. 
Private use of the right-of-way may include air rights leases and ground leases …. [criteria deleted]” 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain policy just referencing public right-of-way (streets). 
 


Analysis 
 
Much of the land in Olympia is controlled by the public sector, and the City of Olympia in particular. 
These lands include the many street rights-of-way, schools, the Port and Capitol Campus, City parks, and 
downtown parking lots, plus the many government-owned and leased buildings. Private use of public 
property provides an alternative location for events and other private activities, such as flea markets, 
political rallies, festivals and performances, meetings and other gatherings. However, such events also 
convert public property, at least temporarily, into a form of private property where the general public 
may be excluded. Such conversions are regulated by general standards, such as free-speech rights, and 
specific standards, such Olympia’s festivals code referenced above. 
 
The proposed policy, PL15.4, differs from the existing policy by adding “public lands” to the areas that 
may be provided for private use “when in the best interest of the community.” Such areas might include 
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parking lots, parks or other lands. Specific environmental impacts of this policy change are difficult to 
anticipate, but would likely include traffic congestion in the vicinity of any well-attended events and 
some risk of additional noise or light pollution – which could be mitigated by regulatory standards. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. To further downtown goals adopt a policy expanding private use to include public lands.  
(Note: the resulting policy includes two topics – the Commission may recommend division of the 
proposed policy.)  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L11. Urban Agriculture 


 
Proposal 
 
Add a policy supporting production of food and other agricultural products within the Urban Growth 
Area.  
 


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. The proposal: Adopt proposed policy, “PL17.4. Support local food production including urban 
agriculture, and provide for a food store with a transit stop within one-half mile of all residents.” 
 
Option 2. 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. (Note, 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 and is 
addressed separately.) 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Approve proposed policy or a variation consistent with existing practices of the City and 
community. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L12. Plan for Healthy Lifestyles 


 


Proposal 
 
Add new policy ‘encouraging’ development consistent with healthy and active lifestyles. 
 


Background 
 
In 2005, Washington’s Growth Management Act was amended to provide that, “Wherever possible, the 
land use element should consider utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity.” In 
additional to relationships between public health and city planning, such as pollution control and 
provision of clean water, numerous studies have shown that physical health of members of a 
community is linked to urban form, and especially to whether that form is conducive to an active 
lifestyle such as walking, bicycling and other forms of active transportation. (See, in general, Urban 
Planning and Public Health at CDC, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report December 22, 2006.) 
Although Olympia has long planned for sidewalks, parks, bike paths and other physical improvements 
that support such lifestyles, the Comprehensive Plan lacks a specific policy on this topic.  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add policy to Comprehensive Plan addressing relationship between land use 
pattern and physical activity, specifically, Policy PL17.5 “Encourage development and public 
improvements consistent with healthy and active lifestyles.” 
 
Option 2. No action: Continue planning for an urban form that supports physical activity, but do not 
expressly address the topic.  
 


Analysis 
 
There is a strong consensus that there is a correlation between the average health of member of a 
community and the physical form of that community. In particular, access to healthy food and safe, 
convenient and pleasant locations for walking, bicycling, recreation, and other activities have been 
linked to health and longer life expectancies. See, for example, Urban Sprawl and Public Health, by 
Howard Frumkin, Lawrence Frank, and Richard Jackson, Island Press, 2004. Although Olympia’s planning 
has often addressed this topic, adding a specific policy would affirm that public health is one of the 
many reasons Olympia is pursuing a healthy urban form. Such an affirmation would not be expected to 
have any specific or general environmental impacts. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. To conform to the Growth Management Act, and recognize Olympia’s long-standing practices 
supportive of active lifestyles, add an express policy such as PL17.5. 
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Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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L13 Secure Designs 


 


Proposal 
 
Add a Plan policy to expressly discouraging designs incorporating physical security measures that isolate 
developments and neighborhoods, specifically Policy 
 


• PL17.6. “Discourage ‘fortress-style’ and unnecessarily secure designs that isolate developments 
and separate neighborhoods.” 


 


Background 
 
Police Services and other active elements of security and crime prevention are addressed in the Public 
Services Chapter of the proposed Plan. However, secure design, also known as ‘crime prevention 
through environmental design’ or CPTED (pronounced “sep ted”), is also a common consideration when 
designing the built form of individual projects and communities in general. CPTED measure include 
elements such good lighting and avoiding ‘hiding places’ by creating sites with public and common 
spaces visible from private spaces and private exterior spaces, such as front yards, that are readily visible 
from public spaces.  
 
Although generally supporting such secure designs, Olympia has adopted regulations discouraging 
practices that would isolate individual projects or neighborhoods. For example, special approval is 
required for private streets, and barbed wire and similar features are generally prohibited along public 
streets, and OMC 18.170.050 requires that multi-family developments, “Minimize the use of fences that 
inhibit pedestrian movement or separate the project from the neighborhood. Front yards shall be 
visually open to the street. Where fencing is used, provide gates or openings at frequent intervals. 
Provide variation in fencing to avoid blank walls.”  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt a policy discouraging isolating forms of secure design. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address directly in Comprehensive Plan.  
 


Analysis 
 
Minimizing crime and maximizing the security of people and property is a one of the basic goals of many 
civilizations. However, in some cases, measures intended for this purpose can lead to isolation of 
individual developments from surrounding properties, an incorrect impression that crime rates are 
excessive, and undue reliance on these measures or private security instead of community-wide action. 
Moving the balance too far toward individual security can create reliance on private security measures 
and break down support for public-policing. 
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Although Olympia’s crime rate is slightly higher than the statewide average, it is not significantly 
different than comparable communities. See Crime in Washington 2011 Annual Report, Washington 
Association of Sheriffs and Police Chief, www.waspc.org. Nonetheless, many developers believe that 
isolating a private property from other parts of a community helps sell or lease space by creating a sense 
of security and protection from ‘prying eyes’ and from criminal activity by using what is sometimes 
referred to as ‘fortress’ designs. In contrast, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan generally favors integrating 
all members and parts of the community into the larger whole. Accordingly, development regulations of 
the City and other measures, such as public events, seek to avoid isolation of people and exterior 
spaces. To-date only a handful of developments have been built in Olympia with gates, walls and other 
measures to discourage public entry. At issue is how to strike a balance between community goals for 
security and physical integration.   
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt new policy discouraging overly secure designs. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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T1.  Street Connectivity 


 
Proposal 


Adopt new policy requiring an analysis when a street connection is opposed, specifically Policy 


• PT4.2. Pursue all street connections. If a street connection is opposed, analyze how not making 
the street connection will impact the street network. At a minimum, this evaluation will include: 


o Impacts on directness of travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists  
o Impacts on directness of travel for emergency-, public-, and commercial-service vehicles  
o An assessment of travel patterns of the larger neighborhood area  
o An assessment of traffic volumes at the connection and at major intersections in the larger 


neighborhood area  
o Identification of major topographical barriers or environmental constraints that make a 


connection infeasible  
o Identification of potential mitigation measures for the new connection 


Background 


The current (1994) Comprehensive Plan emphasized the need for greater street connectivity as a way to 
lessen the need to widen arterials and collectors further. In 2009, the Olympia Transportation Mobility 
Strategy was accepted, and connectivity emerged as a major policy to continue to pursue.  
Olympia has not achieved all street connections planned and documented in the Comprehensive Plan or 
required through code regulations. The reasons street connections are not made include objections 
from adjacent neighborhoods, objections from the property developer, or a topographic or 
environmental constraint. There is a cumulative impact on the transportation system when these 
connections are not made.  
 


Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add new policy to require an analysis when a street connection is opposed.  
Based on the assumption that all planned street connections are needed, this evaluation asks an 
opponent to describe why a proposed connection is not valuable to the street network.  This analysis 
will occur at the development-review level. 
 
Option 2. No action: No specific evaluation of the benefits of a particular connection to the network are 
articulated.  


Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Establish a City program to fund the construction of street 
connections instead of making  street connectivity dependent solely on the requirements of new 
development.   
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Analysis 


Street connectivity policies guide the City in meeting transportation objectives of access, safety, 
efficiency, and reduced dependence on the automobile. Street connectivity policies continue to be a 
priority in the proposed update of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The grid street pattern works better for walking, biking and driving.  A connected street grid provides 
better access for commercial, transit, and emergency vehicles. A grid allows streets to be more human 
scale, with fewer lanes. National studies have shown the benefits of street connectivity:  
 


• Cities with greater intersection density per square mile, and a greater street density 
(centerlines) per square mile had fewer crashes because these street network characteristics 
result in safer speeds. (Street network types and road safety: A study of 24 California Cities, by 
Wesley Marshall and Norman Garrick, April 2001).  


• Cities with connected, dense street networks have higher walk, bike and transit mode-shares. 
(The Effect of Street Network Design on Walking and Biking, Wesley Marshall and Norman 
Garrick, November 2009). 


• Greater intersection density leads to reductions in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). (SMARTTRAQ 
Project, July 2004; and Land Use, Transportation, Air Quality and Health Project, Puget Sound 
Regional Council, September, 2005). 


 
The proposed update of the Comprehensive Plan continues to have strong policy language about the 
value of street system connectivity and restates the need for new street connections and the benefits to 
the wide range of users of the transportation system. Based on the assumption that all planned street 
connections are needed, the proposed evaluation policy would ask an opponent to describe why a 
proposed connection is not valuable to the street network.  This analysis will occur at the development-
review level. The analysis proposed would directly links a particular street connection back to the Plan’s 
policies such as creating shorter trips, reducing congestion at nearby intersections, reducing emergency 
vehicle response times. 
 
While the proposed new policy will not change neighborhood or property developer concerns about a 
street connection, the analysis could create a more thorough understanding of the benefits of a specific 
connection. 
 
This new policy regarding transportation network connectivity might lead to more streets being built 
when needed, with commensurate benefits to the environment as described above. However, 
connections might still face opposition by adjacent neighborhoods. And localized environmental impacts 
of connections, such as shifts in traffic and noise and additional pavement could result.  
 
Option 3 is an alternative that would shift the cost for building these streets to the public sector, a 
financial burden that could reduce funding for other public purpose opportunities. 
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Staff Recommendation 


Option 1. Adopt Policy PT4.21 to require an analysis when a street connection is opposed.  Based on the 
assumption that all planned street connections are needed, this evaluation asks an opponent to 
describe why a proposed connection is not valuable to the street network. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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T2. Capacity 


 
Proposal 
 
Add new goals and policies related to relieving traffic congestion and increasing capacity on major 
corridors by adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities and improving transit services, specifically Goals  
 


• GT9. In designated Strategy Corridors, when road widening is not an option, system capacity is 
added through increasing walking, biking and transit trips. 


 
• GT10. System capacity improvements move people, and congestion is minimized by replacing car 


trips with walking, biking and transit trips. 
 


Background 
 
The concept of concurrency means that as our community grows, the level of service (lack of traffic 
congestion) that we consider appropriate for a specific street is maintained. To achieve this requires that 
we add capacity to the street. Traditionally, the community has added capacity to the transportation 
system for moving cars, such as adding more lanes to a street. A broader understanding of capacity 
looks beyond just moving vehicles and instead looks at moving people.  
 
The street system can move more people when trips are made by walking, biking, or riding the bus. On 
streets that have unacceptable levels of service for motor vehicles, capacity can be gained by building 
facilities to support all modes of transportation. 
 


Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt new goals and policies leading to revising concurrency programs and increasing street 
system capacity through bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and improving transit services. 
 
Option 2. Continue with a program that focuses on moving cars and requires street improvements for 
motor vehicle capacity.   
 


Analysis 
 
Building capacity to support all modes of transportation is especially needed in the densest parts of our 
community where roads are expensive to widen further. These streets are considered “Strategy 
Corridors.” This concept was introduced in the 1994 Comprehensive Plan as ‘high density corridors,’ and 
is expanded in more detail in the proposed new plan based on guidance of the Olympia Transportation 
Mobility Strategy. 
 
The ‘strategy corridor’ concept, introduced in the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, identifies 
streets where land-use densification is envisioned, and a new approach to accommodating more trips 
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on the street system is needed. On these streets, widening is not an option because the street is already 
at the planned maximum five-lane width, there are environmental constraints, or the adjacent land uses 
are fully built out. 
 
Actions to reduce auto trips, such as adding bike lanes and sidewalks, and improving transit services 
would be used to relieve traffic congestion and increase capacity on all major streets, but especially on 
strategy corridors. The concurrency program would be revised to count person trips rather than vehicle 
trips, and multimodal infrastructure will serve as concurrency mitigation for new development. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt new goals and policies relate to relieving traffic congestion and increasing capacity on 
major corridors by adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and improving transit services. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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T3.  Bus Corridors 


 
Proposal 


Adopt new goals and policies describing Olympia’s vision for a system of bus corridors that correspond 
to intense land-uses along major streets, specifically Goal 


• GT 16. “Bus corridors have high-quality transit service allowing people to ride the bus 
spontaneously, and easily replace car trips with trips by bus.” 
 


Background 


The bus corridors concept is recommended in the Olympia Transportation Mobility Strategy, accepted 
by City Council in 2009, and supported by Intercity Transit. Building bus corridors is a major new 
commitment to direct more trips to transit. The City and Intercity Transit are to partner and invest in 
these corridors. Intercity Transit would provide fast, frequent and reliable bus service along these 
corridors. The City would provide operational improvements, such as longer green time at traffic signals, 
so that buses are not stuck in traffic.  


Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Develop a system of bus corridors along selected major streets with high-quality 
transit service and supportive land uses.  
 
Option 2. No action: The City and Intercity Transit will not focus on bus corridor development. Rather 
than making bus corridors a priority, urban corridors will be treated like any other part of the system. 
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Spread investments in transit service evenly throughout the 
service area, including low-density areas not served today. Allow low land-use densities along urban 
corridors.  
 


Analysis 
 
Land use and transit-system integration is emphasized in the Olympia Transportation Mobility Strategy, 
and the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, and is an important topic to the public for the 
Comprehensive Plan update. Over time, Olympia’s land use and transportation strategy is to create 
dense urban corridors that are served by high-quality transit service and are inviting places to walk and 
bike. In order for Olympia to remain economically competitive, we will need to reduce reliance on 
automobiles in dense areas;, minimize long-term environmental impacts, and create more livable urban 
areas.  Bus corridors allow people more spontaneous use of transit. Along these corridors, people can 
live with fewer vehicles in their household.  Businesses and public agencies can expect more employees 
and patrons to arrive by bus.  
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As dense, mixed land uses develop along these corridors, future transit service capacity and quality is an 
incentive to locating along these corridors for residents, businesses, and major employers. Transit 
services will be prepared to absorb these new trips and support mobility while minimizing growth in 
congestion. Bus corridor development works hand-in-hand with Olympia’s strategy to encourage a mix 
of dense land uses along urban corridors. Attractive streetscapes would be built, along with pedestrian 
crossings and sidewalks to enhance people’s access to transit.  


Some bus corridors correspond with strategy corridors. The strategy corridor concept, introduced in the 
Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, identifies streets where land use densification is envisioned, and 
a new approach to accommodating more trips on the street system is needed. On strategy corridors, 
congestion is expected to increase and street widening may not be appropriate. Transit can efficiently 
provide mobility, allow development to continue to occur, and reduce the growth in congestion on 
strategy corridors. In addition to minimizing traffic congestion increases and supporting more intense 
development patterns, bus corridors would reduce pollutants associated with individual vehicle use. 
 
Option 3 would probably result in greater traffic congestion increases along these corridors. While there 
would be complete transit system coverage in Olympia, transit system efficiency would not be achieved. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Develop bus corridors along selected major streets with high-quality transit service and 
supportive land uses.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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PU1 Define Engineering Standards 
 
Proposal 


Add a policy to guide the City’s implementation of standards for the construction of public 
infrastructure, specifically, “PU1.5 Ensure that public utility and transportation-related facilities 
constructed in Olympia and its Growth Area meet appropriate standards for safety, constructability, 
durability and maintainability through Olympia’s Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) 
which are regularly updated.” 
 


Background 
 
Long ago, the City and County adopted ‘public works standards’ establishing infrastructure standards. 
Since the 1980s the two jurisdictions have agreed to have similar standards for such infrastructure. 
However, the Plan does not specifically note the Engineering Design and Development Standards nor 
lay-out their purpose.   
 


Options  
 
Option 1. Adopt Comprehensive Plan policies which support and guide implementation of the 
Engineering Design and Development Standards. 
 
Option 2.  Do not include a policy with specific guidance regarding the EDDS. 
 


Analysis 
 
This proposed policy would identify the need to have a set of specific standards in place for the 
construction of public infrastructure, such as streets and utility lines, and provide broad guidance for 
regularly updating these standards. Comprehensive Plan policies should outline where guidance is 
needed on issues such as development and updating of the EDDS, so staff and community members see 
this as an important component of ensuring compliance with the requirements of the Growth 
Management Act.The policy identifies the Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) as the 
primary tool for outlining these engineering requirements. This change would ensure internal 
consistency between the plan and key technical and engineering guidance documents like the EDDS.  No 
significant environmental impacts are expected as a result of this policy change. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Include specific policy guidance related to the EDDS, so that there is consistency between the 
Comprehensive Plan and the EDDS.   
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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GU16 Underground Utilities for Public Health and Safety 


 
Proposal 


Revise Utilities goal regarding underground utilities to,  
 


• GU 16. “Private Utilities are located underground to protect public health, safety and 
welfare, and to create a more reliable utility system.” 


 
Background 
 
The current Plan’s goal and policies relating to utility undergrounding policies for the City of Olympia not 
specific and do not reflect current practice – which is to require undergrounding of utilities for the 
primary purpose of public health and safety – not aesthetics 
 


Options  
 
Option 1. Adopt the new goal and associated policies relating to the undergrounding of utilities within 
the public right-of-way. 
 
Option 2. Retain current policies regarding the undergrounding of utilities, which identify aesthetics as a 
key reason for undergrounding. 
 


Analysis 
 
The purpose of these changes in goals and policies is to make them consistent with current City 
practices, and identify public health and safety as the primary reasons for the requirement to place 
utilities underground.  This goal and policies are implemented through engineering standards and 
through separate franchise and other agreements with private utility companies. Updating language to 
make it consistent with current policies and practices in this area is critically important to efficient and 
effective governing and managing of infrastructure in the public right-of-way. 
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Adopt the proposed goal and policies for the undergrounding of utilities. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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PE4.6 – Contaminated Lots 
 
Proposal 
 
Add a new policy regarding contaminated lots in downtown Olympia; specifically Policy 
 


• PE4.6.” The City acknowledges that uncertainty associated with contamination can be a 
barrier to development in downtown. The City will identify potential tools, partnerships and 
resources that can be used to create more certainty for developments that fulfill public 
purposes in the downtown.” 


 


Background 


Prior land uses in downtown Olympia, including major manufacturing, petroleum storage, auto repair 
and dry cleaning, have caused soil and groundwater contamination. The Washington State Department 
of Ecology (Ecology) currently lists about 40 sites in downtown that are known or suspected to be 
contaminated2


 


. Due to uncertain costs and liability associated with contamination, these properties are 
often difficult to redevelop.  


At the 2010 Downtown Focus meetings3 and August 2011 Urban Corridor’s Task Force panel4


 


, staff and 
the Planning Commission heard the public and developers suggest the City should continue, perhaps 
enhance, it’s role in spurring development. Ideas included sharing risk with developers, cleaning 
contaminated land and marketing it, and providing more information about contamination. 


Complex federal and state laws govern environmental remediation. (Remediation refers to the approved 
remedy for the contamination; this could include excavating and cleaning soil, capping the site, or other 
approved methods.) The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) manages and funds remediation of 
federally listed “Superfund” sites, of which Olympia has none.  Ecology regulates remediation under the 
Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). In general, contaminated sites are reported, listed and prioritized by 


                                                           
2  This information generated from Department of Ecology’s Integrated Site Information System:  
Washington Department of Ecology, “ISIS Web Reporting,” http://www.fortress.wa.gov/ecy/tcpwebreporting, accessed on 
November 1, 2011. 
 
3 This information is available online at www.imagineolympia.com, Focus Meetings page: 
City of Olympia, “Focus Meeting Data & Methods Report,” 
http://olympiawa.gov/documents/IO%20Focus%20Mtg%20Final%20Data%20Methods%20Report%20Oct2010-
Mar2011/Focus.mtgs.FINAL.DATA.METHODS.Report.Oct2010-Mar2011.pdf, accessed  
November 1, 2011. 
 
4  This information is available online at www.trpc.org, UTCF page: 
Thurston Regional Planning, “Urban Corridors Task Force, August 30, 2011 Work Session Record,” 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTF-Aug30,2011PresentationMaterials.aspx, accessed on November 1, 
2011. 
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Ecology for remediation; contamination associated with a site must be addressed, even if the 
contamination crosses lot lines. Thurston County Public Health and Social Services provides some hazard 
assessment and enforcement services. 


The City has cleaned numerous contaminated sites in association with public developments. Some 
recent examples include: $7.5 million to remediated contamination on site of new City Hall; $750,000 to 
remediated contamination on site of new Hands on Children’s Museum, and; $1.4m to remediated 
contamination on site of new West Bay Park. Comprehensive Plan goals related to parks, economic 
development and downtown revitalization supported the City in remediating the contamination at these 
sites. In some cases, the Department of Ecology (DOE) provided grant funds to help toward remediation 
costs. 
 
There is a growing array of state grants and tools available to help local governments spur economic 
development through site remediation. For example, the City is exploring feasibility of creating a 
Community Renewal Area (CRA), which can be used for land assembly and revitalization in areas 
influenced by blight. Guided by a community renewal plan, cities may purchase, assemble, remediate, 
and sell land to private developers. The City will be hiring a consultant to research and identify if there 
are areas in downtown that may benefit from a CRA (more information is available online, see 
endnote.)5


 
  


Another example is the Integrated Planning Grant (IPG), a pilot program of DOE. Cities can receive IPGs 
for up to $200,000. It is not a matching grant, and the city does not have to own the property. 
Potentially, a city could use the IPG to assess a site that has been identified by the public for 
redevelopment, and share the information with developers. Eligible activities include: redevelopment 
planning, environmental site characterization, land use and regulatory analysis, and economic and fiscal 
analysis. 


At this time, the City has no explicit policy to encourage development downtown by reducing 
uncertainty or costs associated with contamination. However, in 2007 the City did attempt to mitigate 
contamination costs for a downtown housing project. The City selected Colpitts Development Company 
to redevelop a City-owned parking lot into a 7-story retail/housing development with structured 
parking. The City sold the land to Colpitts and provided approximately $270,000 to be used for site 
remediation. The project is on hold due to the economic recession. 


Traditionally, the City has played a proactive role in revitalizing downtown and in protecting the 
environment. The City does not typically remediate sites solely for environmental or public health 
purposes. The City does, however, take a proactive role in protecting the environment from new sources 
of contamination through other policies, programs and regulations.  


                                                           
5 More information is available online at www.olympiawa.gov, City Council Agendas page: 
City of Olympia, “Request for Qualification Process to Establish a Community Renewal Area (CRA) in Downtown Olympia,” staff 
report to City Council on August 2, 2011, 
http://olympiawa.gov/documents/CouncilPackets/20110801/OB_CommunRenewalSTF.pdf, accessed on November 2, 2011. 
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Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add a new policy that guides the City to identify potential tools, partnerships 
and resources to help reduce the uncertainty of risk associated with contaminated lots in downtown. 
 
Option 2. No action: Continue to clean up sites associated with public developments when possible, but 
do not expressly address the topic of contamination in the Comprehensive Plan.  
 


Analysis 


Real or perceived contamination can hinder revitalization and environmental goals. Depending on the 
type and extent of contamination, there may be a risk to human health and the environment, including 
the Puget Sound ecosystem.  


Liability for remediation is complicated. In general, responsible parties, including property owners, must 
participate. Remediation costs vary according to the type and extent of contamination and intended 
new use. In addition, obtaining financing to redevelop contaminated sites can be a challenge. To avoid 
becoming a potentially liable party, banks often will not finance a project until the site is remediated. 
Property owners may find it more advantageous to leave the property undeveloped since development 
or sale may be difficult or expensive. Uncertain liability and cost contribute to the ‘barrier to 
development’ issue. 


The City’s ability to remediate and market land is limited by Washington State Constitution restrictions 
on gifts of public funds and lending of state credit limit. Thus, the City cannot simply clean contaminated 
lots for private interest. However, the City can help to remediate contamination if there is a clear public 
purpose. It is often easier for local governments as opposed to private interests to obtain grants and 
loans to redevelop contaminated properties.  
 
The State, local agencies and experienced cities provide information to local governments about best 
practices for revitalizing contaminated areas. Having a vision and plan for redevelopment that is 
supported by the community, partners, and strong coordination with other government agencies are all 
keys to success. In many cases, the local government must acquire the property in order to take 
advantage of grants and other tools. The level of risk is site specific, so local governments need flexibility 
to perform careful risk assessment before purchasing and assuming responsibility for remediation.  
 
In the past, Olympia has remediated contamination associated with public developments and will likely 
continue this practice. The City is unlikely to have future funds to pursue remediation solely for 
environmental or public health purposes; however, the City can encourage DOE and Thurston County 
Public Health in their efforts to enforce remediation under the MTCA. The City should also continue a 
proactive role in protecting the environment from new sources of contamination.  
 
If the City is to encourage continued revitalization of downtown, it may need to create specific 
opportunities to attract private investment. The City may want to consider ways to help reduce 
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uncertainty associated with contaminated sites. In doing so, the City must be careful acting within 
complex remediation laws, and mindful of its limited influence upon the market. Since the City cannot 
use public money to fund private interests; such action would only be justified if the development would 
fulfill a clear public purpose.  
 


Staff Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Add a new policy that guides the City to identify potential tools, partnerships and resources to 
help reduce the uncertainty of risk associated with contaminated lots in downtown. This would enable 
the City to take more advantage of state grants and tools that enable local governments to spur 
economic development through site remediation. 


 
Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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Code Enforcement in the Public Services Element 


 
Proposal 
 
Add new goals and policies related to Code Enforcement as set forth in the Public Services chapter. 


 
Background 
 
The City has maintained a Code Enforcement program for many years however it has not been a 
component of the Comprehensive Plan. Code Enforcement staff are responsible for enforcing various 
sections of the City’s municipal code that address public health, safety and welfare as it relates to use of 
private property in the City.   
 


Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Include goals and policies in the updated Comprehensive Plan that are specific 
to Code Enforcement. 
 
Option 2. No action: If Code Enforcement is not referenced in the Plan, code enforcement programs will 
be determined on an annual basis as part of staff work programs. 
  


Analysis 
 
Code enforcement becomes ever more important to maintaining a community’s high quality of life 
particularly as a community grows, densities increase, neighborhoods age and transitions occur. The City 
staff have worked extensively with neighborhood association representatives to craft an enforcement 
program that best meets resident’s needs. The goals and policies proposed in the Plan reflect this 
collaboration. 
 


Staff Recommendation 


Option 1. Approve inclusion of Code Enforcement as proposed. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation - To be determined. 
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		B. Format of the SEIS

		C. Process for Review of the Draft SEIS and How to Comment

		Revise the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map to incorporate “Possible Open Space Corridors” and “Possible Future Trails” as shown. 

		Add goals and policies to the plan regarding the challenge of climate change. Specifically: 

		 Goal N8. “Community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing greenhouse gases are identified, monitored, and reduced.”

		 PN8.1.  “Coordinate with local and state partners to identify and monitor sources of greenhouse gas emissions using best available science; identify reduction targets and actions.” 






















January 24, 2014 


Greetings: 


Washington’s Growth Management Act requires that communities like Olympia review and update their 
Comprehensive Plan every eight years. Over four years ago the Olympia community began such an 
update. This “Imagine Olympia” public process is now reaching a decision-making stage. To that end, I 
am pleased to provide you with this “Revised” Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(FSEIS) analyzing the issues raised by that update. This Revised FSEIS supplements the Olympia 
Comprehensive Plan EIS of April 4, 1994. Therefore, this analysis does not re-analyze the 1994 version of 
the Comprehensive Plan. Instead, it examines the proposed substantive changes from the current Plan. 


This FSEIS was originally issued in December 4, 2012.  That version was one of the documents used by 
the Olympia Planning Commission in preparing its recommendations regarding the proposed Plan 
update. This revised version of the FSEIS reflects and addresses the Commission’s recommendations. It 
will be one of the documents considered by the City Council in 2014 in reaching a decision regarding the 
proposal. 


As listed on the contents page, this FSEIS addresses a variety of topics ranging from major issues such as 
climate change, to localized map amendments, to proposed new programs such as neighborhood and 
sub-area planning. The FSEIS is the primary vehicle for communicating the City staff’s analysis of the 
proposed substantive revisions of the plans, so it includes both matters related to the community’s 
environment and changes of a procedural or other nature which arguably may not impact the 
environment but still constitute a new direction in Olympia’s Plan. 


In addition to the substantive changes addressed in this FSEIS, the format of the Plan is proposed to 
significantly change. To create a more readable and accessible document, much of the background 
information has been removed, the Plan has been reorganized and restructured, jargon and technical 
language have been reduced, and – particularly new for Olympia – the document is now designed to be 
primarily an internet or ‘web-based’ document, rather than a paper format; although, paper versions 
can still be produced. 


This FSEIS is issued pursuant to Washington Administrative Code Chapter 197-11. A draft of this 
document was issued in July of 2012. Comments regarding that draft and responses are included as an 
appendix. In addition, in the intervening months new population growth forecasts for the Olympia area 
have been issued. This and related background information has been added to this final version. 


The Comprehensive Plan update will also be subject to review by Thurston County prior to adoption as a 
joint plan of the two jurisdictions. Note that this Plan update is only part of the City’s periodic review to 
ensure compliance with the Washington Growth Management Act. Other steps such amendment of 
development regulations will probably occur prior to the state-imposed deadline of July 1, 2016. 
Accordingly, this FSEIS is only one part of the environmental review of all actions associated with growth 
management by the City of Olympia. 







Revised Final SEIS 
January 24, 2014 
Page 2 


For more information or to obtain additional copies of this document, please call 360-753-8314, email 
imagineolympia@ci.olympia.wa.us or contact Community Planning staff at Olympia City Hall. The cost to 
purchase a paper document is $33.00; copies on disk or other electronic format are free. Your interest 
and participation are appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


Steve Friddle 
SEPA Official 


SF:nl 
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Fact Sheet 
 
1. Proposed Action 
 


The City of Olympia of Olympia proposes to adopt a major periodic update of its 
Comprehensive Plan consistent with the Washington Growth Management Act. 
Adoption by the City would be followed by consideration by Thurston County. This 
Revised Final SEIS is based on that version known as ‘Commission Draft’ of the updated 
Plan that will be reviewed by the Olympia City Council. See ImagineOlympia.com for 
more information. 


 
2. Licenses And Permits or other Action 
 


Adoption of Plan by ordinance by the Olympia City Council. 
 
3. Action Sponsor And Location Of Reference Documents 
 


City of Olympia 
Community Planning and Development Department 
P.O. Box 1967 
601 Fourth Avenue East 
Olympia, WA  98507-1967 
(360) 753-8314 
Contact Person: Todd Stamm, Principal Planner 
SEPA Official:  Steve Friddle, Principal Planner 


 
4. Lead Agency 
 


City of Olympia 
Olympia, Washington  
 


5. Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Authors 
 
Todd Stamm, Planning Manager   Jennifer Kenny, Associate Planner 
Liz Hoenig, Senior Planner   Laura Keehan, Associate Planner  
Sophie Stimson, Senior Planner   Stacey Ray, Associate Planner 
Amy Buckler, Associate Planner 


  
6. Date Of Issue Of Draft SEIS:    July 18, 2012 
 
7. End Of Review Period:    August 20, 2012 
 
8. Date Of Issue Of Final SEIS:    December 4, 2012 
 
9. Date of Issue of Revised Final SEIS   January 24, 2014 
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FINAL SEIS DISTRIBUTION LIST1 
 
Olympia City Council 
Olympia Planning Commission 
Squaxin Island Tribe – Jeff Dickison 
Thurston County – Scott Clark, Les Olson 
Timberland Library  Olympia Branch 
Washington Department of Ecology – SEPA Unit 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife  
Washington State Department of Commerce – Anne Fritzel 
 


 


1  The majority of copies have been distributed in an electronic form.  Paper copies are available to government agencies at no 
cost upon request, and to the public at copying costs. 
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II. SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FORMAT 
 


A. Supplement to the 1994 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
 
This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is an addition to the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) prepared in 1994 for the Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the 
Olympia Growth Area (Plan). That 1994 EIS is hereby adopted by reference pursuant to  
WAC 197-11-630. The 1994 EIS can be viewed at imagineolympia.com; copies are available upon 
request. This SEIS builds on the EIS completed in 1994 for the Plan, and on EISs and other 
related environmental documents prepared for annual Plan amendments adopted since 1994.  
For example, “The Environmental Impact Statement for the City of Olympia Proposed 1994 
Comprehensive Plan” also includes a list of related policies and plans which were references for 
that EIS.  Those policies and plans are also relevant to this SEIS. A complete list of all such 
documents is available on request. 
 
This Revised Final SEIS has been prepared based on the version of the updated Comprehensive 
Plan recommended by the Olympia Planning Commission in December of 2013. The City Council 
is expected to take final action on this proposal in 2014. 
 
Because it is proposed as a “web-based” document, the format and look of the proposed Plan is 
significantly different than the current Plan. This SEIS analyzes both those substantive changes in 
the Plan that could result in environmental impacts, and other elements of the proposal which 
although not substantive are new to the Plan, such as a proposed sub-area planning process. 
The proposed revisions all reflect the ‘scope’ of the update as directed by the City Council in 
June of 2011, and are intended to address the issues of the twenty-first century. A cumulative 
impact analysis is included to provide a overview of all of the issues presented. 
 
This SEIS was prepared for a Plan update, which is a form of non-project or “programmatic” 
action; in other words it represents a planning decision and not the decision to make any 
particular change in the physical environment. Thus, as described WAC 197-11-060(5), this SEIS 
is part of a “phased review” and outlines the potential impacts that could become more or less 
likely as a result of adoption of the proposed Plan. Because this Plan is at a “high level” and 
specific impacts cannot be predicted, most analysis is in a qualitative rather than quantitative 
form. Further environmental review would be conducted when implementing measures, such as 
regulations, more detailed plans, or specific construction activities are proposed. The level of 
detail of subsequent review will vary based upon the specific provisions of those later proposals. 
 
This SEIS is the basic document analyzing the substantive changes in the proposed Plan update. 
Its scope extends beyond those proposals that are likely to have significant adverse impacts on 
the environment (as required by the State Environmental Policy Act) to include other proposals 
in the update that could make a significant difference in the future of the Olympia community. 
For example, implications of new public processes are explored even though their impacts may 
only be with regard to ‘social’ or ‘political’ environment. Although to provide a ready point of 
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reference the focus is on specific goals and policies, this SEIS is intended to be an analysis of all 
related aspects of the proposed Plan. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area was adopted jointly 
by Olympia and Thurston County in 1994 and any amendments must be considered by both 
jurisdictions. The proposed ‘Commission Draft’ is first being considered by the City. Following 
action by the City Council, it will be presented to the County for evaluation. This SEIS was 
prepared for that first step, and may be adopted by the County at the subsequent stage. 


 
B. Format of the SEIS 


 
The SEIS follows a similar format to the original 1994 EIS.  Section I is a Fact Sheet and SEIS 
distribution list.  Section II is a description of the overall format of the document.  Section III is a 
broad summary of the impacts of the proposed Comprehensive Plan update. Section IV is a 
more detailed discussion of the affected environment, certain aspects of the proposal and the 
related issues, analysis, and specific staff recommendations. 


 
C. Process for Review of the Proposed Plan Amendments and How to Comment 


 
 The City of Olympia staff was responsible for preparing this SEIS. However, decisions regarding 


the proposed updated Plan will be made by the City Council following hearings and 
recommendations by the Olympia Planning Commission. The Olympia Planning Commission held 
initial hearings regarding the proposed Plan beginning on Monday, July 23, 2012. Comments 
were accepted by the Commission through October 29, 2012. The City Council is expected to 
hold hearings early in 2014. For more information regarding the Council’s review process, please 
contact the parties listed on the Fact Sheet. Final action by the City Council is anticipated in 
2014. 
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III. SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SUMMARY 
 
 Purpose 
 
 The purpose of this section is to summarize the expected adverse environmental impacts and 


mitigation measures associated with the proposed Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 
 Proposed Action and Objectives of the Proposal 


 
 The role of the “Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Growth Area” (Plan) is to 


clearly state Olympia's vision for its future, and describe how to get there. Subsequent 
implementing measures can include more detailed plans, such as the Water System Master 
Plan, development regulations such as zoning, and construction projects and other actions by 
government agencies or private parties.  The proposed updates are intended to refine the vision 
set forth in 1994 and not to mark a significant departure. 
 


 The intent of the 1994 Plan can be described briefly as follows: Olympia's recent lifestyle has 
been based on a suburban pattern.  Accommodating more population means that the Olympia 
of tomorrow will be a higher density city than today.  It will not be adequate to merely build 
higher density housing.  Growth is also a tool to reshape our community into a more sustainable 
form where already developed land is fully used and accommodates projected growth and 
changing demographic needs of the area, creates an urban form that supports less car 
dependence, and uses good design for streets, buildings, and neighborhoods. 
 


 To maintain a healthy and desirable community, and still accommodate the projected 
residential and employment growth of the next 20 years, higher densities need to be 
accompanied by improved urban amenities.  This includes improvements to the park system, 
more street trees, and the preservation of enough wildlife habitat to allow diverse native 
species to survive.  Olympia will also have to invest more of its financial resources into these 
sorts of capital improvements than in the past.  At the same time, the City will need to address 
expanding demands upon traditional City facilities, such as sanitary sewers, drinking water 
supplies, street system, stormwater control, and solid waste disposal. 
 


 Cumulative Impacts of the Proposals 
 
 The cumulative impacts of the proposals are summarized in the table below. This table is 


intended as a means of viewing the relationships to the environment of the collective set of 
changes proposed in this Plan update. Rows in the table refer to the proposed substantive 
changes in the Plan, each of which is addressed in more detail in Section IV.  Columns refer to 
elements of the environment identified in the SEIS ‘scoping’ documents.  
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 As indicated by the Cumulative Impacts Table below, because the proposed Plan update 
includes a broad range of topics the proposal does touch on most elements of the environment. 
However, no one aspect of the proposal touches on all of these elements. The long-range 
cumulative effects of the proposal on selected elements of the environment are identified in 
this table simply as being positive, negative, unknown or not addressed for each of the aspects 
of the proposal.  Whether a potential impact is identified as positive or negative is relative to the 
Olympia’s current Comprehensive Plan. This cumulative analysis is intended as an aid in 
understanding the relationships between the many proposed Plan changes. 


 
 Specific Analysis 
 
 Section IV provides a summary of the process that led to the ‘Commission’s draft’ of the Plan 


update, and an overview of the state of the community and surrounding environment today. 
The following analysis focuses on about forty separate aspects of the proposed Plan update. Of 
the changes proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, these are the revisions that are most likely to 
make a substantive difference in the community’s future. Each of the analyses compares the 
current provisions of the Comprehensive Plan (the ‘no action’ alternative) with a proposed 
change that is proposed and recommended by City staff. In some cases, a third alternative is 
offered for consideration. To aid in evaluation and decision-making, the analysis encompasses 
possible impacts to the environment and other implications of each proposal. The issues 
presented are regarding the community’s vision for the future and broad goals and policy 
questions, but where applicable specific proposed text or maps from the proposed ‘Commission 
draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan update are included. 
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Table: Cumulative Impact Analysis 


 


Proposal Topic 
(Section IV) 
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1 Sustainability  + + + + + + + + ? + 
2 Increasing the Level of Public Involvement + + + + + + + + ? + 
3 Public Participation in Implementation + + + + + + + + ? + 
4 Sub-area Planning + + + + + + + + ? + 
5 Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map  N N + + + ― + + N N 
6 Regional Coordination of Environmental Regulations N + + + + N N + N N 
7 Preserve Existing Topography + N + + N N + N N N 
8 Green Building & Low Impact Development + + + N N ? + N ? + 
9 City-wide Framework for Public Land Conservation N N + + + N + + + ? 
10 Invasive Plants and Wildlife  + N + + + N N + N N 
11 Urban Wildlife Habitat  N N N + N N + + N N 
12 Urban Forestry  N + + + N N + + ? ? 
13 Capitol Lake Basin  N N ? ? ? N N N ? N 
14 Sea Level Rise  ? N ? ― ? N + ? + + 
15 Stormwater Treatment Retrofit N N + + + N N N ― + 
16 Floodways  N N ― ― ? N + ? + N 
17 Climate Change  N + + + + ? + + ? + 
18 Dark Skies  N N N + + ― ? N - ? 
19 Limit Toxins + + + + + ? N ? ? ? 
20 Future Land Use Map N N N N ? + + ? + N 
21 Future Land Use Map Amendments  N N + ? N + + N ? N 
22 Development Codes  + + + + + N + ? ? ? 
23 Bike Parking Requirement N + N N N + N N ? N 
24 View Protection and Enhancement N N N ? + ? + ? ? N 
25 Design Review Areas N N N N N N + N ? N 
26 Light Industry in Commercial Areas N N N N N ? ? N + ? 
27 On-street Parking and Traffic  N ― N N N ? + N ? N 
28 Special Area Planning N N N N + + + ? + + 
29 Cottages and Townhouses N N N N N N + N N + 
30 Large Multifamily Housing Projects  N N N N N N + N N N 
31 Private Use of Public Property N N N N N ? + ? + N 
32 Urban Agriculture  N N ? ? N N ? ? + N 
33 Plan for Healthy Lifestyles N + N ? N + + + ? N 
34 Secure Designs N N N + N + + N N N 
35 Residential Clustering + + + + ? N ? N N N 
36 Green Space N + ? + ? - ? + N N 
37 Gateways to Downtown N N N N N + N ? ? N 
38 High-density Neighborhoods N + + + N + + ? + ? 
39 Reduced Urban Corridors N ? N N N - ? N ? N 
40 Low-Density Neighborhoods N + ? ? N + ? ? N ? 
41 Medium-Density Neighborhood Centers N + N N N + + ? + N 
42 Street Connectivity  N + N N N + ? N ? + 
43 Transportation System Capacity  N + N N N + + N + N 
44 Bus Corridors  N + N N N + + N + N 
45 Alleys N + ? N N ? ? N N + 
46 Design Standards for Streets N ? N N N ? + N N N 
47 Park Drive (specific street) N - N N N - + N N N 
48 Bus Corridor Parking N + N N N - + N ? N 
49 Sidewalk Construction N + N N N + + N N N 
50 Speed Limits N ? N N N ? + N - N 
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51 Adopt Engineering Standards  + N + N N + N N ? + 
52 Undergrounding of Utilities  N N N ? N ? ? N ? + 
53 Art Space N N N N N N + ? + N 
54 Contaminated Land + ? + N + N + ? + N 
55 Home-Based Businesses N + N N N + + N + N 
56 Code Enforcement  N N N N N N + N ? N 
57 Earthquake Preparation ? N ? N ? + ? N ? + 


 Legend 
 ? = Likely impact, but difficult to assess  
 + = Positive impact likely – but may not be significant 
 ― = Adverse impact likely – but may not be significant 
 N = Not applicable or no likely impact 
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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
The “Comprehensive Plan for Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area” (Plan) adopted by the City 
Council and the Board of County Commissioners is the blueprint for the community’s development, 
growth and public facilities and services. It sets forth goals and policies to protect the health, welfare, 
safety and quality of life of Olympia’s residents, and contains elements that address city-wide issues like 
land use, housing, transportation and utilities. The Plan applies to both the area within the city limits 
and to the adjoining Urban Growth Area. Olympia is required to review, evaluate and if needed, revise 
the Plan and related development regulations every eight years to ensure compliance with the State 
Growth Management Act (GMA or Act).   
 
GMA Update Requirement 
 
The Act provides guidance to local governments developing comprehensive plans and regulations to 
provide for growth without sacrificing the future livability of communities. Olympia and other cities 
within Thurston County must review and evaluate their comprehensive plans on an eight-year cycle. This 
review is different from annual amendments allowed by GMA. It represents a broad and mandatory 
examination of goals and policies in the context of development patterns and new information rather 
than responses to specific proposals.  
 
Although the Plan has been amended almost annually, the entirety of Olympia’s GMA-mandated 
Comprehensive Plan had not been reviewed and updated since it was first adopted in 1994. (Note: The 
1994 Plan was a major update of the pre-GMA Plan adopted in 1988.) Anticipating the first major review 
of the Plan in nearly twenty years, in 2009 Olympia began the update process well in advance of a 
periodic-review deadline of December 31, 2011. This update process was labeled “Imagine Olympia.” 
The Act was later amended and Olympia’s deadline was postponed to June 30, 2016. However, the City 
elected to proceed with a major aspect of the update already in progress, while postponing some 
actions until closer to the new deadline. The proposal analyzed in this SEIS is that “major aspect” of the 
periodic update. 
 


Public Participation Program 
 
Beginning in the summer of 2009, the City reached out to citizens, staff and advisory boards through an 
extensive scoping and public involvement process.  The Planning Commission (Commission) and City 
staff have engaged citizens in a variety of formats, including: 
 


• ‘Community Conversations’ (neighborhood meetings and public-place interviews) 


• City-wide telephone survey 


• Imagine Olympia Kick-off event and community meeting 


• Imagine Olympia website comments 


•  ‘Home Kit’ (do-it-yourself meeting) feedback 
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• Focus meetings 


 
Phase one of Imagine Olympia concluded in the summer of 2010 with the City Council adopting a 
Commission-recommended scope for the update. That scope is summarized below. In March of 2011, 
the Commission completed phase two -- eight public Focus Meetings. In April of 2012, the City staff 
issued a rough draft of the updated Plan for public review and comment. This step led to a few 
refinements, and on July 6, 2012, the City issued the “July draft” that was the subject of the Planning 
Commission’s review and public hearings. In March of 2013 the Commission issued a set of 
recommendations that were incorporated into the ‘Commission draft’ that is the subject of this Revised 
Final SEIS. That draft of the proposed Plan update will be reviewed by the City Council in 2014.  
 
Scope of the Update 
 
The proposal is a key element in the City of Olympia’s efforts to both comply with the Washington 
Growth Management Act (GMA) and ensure that the Comprehensive Plan continues to reflect the vision 
of the community.  Although a substantial step in complying with GMA mandates, the proposal analyzed 
in this SEIS is only one of the actions the City will likely take in the next few years to ensure conformance 
with GMA. For example, between now and 2016 the City expects to receive an updated Buildable Lands 
Report prepared by Thurston Regional Planning Council staff, which may lead to further review and 
amendment of the Plan.   
 
As noted, the scope of this aspect of the Plan update was established by the City Council on June 22, 
2010. The Council directed that this step would include ten elements. The proposal addresses each of 
the following:  
 


1. Meet GMA requirements – Washington Department of Commerce guidance, including a 
checklist and technical assistance have been used to ensure compliance with the Act’s 
requirements. 
 


2. Update the vision statement –The Planning Commission developed a new vision and values 
statement that reflects what was heard throughout Imagine Olympia (the update process). 
 


3. Improve access to the plan – While nearly all of the substantive content has been preserved, 
the format of the Plan has been significantly changed. To improve readability, the proposed 
updated Plan is modeled on the State’s “Plaintalk” guidance and is half as long as its 
predecessor. The updated Plan is a ‘web-based’ document, i.e., designed to be viewed on the 
internet, much background information has been removed and replaced by ‘hyperlinks,’ goals 
and policies have been consolidated to remove redundancy and increase clarity, and the 
chapters have been reorganized to reduce redundancy while addressing all Plan elements 
required by GMA. For example, historic preservation is addressed as an aspect of Urban Design, 
and housing is now addressed in both the Land Use and Urban Design and the Public Service 
chapters rather than standing alone as a topic separate from other land uses and public 
programs. 
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4. Update background information – Background information, charts and data have been updated 


and minimized to include only what is beneficial to illustrate the Plan or required by GMA. 
 


5. Incorporate recent planning efforts – The proposed Comprehensive Plan includes goals and 
policies that reflect more detailed planning tasks completed since 1994, such as the 
Transportation Mobility Strategy and the latest Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan.   
 


6. Utilize the Commission’s 2009 planning goals review – Early in the update process the Planning 
Commission reviewed all goals in the 1994 Plan. The Commission’s review helped identify goals 
that were redundant or more reflective of an action that should be included in the 
Implementation Strategy described below. 
 


7. Revise (and expand) the Public Involvement Chapter – Public involvement is now addressed in 
the Public Participation and Partners chapter, and includes the addition of new goals and 
policies for sub-area and neighborhood planning. 
 


8. Provide an opportunity for public to address downtown, neighborhood planning, high-density 
corridor, and environmental stewardship issues – Feedback from nearly 500 participants at 
eight Commission-hosted focus meetings confirmed some existing goals and policies, provided 
the basis for new goals and policies, and contributed to a growing list of potential action items.  
 


9. Address a miscellaneous list of issues – These specific ‘other’ issues identified through scoping 
as new or emerging since 1994 are addressed in the draft Plan. (This list is available on request.) 
 


10. Add an “Action Plan” or “Implementation Strategy” – A document, of undecided title, with 
performance measures is to be added to or supplement the Plan. The draft Plan describes 
enhanced public involvement and coordination with partners related to this next-steps strategy. 
 


Substantive Changes to the Plan 
 
Throughout Imagine Olympia, the public described a community that is sustainable, engaged, a model 
for environmental stewardship, and connected through a variety of transportation options. The current 
Plan is consistent with those desires, and they continue to be reflected in the Commission Draft. In 
addition, there are proposed substantive changes to the Plan in the form of entirely new goals or 
policies, a new policy direction, or a new policy emphasis. These updates may result in a change in how 
the community grows and develops or in how the City does business. The Draft’s substantive changes 
that might adversely affect the environment are analyzed in this SEIS. In addition, this SEIS is to serve as 
a primary options-analysis document for the public and the City Council , and thus this SEIS also 
addresses those significant changes to the Plan that may not lead to adverse environmental impacts but 
do constitute major changes in the vision, goals or policies. 
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Scope of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
 
On April 2, 2012, the City of Olympia issued a “Notice of Determination of Significance, Adoption of 
Existing Environmental Document [1994 EIS], and Request for Comments on the Scope of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS” for this proposed Comprehensive Plan update. This notice was accompanied by a 
“Comprehensive Plan Update Draft EIS Scoping Report.” That report indicated that the SEIS would 
probably address potential impacts of the proposal upon elements of the environment including “earth, 
air quality, water resources, plants and animals, shoreline use, transportation, land use, environment, 
parks, economy, and utilities.” Comments regarding the scope of the SEIS were due on May 2, 2012. This 
SEIS does address all of these elements of the environment and more. 
 
The proposed Plan update is not a unitary proposal. It includes about forty somewhat related and 
somewhat discrete proposals for substantive changes to the Plan. Each in turn is individually 
summarized and addressed below. The City Council in reaching a final decision may elect to adopt all, 
none, or various parts of the proposal. Thus, the structure of this SEIS is intended to provide both a 
cumulative or collective view of this set of amendments, and directly-related information for evaluating 
each of the various proposed substantive changes to the Plan. The ‘Affected Environment’ section below 
provides a broad description of the existing environment for considering all aspects of the proposed 
Plan update. 
 
Affected Environment and Planning Background 
 
The City of Olympia is located in Thurston County, Washington, at the southern tip of Puget Sound. It is 
approximately 65 miles south of Seattle and 105 miles north of Portland, Oregon. Olympia is the capital 
city of Washington and home to two regional hospitals, a deep-water port, and one college (South Puget 
Sound Community College) with two more nearby (The Evergreen State College and Saint Martin’s 
University).  It is a destination for parks, arts, and recreation, tourism and retail shopping. The City 
together with its Urban Growth Area (UGA) encompasses approximately 25 square miles.  
 
Population and Employment 
 
The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires Thurston County and its cities to 
accommodate a fair share of Washington State’s population and employment growth. For this purpose, 
the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) prepares a range of 20-year county-wide 
population projections. Pursuant to the Thurston Countywide Planning Policies adopted by the County 
and its cities, each jurisdiction is expected to accommodate a share of the region’s growth.  
 
The local Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) prepares ‘most likely’ forecasts for such local 
planning purposes, including a county-wide forecast which by law must fall within the range provided by 
the State. TRPC also assists Thurston County and the cities in assuring that the minimum 20-year 
population projection is accommodated county-wide, and that urban growth areas are of sufficient area 
and densities to permit the projected urban population. TRPC forecasts include 20-year residential and 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 20 of 212







 


employment growth allocations for Olympia and other areas. These forecasts are based on current 
adopted plans, zoning, environmental regulations and development trends.  The City of Olympia uses 
these forecasts for city planning, as well as regional coordination. 
 
According to the 2012 Thurston County Profile, Thurston County is one of the fastest growing areas in 
Washington. Its population more than doubled between 1980 and 2010. The forecasts prepared by 
TRPC in 2012 suggest that the area will add about 140,000 residents during the next 30 years, 
comparable to the population increase of 128,000 more residents which occurred during the last 30 
years. On November 2, 2012, TRPC, which includes a representative Councilmember from the City of 
Olympia, approved new population forecast allocations for the cities and towns of Thurston County.   
 
Since Olympia became incorporated as a city in 1882, its population has grown by about 2% per year. By 
1995 there were about 46,400 people living in Olympia and its Urban Growth Area (UGA). The UGA 
includes both the area within the city limits and adjoining areas that the County deems eligible for 
annexation. According to the U. S. Census, by 2010 this number had reached 58,310.  
 
TRPC’s 2012 population forecast allocation yields a UGA population in 2035 of 84,400.  The proposed 
update of the Comprehensive Plan is grounded on this basic residential population forecast together 
with the employment forecasts described below.  
 
The table below provides 2012 forecast excerpts based on an assumption that the city limits will not 
change. See “The Profile” of Thurston County produced annually by TRPC for more information about 
population and demographic trends. 
 


Jurisdiction 2010 
Population 


2015 
Forecast 


2020 
Forecast 


2025 
Forecast 


2030 
Forecast 


2035 
Forecast 


City of Olympia 46,510 49,550 54,610 60,130 64,980 67,730 
Olympia UGA Total 58,310 61,820 67,850 74,030 79,940 84,400 
Total Thurston Urban 
Growth Areas  


171,120 182,800 207,500 229,890 252,320 270,570 


Thurston County Total 252,300 266,500 295,900 322,200 348,600 370,600 
Olympia UGA % of 
Thurston County 


23.1% 23.2% 22.9% 23.0% 22.9% 22.8% 


Note: In 2007, TRPC’s 2030 forecast for the Olympia Growth area was 82,090. 
 
As noted in the proposed Plan update, an aging population presents particular opportunities and 
challenges for a community like Olympia. The aging ‘baby-boomer’ generation and other factors are 
expected to result in both increasing numbers of older residents and increasing percentages in the 
Olympia area.  In particular, State forecasts presented in TRPC’s 2012 Profile indicate an estimated 
33,754 residents of the County were age 65 and over as of 2011.  This was about 13% of the population. 
By 2030, those forecasts suggest that over 67,252 residents will be in this age group, which would 
comprise over 20% of the county population.  
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TRPC also produces employment forecasts. Such forecasts were last prepared in 2012, and small area 
employment allocations were adopted on February 1, 2013. In 2010, there were an estimated 128,500 
jobs county-wide. This number is projected to increase to 188,400 by 2035 – an increase of 59,900 jobs 
countywide. TRPC estimates there were 51,346 jobs within the boundaries of Olympia’s UGA in 2010, or 
about 41%, of all jobs in the County. This number is forecast to rise to 72,215 jobs by 2035.  
 
Thus Olympia is expected to continue to have employment exceeding the proportionate share of 
residential population, and to continue to have a ‘day population’ that exceeds its residential count. The 
largest percentage increase is expected in the service sector. See TRPC’s website for more specific 
information.  
 
Land Use Conditions 
 
The land use pattern in the City of Olympia has resulted from a combination of natural and human-
caused events. Over 15,000 years ago, glaciers moved across the landscape carving out several lakes and 
other geologic features. The resulting shoreline of Puget Sound was a focal point for activity before 
European settlement, and continued to be the focus when Edmund Sylvester and Levi Lathrop Smith 
began developing a community on these shores in 1846. The City’s future as a key place was established 
when in 1889 it was selected as the Capital of Washington State. 
 
Significant environmental change began in 1911 when Budd Inlet was dredged to create a deep-water 
port, and the fill was used to create 19 city blocks downtown. Early development in Olympia 
concentrated around the harbor, and grew in a grid-street pattern as compact single-family 
neighborhoods fanned out from downtown’s central core.  Commercial growth outside the downtown 
followed the arterial street systems east toward Martin Way and Pacific Avenue, and west along 
Harrison Avenue. 
 
The development pattern began to change significantly after World War II as the increased mobility 
provided by the automobile spurred suburban development. During the mid-1940s, significant 
expansions of residential areas occurred to the southeast and later in the westside neighborhoods. In 
the early 1950s the construction of Interstate-5 and State Route-101 redefined the direction and 
intensity of growth to areas with good freeway access. New subdivisions incorporated the new  
“cul-de-sac” design which promoted neighborhood privacy and placed more demands on the network of 
arterial streets.  
 
During the 1970s and 80s, extensive medical service areas grew up around Providence St. Peter’s 
Hospital and professional offices were built on and near the State Capitol Campus. Commercial growth 
increased on the westside with development of the Capital Mall and Olympia Auto Mall followed by 
construction of The Evergreen State College in the rural area northwest of the city. Through the 1980s, 
new neighborhoods were typically characterized by low densities and few street connections. 
 
Immediately preceding and following updating of its Comprehensive Plan under the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) in 1994, the City underwent some fundamental changes in its approach to land 
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use and urban design. A more compact pattern of development began to take shape as the City phased 
urban development outward from core areas and encouraged increased residential densities through 
infill development and more intensity of new land uses. These new developments utilized smaller blocks 
with more street connections. Additional emphasis was placed on improving aesthetics and quality of 
life in neighborhoods.  
 
Some of the land use changes foreseen in 1994 included: 
 


• Establishing minimum development densities to increase residential densities by roughly 
25%. 


• Allowing the construction of accessory living units within single-family areas. 
• Removing residential density limits within most commercial land use categories. 
• Converting some formerly residential single-family areas to multifamily areas. 
• Establishing architectural design standards for much of the City. 
• Planning for a few large undeveloped tracts in key locations as “Neighborhood Villages”; and 


one tract as a more commercial “Urban Village.”  
• Increasing residential densities along selected “High Density Corridors.” 
• Establishing new “Neighborhood Centers” throughout the community. 


 


Land Supply and Development 1994 to Today 
 
Two basic goals of the Growth Management Act are to: 1) Reduce the inappropriate conversion of 
undeveloped land into sprawling, low density development; and 2) encourage development in urban 
areas where adequate public facilities and services exist and can be provided in an efficient manner. The 
Act directs urban areas, like Olympia, to absorb more of the state’s population growth than rural areas. 
This helps preserve agriculture, forest, mineral and other natural resource lands, while also reducing 
traffic, pollution and the costs of providing city services. Higher density development also leaves more 
room for parks and open space in urban areas. 
 
The GMA requires that each jurisdiction has enough developable land to accommodate its 20-year 
projected population growth. TRPC provides estimates of buildable land supply through the “Buildable 
Lands Program.” The program answers two key growth-related questions: 1) Whether residential 
development in the urban growth areas is occurring at the densities envisioned in local comprehensive 
plans; and 2) whether there is adequate land supply in the urban growth areas for anticipated future 
growth in population and employment. 
 
The most recent land capacity analysis is contained in the 2007 Buildable Lands Report for Thurston 
County. In summary, the evaluation shows that based on adopted policies and regulations in place as of 
September 2007, there is sufficient land supply to accommodate 20 years of projected population 
growth. It also shows that there is enough vacant, partially-used and redevelopable land to support the 
job growth forecast for urban areas in Thurston County. The next Buildable Lands Report is due in 2015 
but may be prepared at an earlier date. 
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Achieved residential density is the measurement of how much land each new home, condo, or 
apartment complex requires. Net density measures the number of homes over the total area of a 
subdivision after subtracting for environmentally sensitive areas and buffers, open space and roads. As a 
‘rule of thumb,’ if development is occurring at four or more dwellings per net acre, it is considered urban 
and consistent with the GMA. 
 
According to the 2007 Buildable Lands Report, achieved net density has increased in Olympia since 
1994. In Olympia, new lots occurring between 1995 and 1999 had an achieved net density of 5.3 units 
per acre. This number rose to 7.4 for the years 2000 to 2004. This result suggests that mechanisms to 
achieve higher density put in place with the passage of Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan in 1994 have 
helped to increase density in the City.  
 
Development has occurred in all areas of the City and its UGA within the past two decades. During that 
time, many of the large ownerships that were readily developable were subdivided. Three 
“Neighborhood Villages” have begun to develop, as has the City’s one “Urban Village.” (These have been 
named Mill Pond, Woodbury Crossing, Bentridge and Briggs Villages.) Large tracts that remain may not 
be as readily developable due to the presence of environmentally sensitive areas. (See the Critical Areas 
section below.)  
 
Since 1994, the City has acquired several parcels with wetlands and other critical areas for parks and 
open space. These include 47 acres at Chambers Lake, 37 acres at Mission Creek and 31 acres for the 
Olympia Woodland Trail. See the Parks, Arts and Recreation Plan for a complete inventory and maps of 
parks and open space in the City of Olympia and its Urban Growth Area. 
 
Within the past 18 years, there have been few major changes to the City’s commercial or industrial 
areas. Despite efforts to increase density and mixed use in downtown and along major corridors, the 
potential change anticipated in 1994 has not been realized. The City’s neighborhood centers have also 
not been developed as envisioned.   
 
In 2003, TRPC convened a Vision Reality Task Force to analyze what was perceived as disconnects 
between land use visions expressed in adopted plans throughout Thurston County and what has actually 
occurred. The Task Force had two responsibilities: 1) Validate whether or not there are actual 
disconnects, and; 2) if disconnects are evident, identify and evaluate contributing factors. The project 
found five specific areas where there are disconnects between market realities and adopted plans: 
 


• Urban residential development is taking place at lower densities than expected. 
• Very little mixed-use development is taking place in the cities. 
• Rural residential development is taking place at higher densities than expected. 
• The share of residential growth locating in urban areas has not increased as planned. 
• The share of workers commuting into our out the region continued to increase relative to 


those who live and work within the region. 
See Understanding Public Vision and Marketplace Realities in the Thurston Region for more information. 
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Housing  
 
The City of Olympia is responsible through comprehensive planning to accommodate its allocated new 
residents, housing and jobs. In the Thurston County Profile, TRPC details the housing units and new 
building for each city in Thurston County. The expected number of homes to be built in the near future 
can be estimated by housing starts, which is the number of building permits that are taken out in a 
specified period of time. From 2000 to 2010, the percentage (but not the number) of new housing starts 
in urban areas has increased and the percentage of housing starts in rural areas has decreased.  
 
According to the 2012 Profile for Thurston County: 
 


“The majority of housing starts in 2011 continued to be single-family homes, and these homes 
accounted for 75 percent of the total market share … Multifamily homes captured 22 percent of 
the new housing starts in incorporated communities and urban growth areas in 2011. This 
proportion was lower than the 38 percent market share in 2007 and the 31 percent share in 
2010.” 
 


By 2010, the City of Olympia included over 22,000 housing units, plus about another 4,000 in the 
unincorporated growth area. Recovery from the recession seems to be redirecting Olympia’s housing 
market toward multifamily housing.  While ten years ago, the single-family housing market was 
booming, today – and unlike some other parts of the County – Olympia is experiencing relatively more 
multifamily development.  In 2010 over 500 new housing units were proposed for development, most of 
these were apartments. Since 2010 the City of Olympia has issued permits to build more than 800 more 
new apartments.  
 
Projected Housing Need 
 
Projected housing needs are determined by a variety of means. Population forecasts are reviewed in 
relation to current population and demographics. From this one can estimate the likely housing needs 
compared to current supply. The State Office of Financial Management (OFM) releases population 
estimates for each county, which frame the Thurston Regional Planning Council’s county-wide forecasts. 
This county-wide forecast provides a basis for estimated sub-area allocations prepared by TRPC in 
cooperation with the County, the cities, and other local agencies. 
 
In the spring of 2012, OFM adjusted its population forecast downward. This adjustment together with 
the economic shift resulted in TRPC releasing a lower population forecast for Thurston County and lower 
allocations for the sub-areas. The county-wide forecast, adopted on July 13, 2012, is about 8% lower for 
2040 than the previous forecast. And, as noted above, the new population allocations suggest that 
Olympia’s urban growth area won’t reach the population previously forecast for 2030 until about 2033. 
 
Note that long-range housing demands and needs estimates depend not only upon population forecasts 
and household size, which has been declining for many years. These estimates also generally assume 
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constant vacancy rates.  Such vacancy rates vary with supply and demand, but are also subject to 
economic and financing conditions.  These and other factors actually result in substantial changes in 
vacancy rates.  For example, between 2001 and 2011 the rental apartment vacancy rates in Thurston 
County ranged from less than 2.5% to about 6%. (See TRPC’s Profile of Thurston County for more 
housing information.) 
 
As described above, TRPC also prepares a periodic “Buildable Lands Report” for Thurston County. This 
report evaluates whether urban growth areas are growing at residential density rates projected in the 
Comprehensive Plan. It also indicates whether there is an adequate land supply in the urban growth 
areas for anticipated future growth in population and employment. Together the Buildable Lands Report 
and the Population and Employment Forecast form a foundation for estimating housing needs in 
Olympia and the surrounding area. 
 
At the moment, estimates – primarily the 2007 Buildable Lands Report -- indicate that without a 
substantial change in plans, Olympia and its Urban Growth Area can accommodate about 15,000 new 
housing units. TRPC’s reports also estimate that the community can expect about 12,000 new housing 
units to be built in the next twenty years. Depending upon economic conditions and resident 
preferences, these could be in the form of detached single-family homes, townhomes, apartments, or 
special purpose housing such as group homes and seniors housing.  Should growth be slower than 
forecast, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan will have addressed the community’s housing and other needs 
for a few more years than expected. 
 
As set forth in the Housing section of the Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the proposed Plan 
update:  
 


Olympia is a part of a larger housing market extending throughout Thurston County and beyond. 
Thus planning for housing is done based on anticipated shares of this larger area. The 2010 
Census indicated that Olympia and its urban growth area included almost 26,000 housing units. Of 
these, as estimated in the TRPC Profile, 57% were single-family homes, 39% were multifamily 
(shared wall) units, and 4% were manufactured housing. As amended in 2008, the Buildable Lands 
Report for Thurston County estimates that over 11,000 new housing units will be needed by 2030 
to accommodate population growth in the Olympia urban growth area. Of these, about 60% are 
expected to be single-family homes.  
 
Based on existing zoning and development patterns, that report indicates the area can 
accommodate almost 15,000 units. In addition to large areas zoned for single-family 
development, almost 400 acres of vacant multifamily and duplex zoned land is available, and an 
additional 500 acres of vacant, partially-used, and redevelopable commercial land is also available 
for new housing. Because Olympia generally allows small group homes and manufactured housing 
wherever single-family homes are permitted, allows larger group homes by special approval, and 
does not discriminate with regard to government-assisted housing, foster-care, or low-income 
housing, the area is expected to be adequate to accommodate all types of housing.  
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Similarly, the Thurston County Consolidated Plan of 2008 for affordable housing indicates that 
there is no shortage of land for affordable housing. However, there is a "mismatch" between the 
availability of affordable housing and the need for such housing, both at the lowest end of the 
income scale and the upper end of the moderate income bracket. That Plan and the Public 
Services Chapter describe efforts to close these gaps and make adequate provisions for all 
economic segments of the community.  


 
Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
 
The Growth Management Act (GMA) includes planning goals that guide the preparation and adoption of 
comprehensive plans and development regulations. These goals include retaining open space; 
enhancing recreation opportunities; conserving fish and wildlife habitat; protecting the environment 
and enhancing the state's quality of life, including air and water quality, and the availability of water. 
Counties and cities are required to identify open space corridors within and between urban growth 
areas for multiple purposes, including recreation, wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of critical areas. 
 
Olympia manages approximately 736 acres of open space. Priest Point Park, Grass Lake Refuge, and 
Watershed Park together comprise over 630 acres. According to the GMA, critical areas include 
wetlands, geologic hazard areas, frequently flooded areas, areas with a critical recharging effect on 
aquifers used for potable water, and fish & wildlife habitat areas. Cities are to avoid directing new 
growth to areas where new development would conflict with protecting critical areas.  
 
The City of Olympia’s Critical Areas Ordinance (Olympia Municipal Code Chapter 18.32) provides 
regulations to protect critical areas within the City. In general, the City requires applicants to provide 
site-specific studies with development proposals in areas containing critical areas. The City requires 
applicants to: 1) Identify the presence of critical areas and whether the proposal meet regulatory 
thresholds according to the code definition or criteria; and 2) prepare technical reports to assess site 
conditions, evaluate risk and identify necessary mitigation. Specific locations of critical areas are 
identified during the land use review process. General locations for the five critical areas regulated 
under OMC 18.32 are on the followings maps. 
 


Critical Area View Map 
Wellhead Protection Areas Olympia Wellhead Protection Areas map* 
Important Habitats & Species Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas map* 
Streams and Important 
Riparian Areas 


Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
maintains and updates stream maps to help identify and 
classify streams. Only some of the streams on these maps 
have been field verified. ** 


Wetlands and Small Lakes Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas map* 
Landslide Hazard Areas Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas map* 


* Map included in the Natural Environment Chapter of the Commission-draft of the Comprehensive 
Plan Update  
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**Stream maps are available on the Department of Natural Resources website. Also, for reference 
purposes only (not official maps) the Wild Fish Conservancy website maps certain fish-bearing 
streams. 


 
Natural Hazards 
 
Geologically hazardous areas are places highly susceptible to erosion, landslides, earthquakes, or other 
geologic events. The intent of identifying, classifying and designating geologically hazardous areas is to 
evaluate whether development should be prohibited, restricted or otherwise controlled because of 
danger from geological hazards. In some cases, the risk from geological hazards can be reduced or 
mitigated to acceptable levels by engineering design or special construction practices. 
 
The Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan for the Thurston County Region describes the risks posed by natural 
hazards and the actions that can help our community be more disaster resilient. That document 
identifies the following hazards and the extent of risk to Olympia: 
 


Hazard Probability of 
Occurrence 


Vulnerability Risk 


Earthquake High High High 
Storm High Moderate Moderate 
Flood High Moderate Moderate 
Landslide Moderate Low Moderate 
Wildland Fire Low Low Low 
Volcanic Event Low Moderate Low 


 
According to the City of Olympia’s Annex to the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, earthquakes pose the 
highest risk to Olympia. Geologic conditions and history suggest a high probability that Thurston County 
could experience another damaging earthquake sometime in the next 25 years. The concentration of 
buildings and population in Olympia, particularly in downtown and other older neighborhoods, may 
increase the impact to Olympia as compared to other areas in the county.  
 
Liquefaction caused by earthquake is a particular risk for certain areas in Olympia. Liquefaction is 
defined by the United States Geological Service as “a process by which water-saturated sediment 
temporarily loses strength and acts as a fluid, like when you wiggle sand near the water at the beach. 
This effect can be caused by earthquake shaking.” The City of Olympia’s Annex to the Natural Hazards 
Mitigation Plan includes a map depicting high risk liquefaction areas for Olympia. These areas occur 
along the Port peninsula, Moxlie Creek, West Bay Drive, Capitol Lake, and in the southeast along the 
Deschutes River. 
 
For more information, see the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. More information about the risk of 
liquefaction can also be found in the Geological Folio of the Olympia-Lacey-Tumwater Urban Area, 
Washington: Liquefaction Susceptibility Map. 
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Flood Zones 
 
Of all natural hazards that affect the Thurston County region, floods are the most common. There are 
four types of flooding: riverine, tidal, groundwater and urban. Olympia experiences localized urban 
flooding in certain areas depending on rainfall conditions. Storms are a major factor associated with 
flooding, particularly on Olympia’s Westside. Downtown also experiences occasional flooding due to 
extreme tides. For further descriptions and information, see the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. Also, 
see the section on Sea Level Rise below for associated impacts. 
 
Olympia’s Flood Damage Protection ordinance (OMC 16.70) provides regulations to protect uses and 
structures susceptible to flooding, and to prevent activities that may cause erosion or flooding.  Flood 
zones in the City are identified on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps. See the FEMA 
website to view the maps. 


Sea Level Rise 
 
Sea-level could rise in Olympia by 50 inches over the next century due to warming of the oceans and 
settling land. Recent work by the City of Olympia indicates there may be more risk of flooding in the 
downtown due to sea level rise than is depicted on FEMA flood maps. This is due to the relatively low 
ground level in downtown, which lies only one to three feet above the current highest high tides, and 
the multiple open stormwater outfalls discharging into Budd Inlet. Flooding also results from high 
precipitation runoff when combined with a high tide that inundates a major gravity storm drain system. 
 
The ‘Commission Draft’ of the Comprehensive Plan Update includes a policy to protect Olympia from 
and adapt to the probable impacts of sea level rise. Current efforts are underway to better understand 
how this might be implemented. Near-term actions include incorporating sea level rise policies into 
planning documents, developing better emergency management responses, improving field data, 
considering possible construction needs, supplementing flood maps with local knowledge, and 
completing small retrofit projects. 
 
Long-term actions may include constructing a sea-wall or levee, installing new tide gates and pump 
stations or consolidating stormwater systems. These solutions would require significant financial 
investment. For more information, including maps depicting level of flood risk under certain scenarios, 
see City of Olympia Engineered Response to Sea Level Rise. 
 
Native Plants and Wildlife 
 
The Olympia area is categorized as a West Lowland Forest Ecosystem. Trees native to the area include 
Douglas fir, western hemlock, western red cedar, big leaf maple, red alder and madrone. Understory 
species uniquely adapted to filtered light grow here, including vine maple, salal, sword ferns, and 
trilliums among others. Large leaves for harvesting the minimal light and white flowers are common, as 
found on big leaf maples and devils club. Our area is home to a variety of animals, many of which are 
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listed on the Priority Habitat and Species list by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. These 
include bats, and salmon and some nearshore fish, geoducks, clams and oysters. Also, birds such as 
loons, grebes, herons, owls, eagles and falcons among many others, call our area home. Sea mammals 
common here include harbor seals, with an occasional visit from porpoises and whales. Land dwelling 
mammals include a variety of deer and elk, gophers and squirrels. We also have a variety of butterflies, 
worms, beetles and other animal and plant species common to this ecosystem. 
 
Invasive Species 
 
Native plants and animals are threatened by land development and by invasive plant species. Invasive 
plant species harm natives by taking over their space, changing the composition of the soil, and covering 
and shading native plants. Invasive plants also harm animals by altering their habitat and by eliminating 
favored food plants. Invasive plants are spread both by humans and by animals. Examples include 
knotweed, butterfly bush and scotch broom.  


Development Impacts and Mitigation  


The Growth Management Act requires local governments to protect public resources, including fish and 
wildlife, from the potential impacts of population growth. Washington’s Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy reports that habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation are the major 
challenges to Washington’s wildlife and is associated with the state’s increasing human population and 
the residential development. 
 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife reports that wildlife is best served by: 


• Keeping large connected patches of undeveloped native vegetation intact.  
• Encouraging and maintaining low densities within and immediately surrounding high-value 


habitat areas and encouraging maintenance of native vegetation.  
• Managing road systems to minimize the number of new roads and new barriers to important 


animal movement corridors.  
• Planning open space to incorporate high-value habitat and corridors for animal movement.  
• Zoning for higher densities within urban and developed landscapes to avoid sprawl. 


 
The benefits of habitat retention include improved water quality, improved water storage and 
availability, control of storm water and floods, pollination, food production, soil fertility, pest control 
and the reduction of carbon dioxide production.  
 
Water Quality 
 
Many federal, state and local laws, regulations, policies form the legal context within which our water 
resources are managed. That legal framework is described in the City’s 2009-2014 Water System Plan.  
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Surface Watersheds 
 
All of the water that runs through Olympia drains to one of three inlets: Eld Inlet, Budd Inlet, and 
Henderson Inlet. Most of Olympia drains to Budd Inlet. Watersheds are areas of land that drain to a 
common body of water. Through an interlocal agreement with the City of Olympia, Thurston County 
collects surface water quality data and prepares a Water Resources Monitoring Report every few years. 
The most recent report for 2007-2009 provides information about the health of ten watersheds in 
Olympia. Water quality is described as “excellent,” “good,” “fair,” or “poor,” as defined differently for 
lakes and streams within the report.  
 
Olympia’s watersheds are identified on the Olympia Drainage Basin map included in the Natural 
Environment Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan update. All of the streams, lakes, marine shorelines 
and wetlands in Olympia are located in one of twelve watersheds:  
 


 Watershed Drains to Water Quality Description 
1 Capitol Lake Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair to Poor 
2 Chambers Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Good 
3 East Bay Budd Inlet Not available 
4 Ellis Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Good 
5 Indian Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 
6 Mission Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair 
7 Moxlie Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 
8 Percival Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Fair 
9 Schneider Creek Budd Inlet/ Deschutes River Poor 
10 West Bay Budd Inlet Not available 
11 Green Cove Creek Eld Inlet Good 
12 Woodard Creek Woodard Creek Fair 


 
Capitol Lake is listed as being in “fair” to “poor” condition, and is included on the state’s list of water 
quality impaired water bodies. High levels of phosphorus and fecal coliform are major contributors. 
Sediment deposition in the lake from the Deschutes River, Percival Creek, shoreline erosion, and 
landslides is an ongoing issue. The Lake is also infested with the noxious aquatic plant, Eurasian water 
milfoil, and the New Zealand mudsnail. A 10-year Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan of 2003 
guides clean-up and administration by the Washington Department of Enterprise Services. 
 
Three watersheds, Chambers Creek, Ellis Creek and Green Cove Creek were reported to be in “good” 
condition; meaning they usually meet water quality standards. The remaining streams in Olympia are 
reported to be in “fair” or “poor” condition; in general, this means they are impacted by pollution and 
other parameters such as high nutrient levels which cause them to frequently or routinely fail water 
quality tests. For more information, see Thurston County Water Resources Monitoring Report, 2007-
2008 Water Year, 2008-2009 Water Year. 
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Stream health is impacted by numerous factors including the amount of impervious surface, tree cover, 
stream bank and habitat conditions and other factors. Impervious surfaces include pavement, such as 
asphalt, concrete, and compacted gravel, roofs, revetments, and other man-made surfaces which 
substantially impede the infiltration of precipitation. Research shows that streams are impacted when as 
little as 10 percent of a watershed (1 acre in 10) is covered with roofs, streets and sidewalks. According 
to the TRPC’s Estimates of Current and Future Impervious Area for Watershed Based Land Use Planning, 
March 2011 the entire Budd Inlet/Deschutes River watershed, which encompasses much of Olympia, is 
approaching this 10 percent threshold, while the Henderson Inlet watershed which encompasses the 
northeast part of the City already substantially exceed this limit. The existing coverages within specific 
more urban sub-basins vary greatly with some, such as Indian-Moxlie creek, exceeding 25% while others 
such as Green Cove creek only slightly exceed 10%. 
 
Increases in impervious surfaces and subsequent reductions in tree canopy that occur with urban 
development reduce the ability of the ground to absorb water and recharge the aquifer. This increases 
the volume and velocity of stormwater, which can result in flooding, streambank erosion, degradation 
or loss of habitat, and sediment deposits. A leading cause of water pollution in Puget Sound is 
stormwater runoff. Water running over concrete picks up contaminants such as pet waste, fertilizer, 
pesticides and soil. This pollution negatively affects aquatic ecosystems and can make the water unsafe 
for drinking, swimming or fishing.  
 
Stormwater treatment and control can help to mitigate some of the negative impacts of stormwater 
flows to our surface waters. Stormwater control applications vary by intent, effectiveness and 
technique. In general, more control regardless of type provides a greater environmental benefit. The 
level of stormwater control in Olympia varies widely. Older developments typically route stormwater 
flows directly to streams, wetlands, and/or marine waters. New developments provide progressively 
more onsite water quality treatment and downstream flow control, for example stormwater ponds.  
 
The City maintains over 130 miles of underground pipe, over 6,300 storm drains, and 40 stormwater 
ponds that carry stormwater runoff from roads and rooftops to our streams and Budd Inlet. Restoring 
and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of water resources is a top priority. The 
City provides public education and outreach, illicit discharge detection and elimination services, 
pollution prevention services and regulations that control runoff from developments. Over the years, 
the City has consistently raised standards for stormwater control consistent with federal and state law. 
For more information, see the City of Olympia Storm and Surface Water Plan. 


Drinking Water 
 
McAllister Springs provides the majority of drinking water for the City of Olympia. Every day the City 
delivers affordable, high quality drinking water to nearly 55,000 people through about 19,000 
connections. This water consistently meets 100% of the US Environmental Protection Agency’s 
standards for safe drinking water.  For more information, see the City of Olympia 2012 Water Quality 
and Efficiency Report.  
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Puget Sound 
 
Taking action to improve the health of Puget Sound is a priority of the State of Washington. The City of 
Olympia is part of the Puget Sound Partnership, a community effort of citizens, governments, tribes, 
scientists and businesses working together to restore and protect Puget Sound. The Partnership is 
required to produce a State of the Sound Report every two years that documents the current status of 
the ecosystem. According to the report, in Puget Sound nitrogen is the main pollutant causing low 
dissolved oxygen levels which lead to stress and high mortality in fish and other aquatic life. See the 
report for more information. 
 
In 2006, the State and Thurston Regional Planning Council published a South Puget Sound Forum 
Environmental Quality Economic Vitality Indicators Report. The report includes baseline data about six 
indicators: population, land cover, shoreline armoring, shellfish water quality, freshwater quality and 
marine water quality. In summary, the report states population and employment growth is expected to 
continue along with increasing traffic and environmental impacts, that impervious surfaces are not 
increasing as rapidly as population, that large stretches of the area’s shorelines have been ‘armored’ but 
new bulkheads are uncommon, and that we are challenged to improve our marine and fresh water 
quality (especially in Budd Inlet). See the report for more information.  
 
Air Quality 
 
Air quality in Olympia is monitored by the Olympic Regional Clean Air Agency (ORCAA), and regulated 
under state and federal laws. Air quality of a city is primarily based upon the type and amount of 
pollutants being emitted and dispersed locally. Federal ambient air pollution standards exist for the 
following pollutants: particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, carbon monoxide, and 
lead. Emissions of these and other pollutants, such as toxic air pollutants and hydrocarbons, are 
regulated under the Federal Clean Air Act. 
 
The dominant pollutant in Thurston County as well as statewide is Particulate Matter of less than 2.5 
microns in size (PM2.5). This form of pollution comes mainly from smoke associated with home heating 
devices, and field stubble and other outdoor burning. Transportation sources also contribute but much 
less than smoke in its various incarnations.  The EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standard annual mean 
for PM2.5 is 15 micro-grams per cubic meter. ORCAA measures PM2.5 in Thurston County from a 
location in Lacey on a monthly basis. In 2011, Lacey’s PM2.5 was 5.2 micro-grams per cubic meter, or 
33% of the federal standard.  
 
ORCAA also monitors ozone during the summer months. Other pollutants are monitored at a state level, 
but not specifically in Thurston County. Trends indicate air quality in the County and state is improving. 
Monthly air quality summaries and other archival data are located on ORCAA’s website. Also view the 
publication, 2010 Washington State Ambient Air Monitoring Network Report. 
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Climate Change 
 
The Washington State Department of Ecology summarizes the concept of climate change on their 
webpage:  
 


Carbon dioxide is a major component of the Earth’s atmosphere and because it traps heat, is 
necessary for a livable climate. But, since humans started using fossil fuels for transportation, 
electricity and other purposes, we have been releasing vast amounts of the carbon dioxide into 
the atmosphere. And since carbon dioxide remains in the atmosphere longer than other major 
heat-trapping gases and it is accumulating in the atmosphere at increasing concentrations due 
to human activities, it is logical that the Earth’s temperature will rise as carbon dioxide and other 
“greenhouse gases” increase.  
 


Threats of increasing carbon dioxide and climate change include: sea level rise; increased natural 
disasters such as storms and flooding; ocean acidification that threatens shellfish and other aquatic life; 
and rising temperatures that negatively impact wildlife, urban landscapes, and human health. 
 
Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is a priority of the State of Washington. In 2007, the Governor and 
Legislature convened a multi-sector, multi-disciplinary Climate Action Team to evaluate and identify the 
most promising strategies for reaching greenhouse gas emission reduction. For more information, see 
the Climate Action Team report, Leading the Way: Implementing Practical Solutions to the Climate 
Change Challenge. As both the Regional Transportation and Metropolitan Planning Organization for the 
area, the Thurston Regional Planning Council works to ensure that regional transportation plans provide 
people with transportation alternatives to reduce greenhouse gases and achieve vehicle miles traveled 
reduction identified by the state between now and 2050.  
 
Addressing climate change is also a priority of the City of Olympia. The ‘Commission Draft’ of the 
Comprehensive Plan includes a new policy to adapt, mitigate, and maintain resiliency for changing 
environmental conditions due to climate change. Some implementation efforts include: land use and 
transportation planning that encourage people to walk and bike rather than use a motor vehicle; 
promoting tree planting and health through our urban forestry program; using hybrid vehicles for the 
City fleet; and building structures that meet Leadership in Engineering and Environmental Design (LEED) 
standards. 


Transportation System 
 
Sidewalk Inventory 
 
The 2003 Sidewalk Program report found 84 miles of sidewalks lacking on arterials, major collectors and 
neighborhood collectors. These three types of major streets total 156 miles and represent 43% of the 
total street system. Local access streets and other neighborhood streets, represent the remainder of the 
street network and were not inventoried nor included in the Sidewalk Program. Since the Sidewalk 
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Program began guiding sidewalk construction in 2003, 7 miles of sidewalk have been constructed on 
major streets. As a result by 2012 of the 156 miles of arterials, major collectors and neighborhood 
collectors, 77 miles are lacking sidewalks.  
 
Commuter Statistics 
 
Washington’s Commute Trip Reduction law affects large employers in the state’s nine most populated 
counties. Employers in Olympia with over 100 employees who begin work between 6:00 a.m. and  
9:00 a.m. are affected by this law. Every 2 years, these worksites are required to survey their employees 
on commute behavior. The results of the 2011 survey, compared to prior surveys, were:  
 


Survey 
Year 


Drive 
alone 


Carpool Vanpool Bus Bike Walk Telework 
Compress 


week 
Other 


2007 
 


75.6% 11.8% 1.3% 3.8% 1.7% 2.3% 1.0% 1.6% .9% 


2009 
 


73.4% 12.1% 1.7% 3.9% 1.9% 2.2% 1.4% 1.8% 1.6% 


2011 
 


75% 11.1% 1.6% 4.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.9% 1.5% 1.5% 


Source: WSDOT and Thurston Regional Planning Council 
 
Public Transit Trends 
 
Intercity Transit (IT) is Thurston County’s public transportation provider. IT reached an all-time high in 
ridership in 2011, exceeding 5.3 million boardings on all its services. Fixed route bus service experienced 
a 4.7 percent annual ridership increase with 4.5 million boardings, and vanpool experienced a 7.8 
percent increase in ridership with 684,442 boardings. Intercity Transit ridership increased 24 percent in 
the past 5 years, and 86 percent in the last decade.  As of May 2012, ridership was up 2 percent over the 
same month in 2011.  
 
Trails Inventory 
 
Existing and proposed public trails that fall within Olympia’s Urban Growth Area are listed below. Some 
are City trails, while others belong to other governments. 
 


Trail Name Type of Trail 
Total Planned 


Miles 
Miles Existing 


in 2007 
Capitol Lake Interpretive 
Center 


shared use and 
recreational 


0.9 0.7 


Capitol Campus to Capitol 
Forest 


on street 
 


9.2 1.5 
 


Chehalis Western shared use 24 20.5 
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Trail Name Type of Trail 
Total Planned 


Miles 
Miles Existing 


in 2007 
Deschutes Parkway on street 1.8 1.8 
Downtown Railroad shared use 2.0 0 
East Olympia shared use 5.4 0 
Grass Lake Refuge recreational 1.2 0 
Highway 101 shared use 1.2 0 
I-5 Bike on street and 


shared use 
9.0 4.1 


 
McLane School Forest shared use 


 
2.5 2.1 


 
Olympia Waterfront Route 


 
on street and 
recreational 


4.7 
 


3.5 
 


Percival Canyon shared use 2.1 0 
West Bay on street and 


shared use 
1.5 


 
0 


Woodland shared use 3.8 2.5 
Total  69.3 miles 36.7 miles 


Traffic Model 
 
Traffic volumes forecast for 2030 on Olympia’s street system are generated by a traffic model used for 
transportation planning in the Thurston region. The volume data is based on projected population and 
employment forecasts for the Thurston region. The model is used to identify transportation capacity 
projects needed in our system. These projects are incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan. The model 
indicates that, between 2009 and 2030, p.m. peak hour volumes will increase on our streets at varying 
levels. Some examples: 
 


Location Traffic Percentage 
Increase 2009-2020 


Average Annual Traffic 
Percentage Increase 


4th and State Avenues near Wilson Street 44% 2.1% 
4th and 5th Avenue Bridges 37% 1.8% 
Capitol Way Corridor north of I-5 bridge 127% 6.1% 
Harrison Avenue near Perry Street 17% 0.8% 


Utilities 
 
The City provides essential public utilities including solid waste collection and recycling, storm and 
surface water management, drinking water, and wastewater collection. Olympia’s growth and 
urbanization has placed increasing demands on these systems.   
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Waste ReSources  


This utility’s mission is to lead and inspire our community toward a waste-free future. This utility is 
directly responsible for providing collection services for residential and commercial garbage, residential 
recyclables and residential organics (yard debris, food waste and soiled paper) and also encourages 
waste reduction through educational programs. Services outside the city limits are provided by a 
contractor selected by Thurston County. 
 
Storm and Surface Water  
 
The mission of this utility is to provide services that minimize flooding, improve water quality, and 
protect or enhance aquatic habitat. The utility maintains over 130 miles of underground pipe, over 7,000 
storm drains, and 95 stormwater ponds that carry stormwater runoff from roads and rooftops to our 
streams and Budd Inlet.  The “surface water” for which Olympia’s Storm and Surface Water Utility share 
responsibility include nine streams within the City, four lakes, four large wetlands, and about six miles of 
marine shoreline. Thurston County’s stormwater utility provides comparable services outside the city 
limits. The utility is guided by the Storm and Surface Water Plan, which outlines utility challenges, goals, 
implementation tools and financial implications. Increasingly, the utility is affected by state and federal 
regulatory requirements such as the Western Washington Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit. 


Drinking Water 


This utility’s mission is to provide and protect drinking water for a healthy community.  This involves 
protecting groundwater and promoting water conservation as well as ensuring that our drinking water 
meets the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. A series of springs, wells, pumps, reservoirs and transmission 
lines supplies water to Olympia's customers. McAllister Springs provides the majority of drinking water 
for the City. McAllister Springs is unfiltered surface water and therefore subject to more stringent 
treatment requirements. A 36- inch transmission main moves water from the springs (a new wellfield is 
planned) to the Meridian reservoirs, and then on a nine-mile journey into reservoirs at Fir Street. From 
there it is pumped and piped throughout most of the Urban Growth Area. The rest of the City’s drinking 
water is provided by six wells (Kaiser, Indian Summer, Shana Park, Hoffman and two wells at Allison 
Springs). This utility serves the entire urban growth area, except for properties served by a couple small 
private systems. 


Wastewater 


This utility’s mission is to collect and convey wastewater to treatment facilities in order to protect public 
and environmental health. In addition, the utility works to reduce the number of onsite sewage systems 
in the City. The City partners with LOTT Clean Water Alliance for wastewater treatment. This utility 
serves the entire growth area. 
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Private Utilities 


Most private utilities are regulated at the state level by the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (WUTC).  The WUTC ensures that safe and reliable service is provided to customers at 
reasonable rates.  The Commission regulates the rates and charges, services, facilities and practices of 
most of Washington's investor-owned gas, electric and telecommunication utilities. 
 
Growth in residential, commercial, or industrial development often requires expanded utility services, 
therefore local land use decisions that affect density and direct development drive new utility needs. In 
Olympia, private utilities provide these services: 


• Electricity. Puget Sound Energy (PSE) is the only provider of electricity to Olympia and its Urban 
Growth Area. PSE is an investor-owned utility serving electricity to nine western and central 
Washington counties  


• Natural Gas. PSE is also the only natural gas provider to Olympia and its Urban Growth Area. PSE 
serves natural gas customers in six western and central Washington counties  


• Standard Telephone Service. The only provider of standard telephone service in Olympia and its 
Urban Growth Area is Century Link Communications International, Inc., (Century Link). Century 
Link is an investor-owned corporation offering local telecommunication services to customers in 
14 states. They also provide broadband data and voice (including long-distance) 
communications services outside their local service area, as well as globally  


• Telecommunications and Cellular Telephone Service. Many new telecommunication providers 
have entered the market and provide options that create a very competitive environment in this 
area. As a result it is very difficult to accurately assess how future telecommunications will be 
provided. 


• Cable Services and Programming. Comcast is the only cable provider serving Olympia. Properties 
that lie within the UGA are covered under Thurston County’s franchise. Currently, cable 
companies are not regulated by the state as a private utility. Cable companies are regulated by 
local governments and the Federal Communications Commission. Comcast has a 10-year  
non-exclusive franchise agreement to use public right-of-way to provide cable services within 
the Olympia city limits. This agreement was adopted by the City Council in 2009.  


Economy 
 
Economic conditions are a product of employment and housing factors, income and inflation, land use, 
retail sales, demographic trends, availability of infrastructure, and larger national and international 
circumstances. Olympia is part of the larger metropolitan economy that includes the cities of Lacey and 
Tumwater. The three cities largely make up the urban areas in Thurston County, and are considered to 
operate as one market area.  
 
The lead organization for addressing economic vitality in the area is the Thurston Economic 
Development Council (EDC). The EDC produces an annual Economic Vitality Index (EVI). The EVI provides 
both a trend analysis and snapshot of Thurston County's economy based upon a series of key indicators. 
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Data coverage includes taxable sales, housing, employment, income and key industry characteristics 
among other topics. For more information, see the EVI. The Profile for Thurston County produced by the 
Thurston Regional Planning Council also includes information relevant to the economy of Thurston 
County. In addition, the Economy Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan Update provides a snapshot of 
Olympia’s economic conditions and the role of local government.  
 
Social and Human Health 
 
The Washington Department of Health (DOH) reports that regular exercise such as walking or bicycling 
improves physical and emotional health. Research shows that people who are physically active live 
longer, have more energy, have less stress, burn more calories, and are stronger.  Another important 
aspect of health is social connectedness - both within a neighborhood and the community-at-large. DOH 
also tells us that eating healthy food is equally important for overall health. 
 
While governments generally don’t require residents to exercise, eat well or maintain social 
connections, they can help create safe, convenient and fun opportunities to pursue wellness. Olympia 
has a long history of providing such opportunities, many of which are in the current 1994 
Comprehensive Plan and continue in the Commission Draft. 
 
Active Community 
 
The Transportation Chapter provides for “complete” streets which continue the City’s approach of the 
last few decades. These are streets built for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders, as well as cars, 
trucks and buses. Complete streets help increase the number of people walking, biking and using transit, 
while meeting the safety needs of motor vehicles. Complete street policies complement other goals 
related to economic vitality, reducing congestion, increasing land-use density, and providing people 
more opportunities to be physically active. Olympia’s construction standards also include streetscape 
improvements, such as street trees, planting strips and decorative lighting, which draw people to 
walking, support transit use, and create active street life. The Land Use and Urban Design Chapter 
supports these goals and policies by calling for development and public improvements consistent with 
healthy and active lifestyles.  
 
Strong Neighborhoods 
 
Olympia has had a Recognized Neighborhood Association program since 1989. The program offers 
support for residents to organize around common issues, needs and aspirations for their neighborhoods. 
Programs offered to Recognized Neighborhoods include Block Watch training, crime mapping, graffiti 
removal, beautification grants, and notice of development proposals. Many of the programs, such as 
training in neighborhood emergency preparedness, are also offered to other neighborhoods and 
organizations.  The Draft Plan includes a proposal for a new geography-based sub-area planning process 
to address neighborhood-scale issues such as provisions and priorities for community health, 
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neighborhood centers and places of assembly, streets and paths, cultural resources, forestry, utilities 
and open space and parks.  
 
Recreation and Lifelong Learning 
 
Olympia’s Parks, Arts and Recreation programs promote health by designing parks that include trails, 
tennis courts, basketball courts, skate courts, public art, community gardens and off-leash dog areas. 
The City also offers low-cost classes ranging from cooking to dance. These facilities and programs 
improve people’s quality of life, promote active lifestyles, create a sense of place and history and 
contribute to the local economy. These programs are designed to bring balance, relaxation, and lifelong 
learning to people of all ages and stages of life. 
 
Healthy Food 
 
The City provides space for community gardens. Community members have expressed strong interest in 
increasing access to local, healthy food including neighborhood farm stands and more community 
gardens.  
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1. Sustainability 
 
General Proposal 
 
Add new goals and related policies to the Comprehensive Plan to support Olympia becoming a model 
sustainable city; specifically Economy Goal 4 and Economy Policies 4.1 and 4.3, Natural Environment 
Policy 2.7 and Public Services Goal 21. 
 
Section 1: Model Sustainable City Goal 


Proposal 


Address the community’s desire for Olympia to become a more sustainable city by including it as a key 
challenge in the Introduction Chapter and adding a Public Services goal combined with existing policies 
regarding internal City actions toward sustainability; specifically, Public Services Goal 21: City of Olympia 
is a model sustainable City.  


Background 


A sustainable city is one that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs. The Olympia community has a long-held vision of being a 
sustainable city. In the early 1990s, the Olympia City Council adopted the following philosophy 
statement: a sustainable community is one that persists over generations and is far seeing enough, 
flexible enough and wise enough to maintain its natural, economic, social and political support systems. 


The current Comprehensive Plan includes “sustainability” as one of four guiding principles. The Plan also 
has a “Sustainable Economy” chapter that includes the following goal: SEC 4: To set a good example of 
sustainable business practices. This goal is followed by policies to guide the City’s internal operations, 
design and maintenance of facilities, purchases, and promotion of such practices. In addition to this 
specific sustainability goal, many goals and policies throughout the existing Plan represent what can be 
considered best practices toward building a sustainable community (i.e., complete streets, water 
conservation, waste reduction.) 


Over the years, the City has implemented a wide variety of programs that advance our community's and 
region’s sustainability. These include Zero Waste, community gardens, preservation of open 
space, greening of the City fleet, and building a City Hall that meets criteria for Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED).  The City has also invested millions of dollars into revitalizing our 
downtown, and in transportation and utility infrastructure to reduce environmental impacts, emphasize 
efficiency and improve our health. 


Throughout Imagine Olympia, two strong trends emerged from public comment: 1) desire for Olympia 
to become and earn a reputation as a model sustainable city, and 2) desire for the City to strengthen its 
leadership role by modeling and encouraging sustainable practices.  
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Options 


Option 1.  Olympia Planning Commission Proposal. Address the community’s desire for Olympia to 
become a more sustainable city by including it as a key challenge in the Introduction Chapter and further 
addressing in the Public Services arena.  


Option 2.  Staff proposal.  Add a new overarching goal – possibly in the Public Participation and Partners 
chapter, “Olympia is recognized as a model sustainable city through the leadership and action of the City 
and other partners.”  


Option 3.  No action. Do not add a goal about Olympia becoming a model sustainable city. Leave the 
goal and policies about sustainable City operations in the Economy chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.  


Analysis 
 
Goals are intended to be the community’s goals not just the City government’s goals, and policies are 
the broad actions that the City organization will take to help the community achieve its goals. Each 
option above embodies a slightly different approach to how the City and community address the overall 
concept of becoming more sustainable.  (Note that as in the proposed Plan update, throughout this SEIS 
City capitalized refers to the government organization while ‘city’ refers to the community at large or 
geographic urban area.) 
 
Option 1 recognizes that becoming a sustainable community is a significant challenge. Goal GS21, in the 
Public Services chapter, would emphasize the City organization will strive to become a model for other 
organizations, and that this is a service provided to the public.  The role for the City would be similar to 
the goal in the current Comprehensive Plan regarding the organization’s commitment to sustainable 
business practices, but with more emphasis on being a model for other cities.  
 
Option 2 would replace the current goal and emphasizes that Olympia, the place, will be a city that 
people recognize as a model sustainable city. It establishes that the City organization, as well as other 
partners within the community, has a leadership role in making that happen. The goal would be 
followed by policies that describe how the City will act to achieve this goal.  
 
Option 2 is responsive to significant public comment expressing a desire for Olympia (the place) to 
become a model sustainable city, and for the City organization to take a lead role in this endeavor. This 
concept of City leadership is consistent with feedback from the City’s Utility Advisory Committee (UAC).  
Such a role for local government is well-established. It is a topic of focus for both the International City 
Management Association (ICMA) and Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI), of which Olympia is a 
member. Option 2 also takes into account that sustainability cannot be achieved by the City alone, thus 
other partners (including individual citizens) have a role. 
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Option 3 is no change from the current plan. Here, the City’s goal is to achieve sustainable business 
practices, and since the goal is placed in the Economy chapter, it would emphasize how this would aid 
the local economy. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. This option would establish a formal goal that reflects the emphasis and spirit of the public 
comments received during Imagine Olympia. Placing the goal in an overview chapter emphasizes that 
sustainable practices apply to all elements of the Comprehensive Plan, rather than just being a function 
of economic development or a public service. It acknowledges that sustainable actions are the 
responsibility of not just the City organization, but other community partners and citizens as well. This is 
an important concept to acknowledge if Olympia is to truly become a sustainable community. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 


Section 2: Sustainable Investment Goal and Policies 


Proposal 


Add new goals and policies regarding the relationship of infrastructure and the economy, specifically: 
Economy Goal 4 with two policies below:  


GE4: The City achieves maximum economic, environmental and social benefit from public infrastructure. 


PE4.1: 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 sustainable 
patterns. 


PE4.3: Base public infrastructure investments on analysis determining the lowest life-cycle cost and 
benefits to environmental, economic and social systems. 


Background 


The current Comprehensive Plan includes policies that guide the City to use and promote sustainable 
business practices in internal operations, design and maintenance of facilities and purchases. The Plan 
describes in its background text a concept of “Consider[ing] how today's decisions will affect the quality 
of life for future generations. Think 20, 40, 100 years ahead, and beyond. The goal is to establish ways of 
living that can be sustained indefinitely.” However, the current Plan does not have a formal policy that 
guides the City to consider the economic, social and environmental impacts of major decisions. 
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In 2011, the Utility Advisory Committee (UAC) developed a list of issues they would like to see addressed 
in the Comprehensive Plan Update. The UAC recommends better integration across City departments so 
that recommendations are based on a holistic understanding of the economic, social and environmental 
impacts of various options. They anticipate such a policy will facilitate a more deliberate process 
resulting in more sustainable decisions. The UAC emphasized this again recently in a June 18, 2013 letter 
to City Council. 
 
For example, currently staff reports to the City Council often do not analyze or prioritize options from a 
sustainability (economic, social and environmental) perspective, nor address the relative costs and 
benefits of various options through a city-wide framework. Instead, the current criteria for analysis in 
staff reports varies according to the staff member, program, supervisor, legal or other requirements of 
the proposal.   
 
Options 


Option 1.  Revise existing goal SEC9 and related policies, which guide the City to regard economic benefit 
and lowest life-cycle costs as basis for public infrastructure designs and decisions, such that social and 
environmental benefits and costs are also regarded as a basis for such decisions.  


Option 2. Same as Option 1, plus another new policy: Evaluate environmental, economic and social 
factors, and compare and prioritize relative costs and benefits when making major policy decisions and 
capital investments.  


Option 3. Same as Option 1, plus add the policy: Departments proactively collaborate and use 
established decision-making tools so that proposed policies, programs and capital investments most 
effectively meet city-wide sustainability goals. 
 
Analysis 
 
Option 1 expands an existing set of goals and policies so that in addition to analyzing and considering 
economic costs and benefits as a basis for public infrastructure decisions, the City will consider social 
and environmental costs and benefits as well. This is consistent with the basic concept of sustainability 
as a balance between all three of these major topics.  
 
Potential impacts to the City include greater financial costs for preparing options for Council’s 
consideration, as more time or expertise may be needed to prepare analysis. Another impact could be 
greater up-front financial costs, for example, to purchase recycled materials or design structures with 
added aesthetic benefits. However, financial costs may be reduced over time; for example, due to less 
waste, use of durable materials, and greater community acceptance. 
 
Option 2 is the policy proposed by staff in 2012. It addresses the UAC’s comments and clarifies that the 
analysis should apply to major policy decisions, in addition to decisions about public infrastructure.  
However, this proposal may: 1) be vague regarding what constitutes a “major policy decision;” 2) imply 
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extensive, quantitative analysis that may not be necessary or financially feasible for all applicable 
decisions; 3) lead to comparing and prioritizing relative costs and benefits, or instead prioritizing by 
comparing costs and benefits; and 4) not address the UAC’s concern regarding lack of interdepartmental 
collaboration. 
 
Option 3 attempts to provide more clarity and better reflects feedback from the UAC on this issue. The 
challenge with articulating this policy is keeping it broad enough to allow for flexibility in the 
implementation, but with enough substance to guide staff, citizens and elected officials.  Sustainability is 
a thread throughout the Comprehensive Plan, and was noted by many citizens during the public review 
process as an important element of the update. Staff agrees that having a city-wide strategy with cross-
department participation and coordination is a significant factor in ensuring that the City achieves its 
vision of sustainability.  
 
Option 3 provides some flexibility to develop tools during the implementation stage.  An example of one 
decision-making tool is the City’s Sustainable Action Map (SAM.) SAM is a one page worksheet where 
users consider the impacts of policy choices from a natural, individual, community and economic 
perspective. SAM has been used by some City workgroups to make internal decisions or provide some 
analysis to the City Council; however, not all departments use SAM. There is a sense that although it can 
be a valuable tool, it is not appropriate for all decisions. Should the City adopt a policy such as Option 3, 
additional tools and processes would need to be created. The City would need to consider up-front what 
types of decisions and thresholds would require such analysis, who would do this, at what stage in the 
process, and how it should be communicated. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2.   
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
 
Section 3: Sustainable Maintenance and Operations Policy  
 
Proposal 
 
Adopt a new policy regarding operation and maintenance of City facilities, specifically, Natural 
Environment Policy 2.7, Practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s environmental 
impact. 
 
Background 
 
City staff are responsible for implementing an array of services, some more visible than others.  City staff 
sweep streets, repair water lines, maintain athletic fields, prune trees, collect solid waste, clear roadside 
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vegetation and more. A common thread is that nearly all maintenance and operations practices have an 
environmental impact, whether from use of a gas-powered vehicle or heavy equipment, purchase of 
materials or application of a chemical product.    
 
During Imagine Olympia it was clear the public wants the City to model environmentally-friendly 
practices. Environmental stewardship was a topic of the focus meeting series, and a main theme arising 
from public comments was a desire for Olympia to be recognized as a “green” community. The public 
has indicated that reducing environmental impact should be a standard practice of the City.  
 
Currently, there is no city-wide strategy and little cohesiveness for addressing the environmental 
impacts of City operations and maintenance. Some departments or programs have individually made a 
conscious effort to use environmentally-friendly methods. For example, to reduce the use of toxic 
chemicals the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Department adopted an Integrated Pest Management 
Program. As there is no policy to guide maintenance and operations with a focus on reducing 
environmental impact, not all programs may do so as a standard practice. 
 
Striking a balance between using resources efficiently and affordably while also reducing the City’s 
environmental impact can be a challenge.  In some cases, the most efficient system is also the most 
environmentally friendly.  For example, Waste Resources is piloting a program where waste and recycle 
bins are being collected from one side of the street only. The primary intent is to develop a more 
efficient route by reducing time required to complete the work, and to reduce noise and disruption 
generated from the collection vehicles. This method also reduces the route distance, thus the amount of 
fuel needed and vehicle emissions generated. 
 
In other cases, the most efficient and cost-effective method of maintenance may not be the most 
environmentally-friendly. It is typically more effective to use chemicals to control noxious weeds instead 
of rigorous and repeated manual removal, which requires many more hours of staff time. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Add policy to practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s environmental 
impact.  
 
Option 2. Add policy: Consider the economic, environmental and social benefits of the City’s operations 
and maintenance practices, and choose the option with the least negative environmental impact 
whenever possible. 
 
Option 3. No action: Continue to practice maintenance and operations that reduce the City’s 
environmental impact on a case-by-case basis, when required, or when the opportunity is readily 
available.   
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Analysis 


Option 1 guides the City to reduce environmental impacts associated with City maintenance and 
operations. This does not necessarily mean other factors, such as cost, will be ignored, but it does imply 
that reducing environmental impact is a priority. Overall, negative environmental impacts from City 
maintenance and operations would be reduced as the policy is implemented city-wide. 


Option 2 provides clarity that maintenance and operation decisions should be considered from an 
economic, social and environmental perspective to ensure the more environmentally-friendly practice is 
feasible before being chosen. It is more consistent with other sustainability policies, yet may not be as 
impactful as some community members would like.  
 
Option 3 maintains status quo. Some departments may consider the environment more than others 
when making decisions.  
 
No significant negative environmental impacts are expected from these policies. However, although 
intended primarily to minimize long-term environmental impacts, Options 1 or 2 could result in 
accepting adverse environmental impacts of one type in order to achieve long-term environmental 
benefits of another. For example, a sustainable approach could result in installation of porous concrete 
sidewalks to minimize impacts to ground and surface water despite the releases of greenhouse gases 
that result from creating concrete. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Option 1 is the staff proposal put forward in 2012. Staff would also support Option 2. Both 
options recognize the public expects the City to act as a role model of environmentally-friendly 
practices. Option 2 may be more viable as it clarifies maintenance and operations decisions should be 
balanced to ensure they are affordable and otherwise socially acceptable in addition to 
environmentally-friendly. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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2. Increasing the Level of Public Involvement 
 
Proposal 
 
To increase the level of public involvement, and results from the perspective of citizens, add a goal and 
policies to the Public Participation and Partners section of the Comprehensive Plan, specifically: 


 
• PP3.1. Support and encourage City staff and other community leaders to strengthen their 


capacity to design and implement effective public involvement strategies. 
 


• PP3.3. Provide opportunities for citizens, neighborhoods, and other interested parties to get 
involved early in the land use decision-making processes. Encourage or require applicants to 
meet with affected community members and organizations. 
 


• Goal 4: Citizens and other key stakeholders feel their opinions and ideas are heard, valued, and 
used by policy makers, advisory committees, and staff. 
 


• PP4.1: Build trust between all segments of the community through collaborative and inclusive 
decision making. 
 


• PP4.2: Replace or complement three-minute, one-way testimony with participation strategies 
that facilitate rich dialogue between and among interested citizens, other key stakeholders, City 
Councilmembers, advisory boards, and staff. 
 


• PP4.3: Clearly define public participation goals and choose strategies specifically designed to 
meet those goals. 
 


• PP4.4: Evaluate public participation strategies to measure their effectiveness in meeting desired 
goals. 
 


• PP4.5: Select strategies from the full spectrum of public participation tools and techniques. 
 
Note: Goal 4 and policies 4.1 to 4.5 were added by the Planning Commission. 
 
Background 
 
During Imagine Olympia and other outreach, the public expressed frustration about a lack of 
opportunities to meaningfully participate, be heard and influence City actions. Citizens are not satisfied 
with traditional forms of involvement that offer one-way exchanges of information. They want the City 
to be more creative in its efforts, and desire greater influence over decisions. 
 
The International Association of Public Participation (IAP2) provides a tool for understanding the public’s 
level of impact in decisions, called the IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation. The Spectrum describes a 
range of public participation goals and associated expectations and techniques regarding how the public 
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might be involved. The tool describes various levels of public engagement where the level of public 
impact increases along a spectrum of Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborate, and Empower. 
 
Traditionally, local governments have used tools to “Inform” and “Consult” with the public, meaning 
they provide information and obtain feedback. The City of Olympia often also “Involves” the public, 
meaning the City will work directly with citizens and groups throughout a process to ensure that public 
concern and aspirations are consistently understood and considered.  
 
Early in the Comprehensive Plan update process, the Planning Commission identified that the public  
wanted more “Collaboration.” In general, this means they want the City to partner with the public in 
each aspect of the decision including the development of alternatives and the identification of the 
preferred solution. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The Proposal above. 
 
Option 2.  Adopt policies 3.1 and 3.3, but do not add goal and related policies regarding subjective sense 
of the public regarding participation. 
 
Option 3. No action. Do not add these new goal and policies to the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
The City of Olympia is a representative democracy in that citizens elect and authorize a City Council to 
make decisions on their behalf. While this form of government does not always allow citizens to directly 
influence every decision, it can be an efficient form of decision-making.  
 
Different types of decisions lend themselves to different levels of public involvement. For example, it 
may not be necessary to employ a lengthy collaboratve process to determine whether or not to install 
recycling bins in downtown; whereas, a more robust process may be needed for more controversial or 
complicated issues, such as how the City responds to homeless issues. Overall, it would impossible from 
a financial perspective to have a collaborative level of involvement for all decisions. 
 
Proposed Policy PP4.2 would provide guidance to the Council, staff and advisory boards to replace or 
complement 3-minute, one-way testimony at the microphone. In some circumstances, public hearings 
are required, and it would be impractical to increase public engagement outside this process. Thus, the 
policy should not be interpreted to mean that every decision will include public process different than or 
to complement 3-minute testimony. However, it is possible for the City to more proactively consider the 
level of public involvement that is necessary and practical, and implement this policy when appropriate.  
 
Land use issues can be particularly frustrating for citizens. Citizens tend to get involved when there is a 
project in their neighborhood they object to, and become frustrated over a limited ability to influence 
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decisions at this stage. However, it is possible to improve citizen engagement in land use in other ways. 
While proposed Policy PP3.3 is not entirely new (the City currently notifies registered neighborhood 
organizations when land use applications are received), in response to public input a specific policy is 
proposed to increase such opportunities. 
 
How these proposed policies would be implemented would be determined following their adoption. For 
example: 
 


• The City could adopt a performance measure resulting in collection of qualitative data at events 
to gauge whether citizens “feel their opinions and ideas are heard, valued and used.”  


• The City could host trainings or other educational opportunities for staff and public to help 
facilitate better public process.  


• To involve citizens earlier in the land-use process, the City may pursue alternative forms of 
development codes for some areas of the city; this could help achieve early community buy-in 
on building and site designs, as well as more predictability and a faster permitting process for 
developers. 


This set of goal and policies reflects public input from Imagine Olympia. Part of the challenge to 
becoming a more urban environment is developing public processes that enable citizens to effectively 
deal with living in close quarters and depending more readily on shared resources that are limited 
resources. The City is in a unique position to facilitate this, and will likely be more effective stewards of 
the public realm by expanding an effort to increase public impact when it can.   
 
No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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3. Public Participation in Implementation 
 
Proposal 
 
Add goal and policies to increase the public’s level of impact in civic affairs, and to emphasize 
implementation, the role of citizens, and other agencies and organizations; specifically:   
 


• Goal P1. The City, individual citizens, other agencies and organizations all have a role in helping 
accomplish the vision and goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 


• Policy P1.1. The City Council and the Planning Commission, with the support of City staff are to 
identify the elements to include in the action (implementation) plan. The action plan should 
reflect City advisory groups’ priorities. The public shall be engaged by doing outreach to 
neighborhoods, the business community, environmental and other public interest groups and 
citizens. This strategy will include an updating, monitoring and reporting process. 


• Policy 1.2 The committee, established by the City Council, will on a yearly basis review the 
progress of the action plan and make a report to the City Council, Planning Commission, staff 
and citizens. The committee should include members from the Planning Commission, 
neighborhoods, business community, environmental, and other public interest groups and 
citizens. 


 
Background 
 
The City Council adopted Scope of the Comprehensive Plan Update includes, “add an action plan or 
implementation strategy with performance measures as an element of or supplement to the 
Comprehensive Plan.”  
 
During Imagine Olympia, community members expressed a strong desire to increase focus on 
implementation. While the Plan is implemented on a daily basis through the City’s programs and 
services, citizens cannot readily access information that clearly links City actions with specific 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. And, while the City does collect data and evaluate progress on a 
variety of programs and services, there is no coordinated Comprehensive Plan-based strategy for how 
this should be done or communicated to the public. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Update the public participation element of the Plan to emphasize all community 
members have a role in implementation, and guide the City to be more consistent and cohesive with 
implementation through the development of an action plan. Include that the City Council and Planning 
Commission identify the elements of the action plan, which are to reflect the priorities of the City’s 
advisory bodies; establish a committee of citizens and interest groups to review progress of the action 
plan on a yearly basis.  
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Option 2. Same emphasis on the role of community members and development of an action plan. 
However, this option is not specific about which groups would choose the elements of the action plan; 
nor does it include the establishment of a citizen committee.  Note: the term “partners” is intended to 
be general, including organizations or groups from any sector of the community, or individual citizens. 
 


Option 2 is the same Goal P1, a revised version of P1.1 (below) and does not include PP1.2. 
 
• Policy P1.1. Engage partners in development and regular updating of an implementation 


strategy to fulfill Comprehensive Plan goals. This strategy will include a monitoring and reporting 
process. 


Option 3. No action: Do not address the implementation strategy (aka action plan) directly in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
Lack of a Comprehensive Plan implementation strategy has caused problems for the City in tracking and 
communicating progress implementing the Plan. The addition of a policy could ensure a strategy is 
pursued. Creation of an “action plan” document would help to achieve multiple goals: 
 


• Enable streamlining and simplification of the existing Comprehensive Plan by placing action 
items in a separate document 


• Provide a separate, public-friendly interface to the Comprehensive Plan 


• Detail specific steps to be taken in pursuit of the vision of the Comprehensive Plan  


• Allow for more regular public updates of implementation strategies and priorities 


• Leverage partnerships with external organizations and expand the community role 


• Facilitate progress monitoring and reporting 


 
 


Options 1 & 2 are very similar, as they both call for an action plan and include involvement of either 
“public interest groups and citizens” or “partners,” terms that mean substantively the same thing. Both 
options would enable the City to expand and leverage resources, increase local community building, and 
enhance the concept that the Comprehensive Plan is a “community plan” rather than just a “City plan.” 
No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated. 
 
The key difference is the details provided in Option 1 regarding the groups responsible for developing 
the action plan, and the creation of a new citizen committee. Providing support to advisory committees 
has high associated costs, so the City Council should consider this course of action from a financial 
perspective. While Option 1 provides certainty that advisory boards will be involved, and the Planning 
Commission has a lead role; Option 2 allows for flexibility in shaping the process.  
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. This option does not preclude the involvement of the groups outlined in Option 1, instead it 
provides more flexibility for City Councils to shape the process. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.
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4. Sub-area Planning 
 
Proposal 


In cooperation with residents, landowners, businesses, and other interested parties, prepare strategies 
for the sub-areas shown on the Planning Areas Map. The specific area, content, and process for each is 
to be adapted to the needs and interests of each area. At minimum, the process would address 
provisions and priorities for community health, neighborhood centers and places of assembly, streets 
and paths, cultural resources, forestry, utilities, open spaces and parks. Specifically: 
 


• Goal P5: Sub-area planning is conducted through a collaborative effort by community 
members and the City and is used to shape how neighborhoods grow and develop. 


• Policy P5.1: Work with neighborhoods to identify the priorities, assets and challenges 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. 


• Policy P5.2: Encourage wide participation in the development and implementation of 
sub-area plans. 


• Policy P5.3: Define the role that sub-area plans play in City decision-making and resource 
allocation. 


• Policy P5.4: Allow initiation of sub-area planning by either neighborhoods or the City. 


• Policy P5.5: Encourage collaboration between neighborhoods and City representatives. 


 
The draft Plan also calls for the section of the current Plan addressing Downtown in detail to be 
removed from the Comprehensive Plan and readopted as a separate ‘Downtown Plan.’ See GL17 and 
GL18 and associated text and policies. 
 
Background 


“Sub-area planning” is a concept formerly in Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan but deleted many years ago. 
It’s being reinserted to provide a public process for focusing on smaller portions of the Olympia area 
with contiguous geographies and some common challenges and opportunities.  
 
Much of the Comprehensive Plan applies to the entire Olympia community. However, this is a large area 
of over ten square miles with tens of thousands of residents. The Comprehensive Plan cannot address all 
of the details of our community. Planning areas are proposed to provide that opportunity. The Planning 
Areas Map displays the twelve proposed planning areas of the urban growth area. In general, planning 
areas are comparable to the scale of an elementary school service area with five to ten thousand 
residents. This scale will provide the opportunity for the community to do more detail planning for these 
areas, consistent with this Comprehensive Plan.  
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Through sub-area planning, the City will work with stakeholders to identify neighborhood assets, 
challenges and priorities for development. There is also an educational component aimed at helping 
community members understand the plans and regulations that guide development in each area, as well 
as how land use decision-making processes work in accordance with federal, state and local laws.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Create a sub-area planning process.  
 
Option 2. No action: If sub-area planning is not added to the Plan, neighborhoods will retain 
participation in civic affairs through Recognized Neighborhood Associations.   
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Delay adding sub-area planning to the Comprehensive Plan until 
more details are established or more resources are available. 
 
Analysis 


Sub-area planning can help everyone communicate and define roles and responsibilities for needed 
projects. Neighborhood leaders have expressed a willingness to help better define and implement the 
sub-area planning process after each is concluded. The results of the process could influence Plan 
implementation and the direction of City policies and decisions. As noted, the ultimate design of the 
process and how many would be conducted annually would depend on the issues of each sub-area.  The 
resulting product would probably be “accepted” rather than adopted as formal policy documents, and 
could be incorporated into larger City programs. Staff estimates that at least one-half of a City staff 
member’s time would be needed to manage the sub-area planning program, plus assistance would be 
needed from other staff. 
 
Many community members have asked for more direct input in shaping their neighborhoods. Still, there 
are challenges inherent in creating a new program. Concerns include the risk of unmet community 
expectations. Adding a sub-area planning process does not guarantee a neighborhood will get 
everything it wants.  
 
Specific environmental impacts would vary depending on the results of each sub-area planning process. 
Further environmental review would be conducted at appropriate stages in the planning or 
implementation stages. 
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Original Staff Proposal 


Option 1. To improve public participation in civic affairs and planning in particular, approve sub-area 
planning process as proposed.  
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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5. Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map 
 
Proposal 


Revise the “Possible Open Space Corridors” and “Possible Future Trails” as shown on the proposed Open 
Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map.  


 
Background 
 
The Growth Management Act requires that as an element of comprehensive planning, jurisdictions are 
to identify areas for potential open space corridors, and specifically areas that have potential for making 
connections between adjacent jurisdictions.  In the case of Olympia, this means connections with Lacey, 
Tumwater, or unincorporated Thurston County.  The corridors are intended to be potential locations 
that include land useful for recreation, wildlife habitat, trails, and connection of environmentally 
sensitive areas. The possible future trails are shown on the map in the Plan as context for where land 
might contribute to siting an open space corridor, and are indicative of where the community would like 
to use land for creating a trail, or lengthening an existing trail.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1.  Add Potential Open Space Corridors and Possible Future Trails areas where shown on the 
Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map of the draft update of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Option 2. No action:  Leave the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas map to reflect Open 
Space Corridors and Possible Future Trails as they are in the existing Comprehensive Plan.  Do not 
update the Possible Future Trails to reflect the adopted 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan.      
 
Analysis 
 
The potential “Open Space Corridors,” shown in yellow on the map in the Plan, have been revised to 
reflect current conditions, such as areas where land development has occurred, and where there is little 
potential for future preservation of open space, or enough that would adequately serve the needs of a 
viable corridor. The “Possible Future Trails,” shown on the map with green dotted lines, have been 
revised to reflect the 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan.  
 
Option 1 recognizes that, since the last major update of the Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas Map, conditions on the ground have changed that make it unrealistic to plan for or attempt to 
locate corridors in some of the locations identified.  In most cases, it was due to land having been 
developed either within Olympia, or in the adjacent jurisdiction.  For example, the current map indicates 
an open space corridor proposed in the northeast area of the City, extending from the Mission Creek 
neighborhood east into Lacey.  At this time, that area is well developed, and there are few confirmed 
instances of wetlands, tree tracts, parks, or existing trails, so establishing a corridor in that area is not 
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feasible. Option 2 would leave open the possibility or provide an avenue for additional public input from 
community members who wish to see a connection made in that general area. 
 
Option 1 also takes into account the extensive process the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan underwent 
prior to adoption in 2010.  Extensive input was sought from community members during the 
development of the Parks Plan.  This process included review and approval by the Parks, Arts, and 
Recreation Advisory Committee, and adoption by the City Council. Ultimately the Comprehensive Plan 
and the Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan must be consistent.  
 
Preservation of open space and creation of trails are measures to mitigate adverse impacts of urban 
development. Potential impacts would include secondary impacts of lower density development 
(“sprawl”) resulting from open space preservation, and impacts of trail construction and associated 
active-use impacts on wildlife and neighboring residents. Impacts of trails could be evaluated and 
appropriately mitigated when construction of each trail is proposed. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1.  Approve new map as shown. Possible Open Space Corridors should correspond with real 
conditions on the ground to meet the intent of the Growth Management Act.  The Possible Future Trails 
should align with the 2010 Parks, Arts, and Recreation Plan, which underwent a thorough and detailed 
review and adoption process.   
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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6. Regional Coordination of Environmental Regulations 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new policy focusing on the need for a coordinated effort with other local jurisdictions to have 
environmental regulations that are consistent when the areas they regulate cross jurisdictional 
boundaries – such as watersheds and drinking water (wellhead) protection areas.  Consistency would 
include ensuring each jurisdiction’s regulations are equally protective based on best available science.  
Specifically, Natural Environment Policy 1.2, “Coordinate critical areas ordinances and stormwater 
management requirements regionally based on best available science.” 
 
Background 
 
There is inefficiency, confusion, and ineffectiveness when one local jurisdiction adopts environmental 
regulations that are vastly different from an adjacent jurisdiction.  Elected officials in Olympia have 
encouraged staff to work collaboratively with adjacent jurisdictions to adopt environmental regulations 
which are generally consistent with one another.  For example, in 2009 this approach was used for 
revisions to the Critical Areas Ordinance relating to Drinking Water (Wellhead) Protection Areas because 
many of those areas are within both the City and the County. 
 
Options  


Option 1. Adopt proposed policy.  
 
Option 2. Do not adopt new policy. Practice of staff-level coordination would probably continue. 
 
Analysis 
 
This policy is proposed to build in consistency within watersheds and drinking water (wellhead) 
protection areas when it comes to critical areas and stormwater management regulations. This policy 
also sets the standard for review and analysis as best available science as defined in the Growth 
Management Act.  See Washington Administrative Code Chapter 365-195.  The specific regulatory areas 
addressed in this policy are Critical Areas Ordinances and Drainage Manuals which are adopted 
separately by each local jurisdiction.  
 
This policy proposes that the City of Olympia coordinate with other local jurisdictions when developing 
and adopting Critical Areas Ordinances and stormwater management regulations.  This could lead to 
other local jurisdictions adopting similar policies and contributing staff time to the coordination effort.  
The result of this work would improve efficiencies by eliminating overlap and confusion. No significant 
adverse impacts are expected. Instead, if local jurisdictions adopt regulations that are consistently 
protective, this effort could also help to improve the conditions of the environment, for example, by 
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having similar regulatory approaches within a Drinking Water Protection area better compliance and 
overall better water quality may result.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt the proposed Policy PN1.2 relating to the coordination of Critical Areas Ordinances and 
stormwater management requirements based on best available science. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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7. Preserve Existing Topography 
 
Proposal 
 
Add Natural Environment policies to, “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 land disturbance.” (PN1.5)  And to, “Limit hillside development to site designs 
that incorporate and conform to the existing topography.“ (PN1.7) 
 
The intent of these two policies is to guide how new land development is designed and constructed, 
particularly on sites with existing significant hillsides or other steep slopes.  If implemented, new land 
development would be designed to preserve and integrate, for at least a portion of the site, the existing 
contours and topography of the land. Minimizing heavily engineered methods for site preparation and 
stormwater treatment preserves the natural hydrology of the site, existing soil structure, aesthetics and 
character, and vegetation.  All of which contributes to a natural system of capturing and treating storm 
water and site disturbance, and lessens a community’s reliance on engineering solutions that often 
require costly management to ensure they remain effective. 
 
Background 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan once included policies discouraging extreme changes in landforms when 
development occurred. However, existing development regulations are limited to preserving 
topography on new land development sites to areas associated with designated critical areas, such as 
wetlands, streams, and the habitat of certain animals.  Residential developments are required to set 
aside tree tracts, in which existing mature trees and the surrounding topography may be preserved.   
 
But, none of those regulations are for the specific purpose of retaining topography. Developers 
commonly regrade sites to reduce future development costs or to change the direction of flow of storm 
and wastewater systems.  Even areas designated as potential landslide hazard areas, a form of critical 
areas where the angle of the slope measures greater than 40 percent, may be altered or constructed 
upon so long as it is demonstrated that construction methods will minimize failure risks. 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: New land development would be guided to retain at least a portion of the 
existing topography, integrating existing site contours into the project design, and minimizing grade 
changes.  
 
Option 2. No action: New development may include grade and topography changes to the extent 
desired by the owner wherever not required to protect a designated critical area or tree tract.   
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Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Adopt a policy of requiring all new development sites to retain 
existing topography project-wide.  Grading would be limited to the minimum needed to establish 
building pads, streets, and sidewalks.    
 
Analysis 
 
Virtually every site proposed for new land development requires changes in the existing grade.  The 
extent can vary, but is generally a large percentage of a site.  Some changes in the topography are 
necessary.  For example, roads and sidewalks need to be a certain slope or grade for safety and visibility 
reasons.  However, in other situations, grading may be optional and is used as a means to make 
development of a site more efficient or cost-effective by enhancing access or increasing the number of 
potential building lots.  Wide-scale grading is also used to redirect the flow of wastewater or 
stormwater.  


 
Option 1 assumes that retaining natural topography on a site and the percentage of the site, or how 
much is retained may vary and contributes to preservation of the natural hydrology of a site 
encouraging stormwater treatment through existing natural means where possible and limiting the 
overall environmental disturbance caused by widespread changes in topography.  Option 1 may reduce 
the need for extensive and management-intensive treatment ponds, and reduce disturbance or 
alteration of conditions adjacent to existing adjacent residential developments.  Option 1 recognizes, 
though, that any new land development will require some percentage of grading, and that by retaining 
the existing topography and existing contours on a portion of the site, it allows for the most reasonable 
and environmentally beneficial location on site to be selected.    
 
Option 2 would continue the practice of limiting the preservation of topography to areas designated as 
critical areas or tree tracts. It assumes that engineered methods for addressing stormwater runoff are 
sufficient, and that developers should be able to choose to alter the grade as they deem necessary to 
efficiently maximize a land development site and address stormwater runoff.  Option 2 is potentially the 
most efficient at also maximizing density within the urban area.  With more land being converted to flat, 
buildable sites at less cost, a greater number of affordable homes can be constructed and made 
available to meet the needs of a growing population.  Although allowing substantial regrading to 
increase density can be an effective method for accommodating growth within an urban growth 
boundary, it is not always viewed as a positive thing by adjacent property owners, who are often 
concerned about potential impacts to traffic, localized stormwater runoff, and the loss of nearby green 
space.    
 
In contrast, Option 3 would require that the topography of an entire site be considered in the design of a 
new land development project.  Option 3 would not preclude grading necessary to establish appropriate 
topography for needed roads, sidewalks, stormwater facilities, and building footprints.  Coupled with 
additional measures, such as preservation or replacement of native soils on site, this option may 
significantly increase the amount of stormwater that is naturally retained on site; however, developers 
with steep sites or varying grades may be limited in how and where they can build structures, parking, 
and other new facilities on a site.  This may discourage new land development because of the high cost 
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or lack of feasible building sites, and in particular make it difficult to achieve a high density or variety of 
housing types within the City.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Option 1 for reducing the negative environmental impact changes in topography on new land 
development sites can have on the natural environment, and in particular the soil structure, vegetation, 
and hydrology of a site.  Option 1 recognizes the necessity for some grade changes and flexibility, and 
reserves the ability to design around the most reasonable area on site where contours and topography 
can best be integrated.   


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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8. Green Building and Low Impact Development 
 
Proposal 
 
Add Low-Impact Development (LID) and ‘green’ building policies to Natural Environment chapter of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Specifically: 
 


• PN1.9. 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. 


 
• PN1.10. 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. 


 
• PN1.11. Design, build, and retrofit public projects to incorporate sustainable design and green 


building methods, require minimal maintenance, and fit naturally into the surrounding 
environment. 


 
Background 
 
“Green building” and “Low-Impact Development”(LID) stormwater practices have typically been allowed 
in Olympia when they have been shown to be functional and consistent with applicable codes and 
engineering standards. Although the City’s approach has been largely reactive, some progress toward 
stimulating green building and LID has been made over the years. For example, an interdepartmental 
staff team meets to analyze and coordinate changes to City codes and engineering standards to foster 
sustainability in construction and may propose that the City adopt the International Green Building 
Code. 
 
In the community, the number of local organizations and businesses associated with sustainable 
building practices has grown over the years and there is increasingly more interest and demand to not 
only allow, but encourage and in some cases require certain sustainable building practices. Considerable 
public input during the Imagine Olympia public process mentioned the importance of supporting and 
increasing the use of sustainable construction practices in Olympia. The proposed policies were crafted 
to support future progress toward sustainable building practices becoming the norm in Olympia. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Provide policy direction in the Comprehensive Plan that calls for City support of 
green and low-impact development construction practices in both public and private projects.   
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Option 2. No action: Do not specifically address green and low-impact construction practices in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Analysis 
 
The specific addition of policies supporting green building and low-impact development will allow the 
City and its staff to foster and support these new development techniques.  In preparation for the 
Comprehensive Plan update, staff prepared a “white paper” entitled, “How Should the City Promote and 
Facilitate: Green Building, Green Infrastructure, and Locally Generated Renewable Energy?”, which 
provides background on green development techniques and outlined options for fostering them in 
Olympia. This document is available on request. 
 
Adding policies to the Comprehensive Plan regarding green development would lay the basis for a more 
proactive, coordinated, and consistent planning effort for green building and low-impact development 
in Olympia.  Continuation with the current approach of no overarching City-wide guidance in the 
Comprehensive Plan will support only piecemeal implementation of projects and policies in these areas 
and would probably put the City on a slower path toward meeting environmental protection and 
enhancement goals. Adoption of the proposed policies would serve to mitigate some of the impacts of 
urban development. No direct adverse impacts are expected from these policies. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Consistent with community input during the Imagine Olympia process adopt above policies 
regarding new and innovative development techniques that help decrease the effects of development 
on the environment. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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9. City-wide Framework for Public Land Conservation 
 PN2 
 
Proposal 


Adopt a single Natural Environment policy supporting prioritization of acquisition and conservation of 
land.  Specifically, PN2.1 Prioritize acquiring and preserving land by a shared set of priorities that 
considers the environmental benefits of the land such as stormwater management, wildlife habitat, and 
access to recreation opportunities. 
 
Background 
 
Comprehensive Plan policies related to natural resource conservation of public lands within the City and 
region are currently in many chapters of the Comprehensive Plan.  The purpose of this proposed policy 
is to establish guidance for City staff and departments regarding the need for a City-wide coordinated 
effort when planning for the long-term acquisition, preservation and conservation of public lands.   
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt the new policy and related policies and Goal GN2 for coordination of public land 
conservation and preservation within the Olympia area. 
 
Option 2. Retain current policies regarding the acquisition and conservation of land within separate 
chapters of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
This policy proposes a City-wide framework for coordinating the prioritization, acquisition and 
conservation of public lands.  Implementation of this policy could occur through an annual meeting of 
staff where priorities and plans are shared, and could also include meetings with local land trusts, state 
funding agencies, other local staff and regional partners. The focus of this policy is to use City resources 
more efficiently and effectively through a coordinated effort - looking for overlap and partnership 
opportunities where they might be available.  The goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan would 
guide this coordination effort. 
 
The key benefits of this approach are using limited City resources more efficiently and effectively by 
looking for partnership opportunities within the City as well as with other organizations and agencies.  
Currently, the City has funds set aside for parks and open space acquisitions, groundwater protection 
land acquisition, and acquisition of land for stormwater management and surface water protection. 
 
No significant adverse environmental impacts are expected from this policy. Improved coordination 
could result in more efficient and better-targeted conservation practices and thus better mitigation of 
urban development. 
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt the proposed policy that leads to a coordinated, city-wide framework for land 
conservation and preservation. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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10. Invasive Plants and Wildlife 
 
Proposal 
 
Adopt a Natural Environment policy regarding invasive species, specifically, PN2.3. Identify, remove, and 
prevent the use and spread of invasive plants and wildlife. 
 
Background 
 
Olympia has acquired or preserved hundreds of acres of open space and natural areas.  Priest Point 
Park, Grass Lake Refuge, and Watershed Park alone comprise over 630 acres.  While set aside as 
“natural,” these open spaces are surrounded by urban areas, and are by default more urban than 
natural, and constantly exposed to urban influences including invasive vegetation and wildlife.   
 
Due to a relatively mild climate year-round, the Pacific Northwest is plagued with a variety of 
widespread and aggressive invasive plants. Often referred to as noxious weeds, invasive plants are 
difficult to eradicate because they establish easily, grow fast, and adapt quickly.  Species commonly 
found in natural areas in our region include English ivy, Butterfly bush, English holly, Himalayan 
blackberry, Scot’s broom, Japanese knotweed, reed canarygrass and Eurasian water milfoil.   
 
Similarly, invasive wildlife once established can be nearly impossible to eradicate and extremely costly to 
control.  Local invasive wildlife includes New Zealand mudsnails, American bullfrog, and nutria. 
 
Both plant and wildlife species become invasive because they can establish quickly and adapt easily, 
while outcompeting native plants and wildlife for food, shelter, sunlight, or soil nutrients.  Typically 
spreading voraciously, they are difficult to remove and require constant monitoring and management to 
control.   
 
Despite the devastating effects of invasive species on native habitats and animals, some nurseries still 
sell noxious weeds as ornamental garden plants.  There are also very limited local resources dedicated 
to invasive species identification and removal.  A handful of local, dedicated non-profit organizations 
work towards education and eradication, and Thurston County and the City of Olympia also contribute 
to the identification and removal of invasive species.  However, although efforts include potentially 
hundreds of volunteers, at this time these efforts to remove and restore degraded areas of invasive 
species are done on a piecemeal basis, with little overall cohesive strategy, long-term planning, or 
efficient use of community resources. 


Options  


Option 1. The proposal: Adopt policy to identify, remove, and prevent the use and spread of invasive 
plants and wildlife.  
 
Option 2. No action: Continue a minimal approach to identifying and removing invasive species.   
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Analysis 
 
Option 1 recognizes that open space is a critical asset in an urban area. It serves as a respite from urban 
life for community members, and habitat for urban wildlife.  Mature trees provide a multitude of 
benefits, including stormwater retention, filtering of air pollutants, soil erosion prevention, and shade 
for streams.  However, studies of natural areas in Seattle that are invaded by English ivy have shown 
that in 20 years 70% of the acreage will be an ecological ‘dead zone.’  The native deciduous tree canopy 
will be dead or dying, and the native conifer understory will be unable to become established and grow 
to maturity. An invaded natural area has little to no diversity, and can’t meet the basic needs of native 
wildlife, including food and shelter. Because it is necessary to manage urban open space, regional non-
profits, such as the Green Seattle Partnership and Forterra, are implementing new and effective 
methods for invasive removal, and are demonstrating positive results when paired with long-term 
management strategies, enthusiastic volunteers, partnerships and coordination with local park 
department staff, and diligent restoration planting.  
 
The intent of the proposed policy is to respond to the growing threat of invasive plants and wildlife by 
recognizing that what is needed is a three-pronged approach to management including identification, 
removal, and prevention. Potential implications of this policy include an increase in attention drawn to 
the issue; development of a coordinated community approach to managing invasive species; and the 
encouragement of the City staff and potential community partners to seek grant funds or assistance 
from regional non-profits who have expertise and experience in the management of invasive species.  
 
Option 2 recognizes that the management of invasive species can be costly and complete eradication is 
nearly impossible.  For example, the Department of Enterprise Services, which manages Capitol Lake, 
has been taking steps to try and control New Zealand mudsnails using a method of lowering the water 
level during freezing temperatures. While reducing the number, the snails continue to exist. This may be 
the only reasonable and cost-effective option available to combat the infestation. However, if ineffective 
methods are used, or areas once cleared left to become reinvaded, the enthusiasm of volunteers can 
wane, and resources exhausted with little progress made.   
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Option 1 recognizes that urban open space requires management in order to continue to 
provide benefits and fulfill the purpose of preservation.  Proactive management ensures open spaces 
remain diverse, tree-canopied, and healthy for future generations.      


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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11. Urban Wildlife Habitat 
 
Proposal 
 
Adopt a Natural Environment policy regarding habitat conservation, specifically, PN2.6. Conserve and 
restore habitat for wildlife in a series of separate pieces of land, in addition to existing corridors. 
 
Background 
 
A 1994 study conducted by the City found that focusing exclusively on narrow corridors for wildlife 
habitat protection would not be effective within Olympia’s urban setting.  That study led to adopting a 
series of Comprehensive Plan policies outlining a process for prioritizing parcels for protection and 
acquisition based on this scientific information.  Over the past twenty years, these policies have been 
removed or diminished – and as result there is no clear guidance in the current Comprehensive Plan 
regarding wildlife habitat management.   
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt policies which conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of separate pieces of 
land, in addition to parcels that connect with existing wildlife corridors. 
 
Option 2. Do not establish policies on how urban wildlife habitat should be acquired, protected or 
managed. 
 
Option 3. Adopt policies that focus conservation of urban wildlife on corridors only. 
 
Analysis 
 
This policy would state the City of Olympia practices for protecting wildlife habitat in an urban setting. 
This policy guides both land use decisions regarding wildlife habitat protection and open space and land 
acquisition purchases oriented towards wildlife habitat protection.  The scientific basis for this approach 
comes from a variety of studies conducted on how wildlife adapt in urban environments, including the 
1994 study conducted by the City of Olympia. This policy would restore the specific guidance derived 
from the 1994 City of Olympia Wildlife Habitat Study, which is still scientifically valid. This policy would 
provide guidance to the City to focus acquisition and protection of wildlife habitat in a way that creates 
a geographically dispersed series of “islands” throughout the City for small and medium sized wildlife.  
These could be acquired through purchase, easements, or through land use decisions.   
 
The proposed policy is largely intended to mitigate the environmental impacts of urbanization upon 
natural habitat. The most likely scenarios for implementing the proposed policy would be protecting a 
variety of small, medium and larger sized “islands” for urban wildlife, geographically distributed around 
the City.  The smaller islands can provide habitat for small birds, mammals and amphibians – for 
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example, small ponds and wetlands within a neighborhood park. The larger areas would be acquired in 
the outer boundaries of Olympia’s urban area and would link-up to larger regional corridors such as 
Capitol Forest west of Ken Lake, and the Deschutes River corridor. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Conserve and restore habitat for wildlife in a series of separate pieces of land, in addition to 
existing corridors. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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12. Urban Forestry 
 
Proposal 
 
Add policies to recognize the importance of preserving and growing the urban forest through the 
establishment of long-term goals and implementation of strategic planning for a vital resource that is 
continually threatened by increasing urban density. Specifically:  
 


• PN3.2. Measure the tree canopy and set a city-wide target for increasing it through tree 
preservation and planting. 


• PN3.4. Evaluate the environmental, ecologic, health, social and economic benefits of the urban 
forest. 


• PN3.5. Provide new trees with the necessary soil, water, space, and nutrients to grow to 
maturity, and plant the right size tree where there are conflicts, such as overhead utility wires or 
sidewalks. 


 
Background 
 
The City of Olympia has had an established Urban Forestry Program since 1991, and has been a ‘Tree 
City USA’ for over 16 years.  Urban Forestry has long been a valued program in Olympia; residents have 
come to know and value trees through such education and planting programs as NeighborWoods, which 
provided free street trees to Olympia residents for over ten years.  Community members recognize that 
trees contribute greatly to the livability of the City and provide a multitude of important environmental 
benefits.   
 
Chapter 16.60 of the Olympia Municipal Code regulates tree protection and removal in the City.  New 
land development sites are required to retain existing trees, and plant new ones.  Existing properties are 
required to maintain a minimum number of trees.  While these regulations have been very effective in 
bringing attention to the need for mature tree preservation, and have retained hundreds of acres of 
mature trees that might otherwise have been removed, the City is still experiencing an overall loss of 
tree canopy.  Reasons for this vary, but include new land development, removal of mature trees in 
residential areas, removal of trees in downtown or dense commercial areas that have “outgrown” their 
planting locations, removal of trees that have became hazardous to people or property, and competition 
from invasive species, such as English ivy.  
 
Tree canopy coverage goals have been successful nationwide as catalysts for tree planting campaigns 
and other kinds of community involvement in urban forest management. To date, the City has 
completed an initial tree canopy cover measurement, but has not used the data to determine an 
appropriate tree canopy coverage goal.  When last measured in 2010, Olympia had approximately 30% 
City-wide tree canopy coverage.  Many communities strive for 30% overall tree canopy.  Further analysis 
could identify how that percentage may be preserved or increased by examining where tree coverage is 
minimal, where there are potential locations for planting more trees, and where it can be anticipated we 
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will see future tree canopy losses due to new land development.  A detailed canopy cover analysis, or an 
on-the-ground tree inventory, can also provide the information needed to calculate precisely the 
amount of environmental benefits trees provide and associated savings.  For example, trees intercept 
water, store some of it, and potentially reduce the need for urban flood control or stormwater 
treatment.  
 
Trees need a large amount of uncompacted soil to allow for oxygen exchange and the water percolation 
necessary for long-term growth.  A large tree, such as an American elm, needs more than 1,000 cubic 
feet of soil to reach the size where it significantly contributes to a healthy urban ecosystem.  Existing 
standards for planting trees are very limiting in the amount of soil and growing space available to an 
urban tree, in particular street trees.  Some new street tree spaces are only 4’ by 4’ and may include 
only two feet of uncompacted, nutrient-rich soil.   
 
At the moment, there are very few options for community members who wish to participate in 
organized tree planting.  The City still hosts planting opportunities with native vegetation in wetlands 
and near streams, and the Park Stewardship Program provides some restoration planting opportunities.  
The local non-profit Native Plant Salvage salvages native plants from land slated for development and 
also hosts local planting opportunities; sometimes in partnership with City programs.  
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposed policy could lead to measuring the tree canopy, evaluating the environmental 
benefits of the urban forest, and providing new trees with the necessary soil, water, and space to grow 
to maturity.   
 
Option 2. No action:  Continue administration of the tree ordinance.  
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal:  Reduce the amount of urban forestry planning and management; 
and shift decisions regarding the planting and preservation of trees to private parties.  
   
Analysis 
 
The existing Comprehensive Plan includes goals and policies that recognize trees as a defining 
characteristic of the City but focus on an urban forest made-up of street trees. Option 1 recognizes that 
the urban forest should be more broadly defined as all the trees in the City:  those along streets, in 
parks, and on private property. The proposed policies would provide direction for establishing a tree 
canopy goal, determining the environmental and community benefits realized from the urban forest, 
and intentionally creating the space needed in an urban environment for trees to be preserved or grown 
to maturity. 
 
The urban forest is a community asset with a value that can be quantified.  Research has demonstrated 
the environmental benefits of the urban forest: how much carbon dioxide is being captured, how much 
stormwater runoff diverted, and how much energy saved through natural shading.  By measuring 
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changes in canopy coverage over time, one can visually assess and demonstrate success or not in the 
retention of existing trees and planting of new trees.  This kind of information could provide the basis 
for either maintaining or improving upon the existing tree preservation and protection regulation and 
standards.    
 
Option 2 recognizes that long-term urban forestry management requires an investment in technical 
expertise. Long-term urban forest management requires an understanding of trees and how they 
respond and grow in urban conditions.  Providing new trees with the necessary soil, water, space, and 
nutrients to grow to maturity means planning for and installing infrastructure that accommodates larger 
soil volumes in dense urban areas.  This may mean evaluating and investing in new design standards, or 
potentially more costly tree installation techniques, such as structural soil, silva soils, or something as 
simple as larger tree planter strips or larger tree wells and tree grates.  Trees are a community asset, and 
City involvement ensures that that asset is preserved and available equally to all members of the 
community. 
 
While traditionally a role of the City, Option 3 notes that urban forest management can be turned over 
to the community; this typically means the responsibility of homeowners adjacent to street trees, 
neighborhood associations or homeowners’ associations, or local non-profit groups.  This is largely the 
state of new tree planting in Olympia; however, overall urban forest management is still under the 
purview of the City.  Not all community members have an incentive or belief that more trees or larger 
trees are beneficial.   A majority of the new trees being planted now are due to City requirements, and 
often commercial business owners would rather forgo trees in exchange for more business signage and 
visibility, combined with reduced maintenance costs. 
 
The proposed approach is primarily intended to mitigate the impacts of urbanization by ensuring a 
viable urban forest. Possible adverse impacts include localized risks of property damage due to tree 
failures or flooding caused by leaves clogging drainage systems, and secondary impacts from slightly less 
urban density.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Option 1 is a commitment to trees providing an essential environmental contribution to 
Olympia. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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13. Capitol Lake Basin 
 
Proposal 
 
Add the following Natural Environment policy,  
 


• PN4.4. Support the process for determining a balanced and sustainable approach to the 
management of Capitol Lake; participate when the opportunity is available as a party of 
significant interest in the outcome. 


 
Background 
 
The current Comprehensive Plan does not address the future of the Capitol Lake Basin.  In response to 
issues facing Capitol Lake, including sedimentation, declining water quality, and invasive species, in 1997 
the Washington State Department of General Administration organized the Capitol Lake Adaptive 
Management Plan (CLAMP) Steering Committee to guide management of the Capitol Lake Basin.  
Numerous scientific and technical studies were produced that analyzed long-term options for the future 
of Capitol Lake.  In 2009, the CLAMP Committee forwarded its long-term management 
recommendations for the Capitol Lake Basin to the Director of General Administration (since renamed 
the Department of Enterprises Services).  The Committee recommendation was not unanimous.  Five 
members favored an estuary recommendation, two favored a managed lake, and the City of Olympia 
developed a set of prioritized management considerations against which any outcome should be 
assessed, including an observation that the quality of implementation is more significant than the 
selection of a preferred alternative. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add a policy to the Comprehensive Plan to support a balanced and sustainable 
approach to the Capitol Lake Basin as an interested party. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address the Capitol Lake Basin planning process in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
The future of the Capitol Lake Basin ultimately lies in the hands of State of Washington through a 
potential funding measure. The City of Olympia’s past participation as a member of the CLAMP 
Committee in a thorough, multi-year study of the scientific and technical issues associated with various 
basin management alternatives subsequently resulted in a summary of Olympia’s interests and 
considerations for inclusion in the Committee’s recommendation to the Director of General 
Administration (Council Staff Report, 6/16/09 and Long-Term Management Recommendation for the 
Capitol Lake Basin from the CLAMP Steering Committee, 9/3/09).   The proposed policy does not go so 
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far as to comment on the outcome of the Capitol Lake planning process, but rather would confirm that 
the Olympia community supports the process and is a stakeholder. 
 
Although the City does not have authority to decide the fate of the Capitol Lake Basin, our community 
has a significant interest in the outcome as it could have significant impacts to Olympia’s downtown and 
the community at large.  For this reason, including the proposed policy in the Comprehensive Plan is 
appropriate and reinforces Olympia’s position that the City be involved as a party of significant interest.   
Because no specific outcome is called for, the potential environmental impacts of this policy are 
unknown. Any such impacts would best be assessed by the State as part of the process supported by the 
proposed policy. If a policy is not added, the Comprehensive Plan would remain silent on this specific 
issue and future involvement would be decided as issues and opportunities arise. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Support of a balanced and sustainable approach to the management of the Capitol Lake Basin 
is consistent with the recommendation the City of Olympia provided to the CLAMP Committee in 2009. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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14. Sea Level Rise 
 
Proposal 


Add new Natural Environment and Utility goals and related policies regarding Olympia’s response to 
anticipated sea level rise. The proposed goals, GN5 and GU11, are identical, “The City has used best 
available information to devise and implement a sea level rise strategy.” The policies differ in each 
section, in combination they envision a comprehensive analysis, coordination with stakeholders, 
engagement with the community, resilient infrastructure, and maintaining control of publicly-owned 
shorelines needed for flood control.   
 
Background 


Sea level has been rising in Olympia by about six inches per century due to post-ice age warming of the 
oceans. This rate will increase with increased global warming. Additionally, land in Olympia may be 
subsiding, exacerbating the effect of sea rise. Much of Olympia's downtown is at risk, lying only six 
inches to three feet above the current highest high tides.  
 
In 1993, the City completed its first sea level rise report titled, “Preliminary Assessment of Sea Level Rise 
in Olympia, Washington: Technical and Policy Implications.”  Since 1998, the City has focused on the 
near-term threat to urban flooding downtown from storm surge and from sea level rise resulting from 
climate change.  As the sea-level rises, old sewer and stormwater conveyance pipes and catch basins in 
downtown are unable to function properly, increasing the risk of flooding downtown from a 
combination of salt water and stormwater runoff. In early 2007, the 1993 report on sea level rise was 
reviewed and found to still be relevant.  Maps and analysis were updated and current projections of the 
amount and rate of sea level rise were considered and the City Council renewed its commitment to 
address climate change. City staff are continuing to investigate the risks, while identifying and evaluating 
scientifically-based potential engineered solutions to protecting downtown.   
 
If no protection measures are taken, the nine to nineteen inches of sea level rise expected by 2050 
would result in extensive flooding of streets and low-lying structures during the high tides. Greater rises 
would impact an even greater area. With high tides, pipes designed to convey stormwater away from 
downtown would be unable to discharge fast enough to prevent flooding during storms. High tides 
would also result in flows from Budd Inlet traveling up stormwater pipes to street drains and into the 
streets.  A nineteen to fifty-five inch sea level rise, expected by 2100, would overtop many places along 
the shoreline and flood most of downtown Olympia during high tides. The wastewater system is 
combined with stormwater in much of the downtown. Higher sea levels would flow into the wastewater 
pipes through combined drains and infiltrate through pipe joints, challenging capacity at the LOTT Clean 
Water Alliance regional wastewater treatment plant.  
 
Tide flats, estuaries, and coastal wetlands are expected to decline dramatically with a rising sea.  These 
systems emerge in response to a delicate balance of inundation and exposure as tides move in and out 
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and salt and fresh waters mix. Some habitats will gradually reform in new locations, and others may 
adapt, while others will meet bulkheads and other shoreline protective measures and be lost. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Provide Plan guidance on a process for analyzing and determining a response to 
the impacts of sea level rise.  
 
Option 2. No action: Do not provide guidance in the Comprehensive Plan for planning to mitigate the 
effects of sea level rise.  
 
Analysis 
 
Climate change and one of its effects, sea level rise, are areas of significant concern for Olympia as a 
waterfront city.  Most recently, the City developed the “Engineered Response to Sea Level Rise” report 
(2011).  Then in January, Transition Olympia-Climate Change and staff from the City of Olympia Public 
Works Department presented a sea level rise update to the community.  Subsequently, Council in 
November 2011 approved the following next steps: 
 


• Incorporate climate change and sea rise into the Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Master Plan 
revisions 


• Consider City supplements to the 1983/2003 Federal flood risk map 
• Consider Capital Facility Plan project funding for sea rise 
• Continue coordination with the LOTT Clean Water Alliance and Port of Olympia 
• Update the sea level rise report to the community  


 


The proposed Comprehensive Plan policy is in alignment with this direction from Council.  While 
alternatively, failure to add any policy guidance to the Comprehensive Plan would be in contradiction 
with Council’s direction and would minimize the importance and ongoing nature of planning for sea rise 
in Olympia. Because this policy supports a planning process, specific future impacts of the policy cannot 
be predicted, however protecting the built environment to resist sea level inundation could result in 
adverse impacts to shoreline habitat. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Because the effects of sea level rise will likely be significant in the coming years, and it is 
important to lessen the impact of those effects through thoughtful planning and preparation, add policy 
guidance to the Comprehensive Plan. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  
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15. Stormwater Treatment Retrofit 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new Natural Environment policy reflecting current practice; specifically, PN6.3. Retrofit existing 
infrastructure for stormwater treatment in areas of the City with little or no treatment. 
 
Background 
 
In 2010, Storm and Surface Water Utility staff performed a basin analysis (“City of Olympia GIS Basin 
Analysis 2010”) that was a technical evaluation of basin characteristics and available monitoring data for 
watershed basins in Olympia. The results of this study concluded impervious areas without stormwater 
treatment are a problem and warrant heightened focus. Based on this work, the City’s Utility Advisory 
Committee (UAC) endorsed retrofitting for water quality treatment as a program priority.   
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add new policy regarding stormwater treatment retrofits. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address stormwater retrofit in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 


A major premise behind stormwater management is the assumption that stormwater controls help to 
mitigate some of the negative impacts of stormwater flows on surface water resources. These impacts 
can be associated with water quality contaminants, as well as physical impacts (e.g., scouring and mass 
erosion), which are linked to unnaturally high flood flows. In areas without treatment for water quality, 
stormwater can carry pollutants to local fresh and marine waters and impair water quality and aquatic 
health. 
 
The level of stormwater control within Olympia’s basins varies widely. Older developments provide for 
flood control typically by routing stormwater flows directly to streams, wetlands, and/or marine waters. 
Newer developments have provided progressively more onsite water quality treatment and 
downstream flow control (e.g., stormwater ponds). Stormwater control applications vary by intent, 
effectiveness, and technique. More control in general, regardless of the applied technique  
(i.e., treatment, infiltration, detention, etc.), provides a greater environmental benefit. 
 
Prior to the 1990s, stormwater quality treatment was not required for development. As a result there 
are many areas in Olympia that would benefit from stormwater treatment retrofits.  The proposed 
policy specifies that the older areas of Olympia, built before stormwater treatment was required, will be 
priority areas to retrofit with treatment. The addition of this new policy to the Comprehensive Plan 
supports current practice and is consistent with UAC direction. This policy is primarily a mitigation 
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measure, although it could indirectly deter maintenance, remodeling and other improvements to 
existing developments by adding to the cost of such projects. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. This policy aligns with current research, practice and guidance regarding priorities for 
stormwater retrofits. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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16. Floodways 
 
Proposal 
 
Reduce scope of existing Natural Environment policy from floodplains to floodways by replacing, “ENV 
3.6: Retain floodplains and their wetlands in as natural condition as possible because of their ability to 
reduce flood peaks, improve water quality, and provide habitat;” with “PN7.5: Retain and restore 
floodways in a natural condition.” 
 
Background 
 
To understand the difference between these two policies, it is necessary to be aware of the definitions 
of floodplain and floodway. There are a number of definitions of floodplain, ranging from an ecological 
definition meant to describe the area a river historically flooded or meandered, to the more commonly 
used definition that is synonymous with the Flood Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA’s) Special 
Flood Hazard Area definition: the area that will be inundated by a flood event having a 1-percent chance 
of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. (See illustration below.) The 1-percent annual chance 
flood is also referred to as the base flood or 100-year flood.  These 100-year floodplain areas are shown 
on the Open Space and Environmentally Sensitive Areas map of the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
update.   


 
 
Olympia Municipal Code 16.70 “Flood Damage Prevention” outlines the City’s regulations pertaining to 
development in the floodplain/special flood hazard area.  New construction is prohibited in floodways.  
Construction in the flood fringe must be elevated to at least one foot above the base flood elevation, 
which is a federal requirement in order to qualify for government-subsidized insurance. 
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Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Revise the Comprehensive Plan to reflect current practice of only prohibiting 
development in floodways. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain the existing Comprehensive Plan policy, which the City may choose to 
implement in the future. 
 
Analysis 
 
Because there are no major rivers in Olympia that carry substantial flood waters and the topography 
adjacent to Olympia’s streams is often steep the actual land area difference between the floodplain area 
and floodway area within the City of Olympia is minimal.  See the proposed Open Space and 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas map regarding the extent of the 100-Year Floodplain areas.  These 
floodplains are quite small and typically already protected under the stream buffer and/or wetland 
regulations of the Critical Areas Ordinance.  Although a policy of more restrictive floodplain 
management is included in the current Comprehensive Plan, the development regulations do not reflect 
this more restrictive approach.   
 
If development was broadly prohibited in the floodplain (Option 2), buildings already located in them 
would become non-conforming, such as Olympia Supply downtown, and new buildings would not be 
allowed.  If the current practice of only prohibiting building in the floodway continued (Option 1), then 
future new buildings would be allowed in the flood fringe if elevated at least one foot above base flood 
elevation.  
 
Continuing to allow development within the flood fringe could cause increased flooding within the 
floodway and adversely affect stream and associated habitats. However, both the City’s stream 
protection regulation and those of the State, and a federal requirement to consider salmon habitat 
impacts whenever floodplain development occurs, serve to minimize such impacts. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Approve policy reflecting current practice, subject to Critical Areas protection measures. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation  
 
Option 1.  
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17. Climate Change 
 
Proposal 


Add Natural Environment goals and policies to the plan regarding the challenge of climate change. 
Specifically:  


 
• Goal N9. “Community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing 


greenhouse gases are identified, monitored, and reduced.” 


• PN9.1. “Coordinate with local and state partners to identify and monitor sources of greenhouse 
gas emissions using best available science; identify reduction targets and actions.”  


• N9.2. “Monitor the greenhouse gas emissions from City operations, and implement new 
conservation measures, technologies and alternative energy sources to reach established 
reduction goals.”  


• PN9.3. “Reduce the use of fossil fuels and creation of greenhouse gases through planning, 
education, conservation, and development and implementation of renewable sources of 
energy.”   


 
Background 
 
Olympia was one of the first local jurisdictions in the country to develop a plan for responding to climate 
change issues. A 1991 Climate Action Plan marks the beginning of the City taking action to both reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for climate change.  In 2005 the City developed a baseline 
inventory of greenhouse gas emissions from City operations and maintenance.  In 2007, the City 
published a report defining what was known at the time about the expected local impacts of climate 
change, and discussing what’s being done regionally and locally to respond.  It also served as a 
guidebook for community members who wished to reduce their own “carbon footprint.” This was 
followed by a second inventory in 2008 that outlined Olympia’s accomplishments to that point in 
addressing climate change by reducing emissions.   
 
The studies done by the City are in partnership with a local non-profit organization that is actively 
engaged in addressing climate change:  Transition Olympia—Climate Change.  Climate Solutions is 
another non-profit agency with a strong presence in Olympia.  
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Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt a Plan goal and policies to identify, monitor, and reduce community sources of 
emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing greenhouse gases within City operations and in 
coordination with local community partners.   
 
Option 2. No action:  Continue to address emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing 
greenhouse gases on a minimal scale and as opportunities, such as grants or City Council directives, 
arise, with some coordination with local groups or non-profits to promote both their and the City’s 
efforts.  
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal:  Determine that the City can have little effect on climate change, 
and that the focus should be on adapting or identifying ways in which to maintain the current levels of 
emissions.  
 
Analysis 
 
The intent of the climate change goal and policies is to recognize that our community will be impacted 
by climate change, and that we should play an active role in reducing our contribution, whether those 
emissions are City-generated or community-generated. This is a response to a desire expressed by the 
community throughout Imagine Olympia that the City be a role model in sustainable practices, and that 
the City assist in educating and promoting techniques and methods of environmental stewardship.  The 
proposal recognizes that to be highly effective in identifying, monitoring, and reducing sources of 
greenhouse gases, the City should involve the community, in particular non-profits or other groups with 
expertise, passion, and resources to engage people in changing their habits or preparing to adapt to 
changing climate conditions.  The proposal also recognizes that, at minimum, the City should be 
measuring and reducing its own carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions.     
 
Implementation could be accomplished through a variety of means, such as planning, education, and 
the invention, promotion, and implementation of new technologies.  The City can proactively engage 
partners and other local agencies and non-profits in identifying, monitoring, and reducing community 
sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing greenhouse gases community-wide, 
while focusing on City operations and maintenance, where City staff can have the most immediate and 
direct impact.   
 
Responding to climate change is primarily a mitigation measure intended to reduce the adverse 
environmental impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. Depending upon the specific measures selected, 
the proposed policies could have secondary impacts.  For example, reduced reliance on fossil fuels could 
lead to increasing impacts associated with wind power, hydropower in the form of dams, or nuclear 
power.   
 
Option 2 assumes that other organizations are better suited for identifying greenhouse gas sources, 
monitoring levels, and implementing new or creative ways to reduce them.  The City may help in 
 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 94 of 212







 


promoting those activities, recognizing that addressing greenhouse gases may be a monumental task, 
and one in which it would be challenging to begin to address because of a need for coordination among 
departments and access to the technical expertise to make decisions that reflect consideration of 
climate change.  Option 2 would result in any existing programs that promote or result in the reduction 
of emissions continuing; however, there would be no expansion, measurements or benchmarks 
established, change in emphasis, or enhanced coordination with community partners.    
Option 3 highlights that this may not be the best or most environmentally effective area in which the 
City should spend its resources; especially if the majority of community members are unwilling or unable 
to change their lifestyles enough to reduce carbon emissions.  Climate change may be an issue that is 
better addressed on a national or global scale, and the focus for Olympia could be on adapting to 
impacts when they occur.  Option 3 would also shift the focus to other local agencies or non-profit 
entities  to take the lead. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt Option 1 to recognize that reducing emissions is a goal that can engage all community 
members, and that the City is well-positioned to have a beneficial impact.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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18. Dark Skies 
 
Proposal 
 
Adopt new Natural Environment goals and policies regarding night-time lighting, specifically: 
 


• Goal N10. Artificial sources of nighttime light are minimized to protect wildlife and vegetation, 
and preserve views of the night sky. 
 


• PN10.1. Design nighttime lighting that is safe and efficient by directing it only to the areas where 
it is needed. Allow and encourage reduction or elimination of nighttime light sources where 
safety is not impacted. 
 


• PN10.2. Eliminate or reduce lighting in proximity to streams, lakes, wetlands, and shorelines so 
as not to disrupt the natural development and life processes of wildlife. 


 
Background 
 
Light pollution is defined as any adverse effect of artificial light.  The National Lighting Product Program 
characterizes nighttime light or light pollution, as being made-up of three different elements:  sky glow, 
light trespass, and glare.  Sky glow is the result of electric light emitted directly upward or reflected off 
the ground.  Sky glow is the most troublesome for astronomers, because it greatly reduces the contrast 
of stars against the dark sky.  Light trespass is light being cast where it is not wanted or needed, such as 
parking lot light extending onto residential property.  Glare is light that is so bright it can be disabling or 
uncomfortable.  All three kinds of light pollution can be controlled through appropriate light levels, light 
standard design, and placement. 
 
Light pollution can have a dramatic and destructive affect on human health, wildlife, and vegetation.  
Humans who experience insufficient or disrupted sleep from artificial light can suffer from health 
problems such as high blood pressure, depression, and obesity according to the American Academy of 
Sleep Medicine.  Exposure to light at night can also lead to suppressed levels of melatonin, which in turn 
may be attributed to higher rates of breast cancer.   
 
The natural behavior, life cycles, and development of insects, plankton, bats, birds, salmon, and turtles 
can all be impacted by artificial light at night.  Light can disrupt a creature’s ability to hunt, stay alert to 
predators, navigate, and reproduce.  The natural cycles of trees and other plants can also be negatively 
impacted by light pollution.  A tree near an artificial source of light will interpret that light as a longer 
day length, thus delaying the natural processes that trigger dormancy in the winter.     
 
Since 2005, the City standards for streetlights have been updated to require mechanisms built into the 
light fixtures that minimize light trespass and glare.  The City is also continuing to look for ways to 
retrofit existing fixtures that do not have the built-in mechanisms to direct light downward.  The older 
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fixtures still have light allowed to cast upward, but the wattage on the lamps has been reduced to the 
lowest possible.   
 
Currently, the City already has design standards in place that require that all new light fixtures 
associated with public infrastructure, for example sidewalks, streets, and trails, meet dark skies 
standards. The City continues to explore the usage of new technologies.  For example, some streetlight 
fixtures are being outfitted with Light Emitting Diode (LED) bulbs, which are more energy efficient and 
compliant with dark skies guidelines. In 2007, City Council asked staff to research options for limiting 
lighting associated with private development; however this proposal was ‘tabled’ awaiting consideration 
of all aspects of night-time lighting issues. 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. Artificial sources of nighttime light would be minimized to protect wildlife and vegetation, and 
preserve views of the night sky.   
 
Option 2. No action:  Lighting installed as an element of public infrastructure voluntarily meets “dark 
skies” design and brightness standards.  
 
Analysis 
 
The intent of this goal and policies is to minimize nighttime light whenever possible.  If Option 1 is 
selected, efforts to reduce nighttime light may be expanded to address light fixtures on private property, 
including both residential and commercial properties. While the intent would not be to diminish security 
or safety, some sources of light desired by commercial businesses might be limited, such as electronic 
signs, signs that remain on 24 hours-a-day, tall pole signs, and decorative landscape lighting or lighting 
for aesthetic purposes.  Because aquatic wildlife are greatly affected by nighttime light, selecting Option 
1 may mean reducing lighting in areas where people gather or spend time in the evening, such as the 
downtown waterfront, the Port peninsula waterfront areas, or private residences along the water.   
 
Option 1 could support maintaining what many community members called the “small town” feel in 
Olympia.  Less light pollution means views of the night sky are more common, and there are still dark 
places in the City that support wildlife.  Commercial signage may also be less visible or noticeable at 
night.   
 
Option 1 is primarily a mitigation measure to minimize adverse environmental impacts of urban 
development. Option 2 would have little or no impact on light pollution originating from private 
property. 
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt Option 1 to reduce nighttime light, protecting sensitive wildlife and vegetation, 
minimizing the disturbance and distraction of ambient light, and preserving views of the night sky.           
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 99 of 212







 


This page is intentionally blank. 
  


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 100 of 212







 


19. Limit Toxins 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new Goal and Policies to the Natural Environment Chapter to address environmental toxins, 
specifically: 
 


• Goal N11 Risk to human health and damage to wildlife and wildlife habitat due to harmful 
toxins, pollution, or other emerging threats is tracked by appropriate agencies and significantly 
reduced or eliminated. 
 


• PN11.1 Minimize the City’s purchase and use of products that contribute to toxic chemical 
pollution through their creation, use, or disposal. 


 
Background 
 
In January 2006, the Olympia City Council adopted Resolution M-1621 to guide Olympia toward 
practices that reduced the exposures of community members and workers to products that contain 
persistent toxic chemicals. M-1621 calls for evaluating the products currently used that are 
manufactured with these substances, and pursuing a goal that would phase-out over time, the purchase 
and use of these products. The proposed Comprehensive Plan provisions are intended to confirm that 
Council Resolution, and expand it to include other potential health threats.  
 
Options  
 
Option 1. Adopt Comprehensive Plan policies which support and guide activities consistent with 
Resolution M-1621 and expand it to include emerging health threats related to harmful toxics and 
pollution. 
 
Option 2.  Maintain the Resolution, but without specific Comprehensive Plan support. 
 
Option 3. Develop more detailed policies in the Comprehensive Plan to implement Resolution M-1621. 
 
Analysis 
 
These policies are designed to guide the implementation of City Council Resolution M-1621, as well as 
components of the Waste Resources Master Plan and the Regional Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  
The City does not regulate these substances, but does make choices about which substances to 
purchase, use and how those are managed and disposed. The intention is to contribute to improved 
health in the community and within the workforce by limiting human exposure and reducing health 
threats. The policy is worded broadly to include any emerging environmental health-related threats 
which may arise and be worthy of similar review and evaluation. 
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Original Staff Proposal  
 
Option 1. Adopt Comprehensive Plan policies which support and guide implementation of Resolution 
M-1621 and expand it to include emerging health threats related to harmful toxics and pollution. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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20. Future Land Use Map 
 
Proposal 
 
Replace the current version of the Future Land Use map which includes over thirty land use categories 
with the version consolidating uses into fifteen or fewer categories with less distinct boundaries. See 
proposed Future Land Use Map and Appendix A of Land Use and Urban Design chapter. 
 
Background 
 
The State’s Growth Management Act requires that Comprehensive Plans include “a land use element 
designating the proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the use of land ….” 
Such designations usually include a map, as the Act says, “The plan shall be an internally consistent 
document and all elements shall be consistent with the future land use map.” RCW 36.70A.070. 
Development regulations, such as zoning, must be “consistent” with this map, i.e., no feature is 
incompatible with any other feature or regulation. WAC 365-196-800. In 1994, in response to this 
mandate, Olympia adopted a Future Land Use map that virtually mirrored the zoning map. As a result, 
since 1994 reviews of any zoning map amendment proposals have been done in tandem with 
amendments of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt revised Future Land Use map, together with descriptions of each new 
category as set forth in Appendix A of the Land Use and Urban Design chapter. As described in the Plan, 
although the new boundaries are not parcel specific, zoning boundaries would generally not deviate 
from the map’s boundaries by more than 200 feet.  
 
Option 2. No action: Retain the Future Land Use map in current form, i.e., mirroring the zoning map. 
 
Analysis 
 
The proposed Future Land Use map would generally reflect the current Future Land Use map, but 
provide more flexibility for regulating development and for property owners to seeking regulatory 
changes consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. This flexibility would likely result in development 
options more responsive to changing economic conditions, better-suited to specific site conditions and 
more consistent with design preferences, and possibly more consistent with public preferences. By no 
longer linking the zoning map directly with the Future Land Use map, the City and County would have 
the option of encouraging phasing of development and sprawl avoidance by creating ‘growth reserve’ 
zoning in areas where urban services are not readily available. (Current zoning sometimes allows urban 
development even though such municipal utility extensions are not affordable, which can result in 
inappropriately high assessed values.) 
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Specific environmental impacts from such flexibility cannot be forecast.  However, because all such 
changes in zoning and other regulations must conform to the Comprehensive Plan and further 
environmental review, significant environmental impacts are unlikely.  
 
Unless the City’s Development Code were amended, rezones and other regulatory code amendments 
consistent with the Plan would be heard by the Olympia Hearing Examiner instead of the Planning 
Commission and would no longer be subject to the ‘once per year’ Plan amendment limit. Such 
amendments would be judged according to standards set forth in the Code and other laws, such as 
Comprehensive Plan consistency requirements and “spot” zoning prohibitions. Final decisions would 
continue to be made by the City Council. Because such changes in zoning would be ‘untied’ from Plan 
amendments, they could be more readily appealed. 
 
Retaining the current more detailed map, with the resulting more limited amendment process for 
zoning, would result in more predictability for property owners and residents in the short-term. Long-
term predictability would be based on interpretation of the text of the Plan, as the Future Land Use map 
itself would continue to be a reflection of current zoning rather than a long-term vision of the 
community. Washington cities comparably sized to Olympia are split about evenly between the general 
land use map and ‘mirror map’ approaches. 
 
For more information, see “Mirrored Maps Policy Discussion – The Relationship of the Future Land Use 
Map and the Zoning Map” submitted to Olympia Planning Commission on August 22, 2011. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Approve new less specific form of Future Land Use map to provide long-term guidance and 
regulatory flexibility.  
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Accompanied by a recommendation that the City reconsider whether proposed rezones are 
to be reviewed by the Commission or the Hearing Examiner.
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21. Future Land Use Map Amendments 
 
Proposal 
 
Amend Future Land Use map to change designation for; change LOTT downtown wastewater treatment 
plant site from Industrial to Urban Waterfront; and change property known as ‘Henderson Park’ (a 
commercial development) from Capitol Campus/Commercial Services High-Density (CSH) to General 
Commerce; change two north of and along Eighth Avenue SE and west of Eastside Street from 
Commercial-Service High-Density to Professional-Office/Multi-family; and change portion of Heritage 
designated for High-Rise Multifamily to ‘Planned Development’. (These independent proposals are 
combined here due to similarity of issues.) 
 
Background 
 
 
LOTT Industrial. The LOTT (Lacey-Olympia-Tumwater-Thurston) Alliance’s wastewater treatment plant 
site is a single-ownership, single-use, three-block property of slightly less than ten acres. The site is 
generally surrounded by light industrial uses, such as warehouses, a coffee roaster and boat repair, plus 
LOTT’s new office building. (The Industrial designation is only for the treatment plant and does not 
include all of LOTT’s contiguous property; and as a result of expansion it no longer includes all of the 
treatment plant.) At the nearest point, this site is about 400 feet from East Bay. The new Hands-on 
Children’s Museum is to the southeast. 
 
Henderson Park. “Henderson Park” is a four-lot, seven-acre commercial binding site plan at the 
Henderson Boulevard – Interstate-5 interchange and is accessed directly from an interchange 
roundabout. This site is believed to once have been wetlands associated with the vestigial Moss Lake to 
the southwest, and to have been filled decades ago in association with an I-5 widening project. It is 
located adjacent to the freeway at the foot of a bluff and overlooked by single-family housing. Except for 
a ‘backdoor’ emergency access, the only motor vehicle access is by private driveway from the freeway 
interchange. The 1988 Comprehensive Plan designated this area for “Commercial” uses, but in 1994 it 
was changed to Capitol Campus/Commercial Services High-Density (CSH). 
 
Commercial-Services High-Density areas.  In general this designation is applied to the Capitol Campus 
and other locations expected to be used for associated purposes – like private office buildings leased to 
the State. The two blocks at issue along Eight Avenue include the two Capitol View office buildings 
leased to the state.  The Henderson Park property is land at the interchange serving the Capitol Campus 
that was filled as part of an I-5 widening project. The site is accessed directly from the State’s 
interchange, is privately-owned and is largely undeveloped, although a binding site plan envisioning a 
hotel and other uses has been approved.  
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Heritage Park.  The High-Rise Multifamily site within Heritage Park is at the foot of the bluff below the 
Capitol Group and until about 1990 was used as a railroad siding.  Only a through rail line remains. It is 
now part of the Capitol Campus and designated in the State’s master plan for open space and park uses. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Designate the Kaiser Road light industrial area as ‘General Commercial’ on the 
Future Land Use map, designate the South Bay Road light industrial area as Auto Services on that map, 
and the Henderson Park site as General Commerce. 
 


Option 2. The proposal plus: area southwest of ‘intersection’ of Kaiser Road SW and Highway 101 from 
Light Industrial to General Commercial; change area bordering South Bay Road NE north of State Avenue 
extended from Light Industrial to Auto Services 
 
Option 3. No action: Retain one or all current designations. 
 
Analysis 
 
The LOTT Wastewater Treatment Plant site is a remnant of a larger industrial designation that extended 
south to State Avenue in the 1976 Comprehensive Plan. In 1988, the surrounding area was redesignated 
as Central Waterfront, a precursor of the Urban Waterfront label, but for unknown reasons the 
treatment plant site was not included in that change. The proposed Urban Waterfront designation, 
“provides for a compatible mix of commercial, light industrial, limited heavy industrial, and multifamily 
residential uses along the waterfront.” “Sewage Treatment Facilities” are a permitted use in the 
implementing Urban Waterfront development regulations. A change of use of this property is not 
anticipated, but should it change in the future heavy industrial uses could conflict with other land uses in 
the vicinity. No environmental impacts are expected from this map amendment. (Note, LOTT officials 
have been notified of this proposal.) 
 
Various commercial uses of the “Henderson Park” property have been considered over the years and a 
hotel proposal is now under review. Except for Capitol Campus and two blocks on Eight Avenue SE that 
are the site of state-leased office buildings known as Capitol View (proposed to be redesignated as 
Professional Office – Multifamily Residential), this is the only private property in the 1994 Plan’s CSH 
designation. (Note, the Capitol Campus is proposed to be designated a Planned Development site.) The 
1994 Plan describes CSH as, “This designation contains the State of Washington Capitol Campus and 
areas where limited commercial services and high-density multifamily can enhance activities near chief 
employment centers such as the Capitol Campus, Downtown Business District and Central Waterfront. 
The zoning ordinance will establish building height limits which protect views of the Capitol Dome.” The 
proposed Plan update describes General Commerce as, “This designation provides for commercial uses 
and activities which are heavily dependent on convenient vehicle access but which minimize adverse 
impact on the community, especially on adjacent properties having more restrictive development 
characteristics. The area should have safe and efficient access to major transportation routes. Additional 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 106 of 212







 


"strip" development should be limited by filling in available space in a way that accommodates and 
encourages pedestrian activity. As proposed, the site would revert to a ‘General Commerce’ designation. 
Given the direct access to the freeway, Henderson Boulevard and public utilities, no substantially 
different environmental impacts are expected as a result of this change. 
 
The City lacks zoning jurisdiction within the Capitol Campus. Instead, the City works cooperatively with 
the State on their master planning of the site. The proposed Comprehensive Plan update would 
acknowledge this relationship by placing the Capitol Campus in a ‘Planned Development’ designation, 
which would replace the Commercial Services designation.  Accordingly, the proposal would also change 
the two remnant private ‘Commercial Services’ site to more appropriate but comparable designations.  
Similarly, the redesignation of a portion of Heritage Park from High-Rise Multifamily to Planned 
Development would reflect that the property is now part of the campus. 
 
Option 2 would add:  
 
Kaiser Road Industrial. The 20–acre area southeast of Kaiser and ‘101’ is in three ownerships. Primary 
current land uses are a building supplies wholesaler and a handful of specialty industries such as 
precision cutting tools. This area is within the Allison Springs wellhead protection area (estimated to be 
within five years ‘time of travel’ from the City’s well site).  An eastbound on-ramp to and westbound 
ramp from Highway 101 are planned by the State and City for Kaiser Road near this site. This land use 
designation is a ‘remnant’ of a larger industrial area north of Highway 101 in the County’s 1988 
Comprehensive Plan and apparently survives due to the existing uses. This area is outside the city limits 
in the Olympia Urban Growth Area. It is bordered on the south, east and west by residential zoning and 
land uses. 


 
South Bay Road Industrial. The eastern portion of the South Bay Road area has been designated for light 
industrial uses since at least the mid-1970s. By 1988, the designation had been extended west of the 
road. This area of slightly less than ten acres has two owners, one on each side of the road, and is 
primarily used by businesses supporting auto use, such as collision repair, powder-coating, and general 
maintenance. This area is bordered on the north, east and west by residential zoning and land uses, and 
“high-density corridor” zoning and residential land uses on the south. Indian Creek, flowing south to 
Budd Inlet, is 20 to 200 feet to the east. 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan generally calls for most for the area’s industrial development to occur in 
three concentrated areas – the Mottman Industrial Park, in the vicinity of Fones Road SE, and at the Port 
peninsula. However, the two areas in question on Kaiser and South Bay Roads have been developed for 
decades and the current Plan apparently was intended to recognize such prior uses. However, at these 
sites, minimal light industrial development has occurred. Instead, these sites are almost fully developed 
with uses generally of a commercial nature. Each area is bordered by relatively low-density residential 
uses (with resulting potential for land use conflicts), lacks quality freight access (both are about one mile 
from the nearest freeway interchange and border streets lacking sidewalks and other improvements), 
and have relatively high potential for contaminating surface or ground water if accidental spills occur.  
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For the reasons described above, these sites do not seem well-suited for long-term light industrial use. 
The proposed new categories are intended to reflect both the existing uses and appropriate long-term 
uses. General Commercial designation of the Kaiser Road site would provide for it to both serve future 
residential development in the area, and for uses supported by the future direct access to Highway 101. 
Designation of the South Bay Road area for auto services would provide for an eastside cluster of such 
uses in the City (currently the only such area is the Olympia Auto Mall on the westside). In both 
instances, new classifications could result in more traffic but present less risk of environmental 
contamination and residential land use conflicts than the light industrial category. 


 
Each decade about two hundred more acres of industrial land is developed in Thurston County. 
Olympia’s Urban Growth Area includes about 300 acres of industrially-zoned land.  Less than 20-acres of 
this area is privately owned and “redevelopable.” Retaining the current light industrial classifications at 
one or both sites, which total about thirty acres, would retain a small part of the Olympia’s already small 
industrial land area. Although Olympia has generally not planned for the bulk of the area’s industrial job 
growth, the City’s Plan policies generally do favor protection and preservation of opportunities for 
industrial development. See “Industry” section of proposed Land Use and Urban Design chapter. 
Although no specific industrial lands need has been determined for Olympia and its Urban Growth Area, 
the 2007 Buildable Lands Report did estimate that 190 industrial jobs would be added in Olympia over 
the next twenty years, which the report equates to about ten acres. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Change the designation of all sites as described above (or any combination) and as shown on 
the proposed Future Land Use map to reduce potential conflicts with surrounding uses, protect the 
environment, and accord with planned supporting public facilities. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Retain the two light industrial areas (along Kaiser and South Bay Roads); approve all other map 
amendments as proposed. 
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22. Development Codes 
 
Proposal 
 
Add policies of adopting development regulations to ensure consistency and conformity with 
Comprehensive Plan; specifically: 


• PL1.4. Require functional and efficient development by adopting and periodically updating 
zoning consistent with the Future Land Use map. 
 


• PL1.5. Require development to meet appropriate minimum standards, such as landscaping and 
design guidelines, stormwater and other engineering standards, and buildings codes, and 
address risks, such as geologically hazardous areas; and require existing development to be 
gradually improved to such standards. 


 
Background 
 
For over 100 years, Olympia has adopted building codes, zoning, and other regulations governing 
development. However, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan has not explicitly stated the City’s intention to 
utilize these ‘tools’ as one of the means of implementing the Plan. 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt policies stating intention to utilize zoning and development standards to 
implement the Plan. 
 
Option 2. No action: Plan would not specifically address this topic. 
 
Analysis 
 
Because state laws including the Growth Management Act generally require, or at least encourage, local 
governments to adopt building codes and other development regulations, the addition of explicit 
policies in the Plan would probably not result in significant changes or adverse environmental impacts. 
The addition of such policies could result in implementing development regulations more expansive or 
restrictive than the State-required standards. For example, the State does not require local governments 
to adopt landscaping or architectural standards. At minimum, such policies could ensure a common 
understanding of the community’s intent on this topic. 
 
Failure to add such policies would continue the practice of adopting development regulations on a case-
specific basis without general guidance from the Plan.  
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. To establish basic guidance in the Plan, adopt the policies as proposed including the policy of 
pursuing gradual improvement of existing development. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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23. Bike Parking Requirement 
 
Proposal 
 
Revise policy to indicate that bicycle parking will be required of all commercial development, and 
encouraged at existing sites; specifically,  
 


• PL1.13. Require new, and encourage existing, businesses to provide bicycle parking. 
 
Background 
 
To support bicycling as a form of transportation, many communities require developments to include 
bike parking in addition to car parking. Olympia’s current Comprehensive Plan policy is to ‘require 
bicycle racks at office and industrial sites’. (Transportation Policy 1.10, emphasis added.) Other 
provisions of the plan suggest that the City work with Intercity Transit to provide bicycle parking. When 
Olympia added bicycle parking as a development regulation requirement in 1995 the development 
requirements were extended to other commercial development and most multifamily housing.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand scope of bicycle parking requirement policy to all commercial 
development. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain existing policy – limited to office and industrial projects. 
 
Analysis 
 
Olympia has been at the forefront of communities supporting bicycling by ensuring adequate provisions 
for securely parking bicycles. Depending on the land use, Olympia requires short-term bicycle parking – 
such as for customers, or long-term more secure parking – such as for employees or tenants, or both. 
The amount of bicycle parking required by Olympia and other cities varies substantially, but is generally 
about 10% of the number of spaces required for cars. 
 
Impacts of requiring bicycle parking vary with specific standards, but in general result in minor 
modification of building exteriors and slight reductions in car traffic associated impacts of that traffic. 
Secondary impacts may include overall improvements in health and well-being as a result of increased 
physical activity. Provision of bicycle parking generally requires less than 1% of a site thus minimally 
reducing development density; and to the extent car parking is reduced it may actually increase overall 
development density. 
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt new policy that better reflects current practice. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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24. View Protection and Enhancement 
 
Proposal 
 
Shift policy emphasis from protecting certain views from public streets to protection and enhancement 
of views from public gathering places; and expand street-end water view protection to all water bodies. 
Proposal would add a specific views goal to the Plan.   
 


• PL6.10 Preserve and enhance water vistas by retaining public rights-of-way that abut or are 
within one block of water bodies and by not siting public buildings within associated view 
corridors. 


 
• GL8. Community views are protected, preserved, and enhanced. (See the draft Plan for policies 


associated with this goal.) 
 
Background 
 
Since at least the 1980s Olympia has used development regulations in an attempt to preserve and 
enhance views valued by the public. In general, that effort has focused on views of the Capitol Campus, 
Mount Rainier, Black Hills and major water bodies from streets and points near the water. Among the 
regulations that have been adopted are the Urban Waterfront Plan, height restrictions in Olympia 
Municipal Code (OMC) Chapter 18.10, and the ‘View preservation’ requirement of the design criteria at 
OMC 18.110.060: “In order to protect the existing outstanding scenic views which significant numbers of 
the general public have from public rights-of-way, applicants for development must consider the impact 
their proposal will have on views of Mt. Rainier, the Olympic Mountains, Budd Inlet, the Black Hills, the 
Capitol Building, and Capitol Lake or its surrounding hillsides. All development must reserve a 
reasonable portion of such territorial and immediate views of these features for significant numbers of 
people from public rights-of-way, and shall provide lookouts, viewpoints, or view corridors so that visual 
access to existing outstanding scenic vistas is maintained.” Specific views to be preserved by this last 
provision are based on a 1982 map of existing views from streets. Except for a State-mandated Shoreline 
Master Program provision, the City’s policies and regulations do not provide for protecting views from 
private property. During the Imagine Olympia outreach, members of the public expressed strong 
opinions regarding the importance of preserving views valued by the community. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand existing policy regarding preserving street end views of Budd Inlet and 
Capitol Lake to all major water bodies, and modify valued-views protection policy from streets to a new 
set of “landmark views” and “observation points” to be identified at a later date. In general the features 
viewed would remain the same although the list of views that may be protected has been expanded to 
include the “State Capitol Campus Promontory” and “Olympia valley’s forested hills and slopes.” The 
proposal does differ from current policy by deleting most street corridors from the protected viewpoints 
and substituting public observation points. 
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Option 2. No action: Retain existing policy, including: “Protect, to the greatest extent practical, scenic 
views of the Capitol Dome, Budd Inlet, Mount Rainier, the Black Hills, Capitol Lake, and the Olympic 
Mountains from designated viewing points and corridors.“ Comprehensive Plan Policy LU2.2. 
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Identify and designate specific views in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
The current policy of protecting views from street “corridors” is difficult to apply on a project specific 
basis. Due to the linear nature of streets, view lines from a street often encompass an entire property. 
For example, the new Olympia City Hall fell within an area where views of the Capitol Dome from Fourth 
Avenue were to be protected.  
 
Shifting the emphasis from street view protection, which apparently is derived from a ‘scenic driving’ 
experience of the 1970s and earlier, to protection and enhancement of views specifically from places 
where the public gathers would significantly reduce the number of affected properties, thus increasing 
opportunities for more intensive development in other areas and providing for a focused effort to retain 
and enhance the views most enjoyed by the general public. The revised policy regarding community-
valued views could enhance the public’s continued ability to appreciate and enjoy these views, while 
also increasing predictability for private property owners.  
 
As noted, associated development restrictions could result in some reduction in the development 
potential of certain properties and portions of the City. Such limits could lead to secondary adverse 
impacts associated with overall lower density development.  Detailed analysis of such views and 
potential implications for development of specific properties would be conducted as part of the process 
of evaluating and adopting any such regulations. 
 
The related change would expand an existing water-vistas-at-street-ends policy to include all water 
bodies and not just Budd Inlet and Capitol Lake; for example, to include the Fish and Wildlife 
Department access to Ward Lake. (Compare current Comprehensive Plan Policy LU2.10 and proposed 
Policy PL6.9.) As such, it would result in slightly reduced potential for development on shorelines, would 
preserve and potentially enhance public access to shorelines consistent with Shoreline Management Act 
goals, and provide the potential for habitat and other environmental enhancement in these few 
locations.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt revised policy reflecting shift in emphasis from views from streets to views from other 
public places and expanding street-end view protection to include all major water bodies. Although staff 
did not propose view protection as an ultimate goal, the policy originally proposed by staff was to, 
“Identify and designate significant public viewpoints and – with consideration of trees and other 
enhancing landscaping – protect, preserve and enhance particular views of the Capitol Campus, Budd 
Inlet, Downtown skyline, Mount Rainier, the Black Hills, Capitol Lake and surrounding treed slopes, and 
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the Olympic Mountains, such as …..” (The staff proposal concluded with a set of examples different from 
those proposed by the Commission in Policy PL6.10.) 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Note, although in substance substantially the same as the version proposed by the staff in 
2012, the Commission’s recommended version is more verbose and includes different examples – as a 
result the evaluation of view-examples that was included in earlier drafts of this SEIS is no longer directly 
relevant and has been removed.
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25. Design Review Areas 
 
Proposal 
 
Expand policy of subjecting development to architectural design standards to include all development 
adjacent to public streets. Specifically proposed:   
 


• Policy L6.1. Require that residential and commercial development adjacent to freeways and 
public streets be subject to a design review process. 


 
Background 
 
Many communities require that development conform to certain architectural and aesthetic standards. 
Olympia first adopted such standards in 1988. Initially, only development downtown and along entrance 
and exit corridors was subject to such requirements. Gradually the types and locations of development 
subject to ‘design review’ have expanded until there are only a few exceptions – primarily most single-
family housing and a few commercial and industrial areas. In some areas, the design criteria are focused 
on the portion of the project abutting residential uses and not on the public street face. The few 
remaining commercial areas exempt from design review are generally in the vicinity of Fones Road, 
along Lilly and Ensign Roads (Providence St. Peters Hospital area), the portion of Olympia Auto Mall not 
adjacent to Cooper Point – Auto Mall Road, and the Yauger Road - Capital Mall Drive - McPhee Road 
area near Capital Medical Center.  (Note: The Evergreen Park PUD has privately-adopted design 
standards and also is exempt from City design review.) Except for the older portions of the City near 
downtown, most single-family development on ordinary-sized lots is NOT subject to design criteria. 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand design review requirement to all development along public streets. 
 
Option 2. Expand design review requirement, but do NOT extend to single-family housing on lots larger 
than 5,000 square feet in newer parts of community, i.e., those built after World War II; and continue to 
exempt small institutional structures and industrial development in industrial areas. 
 
Option 3. No action: Designated design review areas would remain ‘as is.’ 
 
Option 4. Alternative to the proposal: In addition to commercial development, require industrial and 
institutional development along all public streets to meet design criteria. 
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Analysis 
 
Olympia’s design criteria generally apply to the exterior architectural forms of buildings, but extend to 
other aesthetic components of development such as landscaping. These standards are intended to 
enhance the appearance of the community and mitigate some of the impacts of development. But they 
also reduce flexibility and options and can increase costs. Expanding the geographical area subject to 
these requirements would expand these impacts into new areas. The architectural quality of projects 
not subject to City design review varies greatly. For example, compare the award-winning offices at 
2415 Heritage Court SW in the Evergreen Park Planned Development with the former NAPA Auto Parts 
store at 1319 Fones Road SE. 
 


 
 
The proposal would extend design review requirements to nearly all new building and major exterior 
remodels throughout the community. Further, a new set of design criteria would be needed for ordinary 
single-family housing.  Reviewing the architecture of single-family housing throughout the City could add 
up to one-quarter full-time-equivalent to the staff’s workload and add about $250 in review fees – plus 
whatever costs were associated with revising the design of such structures.   
 
Because the City already has a set of ‘basic’ commercial design criteria, Option 2, which would extend 
design review only to all commercial structures along public streets, would not require any new design 
criteria. It would expand commercial design review to the vicinity of Capital Medical Center and 
Providence St. Peters Hospital, the portion of the Automall not along Cooper Point Road, the Evergreen 
Park Planned Unit Development (aka courthouse hill), and commercial buildings in industrial areas (such 
as Mottman and Fones Roads). 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. Expand design review to commercial projects along all public streets. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation  
 
Option 1. Expand design review to all buildings along public streets.
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26. Light Industry in Commercial Areas 
 
Proposal 
 
Provide for light industry in commercial areas, specifically: 
 


• Policy L10.8. Provide opportunities for light industrial uses in commercial areas consistent with 
the commercial and multifamily uses of those areas, such as low-impact production within 
buildings with retail storefronts. 


 
Background 
 
Olympia has only a few acres of undeveloped land in industrial areas such as the Mottman Industrial 
Park. Current development regulations allow manufacturing in commercial areas if in association with a 
retail location that sells those products and if the process does not emit loud noises or noxious odors. 
For example, Wagner’s Bakery on Capitol Way both retails and wholesales baked goods. Historically, 
downtown Olympia was both a retail and industrial center of the community. A few of these industries 
remain, such as Ziegler’s Welding at 322 Capitol Way North. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt new policy specifically providing for light industry in commercial areas.  
 
Option 2. No action: Plan would continue to emphasize industrial areas for light industry.   
 
Analysis 
 
Manufacturing and similar light industry is a shrinking component of the area’s employment. According 
to the Thurston Economic Development Center’s Vitality report, between 2000 to 2010 “manufacturing” 
declined from 6.7 to 4.5% of the county’s jobs. The proposed policy could lead to relaxation of 
development regulations to allow more industrial development in locations other than primary 
industrial areas. 
 
Production activities within commercial areas provide industry and property owners with a broader 
range of options. It can also result in more efficient land use by enabling use of sites that do not lend 
themselves to commercial or residential use. By combining production facilities with nearby use or sales, 
environmental impacts of transporting products can be reduced. However, it also creates the possibility 
of increased local traffic congestion due to associated freight traffic, possible conflicts with other land 
uses especially night-time conflicts with residential uses, and risks of pollution and hazardous materials 
releases. 
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The current policy leads to concentration of industrial activities in a few locations. This approach 
generally reduces risks of land use conflicts and pollution by allowing focused pollution management 
and supervision. It also focuses freight traffic in a few locations providing for more efficient use of 
transportation facilities.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1.  To support a greater variety of uses, adopted policy of providing for light industry in 
commercial areas. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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27. On-street Parking and Traffic 
 
Proposal 
 
Shift on-street parking policy from locations where it would ‘not unduly slow traffic flow’ to ‘where 
safe;’ specifically, 
 


• Policy L11.5. Encourage efficient use and design of commercial parking areas, reduce parking 
requirements (but avoid significant overflow into residential areas) and support parking 
structures, especially downtown and in urban corridors, and designate streets for on-street 
parking where safe. 


 
Background 
 
Generally Olympia has on-street parking in residential areas and minor commercial streets, plus in the 
City Center and vicinity of the County courthouse. During the Imagine Olympia process, some of the 
public have urged adding on-street parking to more streets. The proposed policy would slightly shift the 
balance between competing policies favoring both on-street parking and minimizing traffic congestion 
when designating which street should have on-street parking.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Provide for more on-street parking by removing consideration of slowing of 
traffic.  
 
Option 2. No action: Retain limiting phrase such as, ‘except where it would unduly slow traffic.’ 
 
Analysis 
 
In addition to providing a pool of shared parking, on-street parking also serves as a buffer between 
traffic and sidewalk areas and adjacent uses, and provides ‘friction’ that slows traffic. This ‘friction’ 
results in slight reductions in the capacity of the associated street. But - especially where traffic speeds 
are higher – on-street parking can result in safety hazards particularly when entering and exiting a 
parking space. 
 
The proposed policy could result in an increase in shared parking thereby reducing the total land area 
used for parking in the City, reductions in traffic capacity of certain streets could lead to more ‘cut-thru’ 
traffic on adjacent streets, and some increases in development costs could result where construction of 
street parking exceeds the cost of constructing onsite parking. The ‘where safe’ provision of the policy 
should mitigate safety hazards associated with on-street parking on high-speed streets.  
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Replace ‘where not unduly slowing traffic’ with ‘where safe’ limit of on-street parking policy. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 122 of 212







 


28. Special Area Planning 
 
Proposal 
 
As described below, revise Plan to remove elements of special area plans prepared at the discretion of 
other governments, such as the Port of Olympia and Washington State and replace with policy of 
coordination, identify vicinity of Capital Mall, Martin Way east of Lilly Road, and Lilly Road as areas as 
locations where special area plans will be prepared for the City of Olympia, and provide for special area 
plans to be prepared for ‘campuses’ such as South Puget Sound Community College and hospitals. 
 
Background 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan references and sometimes adopts many other plans, many of which 
must be consistent – or at least not inconsistent – with the Comprehensive Plan. Among these are plans 
prepared to provide more detail regarding specific geographical areas within the Urban Growth Area. 
These ‘special areas’ differ from the ‘sub-area planning’ proposed elsewhere in the Comprehensive Plan 
in that these special areas are smaller and sometimes have specific geographic boundaries and single 
owners. For example, the current Comprehensive Plan references and incorporates elements of the 
Port’s plan for the Port peninsula and identifies the area in eastern Olympia between I-5, Lilly Road, 
Pacific Avenue and the city limits for similar more detailed planning. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: (A) Remove details of Port plan from Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan; (B) Adopt 
policies of cooperation with State and Port re: planning of Capitol Campus and peninsula area; (C) 
Identify Capital Mall area, Lilly-Martin area, and an expanded Pacific-Lilly area as “focus areas” for 
detailed planning; and (D) Adopt policy providing for other Campus plans.  
 
Option 2. No action: Port Comprehensive Plan would be retained as an element of Olympia’s 
Comprehensive Plan, and area of east of Lilly and south of I-5 would remain only identified ‘focus area.’ 
 
Analysis 
 
A. Beginning at page 65 of the Land Use and Urban Design chapter, Olympia’s current Comprehensive 


Plan includes five pages regarding the Port peninsula and references the then-new “Port 
Comprehensive Plan.” These five pages include descriptions of the physical condition and history of 
the Port, and, among other provisions, “adopts by reference the Port’s Land Use District Drawing” 
(Policy LU18.9). The City’s current Comprehensive Plan also describes that the Port may elect to 
redefine boundaries of the drawing consistent with the industrial and urban waterfront zones of the 
City’s Future Land Use map and Zoning. The Port of Olympia, which is a separate special-purpose 
government from the City, has replaced its “Port Comprehensive Plan” with an annually updated 
“Comprehensive Scheme of Harbor Improvements.” 
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The relationship between the City and Port’s planning activities is often a topic of public interest. 
Unfortunately, incorporating so much detail of the Port’ s former plan into the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan has led to confusion and disputes regarding the role of the City government in Port activities. 
The proposed updated Plan would remove much of that detail, retain the industrial/urban 
waterfront divide on the Future Land Use map, and add a policy intended to describe the continuing 
relationship between the Port and City planning efforts, specifically proposed Policy PL10.6, 
“Coordinate with the Port of Olympia to allow for long-term viability of Port peninsula industry, 
compatibility with surrounding uses, and continuation of marina uses along East Bay.  Such 
coordination should at least address transportation, pedestrian and recreation facilities, 
environmental stewardship, and overwater development.” 
 


B. As the capital city of Washington, Olympia has a long history of working with the State to further 
both the community’s and the State’s goals in this regard. However, the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
doesn’t include an express policy on this topic. Proposed Policy PL15.6, “Work cooperatively with 
the State of Washington regarding planning for the Capitol Campus …” would establish that 
relationship in a City planning document. No particular environmental impacts are anticipated from 
this new policy. A cooperative relationship could serve to mitigate impacts of future campus 
development on the area’s environment, the community-at-large, and neighboring private property 
and City infrastructure in particular.  
 


C. Owners and managers of large properties with extensive development potential, such as South 
Puget Sound Community College, often prepare long-term development plans. This approach can 
help ensure that land is used efficiently and sustainably. However, except for specific “village” sites 
where master plans are required, “development agreements” (contracts approved by the City 
Council following a public hearing, and “binding site plans” (staff approvals comparable to 
subdivisions), the City lacks a means to grant reliable long-term development approval. (In some 
instances the Olympia Hearing Examiner also has the discretion to grant limited long-term 
approvals, but only for uses designated as ‘conditional uses.’)  
 
Proposed Policy PL15.6 “… provide opportunities for long-term ‘master planning’ of other [than 
Capitol Campus] single-purpose properties of at least twenty acres such as hospitals and the college 
and high-school campuses” would establish support for creating an additional mechanism for this 
approach for providing predictability. Depending on the mechanism adopted, this policy would 
reduce environmental and especially neighborhood impacts by establishing an agreed future for 
large properties, or could have additional impacts as a result of allowing development to proceed 
for long periods consistent with outdated standards or expectations. 
 


D. Urban Corridors planned for a mix of commercial and residential uses exceeding fifteen residential 
units per acre on average are key pieces of the City’s plan for providing areas with vitality and less 
reliance on the automobile for transportation.  These areas extend east and west from downtown to 
Lacey around the Capital Mall. (A small, less dense urban corridor is also proposed on the eastside of 
Capitol Boulevard.) Although in the Plan since 1994, development consistent with the envisioned 
density has not occurred. That 1994 version of the Plan called for master planning of “focus areas” 
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with the greatest potential for intensive mixed use development. See current Policies LU17.10, 
17.12 and 17.14, for example. Only one such focus area was designated in that Plan – that area 
bounded by Pacific Avenue, Lilly Road, I-5 and the city limits. See current Goal LU17A and related 
text and policies. Although preliminary designs were included in that Comprehensive Plan, to date a 
master plan has not been prepared for this area. 


In 2009, the Thurston Regional Planning Council convened an Urban Corridors Task Force to study 
how to remove barriers to development of the urban corridors of Lacey, Olympia and Tumwater. 
That study concluded in December of 2011 with “An Urban Corridors Task Force Proposal to 
Stimulate Transit Corridor Investments.” Among the Task Force’s recommendations was to, “Select a 
very small number of corridor districts in which urban infill and redevelopment is of highest priority 
for targeted, coordinated investment efforts.” To make this selection in Olympia, and to further the 
1994 Plan’s vision of selecting “focus areas” within the corridors, three are proposed as shown on 
the Transportation Corridors map of the proposed Comprehensive Plan. These are the Pacific-Lilly 
area expanded to encompass the area west of Lilly Road, a new Lilly-Martin area including the 
nearby hospital area, and an area surrounding the Capital Mall. (Note that the boundaries of these 
areas are intentionally indefinite and would be further refined when the area was studied.) In 
particular, see proposed Policies PL15.1, 15.3 and 15.4. Because planning for these focus areas must 
conform to the Comprehensive Plan and the Urban Corridors element of the plan is little changed 
since 1994, no new environmental impacts are expected from designation of these areas. 


 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. To limit confusion, remove details of Port plan from Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan; to ensure 
consistency with Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan adopt policy of cooperation with State for planning of 
Capitol Campus; to improve planning for Urban Corridors identify Capital Mall area, Lilly-Martin area, 
and Pacific-Lilly area as “focus areas” and to provide predictability adopt policy providing for other 
Campus plans.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. with added emphasis on high-density housing. 
(See High Density Neighborhood option below.)
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29. Cottages and Townhouses 
 
Proposal 
 


Expand policy of allowing cottages and townhouses in high-density residential areas to include all 
residential areas; specifically, 
 


• Policy L16.9. “In all residential areas, allow small cottages and townhouses, and one accessory 
housing unit per home—all subject to siting, design and parking requirements that ensure 
neighborhood character is maintained.“ 


 
Background 
 
Olympia’s current Plan is to allow for a variety of housing forms, such as townhouses, small cottages, 
and apartment buildings in “higher density residential and commercial districts.” See, e.g., current Policy 
LU4.6. The City’s development regulations allow cottages not exceeding 800 square feet on small lots 
and townhouses (homes sharing a common wall on a property line) in all except some of the lowest 
density zones. For example, a few years ago Habitat for Humanity built a cottage development in a 
single-family district on Fairview Street in northeast Olympia. And, townhouses, although rare in 
Olympia prior to 1990, have now been built in almost every neighborhood.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand policy to allow cottages and townhouses in all residential areas. 
 
Option 2. No action: Policy would continue to be only to allow such housing in high-density areas. 
 
Analysis 
 
The proposed policy would support existing practices and could lead to small increases in residential in-
fill and thus greater densities with commensurate less environmental impacts than those associated 
with lower density urban areas – for example, less traffic and associated pollution, less conversion of 
rural and resource lands to urbanization. Resulting increases in density could lead to localized increases 
in traffic and other activities associated with housing, such as noise and light pollution. Due to smaller 
lot sizes, such housing generally is lower in cost and requires less public infrastructure per unit than 
standard detached single-family homes. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Amendment would support existing practice and provision of more alternative housing 
locations with slightly higher densities than standard single-family housing.  
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Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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30. Large Multifamily Housing Projects 
 
Proposal 
 
Revise policy to require mix of housing in apartment projects exceeding five acres instead of current  
ten-acre threshold, i.e., be more restrictive; specifically, adopt proposed  
 


• Policy L16.12. “Require a mix of single-family and multifamily structures in villages, mixed 
residential density districts, and apartment projects exceeding five acres; and utilize a variety of 
housing types and setbacks to transition to adjacent single-family areas.” 


 
Background 
 
Large apartment projects composed of similar building and housing units are efficient to construct. 
However such uniformity detracts from the City’s goals of diverse and attractive neighborhoods. Thus, 
the current policy is to, “Establish development requirements which prohibit large expanses of uniform 
multifamily structures.” In particular, the policy requires projects on sites exceeding ten acres to provide 
more than one housing type and density and if exceeding five acres to vary from the density and 
building type or style of any adjoining multifamily project. See Policy LU8.3(b). (This policy is 
implemented by OMC 18.04.06(N)(1).) 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Lower ten-acre threshold to five acres for requiring variety of housing.  
 
Option 2. No action: Relevant threshold would stay at ten acres. 
 
Analysis 
 
Large apartment projects with similar structures and housing units are efficient to construct and thus 
generally of lower cost than projects with a variety of housing types. Large multifamily projects in 
Olympia generally range from 12 to 24 units per acre, thus a five-acre project may have about 100 units 
while a 10-acre project might have 200 units or more. See for example the Woodlands Apartments 
project now under construction at 800 Yauger Way SW with 224 units on 12 acres – and note that the 
development regulations did not require a mix for this RM-24 zoned property. The City’s current ‘mix of 
dwelling types’ rule requires that no more than 70% of the units in a project be of any one type of 
housing, and imposes an 80% limit for 5-acre projects if adjacent to other multifamily housing. Generally 
the predominant type is apartment buildings with four or more units, resulting in a requirement that a 
small percentage be triplexes, townhouses and other forms of smaller buildings. 
 
Large homogenous housing projects are contrary to Olympia’s goals of variety and attractive 
neighborhoods, and have been controversial when in the vicinity of existing single-family housing. Most 
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of the remaining multifamily sites in Olympia are of less than ten acres. If implemented, the proposed 
policy could lead to a greater variety of housing types. However, this requirement would also slightly 
increase the cost of such housing. And, designers sometimes have found it difficult to provide smaller 
structures and still meet minimum density requirements without including structured parking. A stricter 
rule has the potential for a more compatible mix of housing types, and slightly reduced traffic and other 
environmental impacts as a result of slightly lower density. However, secondary impacts could result 
from the resulting less efficient use of land. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Amend policy threshold from ten to five acres to further goals of greater variety and mix of 
housing types. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 130 of 212







 


31. Private Use of Public Property 
 
Proposal 
 
Expand existing policy of allowing private use of public right-of-way to include other public land; 
specifically proposed  
 


• Policy L18.4. “Design streets with landscaping, wide sidewalks, underground utilities and a 
coordinated pattern of unifying details; and provide for private use of public lands and 
rights-of-way when in the best interest of the community.” 


 
Background 
 
When and why public property may be used for private purposes is regulated by State and local laws. 
See, for example, Olympia Municipal Code Chapter 12.72 regarding festivals. Olympia often allows its 
streets to be temporarily closed for private functions such as parades, downtown events, and block 
parties. However, except for leasing or renting rooms within buildings, such as at the Community 
Center, Farmer’s Market, and Performing Arts Center, other public spaces have generally not been made 
available for private use. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Expand policy regarding private use of public property to encompass all types of 
public land. (Compare current Policy DT1.4, “It shall be the policy of the City of Olympia to allow, in 
some instances, through written agreement, the use of City rights-of-way for private purposes. 
Private use of the right-of-way may include air rights leases and ground leases …. [criteria deleted]” 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain policy just referencing public rights-of-way (streets). 
 
Analysis 
 
Much of the land in Olympia is controlled by the public sector, and the City of Olympia in particular. 
These lands include the many street rights-of-way, schools, the Port and Capitol Campus, City parks, and 
downtown parking lots, plus the many government-owned and leased buildings. Private use of public 
property provides an alternative location for events and other private activities, such as flea markets, 
political rallies, festivals and performances, meetings and other gatherings. However, such events also 
convert public property, at least temporarily, into a form of private property where the general public 
may be excluded. Such conversions are regulated by general standards, such as free-speech rights, and 
specific standards, such as Olympia’s festivals code referenced above. 
 
The proposed Policy PL18.4 differs from the existing policy by adding “public lands” to the areas that 
may be provided for private use “when in the best interest of the community.” Such areas might include 
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parking lots, parks or other lands. Specific environmental impacts of this policy change are difficult to 
anticipate, but would likely include traffic congestion in the vicinity of any well-attended events and 
some risk of additional noise or light pollution – which could be mitigated by regulatory standards. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. To further downtown goals adopt a policy expanding private use to include public lands.  
(Note: The resulting policy includes two topics – they may be separated for clarity.)  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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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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33. Plan for Healthy Lifestyles 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new policy ‘encouraging’ development consistent with healthy and active lifestyles, and providing 
discretion to require such. Specifically, 
 


• Policy L20.4 Encourage or require development and public improvements consistent with healthy 
and active lifestyles. 


 
Background 
 
In 2005, Washington’s Growth Management Act was amended to provide that, “Wherever possible, the 
land use element should consider utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity.” In 
additional to relationships between public health and City planning, such as pollution control and 
provision of clean water, numerous studies have shown that physical health of members of a 
community is linked to urban form, and especially to whether that form is conducive to an active 
lifestyle such as walking, bicycling and other forms of active transportation. (See, in general, Urban 
Planning and Public Health at CDC, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report December 22, 2006.) 
Although Olympia has long planned for sidewalks, parks, bike paths and other physical improvements 
that support such lifestyles, the Comprehensive Plan lacks a specific policy on this topic.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add policy to the Comprehensive Plan addressing relationship between land use 
pattern and physical activity. 
 
Option 2. No action: Continue planning for an urban form that supports physical activity, but do not 
expressly address the topic.  
 
Analysis 
 
There is a strong consensus that there is a correlation between the average health of member of a 
community and the physical form of that community. In particular, access to healthy food and safe, 
convenient and pleasant locations for walking, bicycling, recreation, and other activities have been 
linked to health and longer life expectancies. See, for example, Urban Sprawl and Public Health, by 
Howard Frumkin, Lawrence Frank, and Richard Jackson, Island Press, 2004. Although Olympia’s planning 
has often addressed this topic, adding a specific policy would affirm that public health is one of the 
many reasons Olympia is pursuing a healthy urban form and that the local government may choose to 
require such developments. Such an affirmation would not be expected to have any specific or general 
environmental impacts. 
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. To conform to the Growth Management Act, and recognize Olympia’s long-standing practices 
supportive of active lifestyles, add an express policy such as PL17.5. (Note: City Council may elect to 
choose between policies of ‘encouraging’ and ‘requiring.’) 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 136 of 212







 


34. Secure Designs 
 
Proposal 
 
Add a Plan policy expressly discouraging designs incorporating physical security measures that isolate 
developments and neighborhoods, specifically, Policy L20.5. “Prevent physical barriers from isolating 
and separating the integration and compatibility of new developments and existing neighborhoods.”  
 
Background 
 
Police Services and other active elements of security and crime prevention are addressed in the Public 
Services Chapter of the proposed Plan. However, secure design, also known as ‘crime prevention 
through environmental design’ or CPTED (pronounced “sep ted”), is also a common consideration when 
designing the built form of individual projects and communities in general. CPTED measures include 
elements such as good lighting and avoiding ‘hiding places’ by creating sites with public and common 
spaces visible from private spaces and private exterior spaces, such as front yards, that are readily visible 
from public spaces.  
 
Olympia generally supports secure design, but also has adopted regulations discouraging practices that 
would isolate individual projects or neighborhoods. For example, special approval is required for private 
streets, and barbed wire and similar features are generally prohibited along public streets; OMC 
18.170.050 requires that multifamily developments, “Minimize the use of fences that inhibit pedestrian 
movement or separate the project from the neighborhood. Front yards shall be visually open to the 
street. Where fencing is used, provide gates or openings at frequent intervals. Provide variation in 
fencing to avoid blank walls.”  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt a policy discouraging isolating forms of secure design. 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not address directly in Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Analysis 
 
Minimizing crime and maximizing the security of people and property is a one of the basic goals of many 
civilizations. However, in some cases, measures intended for this purpose can lead to isolation of 
individual developments from surrounding properties, an incorrect impression that crime rates are 
excessive, and undue reliance on these measures or private security instead of community-wide action. 
Moving the balance too far toward individual security can create reliance on private security measures 
and break down support for public-policing. 
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Although Olympia’s crime rate is slightly higher than the statewide average, it is not significantly 
different than comparable communities. See Crime in Washington 2011 Annual Report, Washington 
Association of Sheriffs and Police Chief, www.waspc.org. Nonetheless, many developers believe that 
isolating a private property from other parts of a community helps sell or lease space by creating a sense 
of security and protection from ‘prying eyes’ and from criminal activity by using what is sometimes 
referred to as ‘fortress’ designs. In contrast, Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan generally favors integrating 
all members and parts of the community into the larger whole. Accordingly, development regulations of 
the City and other measures, such as public events, seek to avoid isolation of people and exterior 
spaces. To date only a handful of developments have been built in Olympia with gates, walls and other 
measures to discourage public entry. At issue is how to strike a balance between community goals for 
security and physical integration.   
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Adopt new policy discouraging overly secure designs. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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35. Residential Clustering 
 
Proposal 
 
Under certain circumstances, require or encourage clustering of development on portions of 
development sites.  “Clustering” refers to the practice of developing a portion of a site while temporarily 
or permanently preserving a remainder as open space, i.e., contiguous areas generally free of buildings, 
other structures and pavement. Proposed are: 
 


• Policy L16.3 Allow ‘clustering’ of housing compatible with the adjacent neighborhood to preserve 
and protect environmentally sensitive areas. 


 
Land Use Category Description: Low-Density Neighborhoods. 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. Clustered development to provide future urbanization opportunities will be required 
where urban utilities are not readily available. [Emphasis added.] 


 
Background 
 
Clustering of development on a portion of a property while preserving the remainder is a common 
practice.  Development may be clustered to limit the cost of infrastructure, to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas and features, to provide shared open space in residential developments, or to reserve 
areas for future development.  Among the statements in Olympia’s current Comprehensive Plan is Land 
Use Policy 6.4,  


 
“LU6.4. Require clustering of development to promote ground and surface water protection, 
conservation of environmentally sensitive and critical areas; protect aquatic habitat and related 
species; provide buffers, trail corridors, protection of areas with difficult topography, windfirm stands 
of trees appropriate for retention, and other open space. Encourage developers to locate structures 
in such clustered developments on the portion of the site with the least environmental and aesthetic 
value, consistent with other applicable policies and regulations. Provide for flexibility in lot sizes and 
setback requirements to facilitate clustered development.” 


 
This policy has been implemented through environmentally sensitive regulations that generally allow 
developers to propose clustering to preserve open space by increasing the density on the developed 
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portion of a property by 20%.  In certain circumstances, the Community Planning Director may require 
such clustering.  However, these regulations do not allow more substantial or ‘extraordinary’ clustering, 
such as constructing multi-family housing in single-family zoning districts. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Policy and land use category allowing and sometimes requiring clustering of development. 
 
Option 2. No action: Retain policies as stated in current Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Analysis 
 
The proposed policies do not differ substantially from current practices.  However, they may lead to 
regulations that would allow or even require more use of this type of development design.  For example, 
if a residential developer volunteers or is required to preserve open space, under current regulations the 
overall density of the development will decline if the area to be preserved are more than 20% of the 
site.  Subject to the compatibility provisions, the proposed policies may lead to regulations that would 
allow greater densities and different building forms where larger areas are to be preserved.   Such 
actions would likely result in better environmental protection, but could also result in greater impacts 
upon properties immediately adjacent to the ‘clustered’ development. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Provide additional opportunities for clustering to preserve sensitive environmental areas. 


 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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36. Green Space 
 
Proposal 
 
Supplement the Natural Environment and Parks and Open Space goals and policies of the Plan with a 
Land Use goal and related policies as set forth below.  These policies are generally more specific and call 
for more open space than the provisions in other chapters. 
 
Background 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan and implementing practices and regulations address open space by a 
variety of means. (Note: The terms ‘open space’ and ‘green space’ have no specific definitions. As used 
here they are roughly interchangeable and refer to land not occupied by buildings, storage areas or 
parking lots. However, ‘green space’ may include a greater emphasis on public use of open space.)  
Among these are establishing building setback and separation requirements, requiring open space 
buffers adjacent to streams, wetlands and other environmentally sensitive areas, requiring creation of 
permanent tree tracts and stormwater facilities, acquiring public open space and parks, incorporating 
planted areas into public rights, and requiring that private development includes landscaped open 
spaces. Although the specific acreages and types of areas set aside have varied over time and by 
location and development project, so far these activities and regulations have resulted in nearly 4,000 
acres, almost 25% of the Olympia urban area, being permanently set aside as parks, tree tracts and 
other forms of open space. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt Land Use Goal 7 and related policies as recommended by the Planning Commission: 
 


• GL7 Urban green space is available to the public and located throughout 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. 


 
• PL7.1 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. 
 
• PL7.2 Provide urban green spaces that are in people’s immediate vicinity and can be enjoyed or 


viewed from a variety of perspectives. 
 
• PL7.3 Establish a maximum distance to urban green space for all community members. 
 
• PL7.4 Increase the area per capita of urban green space and the tree canopy- to- area ratio 


within each neighborhood. 
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• PL7.5 Establish urban green space between transportation corridors and adjacent areas. 


 
Option 2. No action: Do not add the above provisions to Comprehensive Plan; instead continue the open 
space approaches set forth elsewhere in the Plan.  
 
Analysis 
 
The goal and in particular the related policies set forth above would establish a new focus on open space 
as part of the urban landscape of Olympia.  It could differ from current policies and practices in four 
respects: 
 


• Providing urban green space in the “immediate” vicinity of people would be a shorter distance 
than the City’s ‘one mile of all residences’ policy for neighborhood parks. If a maximum distance 
of less than one mile were established, new actions would be needed to provide a more 
dispersed distribution of urban green spaces. 
 


• Increasing the acreage of urban green space per capita – if taken literally, is probably not viable 
as it would require reducing the existing acreage of buildings and parking lots as the population 
grows.  But, if interpreted as providing for more urban green space associated with 
development than in the past, it would imply either requiring more open space in association 
with development (possibly including landscaped rooftops) or acquiring such open space.  If 
overall development densities are not to be reduced, these approaches would require 
increasing the development density of the built portion of each or most sites. 
 


• Increasing the tree canopy within each neighborhood would also require new actions. In general 
the City has sought to ensure that as development occurs about 10% of the community is 
planted with trees. Today over 30% of the urban growth area is canopied with trees.  Increasing 
the canopy would require planting of open spaces that now lack trees. 
 


• Establishing urban green spaces between transportation corridors and adjacent areas could 
require a change in either the City’s street standards or building setbacks.  Although planter 
strips and street trees are standard features of many streets and landscaped building setbacks 
are required in most locations, in the more intensively used area such as downtown and along 
commercial arterials only street trees are generally required.  Commercial land users may object 
to further separation of commercial land uses from streets if it would reduce the visibility of 
business from the ‘stream of traffic.’  


 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
No Recommendation. 
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Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. As described above. 
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37. Gateways to Downtown 
 
Proposal 
 
Establish eight specific gateways and associated entry/exit corridors to downtown and the capitol 
campus.  These would be tree-lined civic boulevards presenting a unified streetscape.  See specific policy 
below. The eight proposed gateways and corridors are illustrated on the Future Land Use map. In 
general they would be located at: 
 


GATEWAY LOCATION CORRIDOR CIVIC BOULEVARDS  


Priest Point Park (north 
entrance) 


East Bay Drive and Plum Street 


State, Fourth, & Pacific Avenue 
intersections 


Fourth Avenue and State Avenue 


Plum Street, Henderson Blvd., 
and I-5 ramp intersection 


Plum Street, Union Avenue, and the Woodland 
and Downtown Railroad trails 


Eskridge and Henderson 
Boulevards intersection 


Henderson Boulevard -- northerly from 
intersection 


Capitol Boulevard at Olympia 
city limits 


Capitol Boulevard and Capitol Way 


Deschutes Parkway at Olympia 
city limits 


Deschutes Parkway 


Harrison Avenue and Division 
Street intersection 


Harrison Avenue easterly of Division Street, 
Olympic Way, and 4th and 5th Avenues east of 
Olympic Way to Capitol Way 


Schneider Hill Road and West 
Bay Drive intersection 


West Bay Drive 


 
Background 
 
For over twenty years Olympia’s planning efforts have included enhancing the experience of 
approaching the center of the City along the major streets.  These efforts have included adopting 
building design criteria for these corridors, special landscaping such as the Plum Street median, and 
entry features such as ‘welcome to’ signs and plantings.  This general approach is reflected in other 
aspects of the proposed Plan, including proposed Policy PL6.7, “Create attractive entry corridors to the 
community and neighborhoods, especially downtown and along urban corridors; to include adopting 
design standards and installing significant special landscaping along community entry corridors.”  


  


 


January 24, 2014 Olympia Comprehensive Plan Update - FSEIS Page 145 of 212







 


 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt policy and details recommended by Planning Commission, “PL14.1: Establish eight 
gateways with civic boulevards that are entry/exit pathways along major streets to downtown Olympia 
and our Capitol.” 
 
Option 2. Adopt only the less specific policy PL 6.7, quoted above. 
 
Option 3. No action: Retain general gateways policy, “LU 2.7 Establish gateways to Olympia with 
significant, special landscaping. Establish design standards for the landscaping and buildings along 
Olympia's entrance and exit corridors that reinforce the streets' role as the gateways to the Capitol.” 
 
Analysis 
 
Designation of these specific gateways and corridors is not expected to have any significant 
environmental impact.  Because each would probably be custom-designed based on their unique 
features, estimating the cost of enhancing the landscaping and design of these locations and routes is 
difficult. Depending on specific designs, acquisition of additional land could be an aspect of creating the 
gateway or the ‘tree-lined civic boulevard’ or both.  Although there may be economies of scale, 
comparable planning for street forms has cost the City about $30,000 per mile.  Thus, although specific 
improvement costs are difficult to estimate, the public design process alone for these eight gateways 
and over fifteen miles of ‘pathways’ is likely to cost more than $500,000.   
 
Note that, at minimum, the term “boulevard” as used in the proposed policy is not intended to mean a 
street with a landscaped median (as in the City’s transportation standards) but instead would be more 
generally a ‘grand’ street. Adding medians to all of these entry/exit streets would be much more costly 
than the more general approach of enhancing their appearance. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2.  Continuation of general enhanced gateways and entrance/exit corridors policy. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Specific policy with specific description of gateways and associated ‘civic boulevards.’ 
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38. High-Density Neighborhoods 
 
Proposal 
 
New policy designating the Downtown area and expanded portions of Urban Corridors near Capital Mall 
and near Martin Way and Pacific Avenue west of Lilly Road as areas where housing is concentrated and 
commercial uses directly serve those residents.  See the ‘High-Density Neighborhoods’ overlay on the 
proposed Future Land Use map. Minimum residential densities of 25 units per acre would be pursued in 
these areas. Specifically,  
 


High-density Neighborhoods are multi-family residential, commercial and mixed use 
neighborhoods with densities of at least 25 dwelling units per acre. Specific zoning may provide 
for densities higher than 25 units per acre. The height in these neighborhoods will be determined 
by zoning and based on the "Height and View Protection Goals and Policies.” 


 
Also see specific proposed policies below. 
 
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. 
(In those documents these areas are called “High-Density Corridors.” This term is also used to a set of 
four of Olympia’s zoning districts with a more limited geography. The term ‘Urban Corridors’ is now in 
use to avoid confusing the Plan’s land use designation with the zoning regulations.) That same Plan 
designated Olympia’s downtown area as one of three ‘city centers’ of the region. Generally the corridors 
were to be areas within one-quarter mile (walking distance) of major bus-served arterial streets.  They 
were to become areas mixing commercial development (about 25 jobs per acre) with housing (ranging 
from 7 to 15 units per acre). The most intensive uses are anticipated within 400 feet of the major 
streets, with a gradual transition to adjacent residential neighborhoods.  
 
The two primary Urban Corridor areas are on the westside along Harrison Avenue and the vicinity of the 
Capital Mall and a combination of the areas along Fourth Avenue, State Street, Pacific Avenue and 
Martin Way east of downtown. Downtown Olympia is planned for similar uses with slightly taller 
buildings. The two outer portions of the corridors are described in proposed Policy L13.7: 
 


• 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. 
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• 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.  


 
In contrast with the two primary Urban Corridor areas described above, 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 not 
exceeding three stories and for lesser housing densities. (See related proposal below regarding limiting 
commercial development in these sections of the Corridor.) 
 
The last twenty years have seen repeated studies and regulatory adjustments of these corridors.  In July 
of 2012 an Urban Corridors Task Force convened by the Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) 
completed a three-year study of these areas.  The Task Force’s report led directly into an ongoing joint 
City of Olympia/TRPC study of the development potential of the portion of the Corridor along Martin 
Way west of Lilly Road.  (Copies of the task force’s report are available on request and on TRPC’s 
website, TRPC.org.) 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt land use descriptions above and proposed Policy L14.2, “High-density Neighborhoods 
concentrate housing into three designated sites: Downtown Olympia; Pacific/Martin/Lilly Triangle; and 
the area surrounding Capital Mall. Commercial uses serve high-density neighborhoods and allow people 
to meet their daily needs without traveling outside their neighborhood. High-density neighborhoods are 
highly walkable. At least one-quarter of the forecasted growth is planned for downtown Olympia.”  And 
expand this area west of Division Street along Harrison south to encompass the area bounded by Cooper 
Point Road and Black Lake Boulevard (including Capital Mall), and expand the eastside area easterly 
from Phoenix Street to Lilly Street. (See proposed Future Land Use map.) 
 
Option 2. No action: The described areas Downtown and within outer portions of the Urban Corridors 
would be designated primarily for commercial uses plus a minimum of about 15 housing units per acre.  
 
Analysis 
 
The Urban Corridors concept as proposed in Policy L14.2 differs from the current Plan and other 
portions of the proposed update. Proposed Policy L14.2 would shift the emphasis to concentrating 
housing in these areas, and toward commercial uses that serve residents of these areas, rather than the 
more auto-oriented vision described in the current Comprehensive Plan.  This shift in emphasis is not 
likely to have any significant adverse impacts; rather it may reduce development pressures in more 
suburban parts of the region. 
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However, as described in the Urban Corridor Task Force report mentioned above, even a gradual 
transition from the suburban form of development along these former state highways has been difficult 
to achieve.  Successfully promoting ‘high-density neighborhoods’ would likely require a long-term 
community-wide commitment to new land use regulations for these areas combined with funding of 
supportive public infrastructure such as parks and transportation systems. 
 
In contrast, successfully promoting the downtown areas as such a high-density neighborhood is more 
consistent with other elements of the Plan.  For example, Policy L17.3 urges, “Through aggressive 
marketing and height bonuses, encourage intensive downtown residential and commercial development 
(at least 15 units and 25 employees per acre) sufficient to support frequent transit service.”  However, 
Policy L14.2 does emphasize commercial land uses serving downtown residents rather than the regional 
perspective of Policy 17.4, “Encourage development that caters to a regional market.” Note that zoning 
of the downtown area is sufficient to ‘accommodate’ one-quarter of Olympia’s growth for the next 
twenty years; however, ensuring that one-quarter of new residents and employees will locate in the 
downtown area is likely to be a difficult challenge. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
None.  The Commission’s recommendation presents a substantial policy question. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.  Adopt ‘urban neighborhoods’ policy for downtown and outer portions of urban corridors as 
proposed. 
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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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41. Medium-Density Neighborhood Centers 
 
Proposal 
 
“Allow medium-density Neighborhood Centers in low- and medium-density neighborhoods to include 
both civic and commercial uses that serve the neighborhood. Neighborhood centers emerge from a 
neighborhood public process.” (Land Use and Urban Design policy 14.4) 
 
Background 
 
One of the goals in the proposed Comprehensive Plan update is, “Neighborhood centers are focal points 
of neighborhoods and villages.” (Land Use Goal 21) These centers are to be located along major streets 
and within 600 feet of a bus stop. These are to be mixed use locations within otherwise residential areas 
and are intended to serve and complement the surrounding residential uses. They are to include 
housing, a food store, and a neighborhood park or “civic green” and to allow businesses that cater 
primarily to neighborhood residents and places of assembly such as churches and schools.  Sites are to 
be accessible from other than the major street and designs are to be compatible with adjoining land 
uses. The proposed Plan update includes seventeen such centers; five of these are in larger “village” 
projects where the Master Plans have already been approved, ten are at locations where some 
neighborhood retail businesses are already present, and two are ‘floating’ locations awaiting a 
development proposal.  For more information see the proposed Plan’s Future Land Use map and Goal 
21 and related policies of the Land Use and Design chapter. 
 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan has long included provisions for such neighborhood centers. Current 
regulations require extensive public review and “Master Plan” approval for the entire center before 
development.  These regulations impose special architectural design standards, and require that each 
center be between two and ten acres and include a “food store,” a transit stop, and at least one acre of 
open space.  Commercial uses are limited to between 5,000 and 30,000 square feet of floor area and no 
one business may exceed 5,000 square feet. Housing densities are to generally range from 7 to 12 units 
per acre.  (For comparison, an ordinary single-family development has between 5 to 7 units per acre.) 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt Land Use Policy 14.4 as quoted above. 
 
Option 2. Adopt only the Neighborhood Center policies and other provisions associated with Land Use 
Goal 21, “Neighborhood centers are the focal point of neighborhoods and villages.” 
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Analysis 
 
Proposed Land Use Policy 14.4 is part of the Planning Commission’s Urban Neighborhoods proposal. It 
reaffirms and potentially expands upon the development potential of neighborhood centers as 
described elsewhere in the Plan. No substantial adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from 
this proposal. However, specific development proposals may meet with neighborhood concerns or 
objections. Thus appropriate mitigation of local impacts would be considered as part of the review of 
any Master Plan. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. Neighborhood Center locations as shown on Future Land Use map and Land Use Goal 21 and 
associated policies. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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42. Street Connectivity 
 
Proposal 
 
Add a policy to evaluate all street connections.  (See specific text below.) 
 
Background 


Street connectivity is a major policy area of the Comprehensive Plan and the Olympia Transportation 
Mobility Strategy. Street connectivity policies help to achieve safety and efficiency and increase mode 
choice in our transportation system. Street connections are important because they allow for short trips 
and direct route options for walking, biking and driving and to access transit. A connected street grid 
also provides better access for emergency and commercial vehicles.  
 
National studies have shown that cities with greater intersection density per square mile, and a greater 
street density per square mile have fewer crashes because these street network characteristics result in 
safer speeds. A similar study showed that cities with connected, dense street networks have higher 
walk, bike and transit mode-shares. (Wesley Marshall and Norman Garrick, 2001, 2009) 
 
The current Comprehensive Plan has strong language about the value and need for connections.  
Policies describe the placement of streets in the network, and design of streets.  When a street 
connection is proposed, staff prepares an analysis of the circumstances and potential implications of a 
street connection. Current policy 3.20f is used to guide this analysis:   
 


T3.20 f: Require that streets and trails connect with other streets and trails whenever practical; 
dead-ends and cul-de-sacs should be avoided.  Use "stubbed out" streets and trails to provide 
linkages with future neighborhoods.  In determining where it is practical to connect new streets 
with existing ones, the City or County, as appropriate, will determine whether the merits 
outweigh the demerits of the whole package, and whether the connection would be in the best 
interests of both the community at large and the neighborhood.  In discussions with the existing 
neighborhood, the following will be considered: 


 
(1) Neighborhood development plans, 
(2) Pedestrian safety, 
(3) Availability or feasibility of sidewalks, 
(4) Width of roadway, 
(5) Topography and environmental constraints, 
(6) Sight distance, 
(7) Likelihood of diverting significant cross-town arterial traffic onto local neighborhood 


streets, 
(8) Whether pedestrian/ bicycle connections, rather than streets, would accomplish the 


desired goals, and 
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9) Effectiveness of proposed traffic-calming measures. 
 
Olympia has not achieved all street connections planned and documented in the Comprehensive Plan or 
required through code regulations. The reasons street connections are not made include objections 
from adjacent neighborhoods, objections from the property developer, or a topographic or 
environmental constraint. There is a cumulative impact on the transportation system when these 
connections are not made.  
 
Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add new policy to evaluate all street connections.  


Policy T4.21 Pursue all street connections. When a street connection is proposed, the developer, City, 
or County will analyze how not making the street connection will impact the street network. This 
information will be shared with the neighborhood and other stakeholders before any final decision is 
made. At a minimum, this evaluation will include: 


• Impacts on directness of travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists 
• Impacts on directness of travel for emergency-, public-, and commercial-service vehicles 
• An assessment of travel patterns of the larger neighborhood area 
• An assessment of traffic volumes at the connection and at major intersections in the 
• larger neighborhood area 
• Identification of major topographical barriers or environmental constraints that make a 
• connection infeasible 
• Involve the neighborhood and other stakeholders in the identification of potential mitigation 


measures for the new connection 
• Bicycle and pedestrian safety 
• Noise impacts and air pollution 
• Likelihood of diverting significant cross-town arterial traffic onto local neighborhood streets 
• Effectiveness of proposed traffic-calming measures 


 
Option 2. Add a policy to require an analysis when a street connection is opposed.   


PT4.21 Pursue all street connections. If a street connection is opposed, the developer or the City will 
analyze how the street connection will impact the street network. This information will be shared 
with stakeholders before any final decision is made. At a minimum, this evaluation will include: 


• Impacts on directness of travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists  


• Impacts on directness of travel for emergency-, public-, and commercial-service vehicles  


• An assessment of travel patterns of the larger neighborhood area  


• An assessment of traffic volumes at the connection and at major intersections in the larger 
neighborhood area  
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• Identification of major topographical barriers or environmental constraints that make a 
connection infeasible  


• Identification of potential mitigation measures for the new connection, with the involvement 
of the neighborhood  


Option 3. Retain policy 3.20(f) above. 


Analysis 


Option 1 provides staff and the public a thorough review of every street connection, regardless of 
opposition. An evaluation of all street connections will require a great deal of City staff resources 
relative to current practice. Staff estimates this analysis will take 60 to 100 hours of staff time per street 
connection.  Outside of economic recessionary periods, there are approximately 15 to 25 connections 
proposed in any given year. 


The intent of Option 2 is to employ a general premise that all street connections have value instead of 
analyzing every potential street connection. This option only evaluates street connections when they are 
opposed. This analysis is intended to provide guidance about when to make exceptions to the street 
connectivity practice.  The goal is to make fewer exceptions and to base the decision on objective 
measures that measure the impact of not making the connection on the transportation system. 
 
Option 2, in comparison to Option 1, does not include the measures “bicycle and pedestrian safety” and 
“noise impacts and air pollution.” If it is decided that a street connection would be built, residents and 
stakeholders would be involved in addressing bicycle and pedestrian safety through street design.  As 
part of the project mitigation process, environmental concerns such as air quality and noise impacts can 
be addressed.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Add a policy to require an analysis when a street connection is opposed.   
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add a policy to evaluate all street connections.  
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43. Transportation System Capacity 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new goals and policies related to relieving traffic congestion and increasing capacity on major 
corridors by adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities and improving transit services, specifically, 
 


• Goal T9. In designated Strategy Corridors, when road widening is not an option, mobility and 
system capacity is increased through the addition of walking, biking and transit facilities, 
supportive land use, and elimination of system efficiencies.  
 


• Goal T10. System capacity improvements focus on moving people and goods more efficiently, 
minimizing congestion by replacing car trips with walking, biking and transit trips, and by 
increasing system operational efficiency and reliability. 


 
Background 
 
The concept of concurrency means that as our community grows, the level of service (lack of traffic 
congestion) that we consider appropriate for a specific street is attained. To achieve this requires that 
we add capacity to the street. Traditionally, the community has added capacity to the transportation 
system for moving cars, such as adding more lanes to a street. A broader understanding of capacity 
looks beyond just moving vehicles and instead looks at moving people and freight.  
 
The street system can move more people when trips are made by walking, biking, or riding the bus. On 
streets that have unacceptable levels of service for motor vehicles, capacity can be gained by building 
facilities to support all modes of transportation. 
 
Options 
 
Option 1. Adopt new goals and associated policies leading to revising concurrency programs and 
increasing street system capacity through bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and improving transit 
services. 
 
Option 2. Adopt more succinct versions of proposed goals:  
 


• Goal T9. In designated Strategy Corridors, when road widening is not an option, system capacity 
added through increasing walking, biking and transit trips. 
 


• Goal T10. System capacity improvements move people, and congestion is minimized by 
replacing car trips with walking, biking and transit trips. 
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Option 3. Continue with a program that focuses on moving cars and requires street improvements for 
motor vehicle capacity.   
 
Analysis 
 
Building capacity to support all modes of transportation is especially needed in the densest parts of our 
community where roads are expensive to widen. These streets are considered “Strategy Corridors.” This 
concept was introduced in the 1994 Comprehensive Plan as ‘high-density corridors,’ and is expanded in 
more detail in the proposed Plan update based on guidance of the Olympia Transportation Mobility 
Strategy. 
 
The ‘strategy corridor’ concept, introduced in the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, identifies 
streets where land-use densification is envisioned, and a new approach to accommodating more trips 
on the street system is needed. On these streets, widening is not an option because the street is already 
at the planned maximum five-lane width, there are environmental constraints, or the adjacent land uses 
are fully built out. 
 
Actions to reduce auto trips, such as adding bike lanes and sidewalks, and improving transit services 
would be used to relieve traffic congestion and increase capacity on all major streets, but especially on 
strategy corridors. The concurrency program would be revised to count person-trips rather than vehicle 
trips, and multimodal infrastructure will serve as concurrency mitigation for new development. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. Adopt new goals and policies that relate to relieving traffic congestion and increasing capacity 
on major corridors by adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and improving transit services. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. More extensive version of Option 2.
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44. Bus Corridors 
 
Proposal 


Adopt new goals and policies describing Olympia’s vision for a system of bus corridors that correspond 
to intense land uses along major streets, specifically, Goal T16, “Bus corridors have high-quality transit 
service allowing people to ride the bus spontaneously, and easily replace car trips with trips by bus.” See 
proposed plan for corridors map and associated policies. 


 
Background 


The bus corridors concept was recommended in the Olympia Transportation Mobility Strategy, accepted 
by City Council in 2009, and supported by Intercity Transit. Building bus corridors is a major new 
commitment to direct more trips to transit. The City and Intercity Transit are to partner and invest in 
these corridors. Intercity Transit would provide fast, frequent and reliable bus service along these 
corridors. The City would provide operational improvements, such as longer green-time at traffic signals, 
so that buses are not stuck in traffic.  


Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Develop a system of bus corridors along selected major streets with high-quality 
transit service and supportive land uses.  
 
Option 2. No action: The City and Intercity Transit will not focus on bus corridor development. Rather 
than making bus corridors a priority, such corridors will be treated like any other part of the system. 
 
Option 3. Alternative to the proposal: Spread investments in transit service evenly throughout the 
service area, including low-density areas not served today. Allow low land-use densities along urban 
corridors.  
 
Analysis 
 
Land use and transit-system integration is emphasized in the Olympia Transportation Mobility Strategy, 
and the Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, and is an important topic to the public for the 
Comprehensive Plan update. Over time, Olympia’s land use and transportation strategy is to create 
dense urban corridors that are served by high-quality transit service and are inviting places to walk and 
bike. In order for Olympia to remain economically competitive, we will need to reduce reliance on 
automobiles in dense areas, minimize long-term environmental impacts, and create more livable urban 
areas.  Bus corridors allow people more spontaneous use of transit. Along these corridors, people need 
fewer vehicles per household.  Businesses and public agencies can expect more employees and patrons 
to arrive by bus.  
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As dense, mixed land uses develop future transit service capacity and quality is an incentive to locating 
along these corridors for residents, businesses, and major employers. Transit services will be prepared 
to absorb these new trips and support mobility while minimizing growth in congestion. Bus corridor 
development works hand-in-hand with Olympia’s strategy to encourage a mix of dense land uses along 
urban corridors. Attractive streetscapes would be built, along with pedestrian crossings and sidewalks to 
enhance people’s access to transit.  


Some bus corridors correspond with strategy corridors. The strategy corridor concept, introduced in the 
Thurston Regional Transportation Plan, identifies streets where land use densification is envisioned, and 
a new approach to accommodating more trips on the street system is needed. On strategy corridors, 
congestion is expected to increase and street widening may not be appropriate. Transit can efficiently 
provide mobility, allow development to continue to occur, and reduce the growth in congestion on 
strategy corridors. In addition to minimizing traffic congestion increases and supporting more intense 
development patterns, bus corridors would reduce pollutants associated with individual vehicle use. 
 
Option 3 would probably result in greater traffic congestion increases along these corridors. While there 
would be complete transit system coverage in Olympia, transit system efficiency would not be achieved. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Develop bus corridors along selected major streets with high-quality transit service and 
supportive land uses.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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45. Alleys 
 
Modify current policies regarding alleys to: 
 


• PT3.4 Require alleys and retain alleys as public right-of-way. 
 


• PT3.5 Require alleys behind lots fronting on arterials and collectors, so that houses or businesses 
can face the street, sidewalks are continuous, and vehicles can access properties from behind. 


 
Background 


Current policy T3.22 encourages alleys and makes them options for new development. Alleys provide 
increased access to residential and commercial properties. They allow services such as recycling and 
waste collection to occur behind homes and businesses. Alleys can facilitate deliveries more easily. 
Alleys can provide more route options for bicyclists and pedestrians and to a lesser degree for drivers. 
Alleys are narrow and limit vehicle speeds, so they are not intended to be route options for drivers 
except to access individual properties.  


Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Require alleys in new development.   


• PT3.4 Require alleys and retain alleys as public right-of-way. 
 


• PT3.5 Require alleys behind lots fronting on arterials and collectors, so that houses or businesses 
can face the street, sidewalks are continuous, and vehicles can access properties from behind. 


 
Option 2. Adopt policy language that continues to allow alleys to be an option for new development: 


• PT3.4 Encourage alleys and retain alleys as public right-of-way. 
 


• PT3.5 Encourage alleys behind lots fronting on arterials and collectors, so that houses or 
businesses can face the street, sidewalks are continuous, and vehicles can access properties from 
behind. 


 
Analysis  


Requiring alleys will result in more alleys as part of new development, which will increase mobility and 
improve access for services. However, more alleys will reduce flexibility in the design of the 
development of a property and more property must be dedicated to alleys. Because alleys are typically 
paved or compacted gravel, more alleys may result in more impervious surfaces. With more impervious 
surfaces there will be more rainwater runoff that must be treated and or conveyed offsite. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Allow alleys to be an option for new development. Encourage but do not require alleys. 
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Planning Commission Recommendation  


Option 1. The proposal: Require alleys in new development.   
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46. Design Standards for Streets  
 
Proposal 
 
Add or modify various policies related to the design standards for streets. See accompanying table for 
details.  
 
Background 


Comprehensive Plan policies guide the contents of Olympia’s Engineering Design and Development 
Standards (EDDS). The EDDS are adopted by the City Council and define the standards for new public 
infrastructure.  


A series of polices are proposed related to street design which differ from current practice and the 
requirements defined in the EDDS. The table below lists the policies, each of which should be treated as 
a separate proposal. An option can be selected for each policy.  


Options 


Option 1.  The proposals: Add or modify policies related to design standards for streets, as shown in 
Option 1 in the table below. 


Option 2. Adopt policy language related to the design standards for streets, as shown in Option 2 of the 
table below. 


Option 3. For each policy topic, language from Option 1 or 2 in the table below can be selected. Specify 
which option for each topic.  


Analysis 


 
Street 
Design 
Policy Topic 


Proposed Policies  
(Option 1)  


Alternative  
(Option 2) 
  


Analysis 


Traffic 
Calming  


PT2.6 Install or allow traffic-
calming devices on local 
access, neighborhood 
collector, and some major 
collector streets, where 
speeds, volumes and other 
conditions indicate a need. 
Consider pedestrian, bicyclist 
and transit bus safety and 
access when installing traffic 
calming devices. 
 


PT2.6 Allow traffic-calming 
devices on local access, 
neighborhood collector, and 
some major collector 
streets, where speeds, 
volumes and other 
conditions indicate a need. 
Consider pedestrian, 
bicyclist and transit bus 
safety and access when 
installing traffic calming 
devices. 
 
 


Current policy allows 
installation of traffic 
calming devices as needed. 
 
The word “install” may be 
interpreted as requiring the 
City or a private property 
developer to install these 
devices. This could be a 
significant increase in cost 
to the City or a developer.  
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Street 
Design 
Policy Topic 


Proposed Policies  
(Option 1)  


Alternative  
(Option 2) 
  


Analysis 


On-Street 
Parking  


PT2.7 Allow on-street parking 
on local access and 
neighborhood collector 
streets to provide direct 
access to properties. 
 


PT2.7 Add on-street parking 
to local access and 
neighborhood collector 
streets, to serve as a 
pedestrian buffer and to 
provide direct access to 
properties. 
 


Current policy requires on 
street parking on local 
access and neighborhood 
collector streets.  
 
On-street parking provides 
many benefits on local 
access and neighborhood 
collector streets.  The term 
“add” conveys the 
importance of this feature. 
“Allow” suggests on-street 
parking would be optional. 
 


Commercial 
Driveways 
and Parking 
Lots 


PT1.11 Require consolidation 
of driveways and parking lot 
connectivity for adjacent 
commercial areas to facilitate 
access from one site to 
another without having to 
access the roadway. 
 


Do not adopt. Currently, driveways may be 
required to be consolidated 
for commercial properties.  
 
The proposed policy could 
result in a new requirement 
affecting the design of 
commercial parking lots. 
Parking lots designed to 
connect to existing 
neighboring parking lots, or 
to allow future connections 
to adjacent parking lots, 
could be inconsistent with 
private use of property.  


Block Sizes PT4.1 Connect streets in a 
grid-like pattern of smaller 
blocks. Block sizes should 
range from 250 feet to 350 
feet in residential areas and 
up to a maximum of 500 feet 
along arterials. 
 


PT4.1 Connect streets in a 
grid-like pattern of smaller 
blocks. Ideal block sizes 
should range from 250 feet 
to a maximum of 550 feet. 
 


Current Plan policies call for 
300-foot commercial blocks 
and “small” residential 
blocks, with longer blocks 
along major streets. Option 
2 would be less prescriptive 
than Option 1. Details of 
block sizes are and would 
continue to be specified in 
City standards.  


5-lane 
maximum 


PT7.5 No street will exceed 
the width of five general 
purpose auto lanes (two in 
each direction and a center 
turn lane) mid-block when 
adding capacity to the street 
system. Turn lanes may be 


PT7.5 No street will exceed 
the width of five general 
purpose auto lanes (such as 
two lanes in each direction 
and a center turn lane) mid-
block when adding capacity 
to the street system. Turn 


This policy reflects a 
regionally-adopted policy 
that is intended to support 
pedestrian-scale urban 
form.  
 
Many lane configurations 
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Street 
Design 
Policy Topic 


Proposed Policies  
(Option 1)  


Alternative  
(Option 2) 
  


Analysis 


added as appropriate, with 
careful consideration of 
pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety. 
 


lanes may be added at 
intersections as appropriate, 
with careful consideration of 
pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety. 
 


are possible within this 5- 
lane maximum concept. 
Option 1 has the potential 
of being too prescriptive 
and limiting. Use of “such 
as” in Option 2 could allow 
more configurations.  


Size of 
Pedestrian 
Crossing 
Islands 


PT24.5 Ensure that 
pedestrian crossing islands 
provide adequate refuge 
space for family cycling. 
 


PT24.5 Where space allows, 
build pedestrian crossing 
islands with internal width 
to accommodate bikes with 
trailers.  
 


The proposal could be 
interpreted to mean space 
within the island for bicycles 
with trailers for children. 
This would result in larger 
islands. Using only larger 
crossing islands limits the 
circumstances in which 
islands can be built.  
 


 
In some cases, new or modified policies as proposed in Option 1 would probably result in changes to the 
City’s Engineering Design and Development Standards. The proposals in Option 2 are consistent with the 
City’s current Standards. 
 
Original Staff Proposal:  


Option 2. Adopt alternative policy language related to the design standards for streets. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation:  


Option 1. The proposal: Add or modify policies related to design standards for streets, as shown in 
Option 1 in the table above.  
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47. Park Drive 
 
Proposal 
 
Add language to the Appendix of the Transportation Chapter to only allow a future connection of Park 
Drive for bicycle and pedestrian and emergency vehicle access. Specifically, Appendix A Text: “ If at some 
future time, Kaiser Road is extended to Black Lake Boulevard, extension of Park Drive to Kaiser Road may 
be considered in order to provide access for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles.” 
 
Background 


Street connectivity is a major policy area of the Comprehensive Plan and the Olympia Transportation 
Mobility Strategy. Street connectivity policies help to achieve safety and efficiency and increase mode 
choice in our transportation system. Street connections are important because they allow for short trips 
and direct route options for walking, biking and driving and to access transit. A connected street grid 
also provides better access for emergency and commercial vehicles.  
 
Future street connections of arterials and major collectors are identified in the Comprehensive Plan’s 
Transportation Chapter project list. Future connections on arterials, major collectors and neighborhood 
collectors are shown on the Transportation Map.  The context and unique needs related to some street 
connections are discussed in the text of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Street connections are primarily built as a requirement of new development. Guidance about the 
location and size of new street connections is provided in the Comprehensive Plan and in the 
Engineering Design and Development Standards adopted by the City Council.  
 
The current Comprehensive Plan Transportation Map 6.3 shows street connections of Park Drive to 
Kaiser Road, and Kaiser Road to Black Lake Boulevard. Park Drive is shown as a future neighborhood 
collector street and Kaiser Road is shown as a major collector street. 
 
Concerns have been raised by residents in this area in response to new development proposals and the 
street connections that would be required. Specifically, there are objections by residents to making a 
street connection from Park Drive to Kaiser Road. So that regional higher volume traffic is not directed 
to Park Drive, the Comprehensive Plan update includes a proposal for the extension of Kaiser Road (the 
larger major collector street) to Black Lake Boulevard to be constructed before or concurrently with the 
Park Drive connection.  
 
Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Describe the future connection of Park Drive as a bike, pedestrian and 
emergency access connection only.  


 
Note that the proposal to limit the Park Drive connection to bike, pedestrian and emergency vehicle 
access is not reflected in the Plan’s project list nor the Transportation 2030–Westside map. 
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Option 2. Describe the future connection at Park Drive as a full street connection, which would include 
walking, biking, driving, and emergency vehicles. Add language to Appendix A:  
 


“A neighborhood collector street connection is also planned between Kaiser Road and Park Drive. 
Both connections add needed connectivity to the area, serving different functions in the street 
network. The neighborhood collector connection between Kaiser Road to Park Drive will not be a 
substitute for the major collector connection between Kaiser Road and Black Lake Boulevard. The 
Park Drive connection should not be built until the Kaiser Road connection is in place.”  
 


Analysis 


The elimination of Park Drive for motor vehicle access would be inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan 
policy to build a connected grid and inconsistent with design standards that seek to establish 
neighborhood collectors at an interval of every 1000 to 1500 feet. 
 
Eliminating vehicle access at Park Drive will result in: 
 


• More traffic on the Kaiser Road connection 
• More vehicles using the adjacent intersections such as Kaiser Road and Black Lake Boulevard 


and Kaiser Road and Capital Mall Drive and potentially more delay at those intersections 
• Fewer route options for drivers in the area when construction or emergencies occur  
• Longer routes for motor vehicle drivers in the vicinity of Park Drive 
• Fewer route options for public and commercial services 
• More vehicle miles travelled in this subarea 


 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Describe the future connection at Park Drive as a full street connection providing access for 
walking, biking, and motor vehicles. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation  


Option 1. Describe the future connection of Park Drive as a bike, pedestrian and emergency access 
connection only.  
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48. Bus Corridor Parking  
 
Proposal 
 
Add a policy to not require private parking on bus corridors, specifically: 
 


• Policy T 16.7 Eliminate minimum parking requirements along bus corridors. 


Background 


The Bus Corridor concept was introduced in the 2009 Olympia Transportation Mobility Strategy, and is a 
new concept in the proposed update of the Comprehensive Plan. Bus Corridors are selected major 
streets with the most frequent bus service. Bus Corridors correspond with Strategy Corridors and Urban 
Corridors. Transit is expected to help improve mobility and capacity on Strategy Corridors, where 
widening for vehicle capacity is not an option. Along with street improvements to support transit, a mix 
of dense land uses so many people have access to transit for a wide range of trips is important to the 
success of Bus Corridors. Bus Corridors are consistent with but more expansive than the region’s Urban 
Corridors. 
 
Parking standards apply to all new development in Olympia. These standards define the number of 
parking stalls needed for different types of uses. Olympia’s parking requirements establish a ‘target’ – a 
number from which the amount can be increased or decreased based on the unique circumstances of 
the site, or because measures are employed at the site to reduce auto trips. In the core of the 
downtown, land uses are built out with minimal room for additional parking, and people can more easily 
walk, bike or take the bus to these destinations, so there sometimes is no parking requirement. 
 
The current Comprehensive Plan supports the notion of minimizing the parking built along these Urban 
Corridors: 
 


T1.12 In the downtown and along Hig- Density Corridors, manage parking to get the minimum 
needed to meet demand.  
 


Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Eliminate minimum parking requirements along Bus Corridors. 
 
Option 2. Alternative policy: Reduce minimum parking requirements along Bus Corridors. 
 
Option 3. Retain current policy, above, of only reducing parking requirement downtown and along 
Urban Corridors. 
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Analysis 


Because of the anticipated dense, mixed land uses expected on Bus Corridors, it is reasonable to expect 
there will be a reduced parking demand at sites along these Corridors; people will use transit more than 
they will drive. However, this vision will be achieved incrementally over time. If the parking requirement 
is removed before the intensity of development occurs on these Bus Corridors, there could be parked 
cars “spilling over” to adjacent properties or into adjacent residential neighborhoods. If the parking 
requirement does not change along Bus Corridors, new development could be built with what becomes 
excessive parking in the future. As redevelopment occurs along these Corridors, incremental reductions 
to the parking requirements would minimize the impact of spillover parking while providing adequate 
parking to meet the changing demand. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Add a policy: Reduce minimum parking requirements along Bus Corridors. 


 
Planning Commission Recommendation  


Option 1. Add a policy: Eliminate minimum parking requirements along Bus Corridors. 
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49. Sidewalk Construction  
 
Proposal 
 
Add a policy specifying sidewalks must be provided to all transit stops.  
 


Policy T2.5 Provide transit stops and service accommodations based on Intercity Transit’s 
criteria. Include sidewalk access to all designated stops and consider pedestrian crossing 
improvements to facilitate access, including mid-block crossing islands on high volume streets. 


 
Background 


Sidewalks are built by the City based on the criteria described in the 2003 Sidewalk Program. In this 
program, access to transit stops is one of many criteria for prioritizing sidewalk construction. Sidewalks 
are also built as part of the frontage improvements associated with all new development – from 
subdivisions, to commercial buildings, to the frontage of a single house. Sidewalks are typically only 
required off-site (a place other than the property frontage) when required by the State’s Safe Routes to 
School legislation or when increased traffic will result in an extraordinary pedestrian safety risk. In this 
case, a developer may have to build safer crossings, or sidewalks from the new housing to a nearby 
school or school bus stop, or both. 
 
Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Add a policy that specifies sidewalks must be provided to all transit stops.  


PT2.5 Provide transit stops and service accommodations, based on Intercity Transit’s criteria. 
Include sidewalk access to all designated stops and consider pedestrian crossing improvements 
to facilitate access, including mid-block crossing islands on high volume streets. 


Option 2. Add a policy that places high priority on sidewalk connections to transit stops.  
 


PT2.5 Provide transit stops and service accommodations, based on Intercity Transit’s criteria.  


Option 3. Add to Option 2: and add sidewalk access and pedestrian crossing improvements to transit 
stops on high volume streets. 


Analysis  


Currently developers are not required to construct sidewalks to transit stops that fall outside of the 
frontage of the property being developed, unless necessary to provide a safewalking route to a school 
bus stop. The language in Option 1 could be interpreted to mean the City or a developer of private 
property would be required to provide a sidewalk to nearby bus stops. This would be a change in the 
requirements for sidewalk construction.  
 
The current priorities for City sidewalk construction are based on the size of the street, proximity to 
destinations such as schools, as well as proximity to transit. Thus transit is not the only or primary 
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criteria when gauging the relative need for a new sidewalk. Option 1 could be interpreted to mean 
transit is the primary criteria guiding City sidewalk construction. Option 2 provides more flexibility in 
determining the need to construct sidewalks to transit stops, relative to other needs.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Add a policy that places high priority on sidewalks connections to transit stops.  
 


Planning Commission Recommendation  


Option 1. The proposal: Add a policy that specifies sidewalks must be provided to all transit stops. 
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50. Speed Limits 


Proposal  


Add a policy related to speed limits on local streets, specifically, 


Policy T1.3 Establish speed limits to create a safe environment for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
while maintaining motor vehicle traffic flow. Speed limits shall not exceed 35 miles per hour 
(mph) on arterial and major collector streets, 25mph on neighborhood collectors, and 20 mph on 
local access streets, and in the City Center. 


 
Background 


Current Comprehensive Plan policy T5.12 states that speed limits on all streets within the City shall be 
35 mph or less. State law allows cities to initially set a speed limit of 25 mph on city streets. The posting 
of higher or lower speed limits is allowed by law, and is determined through individual traffic 
investigations. Prevailing speeds studies, accident history, and roadway conditions are considered in the 
investigations. Olympia has established that speed limits on local access streets are 25 mph, and on 
certain streets in school zones and near playgrounds, 20 mph can be posted after a traffic investigation 
is done. 
 
Washington State Legislation enacted in 2013 allows cities to post 20 mph on local access streets within 
a defined neighborhood or business district. The law says a city can change speed limits to 20 mph 
within a particular neighborhood or district if the city has developed procedures or criteria for 
supporting and guiding this reduction in speed limit. 
 
Options 


Option 1. The proposal: Lower speed limits to 20 mph on local access streets.  


 
Option 2. Continue with a 25 mph speed limit on local access streets and specify this in policy language:  
 


PT1.3 Establish speed limits to create a safe environment for pedestrians and bicyclists, while 
maintaining motor vehicle traffic flow. Speed limits shall not exceed 35 mph on arterial and 
major collector streets, and 25 mph on neighborhood collectors and local access streets, and in 
the City Center.  
 


Option 3. Add to Option 2: Establish lower speed limits for select conditions, such as near playgrounds, 
schools, or through the formation of districts where needed, as allowed by state law.  
 
Analysis  


Local access streets are the lowest classification of streets in the City’s street system. Local access 
streets are typically small neighborhood streets, providing direct access to properties. These streets 
compose about half of the City’s street system. Local access streets are two vehicle lanes wide, often 
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with parking, and typically have low vehicle volumes. Some local access streets have sidewalks. Local 
access streets do not have bike lanes. It is unusual for transit to operate on local access streets, but 
some transit routes may travel on local access streets for a short distance.  
 
A reduced speed limit on local access streets may result in slower motor vehicles. Slower motor vehicle 
speeds on local access streets can make those streets more safe and inviting for walking and biking and 
has the potential to improve overall roadway safety.  While a 20 mph speed limit may influence some 
people to drive slower, if dependent on enforcement, it is unrealistic that these speeds will be achieved. 
Street design and “friction,” influence speeds more than speed limits; the physical features along the 
sides of the street make slower speeds feel appropriate to drivers.  
 
Currently, the speed limit of 20 mph is used for schools, playgrounds and other specific circumstances. A 
traffic investigation is done before a change is made. This lower speed limit is used in a limited fashion 
for unique conditions, and is intended to draw a driver’s attention to a special circumstance.  
 
Lowering the speed limits on all local access streets as proposed to 20 mph would be done through 
individual traffic investigations on those streets. Or, as defined by the new legislation, the reduction to 
20 mph could be done through establishing a district with guidelines and procedures for making the 
speed limit change.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 2. Continue with a 25 mph speed limit on local access streets and clarify this in new policy 
language.  Allow provisions to establish 20 mph speed limits for select conditions, such as near 
playgrounds, schools, or through the formation of districts where needed, as allowed by state law.  
 
Planning Commission Recommendation  


Option 1. The proposal: Lower speed limits to 20 mph on all local access streets. (To be consistent with 
state law, this reduction in speed limits could only be done by establishing a citywide district consistent 
with state law.) 
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51.  Adopt Engineering Standards 
 
Proposal 


Add a policy to guide the City’s implementation of standards for the construction of public 
infrastructure, specifically,  
 


• Policy U1.5  ”Ensure that public utility and transportation-related facilities constructed in 
Olympia and its Growth Area meet appropriate standards for safety, constructability, durability 
and maintainability through Olympia’s Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) 
which are regularly updated.” 
 


Background 
 
Since soon after incorporation, the City has adopted various ‘public works standards’ establishing 
infrastructure standards. Since the 1980s, Olympia and Thurston County have agreed to employ similar 
standards for such infrastructure. However, the Comprehensive Plan does not specifically note these 
standards nor describe their purpose.   
 
Options  
 
Option 1. Adopt a Comprehensive Plan policy to support and guide implementation of public works 
standards, specifically to be named the “Engineering Design and Development Standards.” 
 
Option 2.  Do not include a policy with specific guidance regarding these Standards. 
 
Analysis 
 
This proposed policy would identify the need to have a set of specific standards in place for the 
construction of public infrastructure, such as streets and utility lines, and provide broad guidance for 
regularly updating these standards. Comprehensive Plan policies should outline where guidance is 
needed on issues such as development and updating of the EDDS, so staff and community members see 
this as an important component of ensuring compliance with the requirements of the Growth 
Management Act. The policy identifies the EDDS as the primary tool for outlining these engineering 
requirements. This change would ensure internal consistency between the plan and key technical and 
engineering guidance documents like the EDDS.  No significant environmental impacts are expected as a 
result of this policy change. 
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Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1.  Include specific policy guidance related to the EDDS.   
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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52. Undergrounding of Utilities 
 
Proposal 


Revise Utility Goal 16 and policies regarding undergrounding utilities to include aesthetics within the list 
of considerations, apply them to public as well as private providers, and require the City to develop 
management plans with all private utility providers. Specifically, 
 


• Goal U16. “Public and private utilities are located underground to protect public health, safety 
and welfare, create a more reliable utility system, and improve community aesthetics.” 
 


• Policy U16.1: Place new public and private utility distribution lines underground 
wherever practicable. This should be based on sound engineering judgment, on 
consideration of health and safety, aesthetics, and in accordance with the regulations 
and tariffs of the Washington Utilities Transportation Commission and the City’s 
Engineering Development and Design Standards. 
 


• Policy U16.2: Encourage placing existing public and private utility distribution lines 
underground, in accordance with the regulations and tariffs of the Washington Utilities 
Transportation Commission and the City’s Engineering Development and Design 
Standards. 
 


• Policy U16.3: Coordinate the undergrounding of both new and existing public and private 
utility lines consistent with policies PU3.1 and PU3.2. 
 


• Policy U16.4: Apply utility undergrounding requirements to all public and private 
development projects. 
 


• Policy U16.5: Develop and maintain a management plan, consistent with the Olympia 
Municipal Code and the Engineering Development and Design Standards, for 
underground and overhead utilities as part of the City’s franchise agreements. The 
management plan will also address undergrounding of the City’s aerial facilities as well 
as other franchise utilities.  
 


Background 
 
City-owned public utilities in Olympia include drinking water, wastewater, storm and surface water, and 
waste resources (garbage, organics and recycling). Whenever it is practical to do so, public utility 
infrastructure is located underground. Concerns about overhead distribution lines are primarily focused 
on infrastructure associated with private utilities. 
 
Privately-owned utilities in Olympia include: natural gas and electricity (Puget Sound Energy), cable 
services (Comcast), standard telephone service (Century Link) and telecommunication and cellular 
services (many providers). In addition to being regulated by local laws, franchise and other agreements, 
some private utilities are also regulated by federal or state law. In particular, the State of Washington 
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requires providers of electricity to provide service on demand; to fulfill this public service obligation, 
Puget Sound Energy maintains a special management plan with the City of Olympia to ensure  they can 
extend or add to facilities when needed.  
 
In the past, communication and power lines were located above ground, but now the City requires all 
new private utility distribution lines be placed underground whenever practical. Accordingly, the City’s 
Municipal Code and Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) include undergrounding 
requirements for new and existing overhead utilities.  
 
In the current Plan, Goal U3 and Policy U3.1 state the City should promote undergrounding of new lines 
“in order to minimize visual clutter and the obstruction of views ... based on sound engineering 
judgment, consideration of health and safety, and in accordance with the regulations and tariffs of the 
[State].” In current practice, the City requires undergrounding of new private utility lines whenever 
practical and based on the same criteria. The primary purpose of requiring undergrounding is to protect 
public health and safety, not aesthetics.  
 
In the proposal, Policy PU16.4 states private and public projects are required to comply with 
undergrounding requirements. This is consistent with current practice.  
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal above.  
 
Option 2. Adopt a goal and policies regarding undergrounding of utilities to reflect the primary purpose: 
to protect public health and safety, not aesthetics. Remove the term “public” from the goal and policies, 
with the exception of Policy 16.4 where the term “public” would be retained. Add language to clarify 
that PU16.5 refers specifically to the City’s franchise agreement with Puget Sound Energy.  
 
Option 3. Retain current policies regarding the undergrounding of utilities, which identify aesthetics as a 
key reason for undergrounding. 
 
Analysis 
 
While the options are very similar, there are distinct implications which should be considered. 
 
Aesthetics: It is important to underground utilities to reduce risk of human injury; for example, 
overhead lines can be very dangerous when weather or other incidents result in dislocation or damage. 
The courts have traditionally viewed risk to human health and safety as a legitimate reason to require 
underground infrastructure, which can be more expensive than overhead. Option 1 implies that 
aesthetics can be a primary basis for undergrounding. While aesthetic benefits may be realized as a 
result of undergrounding, aesthetics alone may not be a compelling reason to require it.  
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Public and Private: Option 1 includes public utilities in addition to private utilities. However, this set of 
goal and policies are contained within a section of the Utility chapter regarding privately-owned utilities; 
therefore, it may be out of place to address all utility requirements here. Secondly, there are currently 
no public utilities that present a problem in regard to overhead distribution lines; therefore, the concept 
of requiring undergrounding of City utilities has no real application at this time. (Note the distinction in 
PU16.4, which addresses projects rather than utility ownership; both public and private projects are 
subject to applicable undergrounding requirements in both options.) 
 
Management Plans: Lastly, the City’s franchise agreement with Puget Sound Energy requires a 
management plan. The overall purpose of the management plan is for the energy company to 
coordinate with the City in regards to population growth to ensure it can meet its mandate to provide 
energy on demand. While other private utilities may have franchise or other agreements with the City, 
staff does not anticipate the need to enter into additional management plans with these. Therefore, 
Option 2 may be a more practical policy. 
 
Since undergrounding usually occurs in conjunction with street improvements, when the land surface is 
already disrupted, no new adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from these goal and policies. 
More detailed environmental review could be conducted at a project design stage. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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53. Art Space 
 
Proposal 
 
Add new policy, PR8.2 to the Public Health, Parks, Arts & Recreation Chapter, specifically:  
 


“Pursue affordable housing and studio/rehearsal space for artists, including support for, 
or participation in, establishing or constructing buildings or sections of buildings that 
provide living, work and gallery space exclusively for artists.” 


 
Background 
 
In 2009 Artspace Projects, Inc., was invited by the City of Olympia to develop a pre-feasibility 
report for Olympia regarding development of live/work housing for artists.  That visit, and 
subsequent report, was step number 1 in the path of an Artspace Project: 
 


Step 1 - A Preliminary Feasibility Study was completed at a cost of $12,500 and accepted 
by the City Council in November 2009. Artspace estimates that the remaining 5 Steps in the 
path of an Artspace Project could take 3 – 5 years and include: 


 
• This step was funded by City of Olympia 


 
Step 2 - Conduct a formal Artist Market Survey of artists, arts organizations and creative 
businesses in Olympia, Washington, and within a 50-mile radius; takes approximately 4-6 
months at a cost of $42,500. The survey will assess specific market demand for space for 
artists live/work and Art Center space for artists, nonprofit and for-profit, arts/creative 
organizations doing business in the region. The final report provides statistically reliable 
information on individual artists interested in relocating to the proposed project.  


 
• This step is being undertaken by the Olympia Artspace Alliance, www.olympiaartspace.org  


$35,000 was raised by the organization – another $10,000 was provided in match by 
City of Olympia.  The report is expected at the end of 2013. 


 
(The following steps have not been acted on, and there is no identified funding source). 
Step 3  - “Predevelopment 1” determines project location and size; taking approximately 3-
6 months at a cost of $150,000. 


 
Step 4 - “Predevelopment 2” includes project architectural design, cost estimating and 
financial modeling; taking approximately 10-13 months at a cost of $350,000. 
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Step 5 - “Predevelopment 3” negotiates and secures all construction and permanent loan 
financing commitments;  taking approximately 4-6 months at a cost of $200,000. 


 
Step 6 - “Construction” includes lease-up resulting in a completed project; taking 
approximately 6-10 months at a cost to be determined above.  


 
Options 
 
Option 1.  See above. 
 
Option 2. Pursue affordable housing and studio/rehearsal space for artists. 
 
Option 3.  Do not adopt proposed policy. 
 
Analysis 
 
Artist live/work projects have been used in other communities to decrease blight, diversify low 
income housing stock, catalyze revitalization and increase creative vitality.  
(http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/1001176_asd_case.pdf)  Artist live/work developments also 
help artists to stay in the very areas they help make desirable, even if the property value rises 
beyond their reach. 
 
Securing an Artspace project is not the only way to achieve the policy outlined in PR8.2.  It 
could be a project for a private developer or a project managed by the City.  The benefits to 
working with Artspace include their track record for producing a solid product that meets the 
specific needs of artists, running a network of 33 affordable arts facilities in 13 states.  Most of 
their projects are affordable housing with mixed use ground floor retail and office space, but 
some projects include market-rate unit and/or studios without living space.  One project in 
Everett involved a partnership with a non-profit arts organization to make a community arts 
center on the first two floors.  Their experienced use of low income housing tax credits and 
other programs for development also help to ensure that access to units remains affordable. 
 
A typical Artspace mixed use project with 30-40 live/work units costs between $12 and $15 
million.  The pre-development expenses, “soft costs” seldom less than $700,000 (in 2009) need 
to be met by the community (can be a combination of CDBG and HOME funds, or the 
equivalent, sometimes from philanthropic sources).  In addition Artspace typically receives the 
property as part of the City’s contribution to the project.  For the remainder of the costs, 
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Artspace looks to a variety of federal programs, such as low-income housing tax credits, to 
generate revenue for construction. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 2. Pursue affordable space for artists. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Specify details of pursuit of artist space. 
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54. Contaminated Land 
 
Proposal 
 
Add a new policy regarding contaminated lots in downtown Olympia; specifically, 


Policy E4.6.”Acknowledge that uncertainty associated with contamination can be a barrier to 
development in downtown; identify potential tools, partnerships and resources that can be used 
to create more certainty for developments in the downtown that fulfill public purposes.” 


 
Background 


Legacy land uses in downtown Olympia, including major manufacturing, petroleum storage, auto repair 
and dry cleaning, have caused soil and groundwater contamination. The Washington State Department 
of Ecology (Ecology) currently lists about 40 sites in downtown that are known or suspected to be 
contaminated2. Due to uncertain costs and liability associated with contamination, these properties are 
often difficult to redevelop.  
 
At the 2010 Downtown Focus meetings3 and August 2011 Urban Corridors Task Force panel4, staff and 
the Planning Commission heard the public and developers suggest the City should continue, perhaps 
enhance, its role in spurring development. Ideas included sharing risk with developers, cleaning 
contaminated land and marketing it, and providing more information about contamination. 
 
Complex federal and state laws govern environmental remediation. (‘Remediation’ refers to the 
approved remedy for the contamination; this could include excavating and cleaning soil, capping the 
site, or other approved methods.) The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) manages and funds 
remediation of federally listed “Superfund” sites, of which Olympia has none.  Ecology regulates 
remediation under the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). In general, contaminated sites are reported, 
listed and prioritized by Ecology for remediation; contamination associated with a site must be 


2  This information generated from Department of Ecology’s Integrated Site Information System:  
Washington Department of Ecology, “ISIS Web Reporting,” http://www.fortress.wa.gov/ecy/tcpwebreporting, accessed on 
November 1, 2011. 
 
3 This information is available online at www.imagineolympia.com, Focus Meetings page: 
City of Olympia, “Focus Meeting Data & Methods Report,” 
http://olympiawa.gov/documents/IO%20Focus%20Mtg%20Final%20Data%20Methods%20Report%20Oct2010-
Mar2011/Focus.mtgs.FINAL.DATA.METHODS.Report.Oct2010-Mar2011.pdf, accessed  
November 1, 2011. 
 
4  This information is available online at www.trpc.org, UTCF page: 
Thurston Regional Planning, “Urban Corridors Task Force, August 30, 2011 Work Session Record,” 
http://www.trpc.org/regionalplanning/landuse/Pages/UCTF-Aug30,2011PresentationMaterials.aspx, accessed on November 1, 
2011. 
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addressed, even if the contamination crosses property lines. Thurston County Public Health and Social 
Services provides some hazard assessment and enforcement services. 


The City has cleaned numerous contaminated sites in association with public developments. Some 
recent examples include: $7.5 million to remediate contamination on the site of new City Hall; $750,000 
to remediate contamination on the site of new Hands on Children’s Museum, and $1.4 million to 
remediate contamination on the site of West Bay Park. Comprehensive Plan goals related to parks, 
economic development and downtown revitalization supported the City in remediating the 
contamination at these sites. In some cases, Ecology provided grant funds. 
 
There is a growing array of State grants and tools available to help local governments spur economic 
development through site remediation. For example, the City is exploring feasibility of creating a 
Community Renewal Area (CRA), which can be used for land assembly and revitalization in areas 
influenced by blight. Guided by a Community Renewal Plan, cities may purchase, assemble, remediate, 
and sell land to private developers. The City is researching whether there are areas in downtown that 
may benefit from a CRA (more information is available online, see endnote.)5  
 
Another example is the Integrated Planning Grant (IPG), a pilot program of Ecology. Cities can receive 
IPGs for up to $200,000. It is not a matching grant, and the City does not have to own the property. 
Potentially, a city could use the IPG to assess a site that has been identified by the public for 
redevelopment, and share the information with developers. Eligible activities include: redevelopment 
planning, environmental site characterization, land use and regulatory analysis, and economic and fiscal 
analysis. 


At this time, the City has no explicit policy to encourage development downtown by reducing 
uncertainty or costs associated with contamination. However, in 2007 the City did attempt to mitigate 
contamination costs for a downtown housing project. The City selected Colpitts Development Company 
to redevelop a City-owned parking lot into a 7-story retail/housing development with structured 
parking. The City sold the land to Colpitts and provided approximately $270,000 to be used for site 
remediation. The project is on hold due to the economic recession. 


Traditionally, the City has played a proactive role in revitalizing downtown and in protecting the 
environment. The City does not typically remediate sites solely for environmental or public health 
purposes. The City does, however, take a proactive role in protecting the environment from new sources 
of contamination through other policies, programs and regulations.  
  


5 More information is available online at www.olympiawa.gov, City Council Agendas page: 
City of Olympia, “Request for Qualification Process to Establish a Community Renewal Area (CRA) in Downtown Olympia,” staff 
report to City Council on August 2, 2011, 
http://olympiawa.gov/documents/CouncilPackets/20110801/OB_CommunRenewalSTF.pdf, accessed on November 2, 2011. 
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Options 
 
Option 1. The proposal: Add a new policy that guides the City to identify potential tools, partnerships 
and resources to help reduce the uncertainty of risk associated with contaminated lots in downtown. 
 
Option 2. No action: Continue to clean-up sites associated with public developments when possible, but 
do not expressly address the topic of contamination in the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Analysis 


Real or perceived contamination can hinder revitalization and environmental goals. Depending on the 
type and extent of contamination, there may be a risk to human health and the environment, including 
the Puget Sound ecosystem.  


Liability for remediation is complicated. In general, responsible parties, including property owners, must 
participate. Remediation costs vary according to the type and extent of contamination and intended 
new use. In addition, obtaining financing to redevelop contaminated sites can be a challenge. To avoid 
becoming a potentially liable party, banks often will not finance a project until the site is remediated. 
Property owners may find it more advantageous to leave the property undeveloped since development 
or sale may be difficult or expensive. Uncertain liability and cost contribute to the ‘barrier to 
development’ issue. 


The City’s ability to remediate and market land is limited by Washington State Constitution restrictions 
on gifts of public funds and lending of state credit limit. Thus, the City cannot simply clean contaminated 
lots for private interest. However, the City can help to remediate contamination if there is a clear public 
purpose. It is often easier for local governments than private interests to obtain grants and loans to 
redevelop contaminated properties.  
 
The State, local agencies and experienced cities provide information to local governments about best 
practices for revitalizing contaminated areas. Having a vision and plan for redevelopment that is 
supported by the community, partners, and strong coordination with other government agencies are all 
keys to success. In many cases, the local government must acquire the property in order to take 
advantage of grants and other tools. The level of risk is site-specific, so local governments need flexibility 
to perform careful risk assessment before purchasing and assuming responsibility for remediation.  
 
In the past, Olympia has remediated contamination associated with public developments and will likely 
continue this practice. The City is unlikely to have future funds to pursue remediation solely for 
environmental or public health purposes; however, the City can encourage Ecology and Thurston County 
Public Health in their efforts to enforce remediation under the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). The 
City can also continue a proactive role in protecting the environment from new sources of 
contamination.  
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If the City is to encourage continued revitalization of downtown, it may need to create specific 
opportunities to attract private investment. The City may want to consider ways to help reduce 
uncertainty associated with contaminated sites. In doing so, the City must be careful to act within 
complex remediation laws, and mindful of its limited influence upon the market. Since the City cannot 
use public money to fund private interests, such action would only be justified if the development would 
fulfill a clear public purpose.  
 
Original Staff Proposal 
 
Option 1. Add a new policy that guides the City to identify potential tools, partnerships and resources to 
help reduce the uncertainty of risk associated with contaminated lots in downtown. This would enable 
the City to take more advantage of state grants and tools that enable local governments to spur 
economic development through site remediation. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. 
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55. Home-Based Businesses 


Proposal 


Revise policy to allow for ‘more home-based businesses,’ specifically:  
 


Economy policy E11.2, “Provide support for start-up businesses. Develop local awareness of the 
need for business incubator facilities, and allow for more home-based businesses.” 


 
Background 


Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan recognizes the importance of small and new businesses and a core piece 
of the local economy.  The current Plan states that “… most new jobs in the private sector come from 
new, small businesses.”  The Land Use chapter of the Plan states, in part, that the City will, “Allow home 
occupations which would not create parking problems, degrade the livability or appearance of the 
neighborhood, or pose significant environmental hazards.” (Land Use Policy 8.11)  In the proposed Plan 
update, this policy is rephrased as, “… allow home occupations (except convalescent care) that do not 
degrade neighborhood appearance or livability, create traffic, noise or pollution problems.”  (Proposed 
Land Use and Urban Design Policy 20.2.) Although addressed in the Land Use chapter, the current 
Economy chapter of the Plan is silent as to the role of such home-based business, also known as home 
occupations, in the local economy.  The proposed new policy would address this issue by establishing a 
policy of allowing more home-based businesses, particularly as a form of small or incubator business. 
 
For many years Olympia has allowed small businesses at home sites. The City’s home business 
limitations, such as residential character, 500 square foot maximum, non-family employee and retailing 
prohibitions, sign and parking limits, etc., result in these being small businesses. Staff’s contact with 
prospective operators suggests that many are also new businesses.  Permit and business license activity 
suggests that depending on economic conditions from 50 to 200 or more new such businesses are 
established each year. Business license records indicate that, at the moment, there are nearly 700 such 
businesses active in Olympia. 
 
Options 


Option 1. See above.  
 
Option 2. Adopt proposed policy without “more,” i.e., “… allow home based businesses.” 
 
Option 3. No action: Adopt policy without last clause, “Provide support for start-up businesses. Develop 
local awareness of the need for business incubator facilities.” 
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Analysis 


Although occasional land use conflicts do arise, some of which lead to code enforcement actions, 
generally Olympia’s in-home businesses operate without posing any significant problems.  In many cases 
neighbors are not even aware that a business is being operated from a residence.  The proposed policy 
of allowing more such businesses would suggest that the City should not only continue to allow home 
occupations, but should pursue relaxing the current regulations. Anecdotal evidence indicates that the 
rule change that would be most likely enable substantially more such businesses would be removing the 
ban on non-household employees, a limitation that was adopted in 1999 (and which isn’t applicable 
along West Bay Drive). 
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 1. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 


Option 1. 
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56. Code Enforcement  
 
Proposal 
 
Add Plan section related to Code Enforcement as set forth in the Public Services chapter in association 
with Goals PS10 through PS12: 
 


GPS10. Compliance is reached with rare recourse to citations or appeals.  
 
GPS11. Neighborhoods are involved in effective and efficient Code Enforcement.  
 
GPS12. Tracking and reporting is consistent. 
 


Background 
 
The City has maintained a Code Enforcement program for many years however it has not been a 
component of the Comprehensive Plan. Code Enforcement staff are responsible for enforcing various 
sections of the City’s Municipal Code that address public health, safety and welfare as it relates to use of 
private property in the City.   
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Include section in the updated Comprehensive Plan specific to Code 
Enforcement. 
 
Option 2. No action: If Code Enforcement is not referenced in the Plan, Code Enforcement programs will 
be determined on an annual basis as part of staff work programs. 
  
Analysis 
 
Code Enforcement becomes ever more important to maintaining a community’s high quality of life 
particularly as a community grows, densities increase, neighborhoods age and transitions occur. The City 
staff have worked extensively with neighborhood association representatives to craft an enforcement 
program that best meets resident’s needs. The goals and policies proposed in the Plan reflect this 
collaboration. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 1. Approve inclusion of Code Enforcement as proposed. 
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Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1.
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57. Earthquake Preparation  
 
Proposal 
 
Adopt a new set of policies addressing the risk of a ‘Cascadia subduction zone earthquake,’ specifically, 
 


Public Service Policy S13.9: 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. 
 
Policy S13.10: Address the severe and extended impacts of a Cascadia subduction zone 
earthquake in the City’s emergency response plans and preparations. 
 
Policy S13.11: 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. 
 


Background 
 
The City of Olympia coordinates with neighboring jurisdictions in preparing and updating ‘a ‘Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Plan for the Thurston Region’ and the City’s own ‘Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan.’  These two plans address all manner of hazards, such as fires, floods and 
earthquakes, and form the foundation for the City’s efforts to minimize and respond to damage 
resulting from such events. The State of Washington provides direction to all local jurisdictions regarding 
certain development standards, such as seismic-related elements of the building code. The State has 
directed that each city is to plan in an all-hazards format consistent with standard practice. (See also, 
‘Resilient Washington State – A Framework for Minimizing Loss and Improving Statewide Recovery after 
an Earthquake,’ a November, 2012, report from the Washington State Emergency Management 
Council’s Seismic Safety Committee.) 
 
Options  
 
Option 1. The proposal: Adopt specific policies related to risks associated with a Cascadia subduction 
zone earthquake.  
 
Option 2. Adopt alternative new policy, “Continue to gather best available information on the impacts of 
earthquakes, including the potential magnitude and impacts of vertical movements.” 
 
Option 2. No action: Do not adopt these policies; instead continue policy of coordinating City’s efforts 
consistent with standard all-hazards practice in cooperation with the region’s other Emergency 
Management programs. 
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Analysis 
 
The nature of a subduction zone earthquake including the potential to generate a tsunami (tidal wave), 
if occurring in the vicinity of Olympia, leads some to a conclusion that it would result in catastrophic 
damage both in Olympia and a much wider region. Projected effects on Olympia differ depending on 
models used and the inclusion of tsunami damage is highly speculative.   A subduction zone earthquake 
by definition would have to occur along the subduction zone that is off the Washington Coast.  Although 
such an earthquake may cause a tsunami, such a wave would be in the Pacific Ocean and have to travel 
around the northwest corner of the state and down the Puget Sound before reaching Olympia.  This 
travel around significant landforms would significantly dissipate the destructive energy of a wave.  Like 
all earthquakes, the timing and scale of such an earthquake is unpredictable.  However, research 
indicates that there is about a .2% (one in five hundred) chance of such an earthquake in the western 
Washington area in any given year.  
 
The possibility of a subduction zone earthquake is just one of the many types of natural hazards 
addressed by federal, state, and local emergency and disaster planning.  While additional focus on this 
specific risk could lead to reduction in damage and better response were such an event to occur, it could 
also result in diverting attention and resources away from preparation for other more likely hazards.  
Further, given the scale of this particular type of disaster it is unlikely that the City of Olympia working 
alone could make a significant difference.  Instead, Olympia’s experience has demonstrated that multi-
jurisdictional coordinated all-hazard emergency management, including education and preparation for 
all types of hazards, is more effective than localized focus on a single risk. 
 
Original Staff Proposal 


Option 3. No specific policies regarding Cascadia subduction zone earthquake risk. 
 


Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
Option 1. Policies above. 
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO DRAFT SEIS COMMENTS 


Comment Subject or Topic Summary response 
Jacobs Earthquakes and liquefaction A substantive change in the Plan is not proposed 


regarding this topic, so the requested analysis has not 
been added to the SEIS.  The comment has been 
forwarded to the Planning Commission for 
consideration. Should decision-makers propose an 
action on this topic the resulting analysis of this issue 
may be added as an addendum to the SEIS.  


Leveen  
Draft SEIS 
(dSEIS ) 
p.38 


Sustainability: Environmental 
Goal 4 not addressed in text 


The text included only proposed new goals and policies. 
Analysis has been expanded and reorganized for clarity; 
and Environmental Goal 4 has been added to the SEIS 
with indication it is a proposed revision to an existing 
goal to be consistent with new policies. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.40 


Porous sidewalks and 
‘greenhouse gases’ 


The SEIS has been edited to clarify the intent of this 
example of an action with a potential for short-term 
adverse environmental impact and long-term benefits.  


Leveen 
dSEIS p.41 


Staff role in implementation Comment is regarding merits of proposal and suggests a 
policy not included in the proposal and thus not 
analyzed in the SEIS. The comment will be forwarded to 
decision-makers for consideration.  


Leveen 
dSEIS p.44  


Relationship of subarea 
planning to neighborhood 
associations 


Neighborhood associations are self-defining 
organizations recognized by the City for purposes of 
receiving public notices and other information, and 
being eligible for certain financial grants. As such they 
are independent of but may participate in subarea 
planning processes. Although the staff anticipates 
focusing on one or two subareas each year, specific 
subarea planning activities will depend upon annual 
budgets approved by the City Council. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.48 


Regional environmental 
standards 


Intent is to clarify that coordination would occur 
between Olympia, Lacey, Tumwater and Thurston 
County, and that consistency would include “level of 
protection.”  The focus of this policy is on critical area 
and stormwater drainage manual regulations. It is 
possible that based on best available science Olympia’s 
standards could change to bring them into alignment 
with other jurisdictions.   


Leveen 
dSEIS p.50 


Topography preservation Additional content was added to the analysis of Option 
2 in the SEIS to note potential impacts of increased 
density on adjacent property owners. Analysis of Option 
3 was modified to clarify that grading would still be 
necessary for certain site improvements.     


Leveen 
dSEIS p.53 


Low impact development Comment is regarding the merits of the proposed 
policies and will be forwarded to decision-makers. 
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Leveen 
dSEIS p.55 


Land conservation priority Proposed policy PN2.1 is intended to clarify that a set of 
common priorities for land acquisition would guide City 
land-acquisition decisions. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.57 


Invasive plants and wildlife Additional analysis has been added to the SEIS to 
address implications of proposed policy PN2.3; including 
how pursuing Option 1 may affect the existing ‘piece-
meal’ approach to the identification, removal, and 
prevention of invasive species.   


Leveen 
dSEIS p.61 


Forestry policies Rooftop gardens would be a form of implementation of 
low impact or green building practices. See policies 
PN1.10 and PN1.11. Development regulations would be 
reviewed for consistency with the newly adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.  PN3.4 is also related to 
implementation; it gives direction to evaluate and 
understand the economic, social, and environmental 
benefits of the urban forest.  Tree species native to 
Olympia are rarely appropriate for long-term 
establishment in urban conditions; tree selection would 
be addressed through implementation of PN3.5.  The 
American elm is provided as an example for the amount 
of healthy soil needed to support a mature tree in an 
urban area.  See PN2.4, PN6.1, and PN11.5 for 
additional policies regarding native species. Note, SEIS 
not revised. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.65 


Capitol Lake The documents mentioned in the SEIS analysis are cited 
on pages 35-37 of the SEIS. Copies of these documents 
can be provided on request.   


Leveen 
dSEIS p.66 


Sea-level rise The SEIS includes only the new and substantially revised 
text of the Plan directly related to substantive 
amendments. Almost all of the content in the proposed 
Plan is related to one or more of these substantive 
changes, thus the two documents should be read in 
tandem. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.71 


Flood hazard areas Although development is already restricted in many 
flood hazard areas as a result of shoreline, stream and 
wetland protection rules, prohibiting new buildings in all 
flood hazard areas would impose additional significant 
development limitations on hundreds of acres of the 
City, including a few downtown blocks. Floodplain 
variance regulations generally do not allow otherwise 
prohibited development to occur. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.72 


Greenhouse gases Comment is regarding the merits and organization of 
the proposal and will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for consideration.  For related policies, see PN1.10 & 
1.11 (low impact development and green building) , 
PN8.5 (climate change and transportation), GT25 (fewer 
drive-alone trips), GL1 (land use patterns that decrease 
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automobile reliance), and GL2 (energy efficiency by 
design).   


Leveen 
dSEIS p.78 


Environmental toxins Comments are regarding merits of the proposal not 
content of the SEIS and will be forwarded to decision-
makers. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.80 


Future Land Use Map & 
rezones 


City codes now provide that when a change in zoning is 
proposed which does not require a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment the Hearing Examiner shall hold a public 
hearing and make a recommendation to City Council; 
while changes in zoning that do require a Plan 
amendment are subject to hearing and 
recommendation by the Planning Commission.  In both 
cases the City Council makes the final decision.  These 
procedures are determined and established by the 
Council through the code and are independent of the 
Plan itself. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.85 


Development codes The scope of the Comprehensive Plan update adopted 
by the City Council provides that an implementing 
Action Plan including performance measures is also to 
be prepared. These performance measures could 
include an “audit” for gauging whether the Plan is being 
successfully implemented by regulations. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.87 


Bike parking As noted in the comment, the City’s regulations are 
broader and more specific than the proposed policy.  
The comment will be forwarded to decision-makers for 
consideration. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.91 


Scenic views The referenced table has been added to the final SEIS. 
The text of the SEIS has been modified to clarify that 
analysis of possible impacts of selection of specific 
viewpoints would be a part of the process of selecting 
those viewpoints; either at a subsequent planning stage, 
or as part of adoption of regulations implementing the 
proposed policy. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.92 


Design review This comment relates to the merits of the proposal and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
consideration. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.106 


Private use of public land The current policy addresses the design of public streets 
and potential private use of those streets; the proposed 
amendment would expand the policy to address private 
use of other public lands thus mixing street-design and 
public-lands-use issues in one policy, i.e., these topics 
could be divided into two or more policies. 


Leveen 
dSEIS p.107 


Urban agriculture As drafted, the intent of the proposed policy was that a 
food store with an associated transit stop should be 
within one-half mile of all residents. The analysis in the 
SEIS has been revised to address the issue of one-
quarter mile versus one-half mile food store radiuses. 
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Leveen 
dSEIS p.115 


Street capacity Comment is regarding merits of the proposal and will be 
forwarded to decision-makers.  


Leveen 
dSEIS p.117 


Bus corridors The SEIS notes Intercity Transit’s support for the bus 
corridor approach. Comprehensive plan policies about 
bus corridors would guide City and Intercity Transit joint 
efforts regarding future land uses, infrastructure 
investments, and operational and service 
improvements. Term “Bus Corridors” is used instead of 
“Transit Corridors” for clarity. The term “transit” is 
broader and “bus” more specific.  Buses are likely to be 
primary transit in Olympia for at least the next 20 years.  
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		Draft Revised FSEIS 2013 (121313)

		B. Format of the SEIS

		C. Process for Review of the Proposed Plan Amendments and How to Comment

		Proposal

		Address the community’s desire for Olympia to become a more sustainable city by including it as a key challenge in the Introduction Chapter and adding a Public Services goal combined with existing policies regarding internal City actions toward sustai...

		Options

		Option 1.  Olympia Planning Commission Proposal. Address the community’s desire for Olympia to become a more sustainable city by including it as a key challenge in the Introduction Chapter and further addressing in the Public Services arena.

		Option 2.  Staff proposal.  Add a new overarching goal – possibly in the Public Participation and Partners chapter, “Olympia is recognized as a model sustainable city through the leadership and action of the City and other partners.”

		Option 3.  No action. Do not add a goal about Olympia becoming a model sustainable city. Leave the goal and policies about sustainable City operations in the Economy chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.

		Proposal

		Add new goals and policies regarding the relationship of infrastructure and the economy, specifically: Economy Goal 4 with two policies below:

		GE4: The City achieves maximum economic, environmental and social benefit from public infrastructure.

		PE4.1: 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 sustainable patterns.

		PE4.3: Base public infrastructure investments on analysis determining the lowest life-cycle cost and benefits to environmental, economic and social systems.

		Background

		Option 1.  Revise existing goal SEC9 and related policies, which guide the City to regard economic benefit and lowest life-cycle costs as basis for public infrastructure designs and decisions, such that social and environmental benefits and costs are ...

		Option 2. Same as Option 1, plus another new policy: Evaluate environmental, economic and social factors, and compare and prioritize relative costs and benefits when making major policy decisions and capital investments.

		 PP3.1. Support and encourage City staff and other community leaders to strengthen their capacity to design and implement effective public involvement strategies.

		 PP3.3. Provide opportunities for citizens, neighborhoods, and other interested parties to get involved early in the land use decision-making processes. Encourage or require applicants to meet with affected community members and organizations.

		 Goal 4: Citizens and other key stakeholders feel their opinions and ideas are heard, valued, and used by policy makers, advisory committees, and staff.

		Revise the “Possible Open Space Corridors” and “Possible Future Trails” as shown on the proposed Open Space & Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map.

		Add Natural Environment goals and policies to the plan regarding the challenge of climate change. Specifically:

		 Goal N9. “Community sources of emissions of carbon dioxide and other climate-changing greenhouse gases are identified, monitored, and reduced.”

		 PN9.1. “Coordinate with local and state partners to identify and monitor sources of greenhouse gas emissions using best available science; identify reduction targets and actions.”
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I request that this be information be provided very timely, or else that the 14 day comment period be extended so
that there is an opportunity to write a substantive public comment on the threshold determination.

Thanks very much!

Helen Wheatley
2218 McCormick Ct SE
Olympia WA 98501
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From: Housing Option Code Amendments
To: "jhawk@gglbbs.com"
Subject: RE: Housing Options Code Amendments - Online Opportunity
Date: Friday, April 17, 2020 10:56:00 AM

Hi, J.
Thank you for your question.  I will modify the language on the webpage to clarify. 
 
Technically, the comment period for these draft code amendments will be open until the end of the public
comment period for the public hearing.  The public hearing has not been scheduled yet, so I can’t say for certain
when the comment period will close. I wanted people to know the comment period for the two presentations that
were just added to the webpage would be through May 15th.  I wanted people to know they would have at least
one month to comment, so hopefully people wouldn’t feel rushed.
 
I will try to get the webpage updated by the end of the day.  Thank you.
Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner
360-570-3722
 
 
From: jhawk@gglbbs.com <jhawk@gglbbs.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 10:46 AM
To: Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Re: Housing Options Code Amendments - Online Opportunity
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening attachments.

Can you please make better sense of this paragraph at the end of your email below...it sounds contradictory.
Will public comments be accepted (and read and considered fairly?) beyond May 15, or not?

"Now Taking Comments: This commenting opportunity is open until Friday, May 15, 2020.  However, all public
comments will be accepted until the end of the public hearing comment period. The public hearing is not yet
scheduled. Future public meetings will be noted on the webpage when scheduled."

There are many good local environmentalists, justice-watchers, and other citizens who have strong thoughts
on the City's running rampant over SEPA, tree canopy, a citizen's right to challenge planning decisions and
other wrongdoing by the City, and other troubling issues that these new 'rules' force on Olympia.  

I think they deserve to know CLEARLY how long their comments will be, if not welcomed....accepted.

Thank you~
J.

 

On 2020-04-15 10:34 am, Housing Option Code Amendments wrote:

 

Online Opportunity: Public meetings were postponed during the Stay Home, Stay Healthy order. Rather than
holding an in-person Open House as planned, we are providing an online opportunity to gather information
and provide feedback. Two narrated PowerPoint presentations are available at olympiawa.gov/housingcode,
each about 15 minutes in length. The first presentation goes over the three options under consideration. The
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second presentation reviews the staff recommendations to implement the options. The draft code
amendments necessary to implement staff’s recommendations are also available on the webpage.  

Have Questions: Questions posed earlier in the process are addressed in the FAQ. You can pose questions and
provide comments via email to housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. All comments received will be shared with
the Planning Commission and City Council. Comments will be posted on the webpage a few days after
Planning Commission meetings.

Now Taking Comments: This commenting opportunity is open until Friday, May 15, 2020.  However, all public
comments will be accepted until the end of the public hearing comment period. The public hearing is not yet
scheduled. Future public meetings will be noted on the webpage when scheduled. 
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From: clstal S
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Re: Housing Options Code Amendments - Online Opportunity
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 4:45:55 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening attachments.

Hi!

I support options one two and all non-courtyard apartments parts of option 3. 

Courtyard apartments fiscally benefit corporations and are built around cars, neither of which I can support. Duplexes, triplexes, and 4plexes
benefit primarily members of our community, who enrich and make our city a desirable and delightful place to live. 

Thank you for providing this option to participate! 
Crystal Snare 

On Wed, Apr 15, 2020, 10:34 AM Housing Option Code Amendments <housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:

 

Online Opportunity: Public meetings were postponed during the Stay Home, Stay Healthy order. Rather than holding an in-person
Open House as planned, we are providing an online opportunity to gather information and provide feedback. Two narrated PowerPoint
presentations are available at olympiawa.gov/housingcode, each about 15 minutes in length. The first presentation goes over the three
options under consideration. The second presentation reviews the staff recommendations to implement the options. The draft code
amendments necessary to implement staff’s recommendations are also available on the webpage.  

Have Questions: Questions posed earlier in the process are addressed in the FAQ. You can pose questions and provide comments via
email to housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. All comments received will be shared with the Planning Commission and City Council.
Comments will be posted on the webpage a few days after Planning Commission meetings.

Now Taking Comments: This commenting opportunity is open until Friday, May 15, 2020.  However, all public comments will be
accepted until the end of the public hearing comment period. The public hearing is not yet scheduled. Future public meetings will be noted
on the webpage when scheduled. 
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From: Sharleen Bakeman
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options Public Comment — Bakeman
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 9:21:52 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

1. Duplexes on corner lots
2. ADUs
3. Dupes, Trips, or Courtyard Apts.

Bottom line — please go focus on something else,

You already allow duplexes on corner lots — my conversation with the planning office
several years ago on this topic when a neighbor built duplexes on two corner lots was
that you see duplexes the same as single.
ADUs — I don’t have as much issue with this one as long as it is something akin to an
alley house—I.e., smaller/shorter than the main house, inconspicuous with line of sight
not conflicting with established neighboring homes, and with off street and off alley
parking.
#3 — no.  Too much wiggle room, and the city has a history of not caring about
complaints when they come in.  When this becomes ‘Joe builder wants to put up a 4-
plex, a 6-plex, a 3-story’, you decide without consulting the neighborhoods.     No.   
  It’s true, you know; you don’t care.  You’ve already made up your mind about what
I’m writing .

The answer is no.  Leave things alone.  No densification.  No additional buildings on currently
built lots.  We held a vote, and Olympia residents who pay taxes in Olympia opted for a
resounding NO.  We don’t want to densify lots that were designed for a different use.  It’s how
we voted.  We said no.   We did not ask the City Council or Mayor or Planning office to go
back and figure out a way AROUND our vote.  This blatant end run around the voters’ wishes
is beneath the City.  It’s exhausting.  It gets on the ballot, we vote, you ignore.  

This is wrong. Especially trying to run this through now, when we’re in lock down, but you
shouldn’t be doing this at all.   We have much much bigger issues—go work on those, please.  
  

Building out lots more densely does not solve problems.  This is not a code exercise. This is
not correcting or changing your TABLES.  This is life.  Kids playing on a green lawn.  Trees
and gardens.  Dogs fetching a ball.  It’s not about your paperwork.  Ignoring neighborhoods’
wishes only creates anger, drives neighbors apart, and the very people who can help you make
this a better city leave.  

Take a look at Fern Street SW.  Now ask your OPD folks how many calls for domestic
violence, rape, car vandalism and car thefts come from this one, very densely built street in an
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otherwise decent SW side.

You (collective you) seem to want to decide (in planning wisdom, I assume), to squeeze more
buildings in by, in part, negating requirements for parking spaces for vehicles.  And forget
sidewalks.  The city simply does not take care of sidewalks, or even build them, in violation of
the ADA.  

Instead you’re hoping that people will get on the buses with their strollers and children and
groceries, instead of strapping the kids into a car seat in the relative safety of a
condo/apartment parking lot or garage.  So where do their vehicles actually go?  Piled along
the street, where the code enforcement officers are already too overworked to bother with
wrong-way (dangerous) parking, parking on grassy areas, parking for months at a time, and
allowing car sirens to drone on into the night with no consequence, or not responding when
yet another car is broken into.  I’m not exaggerating any of this.  Between the weekly OPd
maps and reports and what the city doesn’t respond to but we read about on NextDoor, we
already have enough density.  Until the city can control .... the city ... you have no right to
build us denser.  We voted NO.

We don’t want to be the tight, ugly neighborhood streets of Portland and Seattle.  Leave this
alone.

Olympia does not have to be this way.  You guys have had some really decent ideas. This is
not one of them.  You make the waterfront around Percival Landing lovely.  You put in some
nice sprinkler fountains for kids.  You’re doing the park out on Yelp Highway.  You’re good
at art in the Parks. You allowed for some denser buildings and the waterfront downtown,
which is appropriate.  Lots and lots of new apartments everywhere.  I do applaud your efforts
on east Martin Way for homeless actual shelters.

 But you may have already let it go too far.  You let the homeless situation get completely,
grossly out of hand and here we are.  Everyone warned you to nip it early and you didn’t; you
misinterpreted the District ruling, made a blanket assumption out of fear, and here we are.
 The Mayor was correct in her points, for example, about the fourth street bridge.  It’s finally
cleared— but wait, no!  Its simply now smeared like a human stain all along Deschutes
Parkeay.  You look to denser housing as the golden solution and it clearly is simply not.
 These folks have made it clear they will not play by anyone’s rules.  It will solve nothing.
 You are already allowing more apartments and small homes to built than we should
have.  There are places for them to be.  

You should not feel the need to compete with the rest of “LOTT.”  Let the other cities grow
and have more apartments if they want.  Save our city—not just downtown.  Save our
neighborhoods.  Let us stay the way they were designed.  Stop this nonsense.  Focus on
making the entire city SAFE.  

My neighborhood on the west side is low density, planned purposely that way in the 1970s
with plenty of vegetation, native trees, peace and quiet, space.  Neighbors love to walk
(though the sidewalks are truly awful—spend your money there). We have an HOA that
precedes and supersedes an alternative to the building codes (THAT WOULD BE ILLEGAL
ANYWAY) we all accepted in onto this neighborhood.  The voters voted a resounding NO.
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Olympia, Lacey, and Tumwater, as well as Thurston County, are in the middle of a house
building frenzy.  Massive numbers of apartments and small homes and townhouses on the
Westside.  Now is not the time to try to be like Tacoma and Seattle and Portland.  Olympia’s
beauty is that the founding fathers and mothers saw the potential.  A Capitol city along a
beautiful (someday) waterfront where families can raise their children, work, and play.  Don’t
make us into a giant parking lot with squeezed housing.  Take care of the lighting, the
sidewalks, the parks, the homeless.  This is not who we want to be.  You can fix this.

Make the right decision.  The legal decision.  Thank you for the work you do.

Sharleen Bakeman
SW Olympia Neighborhood
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From: Nicole Floyd
To: Charles Keller
Subject: RE: Missing middle housing...
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 1:18:47 PM

Thank you for taking the time to comment. Your comment letter will be added to the project record.
 

From: Charles Keller <cekeller1856@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 9:59 AM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Missing middle housing...
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I am expressing my deep "dissatisfaction" in regards to the Olympia unrestricted housing concept.
 
I realize the need for additional and affordable housing within the confines of the city proper
HOWEVER pursuing this current direction of the "Missing Middle" concept will have adverse effects
on the surrounding  property values as shown in other cities. 
 
Portland Oregon is a concept gone grossly bad with additional traffic, lowered property values,
increased crime due to density issues and historical neighborhoods destroyed.
 
Olympia city council direction is being perpetuated by the construction industries overbarance and is
evidenced by the total disregard for the current homeowner's and neighborhood interests effected.
 
A solution other than the current "Missing Middle" must be preeminent and the current direction of
the city councils abandoned.
 
Creating an atmosphere of desention between neighbors not onboard with the "Missing Middle"
concept is neither desirable nor good for the community.
 
You must cease and desist on your current direction of "Missing Middle" or our community's will
suffer your decision for generation's to come....
 
Sincerely 
 
Charles Keller
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From: jhawk@gglbbs.com
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Re: Housing Options Code Amendments - Online Opportunity
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2020 12:08:22 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening attachments.

I am re-sending this email, to receive a timely answer....
Thank you~
J.

On 2020-04-15 10:45 am, jhawk@gglbbs.com wrote:

Can you please make better sense of this paragraph at the end of your email below...it sounds contradictory.
Will public comments be accepted (and read and considered fairly?) beyond May 15, or not?

"Now Taking Comments: This commenting opportunity is open until Friday, May 15, 2020.  However, all public
comments will be accepted until the end of the public hearing comment period. The public hearing is not yet
scheduled. Future public meetings will be noted on the webpage when scheduled."

There are many good local environmentalists, justice-watchers, and other citizens who have strong thoughts
on the City's running rampant over SEPA, tree canopy, a citizen's right to challenge planning decisions and
other wrongdoing by the City, and other troubling issues that these new 'rules' force on Olympia.  

I think they deserve to know CLEARLY how long their comments will be, if not welcomed....accepted.

Thank you~
J.

On 2020-04-15 10:34 am, Housing Option Code Amendments wrote:

 
Online Opportunity: Public meetings were postponed during the Stay Home, Stay Healthy order. Rather than
holding an in-person Open House as planned, we are providing an online opportunity to gather information
and provide feedback. Two narrated PowerPoint presentations are available at olympiawa.gov/housingcode,
each about 15 minutes in length. The first presentation goes over the three options under consideration. The
second presentation reviews the staff recommendations to implement the options. The draft code
amendments necessary to implement staff’s recommendations are also available on the webpage.  

Have Questions: Questions posed earlier in the process are addressed in the FAQ. You can pose questions
and provide comments via email to housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. All comments received will be shared
with the Planning Commission and City Council. Comments will be posted on the webpage a few days after
Planning Commission meetings.

Now Taking Comments: This commenting opportunity is open until Friday, May 15, 2020.  However, all public
comments will be accepted until the end of the public hearing comment period. The public hearing is not yet
scheduled. Future public meetings will be noted on the webpage when scheduled. 
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From: CityCouncil
To: northbeachcomm@cs.com
Cc: Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard Bauer
Subject: RE: CALIF. defeated Legislation similiar to the /Missing Middle Rules, WA State HB1923
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2020 8:18:31 AM

 
 
Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: northbeachcomm@cs.com <northbeachcomm@cs.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 8:52 PM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Cc: Cari Hornbein <chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Tim Smith <tsmith@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: CALIF. defeated Legislation similiar to the /Missing Middle Rules, WA State HB1923
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

April  15, 2020
Hello Olympia City Council, and Staff;
 
Please see below, how the state of CA dealt with legislation similar to the
City "Missing Middle Rules", and WA State HB1923.
 
See how it as defeated, and why.
 
Thanks;
Lee Riner
2103 Harrison
OLY., WA
98502
360-338-5237
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Subject: Calif. legislation SB50 was defeated; similiar to WA State HB1923
 
 
Missing Middle in WA State Legislature
Deregulation, trickle down economic policies that will lead to gentrification and big profits for
developers and real estate investors, without meaningfully addressing the affordable
housing crisis.
 
2019 - WA HB1923
2020 - WA HB2343
 
These bills (which passed easily in WA ) are very similar to California SB50, which was
strongly opposed
by many affordable housing advocacy orgs and recently defeated in California. 

The fight there generated a lot of informative analysis and study on the issue. Here are a
few links.
 
Defeat of SB 50 a Victory for Affordable Housing, says Housing Is A Human Right.
 
Joint letter of opposition to SB50 from community groups

New study challenges Wiener’s approach to housing: Eminent economic geographers say
that deregulation and upzoning will make gentrification in cities like SF much worse.
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From: Nicole Floyd
To: Lorie Hewitt
Subject: RE: Notice of SEPA DNS - 20-0994 Housing Options - SEPA Review --Comments
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2020 9:42:59 AM

Lorie,
 
I can see that you spent a considerable amount of time reading the checklist and I appreciate the
depth of your consideration. I have the following written responses, but I am happy to discuss if you
would like. I think we have talked in the past – your name is very familiar. I responded to each
question below -
 
 
 

From: Lorie Hewitt <bradleyhewittoly@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 7:27 AM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Notice of SEPA DNS - 20-0994 Housing Options - SEPA Review --Comments
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Thank you for sending me notice of the DNS for the Housing Options Proposal. Below are my
questions and concerns:
 
General comments:
—The ADU height increase is a big concern, especially for carports (both ours and our neighbors) on
which we have recently installed solar panels. Any proposal that incentivizes increasing the height
especially of ADUs  puts our new green energy sources at risk. There should be acknowledgment of
this potential effect—which I do believe is a significant environment impact. Solar panels should be
protected from interference from ADUs (and all new developments). Requirements for ADUs to be
set back from solar panels should be added to your Housing Code Amendment proposal in order to
avoid a significant adverse impact on the environment. 
 
Solar infrastructure is important and there are many factors that can interfere with solar.  For
example, the City’s current regulations allow all homes to be 35’ tall and require a 5’ side yard
setback. This means that under the current regulations your neighbor could replace the existing
duplex/carport with a 35’ single family structure within 5’ of the property line, which I suspect would
block your solar access to a greater extent than a 24’ accessory structure.   The whole issue around
solar is somewhat complex and there have been numerous attempts by various jurisdiction
attempting to regulate it. Vegetation / trees tend to be an issue as well because even if the tree’s on
a neighbors property do not currently block access, they grow and can far exceed height limits
within the zone for structures.  
 
—I have not seen a definition of courtyard apartments. Gaging the environmental effects from those
apartments potentially being built next to us (or anyone) is a problem without a clear definition.
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Again, I am particularly concerned about solar panels recently added to many homes in our
neighborhood. Apartments, or any building structures, should be required to be set back away from
panels to preserve new green energy sources. 
 
The draft amendments include a new definition of courtyard apartments.
 
Specific comments:
—In the Background section on Page 4 number 11, I have a question. Do solar panels nearby
constitute a “specific infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this requirement
infeasible for a particular parcel”? If so, how will the city implement this finding that would then
make these amendments not apply to that parcel?
No, in this response the author was talking about ways in which a parcel itself might not lend itself to
these types of uses. If a lot is too small, cannot meet setbacks, does not have adequate public
infrastructure, such as etc.  
 
—In Energy and Natural Resources page 9 6b, I disagree with the conclusion. These amendments are
meant to incentivize development of multi family projects. The lot behind me, and a similar lot
behind my neighbor's house contain a small rental duplex. We and our neighbor have just added
solar panels to our carport roofs. These lots could be bought in the future and made a lot more
lucrative for landlords or development companies if they tore down the current duplexes and built
courtyard apartments. A significant environmental impact could occur if, as for most apartment
projects, the building is constructed closer to our property lines and allowed to be 2 stories high.
There should be requirements in your amendments to mitigate these effects by requiring no shading
of solar panels on adjacent properties. And, yes, it would be possible for that homeowner behind us
to build fairly close to our panels now, but currently courtyard apartments, which are far more
lucrative, are not allowed. The current owner (landlords) of these small duplexes are not likely to
build additional structures onto their houses. However, these amendments incentivize developers to
move into our neighborhood and build more apartments. Therefore this proposal creates more of a
potential environmental impact than the current codes do.
Your disagreement with the conclusion is understood.  The proposed change for accessory
structures is less than the 35’ height limit, therefore the proposed amendments do not significantly
change the potential impact.
 
—In Environment Health Page 10 5b, I disagree. Adopting this proposal increases density, and
therefore, Noise from more neighbors. You don’t need to have a specific project proposal to admit
this fact.
The density anticipated is what was called for by the Comprehensive Plan. These amendments are
intended to help fulfill the density goals within the Comprehensive Plan. The Municipal Code
establishes noise level limits. This proposal is not an increase in density from the Comprehensive
Plan, therefore increased noise is not anticipated from those levels previously considered with the
Comprehensive Plan Adoption.  
 
—Land and Shoreline Use Page 12 j, it seems pretty obvious that people will be displaced by
adoption of these amendments. Anything that incentivizes development of more lucrative housing
options for developers that will be market rate housing has a chance of displacing existing renters
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who have low rents and are currently in smaller duplexes (or small houses that can be torn down).
The proposal being evaluated is the municipal code amendments themselves, not a specific
development project. The intent of these revisions is to increase housing options available and to
achieve the densities envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan. The goal is to allow for a wider variety
of unit types and increase housing stock.    
 
—Housing Page 12 a, does not address whether housing will be high, middle or low income.
The proposal being evaluated is the municipal code amendments themselves, not a specific
development project. All prices within the range are possible. It will largely depend on the desires of
the property owner and market. Allowing a more diverse housing stock is likely to diversify the
potential for all income levels. 
 
—Housing Page 13 b, this proposal could eliminate existing units.  If you don’t think so, please
present evidence that it won’t
The proposal being evaluated is the municipal code amendments themselves, not a specific
development project. These specific code amendments do not include any construction, therefore
this project does not, in itself, propose any units being eliminated.
 
—Aethestics Page 13 a, ADUs over garages or not attached that are allowed to be 24 feet high would
have an adverse environmental impact on our and our neighbor’s solar panels. This increase height
allowance is significant. The “garages” behind us, actually carports at this point, are currently close
to the carports on our properties where we have our solar panels. In order for this not to be an
impact there should be requirements in the amendments to protect existing solar panels from any
building nearby that would shade them!
Understood.
 
—Transportation Page 16 c, I believe the building that these amendments are designed to increase
will require parking spaces.
When a development is proposed, it will be required to comply with the municipal code
requirements for parking.
 
—Page 18 number 3, I disagree. This proposal is likely to deplete energy if structures are allowed to
be built to shade existing solar panels.
When the desired density of the Comprehensive Plan was established, the City determined adequate
energy was available to serve the population. As the density proposed is not changing, the proposal
is not likely to significantly impact the energy consumption previously evaluated.
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me if you have any questions. However, I am
stuck in North Carolina for the foreseeable future and so I’m on East coast time.
 
Lorie Hewitt
401 18th Ave SE
Olympia 98501
 
360 259-1754
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From: Esther Grace Kronenberg
To: Nicole Floyd; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options - Missing Middle
Date: Saturday, April 18, 2020 5:22:33 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Ms. Floyd,
I write as an Olympia resident and a member of the Thurston League of Women
Voters to strongly express my disagreement with  the City's Housing Options plan.

I understand that affordable housing is a major problem in our City and along the
entire West Coast.  But there are some serious problems with the plan the City is
proposing.

As a member of the League which advocates for government transparency and
accountability, I frankly am appalled by the notion that actions by the City under HB
1923 cannot be appealed.  This is "liberal" Olympia, not an authoritarian regime.  I do
not understand how this can even be legal.  It strips citizens' rights to protest the
actions of the government, and may result in lawsuits against the City.

The City's plan has been found illegal by the Growth Management Hearings Board. 
Yet, the City is foisting it upon its citizens without the right to appeal?  Where are we
living?

Besides the  undemocratic nature of the process,  the substance of the plan itself
does not make sense.  No one is against density.  I want to preserve our land base,
our natural resources and our quality of life as much as anyone.  Yet, this plan will do
far too little to solve the one problem everyone agrees we have - that of affordable
housing.  It's estimated that this plan, which would adversely affect all the neighborhoods in
the City, would only result in a 2.5-5% increase in housing.  What this plan will do is
encourage outside investors with deep pockets to buy up old houses and turn them
into market rate  duplexes and 4plexes, thereby forcing lower income renters from the
houses they now occupy.  We can already build ADUs, but allowing them to be
owned and sold separately only encourages the commodification of housing. You
only need look at what happened downtown when tenants were displaced from their
$800 month apartments which were then renovated to market rate.  Even if all three
options are adopted, it will do little to solve the affordable housing crisis.    This will
INCREASE it, not abate it.

The experience of other cities is clear.  When high profit houses are built in
neighborhoods, the surrounding property values increase making the whole
neighborhood LESS affordable.  
I've seen it happen in New York and San Francisco.  I've seen once working class
neighborhoods gentrified so that only higher income people could afford to live there.
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It is extremely deceptive to claim otherwise.

As for the SEPA DNS, how on earth can the City claim there will be no environmental
effects before there is a specific project proposal before it?
You can't claim in advance that there won't be effects on the neighborhood or the
environment.  How about the combined sewer and stormwater system that might be
overloaded, for one?   It doesn't make sense.

I want an Olympia that is livable for its residents, not one that is attractive  to investors
from outside the area whose motivation is profit.  There are more important things
than real estate values.  How about the values of community and sustainability and
democracy?  It's time we started acting in a way that benefits the local population, not
out-of-town investors, who are those most likely to benefit from these proposals.  

I strongly urge the City to withdraw this proposal.  It is deceptive because it claims to
solve a problem it won't.  It is undemocratic because it takes away the rights of
citizens to appeal.  It sacrifices the Olympia we love for another overpriced gentrified
town.  It does not serve the public interest.  

Thank you for your consideration.
Esther Kronenberg
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From: Ellen Silverman
To: Nicole Floyd; Kenneth Haner; CityCouncil
Cc: Hunt, Sen. Sam; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options – SEPA Review; Project Number: 20-0994
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 11:48:00 AM
Attachments: 2020-04-19-SEPA-Comments.pdf

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Date:             April 19, 2020
 
To:                 Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP:                    nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us

Ken Haner, Program Assistant:             khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us
 

cc:                 housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us;         Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov
                           citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
From:            Ellen Silverman                             ellen.silverman@msn.com
 
Project Name:          Housing Options – SEPA Review
Project Number:      20-0994
Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and
permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments.
 
The city of Olympia is using the time of the COVID crisis to further its own agenda of
unchecked and unwarranted development. The city of Olympia did NOT notify all
homeowners r property owners of this review nor did the city provide adequate time for
people to respond in light of the COVID crisis. This looks like the work of developers not like
stewards of our tax dollars.
 
This SEPA notification of non-significance flies in the face of logic and science. The
development proposed by the city will:

a. Increase emissions and traffic in the city
b. Increase run off into Puget Sound and into fragile creeks and streams which will

impact salmon restoration and other wildlife
c. Increase energy consumption
d. Increase the potential for flooding in our neighborhoods
e. Increase water into the already overwhelmed sewer system
f. Reduce the number of trees and green space, thus impacting migrating songbirds,

and other species
g. Increase impacts on emergency services, schools, and health care
h. Increase taxes making Olympia unaffordable to many
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Date:  April 19, 2020 
 
To:   Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP:   nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us 


Ken Haner, Program Assistant:  khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us  
 


cc:   housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us;  Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov 


  citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us 
 
From:   Ellen Silverman   ellen.silverman@msn.com  
 
Project Name:  Housing Options – SEPA Review 
Project Number:  20-0994 
Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and 
permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments. 
 
The city of Olympia is using the time of the COVID crisis to further its own agenda of unchecked 
and unwarranted development. The city of Olympia did NOT notify all homeowners r property 
owners of this review nor did the city provide adequate time for people to respond in light of 
the COVID crisis. This looks like the work of developers not like stewards of our tax dollars.  
 
This SEPA notification of non-significance flies in the face of logic and science. The development 
proposed by the city will: 


a. Increase emissions and traffic in the city 
b. Increase run off into Puget Sound and into fragile creeks and streams which will 


impact salmon restoration and other wildlife 
c. Increase energy consumption 
d. Increase the potential for flooding in our neighborhoods 
e. Increase water into the already overwhelmed sewer system 
f. Reduce the number of trees and green space, thus impacting migrating songbirds, 


and other species 
g. Increase impacts on emergency services, schools, and health care 
h. Increase taxes making Olympia unaffordable to many 
i. Decrease sunlight by allowing buildings inconsistent with single story housing, 


casting shadows over neighbor’s yards 
j. Ruin the character of Olympia historic neighborhoods. 
k. Increase light and glare at night due to additional street and housing lighting 
l. Destroy single family neighborhoods 
m. Increase taxes due to unmet infrastructure needs. 


 
Ultimately, this development will make Olympia as unlivable and unaffordable as Portland, 
Oregon and Seattle.  This is unchecked, unprecedented growth in an area with a fragile 
ecosystem where city services and the sewer system are already overburdened. The potential 
for environmental degradation as well as negatively impacting the livability of neighborhoods 
exists in these housing proposals as well as having a disproportional impact on lower income 
Olympians.  
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i. Decrease sunlight by allowing buildings inconsistent with single story housing, casting
shadows over neighbor’s yards

j. Ruin the character of Olympia historic neighborhoods.
k. Increase light and glare at night due to additional street and housing lighting
l. Destroy single family neighborhoods

m. Increase taxes due to unmet infrastructure needs.
 

Ultimately, this development will make Olympia as unlivable and unaffordable as Portland,
Oregon and Seattle.  This is unchecked, unprecedented growth in an area with a fragile
ecosystem where city services and the sewer system are already overburdened. The potential
for environmental degradation as well as negatively impacting the livability of neighborhoods
exists in these housing proposals as well as having a disproportional impact on lower income
Olympians.
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Date:  April 19, 2020 
 
To:   Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP:   nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us 

Ken Haner, Program Assistant:  khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us  
 

cc:   housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us;  Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov 

  citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us 
 
From:   Ellen Silverman   ellen.silverman@msn.com  
 
Project Name:  Housing Options – SEPA Review 
Project Number:  20-0994 
Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and 
permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments. 
 
The city of Olympia is using the time of the COVID crisis to further its own agenda of unchecked 
and unwarranted development. The city of Olympia did NOT notify all homeowners r property 
owners of this review nor did the city provide adequate time for people to respond in light of 
the COVID crisis. This looks like the work of developers not like stewards of our tax dollars.  
 
This SEPA notification of non-significance flies in the face of logic and science. The development 
proposed by the city will: 

a. Increase emissions and traffic in the city 
b. Increase run off into Puget Sound and into fragile creeks and streams which will 

impact salmon restoration and other wildlife 
c. Increase energy consumption 
d. Increase the potential for flooding in our neighborhoods 
e. Increase water into the already overwhelmed sewer system 
f. Reduce the number of trees and green space, thus impacting migrating songbirds, 

and other species 
g. Increase impacts on emergency services, schools, and health care 
h. Increase taxes making Olympia unaffordable to many 
i. Decrease sunlight by allowing buildings inconsistent with single story housing, 

casting shadows over neighbor’s yards 
j. Ruin the character of Olympia historic neighborhoods. 
k. Increase light and glare at night due to additional street and housing lighting 
l. Destroy single family neighborhoods 
m. Increase taxes due to unmet infrastructure needs. 

 
Ultimately, this development will make Olympia as unlivable and unaffordable as Portland, 
Oregon and Seattle.  This is unchecked, unprecedented growth in an area with a fragile 
ecosystem where city services and the sewer system are already overburdened. The potential 
for environmental degradation as well as negatively impacting the livability of neighborhoods 
exists in these housing proposals as well as having a disproportional impact on lower income 
Olympians.  
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From: Helen Wheatley
To: CityCouncil; Nicole Floyd; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options and public comment on SEPA review
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 11:19:28 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council (originator of referral request setting the housing options policy action in motion), Ms
Floyd and Ms Phillips (Senior planners),

We are currently under state emergency due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Governor has issued a (second) proclamation on the Open Public Meetings Act. It can be found here:

 https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/proclamations/20-28%20-%20COVID-
19%20Open%20Govt%20Laws%20Waivers%20%28tmp%291.pdf

The proclamation declares that during the emergency, 

“Subject to the conditions for conducting any meeting as required above [meeting remotely], agencies are
further prohibited from taking ‘action,’ as defined in RCW 42.30.020, unless those matters are necessary
and routine matters or are matters necessary to respond to the COVID-19 outbreak and the current public
health emergency, until such time as regular public participation under the Open Public Meetings Act is
possible.”

Under the definitions of the OPMA, the city is a public agency.  Creating a public comment period for an
environment review is an action.  Requesting public comment on Housing Options is action, as is the holding of
remote meetings or other efforts to move the policy forward in the public sphere.

To comply with the Governor’s proclamation under the emergency, it seems to me that you must withdraw your
DNS, cancel the deadline for public comment on the environmental review (SEPA checklist), and stop the planning
process around Housing Options until the emergency is over.   

Your efforts to move forward with the process have already created irregularities, as you have not been able to hold
a public meeting under the current emergency and found it necessary to substitute a video and internet powerpoint
presentations which are frankly difficult, in my personal experience, for the public to find and access from the city
website.  The governor’s proclamation makes it clear that policy making cannot be done with the necessary public
involvement at this time.

Please include this as public comment under the deadline for the SEPA checklist/environmental review.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Helen Wheatley
2218 McCormick Ct SE
Olympia, WA 98501
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From: CityCouncil
To: Dan Leahy
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: An Additional Public Comment. Housing Options -SEPA Review. Project 20-0994
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 7:58:34 AM

Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Dan Leahy <danleahy43@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 6:02 PM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Cc: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Re: An Additional Public Comment. Housing Options -SEPA Review. Project 20-0994
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.
Ms. Floyd,
 
I intend both of my public comments to be part of the record with regard to your SEPA Determination of Non-
Significance.
 
Thank you.
 
Dan Leahy
 
On Sunday, April 19, 2020, 2:17:24 PM PDT, Dan Leahy <danleahy43@yahoo.com> wrote:
 
 
City Council
c/o Nicole Floyd, CP&D

Council Members:

I know it is your “essential” mission to serve the needs of investor capital. It does startle me, however, that in the
midst of this pandemic crisis, the cratering of downtown businesses, mass unemployment and homelessness, you
still present this ordinance and, once again, state your real estate transactions are of no significance.

You have argued that the City's tax exempt program has worked and that the City's missing middle ordinance will
lead to affordable housing.

Those working full-time, year-round at the newly “generous” wage of $15/hour would gross only $31,200. An
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“affordable” rent for that group would be $780/month, using the now standard 30% of income as a test for
affordability.

None of the four tax exempted buildings that have filed their declaration with the city offer an apartment at that rate.
The upper and middle end rents in those apartments would require a $60,000 to $80,000 yearly income, using the
30% housing ratio. You have in effect created a downtown “exclusionary zone” of high priced density in a sea of
retail vacancies and homeless encampments.

Contrary to your claim, supply and demand does not work. If that were the case, the long standing demand for low
cost housing would have been met by a new supply. The market (or capital) responds, however, to the highest rate
of profit. Builders look for a return of 15%. With your tax exemption, you boost their return to 18%.

The Selby/Bateman program is simply a needless shift of wealth to four owners paid for by Olympia's tax payers.
You have exempted nine high rent downtown buildings from tax assessment worth $102,108,293. This has meant a
tax gift of $10,013,999 to four individuals over eight years. There are two more Walker John projects headed your
way. I'm sure you will grant him more of our tax money, even though you are under no legal obligation to do so.

The State Legislature's Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee (JLARC) recently reviewed the MFTE
program and found that the only clear beneficiary of the "tax exemption" program were the owners of the buildings.
For you, in particular, this means Walker John, J. Brent McKinley, Aaron Angelo and Shuo Lou.

The JLARC study also implied that a downside to this MFTE program was the pressure it created to raise rents on
existing affordable housing. Even landlords at the recent City sponsored forum acknowledged this pressure to match
the market price. This certainly is the case in downtown Olympia. Rent hikes leading to evictions and homelessness
is the direct result of your real estate transactions.

Also, contrary to your arguments, the MFTE program didn't "incent" any builder. The program has been available
since 2000 and no new downtown market rate housing was built until the market itself changed in 2016 and
investors cashed in, with an extra gift from the Selby/Bateman Council. It also seems clear that some investors were
simply looking for a "asset holding" device having little to do with providing rental housing or even retail space. For
example, only a Seattle chain restaurant has moved into the 123 4th Avenue building. The majority of this tax
exempted building's retail space has remained vacant for the past three years, adding to the 100,000sf of vacant
retail space already present in the downtown core.

The Selby/Bateman plan to upzone neighborhoods opening them to investors while removing any process for citizen
challenge is neither an environmental strategy nor one that will produce affordable housing. It is simply a plan by
market fundamentalists to prioritize investors' interests over those citizens interested in livable neighborhoods where
kids don't need to live in fear of speeding traffic.

The "missing middle" ordinance you endorse isn't about housing. It's about maintaining a political system that
prioritizes investors. This is in line with the national administration elimination of all constraints on capital. The
Selby/Bateman regime agrees and has even sought state legislation to silence its own citizens so investors wouldn't
meet any local resistance. Similarly, the Selby/Bateman regime has made this ordinance's determination of “Non-
Significance” un-appealable.” How fearful you must be of your own citizens.

My SW neighborhood has one of the most diverse housing stocks and income levels in Olympia, from HUD and
non-profit apartment complexes to duplexes, ADUs, townhouses, luxury apartments and single family homes. The
most affordable housing is the existing housing. No private investor does or will match its affordability. The only
thing your ordinance will do is raise the price of housing.

That investors don't give a damn about the environment is demonstrated both by all their buildings in the downtown
flood zone, as well as their willingness in the midst of global warming to clear cut acres of forest and woodland for
single family/two car garage complexes at prices of $450,000 and above. These prices might seem reasonable to
Seattlites fleeing from working class neighborhoods being destroyed by “missing middle” million dollar condos, but
they are not affordable for Olympians. In terms of global warming, your clear cuts are simply obscene.
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You often state that your work with the voter approved Home Fund justifies the “mix” of high priced apartments
downtown. The three precincts that make up my neighborhood voted strongly for the Home Fund. However, few of
us would have imagined that Selby/Bateman Council would give $1.35 million dollars to one individual for a piece
of property assessed at $391,300, even if that property is destined to become a homeless shelter. That type of largess
is not what we voted for.

I'm also fairly sure none of us would agree with the Selby/Bateman decision to assign the Home Fund director to
manage the Tax Gift program for wealthy owners of the nine tax exempted downtown apartment buildings. Your
investor preference has even distorted the Home Fund.

You should withdraw this ordinance and terminate your tax gift program. Prioritize public housing projects like the
LIHI project at 2828 Martin Way. You should also ask the LIHI to propose once again their low-income housing
project that Mr. Rants took over for his failed million dollar condo fiasco.

 

Dan Leahy

1415 6th Avenue SW

Olympia, Washington 98502
 
 
On Wednesday, April 15, 2020, 1:36:55 PM PDT, Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:
 
 

Thank you for taking time to comment. I will add your comments to the record.

 

From: Dan Leahy <danleahy43@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 12:29 PM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Cc: Cheryl Selby <cselby@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jessica Bateman <jbateman@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Clark Gilman
<cgilman@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Lisa Parshley <lparshle@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jim Cooper
<jcooper@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Renata Rollins <rrollins@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Dani Madrone
<dmadrone@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jay Burney <jburney@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Keith Stahley
<kstahley@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Public Comment. Housing Options -SEPA Review. Project 20-0994

 

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

The Olympia Model

 

Keeping track, keeps me thinking

what the Supply side model means
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is that affordable housing is shrinking.

 

Housing supply with no thought

to who builds what for whom

leads to what the Council has wrought.

 

Investor housing is their racket

 

displacing family ownership with tenants

 

concentrating dollars in the wealthiest bracket.

 

 

 

Dan Leahy

1415 6th Avenue SW

Olympia, Washington 98502
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From: Nicole Floyd
To: Roxane Waldron
Subject: RE: Olympia Development Changes
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 11:59:13 AM

Thank you for taking the time to comment. Your letter will be added to the file.

I wanted to take a moment to clarify that the City does not have R1 or R2 zoning. I suspect you are probably
referring to the R 4-8 or R 6-12 zones as they are the most prolific throughout the City. The proposal does not
change the density allowed in any zone, but could allow a wider variety of housing types within those existing zones
and within the existing density ranges. All projects would still be required to comply with development standards.

There are a variety of options being considered. The City is looking for input on which, if any, are appropriate. Your
letter indicates that you might be in support of some alternative housing types, such as accessory dwelling units, and
duplexes, but not apartments. I encourage you to look at the options being considered and make a recommendation
to the project coordinator - Joyce Phillips (jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us ) regarding which, if any, of the various
housing alternatives you feel are appropriate and in which zoning districts.  more information is available at
www.olympiawa.gov/housingcode

Thank you again for taking the time to comment on the SEPA determination.

Nicole Floyd, AICP

Senior Planner|City of Olympia
601 4th Ave E.|Olympia, WA 98501
Ph: 360.570.3768|Fax: 360.753.8087
Web: olympiawa.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Roxane Waldron <rxshelly@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 5:19 AM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Olympia Development Changes

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council & Planning Staff,

I’m very concerned about Olympia moving forward with the gentrification of our city. The finding of ‘no impact’ is
astounding—I’m having a hard time understanding  how you came to this decision? Please reconsider.

We moved to Olympia 18 years ago and purchased a house that was built in 1904 because we love the our
neighborhood and the small-town feel of Olympia. Adding more apartment buildings in residential neighborhoods
that are currently zoned R1 & R2 is going to have a negative impact on both the residents and the environment.

I do understand the desire that some property owners have to be able to add another unit to their property when
space permits. But a small additional unit that is keeping within the ‘look and feel’ of a neighborhood is a much
lower impact than an apartment building. And changing the zoning may also incentivize those with single family
dwellings or duplexes to sell off their property to developers of these larger units, thereby changing the character of
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the neighborhoods even more rapidly.

Please don’t destroy the unique and precious character of our residential neighborhoods by allowing unrestrained
multi-unit buildings to be erected by developers.

Thank you,
Roxane Waldron
2732 Capitol Blvd. S
Olympia, WA 98501
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From: CityCouncil
To: hwbranch@aol.com
Cc: Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard Bauer
Subject: RE: Housing Options, Missing Middle, SEPA land use appeals
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 4:18:51 PM

 
 
Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: hwbranch@aol.com <hwbranch@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 4:17 PM
To: Cari Hornbein <chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Tim Smith <tsmith@ci.olympia.wa.us>; CityCouncil
<citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Housing Options, Missing Middle, SEPA land use appeals
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.
Subject: Housing Options, Missing Middle, SEPA land use appeals, taking it to the State.
 
Dear Olympia City Council and Others,
 
It's remarkable. There has been so much ecological destruction. Good opportunities for restoration have
presented themselves, only to be ignored. And this isn't all that's being ignored.
 
In 2014, the City completed a major update of the Comprehensive Plan. The plan recommended three
growth nodes: Downtown, the Martin-Lilly-Pacific triangle area, and the Capitol Mall area.
Right after the Comprehensive Plan process finished, the Downtown Strategy started which ultimately
clarified that the downtown growth would be directed to the SE Downtown Neighborhood, the area south
of Timberland Library.
 
To understand why this is such a sensible plan let's imagine what transportation might look like fifty years
from now. People drive small electric vehicles from their homes to one of the nodes. They plug in and
take an electric trolly through the tunnel to the Olympia Brewery in Tumwater which is now the trolly
station. From there they get on a train that runs back and forth on a single track to the station in East
Olympia. Here they board an express train heading to Tacoma or Seattle or a slower train that makes
frequent stops. Dedicated tracks run north or south for each run so the total number of tracks would be
six (12 rails).
 
All the components of this plan already exist. East coast express trains run on dedicated tracks. Trains
and busses in San Francisco are powered by overhead wires. People in Sun City drive golf carts powered
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by lead batteries which are easily and 100% recyclable. Maintaining the current freeway system and
running powerful battery operated cars has some drawbacks.
 
There's one critical component. The nodes. The places where people enter and leave system. These
should be spread out to shorten the trip from home to the node. By what process was the decision made
to direct development away from the nodes and toward the water?
 
The areas where growth was supposed to be directed languish. Commercial properties along Cooper
Point in the vicinity of Capitol Mall have a 50% vacancy rate. There has been limited to no development at
the intersection of Pacific and Martin Way and in the Southeast Downtown Neighborhood.
 
The Missing Middle is being sold as a way to bring prices down by increasing density. Having lived in San
Francisco, New York and other urban environments I guess I'd have one question: Where in the world is
this the case?
 
If half the things I've heard about getting rid of SEPA appeals and such are true, the City should be
embarrassed.
 
The Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), requires states and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to
identify waters not meeting state water-quality standards and to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs). You may be aware of an ongoing Federal Case pertaining to Budd Inlet and its tributaries
including Moxlie Creek not meeting this requirement.
 
The Endangered Species Act serves as authority to regulate land use in riparian areas that provide
essential habitat for threatened or endangered species including salmon. There once were and probably
still are such fish in Percival, Moxlie, Indian and Schneider Creeks. The City has managed to dodge
responsibility for maintaining degraded watersheds.
 
The Moxlie and Schneider Creeks run through long intertidal culverts. The tide backs up twice each day.
The all important mixing of fresh water and saltwater environments is supposed to occur in a dark pipe?
 
In Budd Inlet, as of 2002, birds facing local extinction included: Red-necked, Horned and Western
Grebes, Pelagic Cormorant, Surf Scoter, Barrows Goldeneye, Hooded, Common and Re-breasted
Merganzers, Ruddy Duck, Bonaparte's Gull and Mew and Red-winged gulls. White Winged and Black
Scoters, American Wigeon, Canvasback and Rhinoceros Auklet were already considered
locally extinct. Today, 18 years later, they're essentially gone.
 
The Living Planet Index score for freshwater populations of water dwelling animals has plummeted by 83
percent. A report from the World Wildlife Fund affirms a nearly 50% decline in marine life populations
between 1970 and 2012.
 
According the the Hearing Examiner, under City Code a stream in a culvert is "not a stream", arguments
that a development would limit future restoration are "speculative" and "do not constitute an adverse
environmental impact"; and most significantly that unless and appellants can demonstrate "evidence of
specific and perceptible harm" to themselves or their property, they lack standing. Fish, birds and orcas
have no legal standing.
 
The City of Olympia ought to turn the ship around and go 180 degrees in the opposite direction.
 
 
Harry Branch
hwbranch@aol.com
360-943-8508
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From: CityCouncil
To: Mimi
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: Housing
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 8:11:13 AM

Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 

Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us

Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter

Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mimi <m.arnett@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 8:14 PM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Housing

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I am writing this as a teacher in the Olympia school district and proud grateful owner of a house in a great
neighborhood that supports all. I am very concerned about the lack of vision and integrity in the Missing Middle.
Currently we are all walking the city streets. We do not have many paved sidewalks so I see children walking in the
street. Imagine the safety of this when we triple neighborhoods as the Missing Middle would allow. Our schools will
be overcrowded and underfunded and children’s safety will be in danger without adequate sidewalks, roundabouts,
stop lights and other safety measures. We also do not have adequate sewer systems to handle the rapid development
that will follow if the MM is passed. And then there is the tax break? Forgive me, but aren’t you underfunded as a
city now? The schools? Transportation? Have you all just been sleeping in the dark. Developers from outside of the
city, county, state and country are poised, ready to jump in and devour Olympia. Those citizens with properties that
can add multiple ADUs to will do so and the price for rent will be MARKET VALUE.
Please keep this in mind when you vote to save this great city or destroy it. If you have children, please consider
their schooling and safety. Vote with a conscience and do not allow indiscriminate development.

I appreciate your consideration of the above. Do your homework for the people you supposedly represent. Keep
Olympia a proud place to live, not a place where some of you and outsiders line their pockets!

Sincerely,
Margaret Arnett

Sent from my iPad
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From: CityCouncil
To: Barbara Buchan
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: Missing Middle ordinance
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 8:10:31 AM

 
 
Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Barbara Buchan <bkwbuchan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 6:12 AM
To: nfloyd@ci.olympia.us
Cc: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Missing Middle ordinance
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I'm writing to protest this proposed ordinance for several reasons:
-The top-down nature of this process, without consulting your constituency.  This is not the nature of
getting cooperation with your voters. And the haste in pushing this measure--What's the Rush? why
not take time to evaluate the situation and work with residents?  And, show respect for your
constituents.  Bulling ahead after the Growth Management Commission called out the plan.   Why
not take time to work out a different approach?  We are not in a housing crisis.
 
-The appalling failure to address the City's housing problems and needs.  As proposed, you're
promoting  housing for middle and upper income earners where
studies have shown the need is for those residents who can pay less than $1200 monthly for
housing.  According to studies, that's almost 50% of Olympia's population.
In spite of  repeated proposals to the contrary, "Trickle-down Economics" does not work and neither
does "trickle down" housing.    Investors coming in to Olympia and building new housing, single
family on up to multiplexes, are ratcheting up prices in the area.  But there's no housing at the lower
end for low income folks which is where the need is, with the shrinking incomes of these people. 
You have failed to address the needs of  many your residents.
 
-The Missing Middle encourages a trend to higher rents and costlier housing.  It's the wrong remedy
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for our housing problem.  It will not stimulate the needed affordable housing.
 
My position is not anti-density, but so far Olympia has not shown it can do density well.  When a box
of a 2-story house is squeezed onto a tiny backyard lot, in a neighborhood of modest housing; when
the new building is allowed to over-shadow its small neighbors, blocking the solar panels, removing
long established trees, new windows staring into the existing house's windows. That doesn't say
much for housing permitting.    
 Duplexes and triplexes are very good use of land, they don't have to be ugly.  Semi-detached
multistory, brick, designed for optimum privacy and esthetics's can be very nice additions to a
neighborhood.  Even small condominium developments can be desirable additions. If designed and
located esthetically.    
And while we're at it, why not encourage home owners to add ADU's.  Lower the fees to stimulate
this type of in-fill.   And while you are encouraging these, do NOT allow separate ownership of
ADU's.  
 
All in all, the City  is not solving its housing problems with this ordinance.  You are encouraging the
wrong type of housing.
You should be working this out with your constituents and addressing the needs of the community
instead of becoming a bedroom community for Seattleites who can afford the new housing, not 
pushing low income people out to the suburbs.
 
Please reevaluate this ordinance and revise it to address the problems we have now. 
Thank you
 
Barbara Buchan
924 Quince NE
98506   
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From: Walt Jorgensen
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: Joyce Phillips
Subject: Fwd: SEPA Checklist
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:15:13 PM
Attachments: image.png

HOCA SEPA Checklist.pdf
SEPA_DNS-3.pdf
Housing Option - SEPA DNS - Walt Jorgensen.odt

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

SEPA Official
:
Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>

Walter R. Jorgensen
823 North St SE
Tumwater, WA 98501-3526
waltjorgensen@comcast.net
360-489-0764 (home)
360-819-0678 (cell)

Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>

Please find my comments on the below referenced project attached.

 
Please RSVP to acknowledge receipt.  Thank you. 
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST   
Purpose of checklist:  
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization 
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental 
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 
  
Instructions for applicants:   
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions.  You may use “not applicable” or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown.  
You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports.  Complete and accurate 
answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-
making process. 
 
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal 
or its environmental effects.  The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your 
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 
adverse impact. 
 
Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed.  Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts.  The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination.  Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:  [help]  
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).  Please 
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not 
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 
 
A.  Background  [help] 
 
1.   Name of proposed project, if applicable: [help] 
 


Housing Options Code Amendments to implement certain subsection of RCW 36.70A.600 
 
2.   Name of applicant: [help] 
 


City of Olympia, Community Planning and Development Department 
 


3.   Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: [help]  
 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/e-review.html
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Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner 
(360) 570-3722, jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us 
601 – 4th Ave East 
PO Box 1967 
Olympia, WA 98507 


 
4.   Date checklist prepared: [help] 
 


February and March 2020 
 
5.   Agency requesting checklist: [help] 
 


City of Olympia Community Planning and Development Department 
 
6.   Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): [help] 
 


A public hearing before the City of Olympia Planning Commission is not yet scheduled but will likely 
be held in April or May of 2020.  The City Council will likely consider the future Planning 
Commission recommendation and the proposed amendments in mid-2020.  If adopted, the proposed 
code amendments would go into effect shortly thereafter (5 days is typical). 


 
7.   Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 


connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 
 
Yes. One of the proposed text amendments is for the City to monitor its achieved density on an 
annual basis in order to assess if the overall density is approaching or exceeds the targeted density 
of land in the areas designated as “Low Density Neighborhoods” in the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Low Density Neighborhood areas have a target density of up to twelve units per acre.   
 
Additionally, after using the future code for a year or two it may be desirable to modify the code to 
address any questions or issues that should be changed or clarified.   
 
Other work the city is conducting will also impact housing, such as the Homelessness Response 
Plan and implementation of the Home Fund.  Additionally, the City of Olympia is currently working 
to develop a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, which may contain recommendations around 
housing and energy that will be addressed a later date. 
 


8.   List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. [help] 


 
A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) and Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) were completed for the Olympia Comprehensive Plan 
Update, January 2014.  The Comprehensive Plan was adopted in December of 2014. These 
proposed code amendments are intended to help implement the provisions of the Comprehensive 
Plan that call for accommodating additional residential development in existing neighborhoods 
through infill development. The City is still planning for the same number of people as determined 
in the adopted Comprehensive Plan: for population growth of up to 20,000 new residents from 
2014 to 2035, within the same urban growth boundary. 
 
City staff did review the United Nations Emissions Gap Report for 2019 in regard to its 
recommendations for urbanization.  In its recommendations to reduce emissions to meet reduction 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (section 5.3.2 Urbanization and Settlements), it states, 
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“First, more compact urban form tends to reduce energy consumption and increase opportunities 
for more efficient district heating and cooling systems (Lucon 2014), transportation infrastructure 
and energy supply networks, and integrated management across different vectors (mobility, 
electricity, gas, heat).” The report calls for urbanization, smaller housing units, and making use of 
existing infrastructure as a necessary measure to reduce emissions. 
 
The report is available at https://www.unenvironment.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2019.  
 
Allowing more housing, that is in scale with the Low-Density Neighborhoods designation in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan, is one way the city can accommodate housing for our anticipated 
population growth while making use of existing infrastructure investments. This also aligns well 
with the City’s policies of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and reducing sprawl. 
 


9.   Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 


 
There are usually a few land use review applications or building permit applications in review for 
projects located in the zoning districts these amendments would alter at any given time.  The 
applications are being reviewed for conformance with the rules in place at the time of submittal or 
acceptance of a complete application.  There are no known applications in review that are pending 
the outcome of these recommendations. There have been inquires from some members of the public 
regarding whether or not certain code changes may occur, as they decide whether or not to 
proceed.  These inquiries seem to be focused on the maximum building height allowed for 
Accessory Dwelling Units and not about whether or not to build one on their property. 
 


10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
[help] 


 
City Council approval or modification of these proposed code changes will be needed before the 
code changes occur and go into effect. The proposal will be considered by the City Council after the 
Olympia Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and issues a recommendation on the 
proposed amendments. 
 


11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size 
of the project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 
describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on 
this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information 
on project description.) [help] 
 
The proposed revisions include amendments to the city’s zoning and development standards to 
allow for a greater variety of housing types in low density residential areas, primarily by modifying 
requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and allowing duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard 
apartments in areas of the city where they are not currently allowed or by modifying the standards 
for these housing types in some zoning districts. While the city has identified, through its 
comprehensive plan, three areas for high-density residential development where the majority of 
future growth will occur, there is also a policy direction to increase infill in the city’s lower density 
residential zones (primarily the Residential 4-8 and Residential 6-12 zoning districts, with densities 
of 4-8 and 6-12 units per acre, respectively). Implementation of the three high density nodes and 
infill strategies are included in the City’s adopted comprehensive plan and are key strategies to 
meeting the city’s projected population growth within the existing urban growth boundary. 
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These code amendments would revise various chapters in Title 18, Unified Development Code, of 
the Olympia Municipal Code.  These standards address things like permitted uses in various zoning 
districts, lot sizes and dimensional standards, building heights, parking requirements, and design 
review.  These draft amendments address accessory dwelling units (ADUs), duplexes, triplexes, and 
courtyard apartments. The amendments would allow duplexes on corner lots in all zoning districts 
that permit single family residences (all residential and most commercial zones); amend the 
development standards applicable for ADUs (remove requirements for additional parking space, 
the property owner to live on site, increase the maximum size from 800 square feet to 1,000 square 
feet, and to increase the maximum building height for ADUs that are not attached to the primary 
residence); and make provisions to allow for duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments on each 
parcel in one or more zoning districts that permit single family residences (unless the city 
documents a specific infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this requirement 
unfeasible for a particular parcel). 
 
Responses to questions in Section B recognize that this proposal is the action of reviewing potential 
impacts of adopting these code amendments – not of potential future development projects 
themselves.  Many responses will be general in nature because the action of adopting development 
regulations does not have specific impacts (for example, no housing units or parking spaces will be 
created or eliminated; no runoff will be generated) on a specific piece of property.  
 
Section D is the supplemental section for non-project actions such as this.  It is also filled out and is 
more specific to a non-project action like this proposal.  Responses are made with the knowledge 
that other code provisions that address things like stormwater management, critical areas and 
environmental protections, and other development standards will still apply and are not proposed 
to be changed as a result of these proposed amendments.   


 
12.  Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 


location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, 
and range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available.  While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
permit applications related to this checklist. [help] 
 
The proposed zoning provisions would apply citywide.  Some provisions apply across a particular 
zoning district (e.g. Residential 4-8 or “R 4-8”) whereas others are for a particular issue (e.g. 
parking). Most amendments pertain to the R 4-8 and R 6-12 zoning districts, but multiple revisions 
apply and will impact all residential and most commercial zoning districts. 
 
 


B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS  [help] 
 
1.  Earth  [help] 
 
a.   General description of the site: [help] 


(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other _____________  
 
Portions of the City are flat, rolling, hilly, and/or contain steep slopes.   
 


b.   What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? [help] 
 
Slopes in the city limits and Urban Growth Area (UGA) very between 0% to greater than 40%. 
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c.   What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 


muck)?  If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 
removing any of these soils. [help] 


 
There are several soil types across the City of Olympia and its UGA.  According to the US 
Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Maps, the most 
predominate soil types are Alderwood Gravelly Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes), Nisqually Loamy Fine 
Sand (0-15% slopes), and Yelm Fine Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes).  Other less predominate soil 
types present include Cagey Loamy Sand, Everett Very Gravelly Sandy Loam, Giles Silt Loam, 
Indianola Loamy Sand, Kapowsin Silt Loam, Norma Silt Loam, and Schneider Very Gravelly Loam.  
Additional soil types are present as well.  
  


d.   Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, 
describe. [help] 


 
According to the Washington Geologic Information Portal, accessed via the Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources website, there are two seismogenic faults that cross the City of 
Olympia area. Both run in a diagonal fashion, northwest to southeast and are named Olympia 
Structure Class B.  The portal maps the approximate ground response to earthquakes by identifying 
liquefaction susceptibility.  The majority of the Olympia area is identified as having a low to 
moderate susceptibility.  Portions of the city (primarily near Puget Sound) are identified as having 
high susceptibility, while other areas are considered low or very low susceptibility.   
 


e.   Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of 
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. [help] 


 
This is a non-project action.  There is no filling, excavation, or grading proposed related to the 
adoption of the code amendments. 
 


f.   Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 
[help] 


 
Erosion will not occur because there is no clearing or construction proposed. 
 


g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project  
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? [help] 


 
Not Applicable – there will be no change in the amount of impervious surfaces as there is no 
construction proposed. Additionally, these amendments do not include revisions of the maximum 
amount of building coverage, hard surfaces coverage, or impervious surface coverage allowed in 
the underlying zoning districts.  
 


h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: [help] 
 
None needed at this time.  For future development proposals, the city has adopted erosion control 
standards as well as provisions to protect critical areas, which include geologically hazardous 
areas (landslide hazard areas), which will apply. 
 
 


2. Air  [help] 
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a.   What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, operation, and 


maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate 
quantities if known. [help] 


 
There will be no emissions to the air as a result of adopting amendments to the development 
regulations.   
 


b.   Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so, 
generally describe. [help] 


 
No, there are no off-site sources of emissions or odor that will affect amendment of the development 
regulations.   
 


c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: [help] 
 
None.  
  


3.  Water  [help] 
 
a.   Surface Water:  
 


1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-
round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe type 
and provide names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. [help] 
 
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  There are surface waters in the form of lakes, 
streams, wetlands, and Puget Sound. 
 


2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 
waters?  If yes, please describe and attach available plans. [help] 


 
No – adoption of the text amendments will not require any work over, in, or adjacent to water 
sources. 
 


3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from 
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  
Indicate the source of fill material. [help] 


 
None. 
 


4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general  
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 


 
No – adoption of the code amendments will not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 
 


5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 
[help] 


 
Portions of the city are designated as 100-year floodplain. 
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6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, 
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. [help] 


 
No, the proposed amendments will not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters.  
 


b.  Ground Water:  
 


1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, 
give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities 
withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 


 
No – groundwater will not be withdrawn for any purpose as a result of adopting these code 
amendments. 
 


2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other 
sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 
following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the 
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. [help] 


 
None. 
  


c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 
 


1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?   
Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. [help] 


 
None – these text amendments will not result in any runoff. 
 


2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No. 
 


3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If 
so, describe. [help] 


 
No. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage 
pattern impacts, if any: [help] 


 
None.  
 


4.  Plants  [help] 
 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: [help] 


 
 deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 
 evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
 shrubs 
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 grass 
pasture 


 crop or grain (generally personal or small scale gardens) 
 Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops (generally personal or small scale 


gardens) 
 wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
 water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
 other types of vegetation 


 
b.   What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? [help] 


 
None.   
 


c.   List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
The proposed non-project action does not include any construction or development that would 
impact any listed threatened or endangered species. Potential impacts of future, specific 
development proposals will be addressed through regulations and/or project specific environmental 
review. 


 
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 


vegetation on the site, if any: [help] 
 
None associated with the adoption of these text amendments to the development code.   
 


e.   List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
A review of maps on the Thurston County Noxious Weeds and Lakes Management website shows 
the following noxious weeds are present in the city and urban growth areas: common fennel, 
common reed, giant hogweed, gorse, knapweed (meadow), knotweed (Bohemian, giant and 
Japanese), loosestrife (purple), pampas grass, poison hemlock, shiny geranium, spurge laurel, 
tansy ragwort, wild chervil, and yellow flag iris. 
 
Additional noxious weeds that are present in Thurston County include: blueweed, Brazilian elodea, 
bugloss (annual), bugloss (common), butterfly bush, Dalmation toadflax, hawkweed (common, 
mouseear, orange, wall, yellow, and yellow devil), knapweed (diffuse, spotted), knotweed 
(Himalyan), parrotfeather, perennial pepperweed, perennial sowthistle, rush skeletonweed, sulfur 
cinquefoil, thistle (Italian, Scotch, slenderflower, and variable-leaf milfoil. 
 
For a list of Noxious Weeds currently present in Thurston County, Washington, visit: 
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/tcweeds/weed-list.htm       
 
 


5.  Animals  [help] 
 
a.  List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known 


to be on or near the site.  [help]                                                                                       
 


Examples include:   
 
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
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 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ________ 
        


b.  List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
According to the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Priority Habitat and Species 
Maps, the following wildlife specific are present in this area: Mazama Pocket Gopher (habitat in 
City Limits, habitat and sightings in Urban Growth Area), Oregon Spotted Frog, Olympic 
Mudminnow, Steelhead, Fall Chinook, Fall Chum, Resident Coastal Cutthroat, Coho, Surf Smelt, 
Big Brown Bat, Yuma Myotis (bat), California Myotis (bat), Purple Martin, and the Townsend’s 
Big-Eared Bat.   
 


c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. [help] 
 
The City of Olympia is located in the Pacific Flyway, which extends from Mexico northward into 
Canada and the State of Alaska. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: [help] 
 
None. 
  


e.  List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
None.   
 
 


6.  Energy and Natural Resources  [help] 
 
a.   What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the 


completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, 
manufacturing, etc. [help] 


 
None. 
 


b.   Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  
If so, generally describe.  [help] 


 
No, adoption of the revised development regulations would not affect the potential use of solar 
energy by adjacent properties. 
 
One of the proposed development regulation amendments includes an increase to the maximum 
building height allowed for an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) that is not attached to the house.  The 
maximum building height is currently 16 feet for any accessory structure that is not attached to the 
house.  The proposed revision is to increase the building height for detached ADUs to 24 feet, 
which would allow an ADU to be built above a garage or other accessory structure.  An increase in 
building height from 16 feet to 24 feet may limit the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 
properties.  However, the maximum size of the single family home, or any addition to it, is up to 35 
feet in height.  16 feet and 24 feet are both lower in height than the maximum height allowed for the 
house or any future additions to the house. 
 


c.  What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List 
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: [help] 
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None. 
 


7.  Environmental Health  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of 


fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If 
so, describe. [help] 


 
No. 
 


1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 
[help] 


 
None. 
 


2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development 
and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines 
located within the project area and in the vicinity. [help] 


 
None. 
 


3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 
life of the project. [help] 


 
None associated with these text amendments.  
 


4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. [help] 
 
None – adoption of development regulations will not require special emergency services.  
 


5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: [help] 
 
None. Potential impacts of future, site specific development proposals will be addressed through 
regulations and/or project specific environmental review.  
 


b.  Noise  [help]  
 


1)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? [help] 


 
None. 
 


2)  What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a 
short-term or a long-term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)? 
Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. [help] 


 
None.  Adoption of development regulations will not create noise.   
 


3)  Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: [help] 
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None. Potential noise impacts may occur during future development proposals and will be 
addressed through City regulations and/or specific environmental review. 
 


8.  Land and Shoreline Use  [help] 
 
a.  What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current 


land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. [help] 
 
The city contains lands that are designated in the Comprehensive Plan for, and zoned for, 
residential, commercial, mixed use, and industrial uses. Those designations are not anticipated to 
change as a result of these development regulation amendments. 
 
The proposal would primarily amend regulations pertaining to the housing types that are allowed 
in the different zoning districts - or amend development standards that are applicable.  For 
example, Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) may no longer be required to provide an additional off-
street parking space or have the property owner live on site.   The maximum size allowed for ADUs 
may increase from 800 to 1,000 square feet.  Some zoning districts may allow duplexes, triplexes, or 
courtyard apartments where these housing types are not currently allowed. Other proposed 
amendments may result in there being one lot size for the construction of a single family home or a 
duplex (or triplex, or courtyard apartment) as long as the applicant can demonstrate that other 
development standards such as setbacks from property lines, maximum development coverages of 
the lot, off-street parking, design review, low impact development stormwater standards, and the 
protection of critical areas are satisfied. 


 
b.  Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. 


How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to 
other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, 
how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or 
nonforest use?  [help] 


  
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  Portions of the city have been used for farming 
or forestry in the past.   
 


1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal 
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, 
tilling, and harvesting? If so, how: [help] 


 
No. 
 


c.  Describe any structures on the site. [help] 
 
There are a wide variety of structures throughout the city including public, commercial, residential, 
light industrial, and mixed use buildings.  Fences, bulkheads, boardwalks, and other structure types 
are also present. 
 


d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? [help] 
 
No. 
 


e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? [help] 
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The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial zoning classifications, 
including some mixed use zones. The zoning district boundaries are not proposed to change as a 
result of these code amendments. 
 


f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial Future Land Use designations 
in its comprehensive plan.  The Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the comprehensive plan 
includes a Future Land Use Map that shows the location of Future Land Use designations that 
include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
 


g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes several shoreline designations from conservancy to urban uses.   
 


h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county?  If so, specify. 
[help] 


 
Yes, there are critical areas within the City of Olympia. 
 


i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? [help] 
 
No change as a result of these code amendments.  However, the city does anticipate additional 
future development, including residential uses. 
 


j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? [help] 
 
No people will be displaced by the adoption of revised development regulations.   
 


k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: [help]  
 
None proposed specifically.   
  


L.  Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 
uses and plans, if any: [help] 


 
The draft code was developed in consideration of the adopted Comprehensive Plan goals and 
policies related to low density neighborhoods and residential infill development. This includes 
consideration of the City’s Infill and Other Residential Design Review requirements and the 
Historic Preservation standards. The overall number of people and housing units the city is 
working to accommodate has not increased as a result of these amendments.  The city is working to 
accommodate its projected population growth within its urban growth area boundary. 
 


m.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 
commercial significance, if any: [help] 


 
None. 
 


9.  Housing  [help] 
 
a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or 


low-income housing. [help] 
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Staff anticipates these code amendments would result in fewer than 950 residential units over 
twenty years, given that the Missing Middle Infill Housing ordinance (which included a greater 
variety of housing options than are currently proposed and eliminated the need for a transfer of 
development right to reach the maximum density of 8 units per acre in the R 4-8 zone, which is not 
included in this proposal) was projected to result in only 474-946 units over a twenty year period. 
 
The majority of the City’s population growth will be accommodated in the three areas designated 
as High Density Neighborhood in the Comprehensive Plan and in areas designated for moderate 
density residential land uses.    
 


b.   Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-
income housing. [help] 


 
None. Adoption of development regulations will not add or eliminate any housing units. 
 


c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: [help] 
 
Adoption of these amendments is intended to help provide a greater variety of housing types in the 
Low Density Neighborhood areas of the City.  These are generally assumed to be market rate units 
in existing residential areas, primarily through infill development. 
 
The City is working to address other housing issues through its specific planning efforts for the 
High Density Neighborhoods – such as was completed for the Downtown High Density 
Neighborhood through the Downtown Strategy (anticipated to provide housing for 5,000 additional 
residents) and future planning efforts for the other two High Density Neighborhood Areas.  Other 
efforts address housing, such as work to implement the City’s Home Fund, the Homeless Response 
Plan, housing efforts under the Community Development Block Grant, and emergency housing 
efforts for people experiencing homelessness. The City is working to address housing for all 
members of our community, at all income levels. 
 


10.  Aesthetics  [help] 
 
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 


principal exterior building material(s) proposed? [help] 
 
No structures are proposed at this time.  Future development that may occur is subject to height 
limitations.  In low density residential zones, which are the zones primarily affected by these 
amendments, the maximum building height for the primary residential structure is 35 feet.  
Accessory structures are limited in height to 16 feet.  While the majority of accessory structures that 
are not attached to the house will remain at 16 feet or less in height, the proposed amendments 
would increase the height to 24 feet for accessory dwelling units.  This would allow an ADU to be 
constructed above a garage or shop building that is not attached to the house. 
 


b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? [help] 
 
No specific construction is proposed, as this is a non-project action.   
 


c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: [help] 
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Duplexes, triplexes, and accessory dwelling units require design review.  Courtyard apartments are 
considered to be a type of multifamily project, which also requires design review.  The City’s Infill 
and Other Residential Design Review (Chapter 18.175, OMC) standards address: 


• Neighborhood Scale and Character 
• Building Orientation and Entries 
• Building Modulation and Articulation 
• Windows 
• Garage Design 
• Materials and Colors 


 
 


11.  Light and Glare  [help] 
 
a.  What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly 


occur? [help] 
 
None.  Light and/or glare issues will be addressed as part of any future project review and 
decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 


b.   Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 
[help] 


 
No, because there is nothing proposed at this time that would create any light or glare or interfere 
with views.  However, light and/or glare issues and view protections will be addressed as part of 
any future project review and decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 


c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? [help] 
 
None. 
 


d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None.  See response in 11b, above. 


 
 
12.  Recreation  [help] 
 
a.   What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? [help] 


 
There are multiple recreational opportunities throughout the city, including parks and open spaces, 
the waterfront, and nearby forests.  
 


b.  Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. [help] 
 
No recreational uses would be displaced by this proposal. 
 


c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: [help] 


 
None.  These proposed development regulation amendments do not alter the City’s adopted level of 
service for parks and open spaces. One reason the maximum building height for ADUs to increase 
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from 16 feet to 24 feet is so additional yard area could be retained, rather than having two separate 
structures that are not attached to the house, which some people would prefer. 
 
 


13.  Historic and cultural preservation  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years 


old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so, 
specifically describe. [help] 


 
Yes, there are multiple buildings, structures and sites city-wide.  Inventories have been completed 
by the City for some areas and are included in City databases. 
 


b.  Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? 
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, 
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies 
conducted at the site to identify such resources. [help] 


 
There are landmarks in the city and the downtown has a rich history of use by Native Americans 
and other historic uses.  The City of Olympia has a standard process to review for and protect 
cultural resources, which will not change as a result of revised development regulations. 
 


c.  Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources 
on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of 
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. 
[help] 


 
City staff worked to ensure consistency with these amendments and the city policies and codes 
related to Historic Preservation.  This work is consistent with city procedures around protection 
and preservation of archeological and cultural resources as well.  


 
d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance 


to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. [help] 
 
All future development will be subject to city, state and federal regulations regarding protection of 
cultural, historic and archaeological resources, which are not changed by this proposal. 
 
 


14.  Transportation  [help] 
 
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe 


proposed access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. [help] 
 
This is a non-project action that will apply to development within the City of Olympia.  Overall, the 
City has a network of 216 miles of urban streets from low volume residential streets up to major 
arterials.  Interstate 5 and Highway l0l also run through the City. 
 


b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit?  If so, generally 
describe.  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? [help] 
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Intercity Transit is the primary transit provider in the City of Olympia and its primary transit center 
is located in the downtown.  Other service providers (e.g. Mason County Transit, Grays Harbor 
Transit) provide service to the city as well.   
 


c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? [help] 


 
None, adoption of revised development regulations will not create additional parking spaces, nor 
will any be eliminated.   
 


d.   Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 
(indicate whether public or private). [help]  


 
Not at this time, as a result of adopting code amendments.  Future development projects may 
require transportation improvements to streets, sidewalks, or bicycle lanes pursuant to the 
development standards and when those types of improvements are required, as already adopted by 
the City.  For example, current standards require project applicants construct street frontage 
improvements for projects that generate more than 20 new average daily trips.  An applicant who 
applies to build a residence on a vacant lot that does not have a sidewalk installed is required to 
install the sidewalk or, in some cases, can instead pay into a sidewalk fund for the construction of 
sidewalks elsewhere.  These requirements are not subject to change as a result of these proposed 
amendments. 


  
e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 


transportation?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No, adoption of these proposed code amendments will not use water, rail, or air transportation.  
Streets, trails, sidewalks, rail lines, and water transportation are present in the city. 
 


f.   How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? 
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would 
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation 
models were used to make these estimates? [help] 


 
None. The number of average daily trips likely to occur from future development of the housing 
types being considered at this time are 9.44 for a single family residence; 7.32 for duplex, triplex, 
and courtyard apartment units, and 3.70 for Accessory Dwelling Units.  The number of units and 
overall population growth planned for in the Comprehensive Plan has not changed and remains the 
same.  This type of infill growth was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 


g.  Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. [help] 


 
No.  No change is proposed that would have an impact on or affect the movement of agricultural or 
forest products. 
 


h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None at this time.  Future projects will be reviewed for conformance with the requirements in place 
at the time of application.  This may result in the requirement to construct a sidewalk, full frontage 
improvements, or off-site improvements, depending on the scope of the project. 
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With the exception of ADUs, these housing types will require the applicant provide parking spaces 
on the private property, outside of the public right of way. A single family residence is required to 
provide two off-street parking spaces; a duplex must provide two per unit for a total of four spaces; 
the proposed amendments note that a triplex must provide five parking spaces; and multifamily 
projects are required to provide 1.5 parking spaces per unit (or 1 for studio apartments). 
 


 
15.  Public Services  [help] 
 
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 


protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally 
describe. [help] 


 
No.  The City is already planning to serve the existing community and our projected growth of 
20,000 new residents within the existing city limits and urban growth area.  This includes working 
with the Olympia School District and transit providers. This work occurs as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan and its periodic updates and the annual Capital Facilities Planning. 
 


b.   Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. [help] 
 
None at this time. 
 
 


16.  Utilities  [help] 
 
a.   Circle utilities currently available at the site: [help]  


electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other 
___________ 


 
A full range of urban utilities are available in the city, including electricity, natural gas, domestic 
water, refuse service, telephone, and sanitary sewer. There are some on-site septic systems in the 
city as well. Stormwater systems are also present. Prior to city approval for development provisions 
must be made to connect to utilities, in accordance with other city development standards. 
 


b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the 
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
[help] 


 
No change in available utilities is proposed with this proposal.   
 


C.  Signature  [help] 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 
 
Signature: 
 
Name of signee, Position and Agency/Organization: Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, City of Olympia 
Community Planning and Development Department 
 
Date Submitted:  March 5, 2020 
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D.  supplemental sheet for nonproject actions [help] 
(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions) 
 
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction  
with the list of the elements of the environment. 
 
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of  
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or  
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general 
terms. 
 
1.   How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; 


production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 
 
The proposal will not result in an increase of any discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production, storage or release of toxic or hazardous substances, or the production of noise.  The 
change in development regulations from those currently in existence to those under consideration 
will not result in an increase in the discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production/storage/release of toxic or hazardous substances; or the production of noise. The 
amount of impervious and hard surface coverages allowed is not proposed to change as a result of 
these amendments.  In most zoning districts the allowed amount is tied to the size of the lot, not the 
type of housing proposed to be constructed. 
 


 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
None.   
 


2.   How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 
 
The proposal will not increase any impacts to plants, animals, fish, or marine life.  All existing 
measures to protect plants, animals, fish, and marine life (such as the Critical Areas Ordinance, the 
Shoreline Master Program, and Low Impact Development Stormwater standards) will remain in 
effect and will apply to any/all future development proposals.  Tree standards will remain 
unchanged as a result of these amendments. 
 


Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 
 
All future development in the City will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal 
regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  The city’s critical areas 
ordinance and Shoreline Master Program include measures to protect and conserve plants, 
animals, fish, and marine life.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended at this time and 
remain in full force and effect. 


 
3.   How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 


 
The proposal will not increase impacts to natural resources or deplete energy.   


 
 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 


 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#SupplementalSheet
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Future development will continue to be subject to existing energy codes and other city, state and 
federal regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations 
are not proposed to be amended as a result of this proposal and will remain in full force and effect. 
 


4.   How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or  
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or 
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 


 
The proposal will not increase such impacts.  All existing measures to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas are not being amended by this proposal and will remain in effect.  The Shoreline 
Master Program provisions will not be amended by this action and will also remain in effect. The 
City’s Historic Preservation measures will not be amended by this action and will also remain in 
effect. 


 
 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 


 
Future development will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal regulations and/or 
additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended 
at this time and remain in full force and effect. 
 


5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would 
allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 


 
The proposed development regulations will not result in a significant change to land or shoreline 
uses themselves.  The City considers these proposed amendments to be for new low density 
residential units that are compatible with other low density residential uses. Infill within existing 
low density residential neighborhoods is a planned part of implementing the city’s Comprehensive 
Plan.   


 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 


 
The City requires the housing types under consideration in these amendments to go through design 
review prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The design review standards are a key way to 
ensure compatibility with existing homes on the same street and in the neighborhood.  The Infill and 
Other Residential Design Review standards (in Chapter 18.175 of the Olympia Municipal Code) 
require applicants meet requirements for Neighborhood Scale and Character; Building Orientation 
and Entries; Building Modulation and Articulation; Windows; Garage Design; and Materials and 
Colors. 
 


6.   How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 
services and utilities? 


 
The proposed development regulations will have no negative impact on the demands for 
transportation or public services and utilities. In fact, infill in existing neighborhoods can help 
support public transportation and make use of existing utility infrastructure in most cases.  The 
standards for determining the amount of parking required for various housing types are not 
proposed to change as part of these code amendments, other than to clarify that triplexes in zoning 
districts with a maximum density of twelve units or less must provide five (5) parking spaces. 
 


 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 
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None. 
 
7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 


requirements for the protection of the environment.  
 


The proposal will not conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection 
of the environment. The intent is to adopt provisions that are fully compliant with recent 
amendments to the Growth Management Act, in RCW 36.70A.600 and the City’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan. 








 
Project Name: Housing Options - SEPA Review 


Project Number: 20-0994 


Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and permitted 
locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments.  


Location of Proposal: City-Wide 


Proponent: Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development, City 
of Olympia  


Lead Agency: City of Olympia 


SEPA Official: Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP. Phone 360.570.3768,  
Email: nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us  


Date of Issue:  April 7, 2020 


 
Threshold Determination:  The lead agency for this proposal has determined that this action is not likely to have 
a significant adverse impact upon the environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C).  The environmental review and SEPA threshold determination of this 
proposed action are based upon the environmental checklist and related information on file with the City.  This 
information is available to the public on request. 
 
This DNS is issued under Washington Administrative Code 197-11-340.  The applicant shall not begin work until 
after the appeal deadline has expired and any other necessary permits have been granted.  
 
Comments regarding this Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) should be directed to the SEPA Official at the 
address above. If conditions are added, deleted or modified during or following the 14-day comment period, a 
revised threshold determination will be issued. 
 
COMMENT DEADLINE:  4:00 p.m., April 21, 2020 
 
APPEAL PROCEDURE:  Pursuant to RCW 43.21C.495, this DNS is not subject to administrative or judicial appeal 
under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act. The City of Olympia will not accept an appeal application 
on this threshold determination.   
 
Issued by: 


 
 


Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP, SEPA OFFICIAL 


 


 


 
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT  


DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE 
(SEPA DNS) 


 


Community Planning & Development 
601 4th Avenue E. – PO Box 1967 


Olympia WA 98501-1967 
Phone:  360.753.8314 


Fax:  360.753.8087 
cpdinfo@ci.olympia.wa.us 


www.olympiawa.gov  
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Housing Option - SEPA DNS - Walt Jorgensen.odt



8-Land and Shoreline Use



 j-Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?

 The development is much more likely to go into go into older, less affluent parts of town such as northeast, northwest, and southwest Olympia.  These areas have smaller, modest homes on standard or larger lots with less home value.  Tear down and displacement of people, especially renters, is much more likely to occur in these areas and under these circumstances.  The rest of the City, which tends to be more affluent, is often protected by homeowner association covenants and/or the fact that they are relatively new construction and too expensive for anyone to tear down profitably.  Older, less affluent t neighborhoods tend to have the larger proportion of renters and these would be the first to be displaced.  This is an environmental justice issue when impacts fall disproportionately on minority of lower income residents.  New construction is inherently more expensive than existing structures. With prices and rents all going up, current residents with be economically as well as physically displaced. 









 k-Obviously with lower income residents at risk, the City should monitor economic and physical displacement by neighborhood.  We have already seen displacement occur recently in the downtown area with the construction of high-end apartments.



9-Housing

 a-Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.

 Staff anticipates fewer than 900 residential units over 20 years based on the TRPC projection that  was done for the Missing Middle.  However, there are gaps in these projections.  The TRPC analysis did not include  ADUs.  ADUs are very popular.  Given that many houses will be able to fit an ADU onto their property, these are likely to be constructed.  ADUs are not even counted in the unit density; the impact to infrastructure their proliferation will cause will not be accounted for.



 c-Proposed measures to control or reduce housing impacts, if any:



 The City states that the projected housing units that will be built “... are generally assumed to be market-rate unit...”  This proposal admits that the likely housing to be built will be market-rate housing which is totally counter to the way the City originally described it and promoted it to the public.  There are no provisions to accommodate over 40% of our population who can only afford a monthly rent of $1050 or less.  We're building these fancy, new units and not giving the people we're displacing anyplace to go.



10-Aesthetics

 c-Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:





Much of the design review planned for structures permitted under these new Housing Options will be conducted by the Planning Staff which is much more deferential to developer preferences than ordinary citizens.  In addition, even those projects directed to the Design Review Board, will receive only minimal oversight  in that the purview of this citizen group has been severely reduced in a practical sense which is to say that the assumptions by a recent Chairperson were much less than the official description of their latitude.



Smaller lot sizes and other provisions of these new Housing Options will encourage and in some cases require that structures take maximum advantage of height allowances.



11-Light & Glare

Increased building heights will invite light intrusion into adjacent buildings, especially lower ones.  





13-Historic & Cultural Preservation:



A review done at the request of Olympians for Smart Development & Livable Neighborhoods by the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation in 2018 by Gregory Griffin, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer suggested additional comments that he would enhance or clarify the responses in 13b – 13d.



1) We would recommend that 13 (d) include discussion or clarification about how the proposal would affect “inventoried” historic properties (generally those over 50 years in age) that are not afforded the protection of designated properties and historic districts. We would also recommend information that outlines how/when tribes, DAHP, and other interested parties are notified when applications are received that involve ground disturbance and/or demolition of an inventoried property. 



2) We also recommend that it would be useful to discuss in 13 (d) or 8 (d) how the “Missing Middle” proposal might affect land values, property values, and market forces that could influence the preservation of, or demolition of both designated as well as inventoried properties. While this discussion would be speculative and beyond the requirements of completing the checklist, it would be interesting to know if there has been any research on this question and/or case studies of similar proposals in other cities. While the checklist does cite research conducted by the Thurston Regional Planning Council on past demolition trends and numbers in the county’s urban core, it is not clear if the research tabulated demolished properties that were 50 years of age and older or had any historic designation status or inventory record. 



3) Finally, we note that while accurate at face value, the statements in b. through d: “Any future development would be subject to city, state, and federal regulations regarding protection of cultural, historic and archaeological resources…” may give the impression to a general audience that these resources are afforded “ironclad” protection as a result of government regulations. In reality, beyond the protections afforded by OMC 18.12, state and federal cultural resource regulations and review processes have limited applicability and authority that are dependent upon project variables such as location, funding source, program, and the cultural resource/historic property type that could be affected. 



For future development at the project level, considerations for the the cumulative impact on a neighborhood can be easily overlooked.  The first permitted project may not cause unacceptable interference with the historic/cultural aspects of a neighborhood.  The addition of the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, or 5th may ultimately cause severe impact that, at that point, cannot be reversed.



14-Transportation



We're likely to have uneven distribution of density (incidentally frustrated by not counting ADUs) in certain neighborhoods, especially NE, NW, &n SW, where modest homes are likely to be developed.  This will cause transportation bottlenecks, especially during peak hours.  This has not been assessed.  Impact fees only cover a portion of transportation infrastructure costs.  Unplanned-for needs at the time of ordinance development shifts the burden of costs onto existing residents.



The City states that no parking spaces will be eliminated.  This is a technically-stated obfuscation consistent with ADUs not being counted as adding to neighborhood density.  Now, with no additional parking space being required to accompany an additional ADU, they're not being counted as adding to parking needs either.  Not requiring an additional parking space for an additional ADU is akin to eliminating a parking space relative to need.



  



f-The City states that the average daily vehicle trips likely to occur from future development prescribed in this ordinance was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan).  However, this is inaccurate.  Duplexes were not allowed throughout low-density neighborhoods in the Comp Plan.  Triplexes were not allowed throughout R 6-12, only in certain zones near high-density corridors.  Courtyard apartments were not assessed in the Comp Plan at all.  Therefore these vehicle trips and transportation impacts have not been accounted for.



15-Public Services



The City estimates that at a minimum there will be 950 additional units.  This does not include the ghost ADUs that don't seem to impact anything.  Impact fees only cover a portion of schools, transportation, and parks.  (Fire hasn't been implemented in recent years.)  That doesn't include other emergency and standard municipal services such as libraries, police, city hall, etc.  The costs of these unaccounted for needs will become the responsibility of the general taxpayer.  



16-Utilities



It is unclear from the City's statement in this area that at the time of development onsite septic systems will be required to be converted to sewer.  Many areas in the City are on a combined stormwater/sanitary sewer system.  The City has not addressed how stormwater will be handled in these areas to prevent flooding or the overloading of the LOTT facility.  Low Impact Development (LID) standards selected by the developer may not be sufficient to address excess stormwater in these areas and in areas with  high rates of infiltration and inflow.



A review done by Tom Holz, a stormwater expert, which is previously on file with the Missing Middle ordinance, found that increased runoff and likely sewage overflows from the Missing Middle proposed intensity of development will degrade already impaired streams and Puget Sound in respect to both immediate and cumulative impacts of water quality, fish, and endangered species.  The city has not been able to show that it will be able to comply with its NPDES permit. 
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST   
Purpose of checklist:  
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization 
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental 
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 
  
Instructions for applicants:   
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions.  You may use “not applicable” or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown.  
You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports.  Complete and accurate 
answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision-
making process. 
 
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal 
or its environmental effects.  The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your 
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 
adverse impact. 
 
Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed.  Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts.  The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination.  Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 
 
Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:  [help]  
For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).  Please 
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not 
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 
 
A.  Background  [help] 
 
1.   Name of proposed project, if applicable: [help] 
 

Housing Options Code Amendments to implement certain subsection of RCW 36.70A.600 
 
2.   Name of applicant: [help] 
 

City of Olympia, Community Planning and Development Department 
 

3.   Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: [help]  
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Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner 
(360) 570-3722, jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us 
601 – 4th Ave East 
PO Box 1967 
Olympia, WA 98507 

 
4.   Date checklist prepared: [help] 
 

February and March 2020 
 
5.   Agency requesting checklist: [help] 
 

City of Olympia Community Planning and Development Department 
 
6.   Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): [help] 
 

A public hearing before the City of Olympia Planning Commission is not yet scheduled but will likely 
be held in April or May of 2020.  The City Council will likely consider the future Planning 
Commission recommendation and the proposed amendments in mid-2020.  If adopted, the proposed 
code amendments would go into effect shortly thereafter (5 days is typical). 

 
7.   Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or 

connected with this proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 
 
Yes. One of the proposed text amendments is for the City to monitor its achieved density on an 
annual basis in order to assess if the overall density is approaching or exceeds the targeted density 
of land in the areas designated as “Low Density Neighborhoods” in the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Low Density Neighborhood areas have a target density of up to twelve units per acre.   
 
Additionally, after using the future code for a year or two it may be desirable to modify the code to 
address any questions or issues that should be changed or clarified.   
 
Other work the city is conducting will also impact housing, such as the Homelessness Response 
Plan and implementation of the Home Fund.  Additionally, the City of Olympia is currently working 
to develop a Regional Climate Mitigation Plan, which may contain recommendations around 
housing and energy that will be addressed a later date. 
 

8.   List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be 
prepared, directly related to this proposal. [help] 

 
A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) and Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) were completed for the Olympia Comprehensive Plan 
Update, January 2014.  The Comprehensive Plan was adopted in December of 2014. These 
proposed code amendments are intended to help implement the provisions of the Comprehensive 
Plan that call for accommodating additional residential development in existing neighborhoods 
through infill development. The City is still planning for the same number of people as determined 
in the adopted Comprehensive Plan: for population growth of up to 20,000 new residents from 
2014 to 2035, within the same urban growth boundary. 
 
City staff did review the United Nations Emissions Gap Report for 2019 in regard to its 
recommendations for urbanization.  In its recommendations to reduce emissions to meet reduction 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (section 5.3.2 Urbanization and Settlements), it states, 
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“First, more compact urban form tends to reduce energy consumption and increase opportunities 
for more efficient district heating and cooling systems (Lucon 2014), transportation infrastructure 
and energy supply networks, and integrated management across different vectors (mobility, 
electricity, gas, heat).” The report calls for urbanization, smaller housing units, and making use of 
existing infrastructure as a necessary measure to reduce emissions. 
 
The report is available at https://www.unenvironment.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2019.  
 
Allowing more housing, that is in scale with the Low-Density Neighborhoods designation in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan, is one way the city can accommodate housing for our anticipated 
population growth while making use of existing infrastructure investments. This also aligns well 
with the City’s policies of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and reducing sprawl. 
 

9.   Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other 
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal?  If yes, explain. [help] 

 
There are usually a few land use review applications or building permit applications in review for 
projects located in the zoning districts these amendments would alter at any given time.  The 
applications are being reviewed for conformance with the rules in place at the time of submittal or 
acceptance of a complete application.  There are no known applications in review that are pending 
the outcome of these recommendations. There have been inquires from some members of the public 
regarding whether or not certain code changes may occur, as they decide whether or not to 
proceed.  These inquiries seem to be focused on the maximum building height allowed for 
Accessory Dwelling Units and not about whether or not to build one on their property. 
 

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
[help] 

 
City Council approval or modification of these proposed code changes will be needed before the 
code changes occur and go into effect. The proposal will be considered by the City Council after the 
Olympia Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and issues a recommendation on the 
proposed amendments. 
 

11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size 
of the project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to 
describe certain aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on 
this page.  (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific information 
on project description.) [help] 
 
The proposed revisions include amendments to the city’s zoning and development standards to 
allow for a greater variety of housing types in low density residential areas, primarily by modifying 
requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and allowing duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard 
apartments in areas of the city where they are not currently allowed or by modifying the standards 
for these housing types in some zoning districts. While the city has identified, through its 
comprehensive plan, three areas for high-density residential development where the majority of 
future growth will occur, there is also a policy direction to increase infill in the city’s lower density 
residential zones (primarily the Residential 4-8 and Residential 6-12 zoning districts, with densities 
of 4-8 and 6-12 units per acre, respectively). Implementation of the three high density nodes and 
infill strategies are included in the City’s adopted comprehensive plan and are key strategies to 
meeting the city’s projected population growth within the existing urban growth boundary. 
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These code amendments would revise various chapters in Title 18, Unified Development Code, of 
the Olympia Municipal Code.  These standards address things like permitted uses in various zoning 
districts, lot sizes and dimensional standards, building heights, parking requirements, and design 
review.  These draft amendments address accessory dwelling units (ADUs), duplexes, triplexes, and 
courtyard apartments. The amendments would allow duplexes on corner lots in all zoning districts 
that permit single family residences (all residential and most commercial zones); amend the 
development standards applicable for ADUs (remove requirements for additional parking space, 
the property owner to live on site, increase the maximum size from 800 square feet to 1,000 square 
feet, and to increase the maximum building height for ADUs that are not attached to the primary 
residence); and make provisions to allow for duplexes, triplexes, or courtyard apartments on each 
parcel in one or more zoning districts that permit single family residences (unless the city 
documents a specific infrastructure or physical constraint that would make this requirement 
unfeasible for a particular parcel). 
 
Responses to questions in Section B recognize that this proposal is the action of reviewing potential 
impacts of adopting these code amendments – not of potential future development projects 
themselves.  Many responses will be general in nature because the action of adopting development 
regulations does not have specific impacts (for example, no housing units or parking spaces will be 
created or eliminated; no runoff will be generated) on a specific piece of property.  
 
Section D is the supplemental section for non-project actions such as this.  It is also filled out and is 
more specific to a non-project action like this proposal.  Responses are made with the knowledge 
that other code provisions that address things like stormwater management, critical areas and 
environmental protections, and other development standards will still apply and are not proposed 
to be changed as a result of these proposed amendments.   

 
12.  Location of the proposal.  Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise 

location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, 
and range, if known.  If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s).  Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and 
topographic map, if reasonably available.  While you should submit any plans required by 
the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any 
permit applications related to this checklist. [help] 
 
The proposed zoning provisions would apply citywide.  Some provisions apply across a particular 
zoning district (e.g. Residential 4-8 or “R 4-8”) whereas others are for a particular issue (e.g. 
parking). Most amendments pertain to the R 4-8 and R 6-12 zoning districts, but multiple revisions 
apply and will impact all residential and most commercial zoning districts. 
 
 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS  [help] 
 
1.  Earth  [help] 
 
a.   General description of the site: [help] 

(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other _____________  
 
Portions of the City are flat, rolling, hilly, and/or contain steep slopes.   
 

b.   What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? [help] 
 
Slopes in the city limits and Urban Growth Area (UGA) very between 0% to greater than 40%. 
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c.   What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 

muck)?  If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 
removing any of these soils. [help] 

 
There are several soil types across the City of Olympia and its UGA.  According to the US 
Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Maps, the most 
predominate soil types are Alderwood Gravelly Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes), Nisqually Loamy Fine 
Sand (0-15% slopes), and Yelm Fine Sandy Loam (0-30% slopes).  Other less predominate soil 
types present include Cagey Loamy Sand, Everett Very Gravelly Sandy Loam, Giles Silt Loam, 
Indianola Loamy Sand, Kapowsin Silt Loam, Norma Silt Loam, and Schneider Very Gravelly Loam.  
Additional soil types are present as well.  
  

d.   Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so, 
describe. [help] 

 
According to the Washington Geologic Information Portal, accessed via the Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources website, there are two seismogenic faults that cross the City of 
Olympia area. Both run in a diagonal fashion, northwest to southeast and are named Olympia 
Structure Class B.  The portal maps the approximate ground response to earthquakes by identifying 
liquefaction susceptibility.  The majority of the Olympia area is identified as having a low to 
moderate susceptibility.  Portions of the city (primarily near Puget Sound) are identified as having 
high susceptibility, while other areas are considered low or very low susceptibility.   
 

e.   Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of 
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. [help] 

 
This is a non-project action.  There is no filling, excavation, or grading proposed related to the 
adoption of the code amendments. 
 

f.   Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 
[help] 

 
Erosion will not occur because there is no clearing or construction proposed. 
 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project  
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? [help] 

 
Not Applicable – there will be no change in the amount of impervious surfaces as there is no 
construction proposed. Additionally, these amendments do not include revisions of the maximum 
amount of building coverage, hard surfaces coverage, or impervious surface coverage allowed in 
the underlying zoning districts.  
 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: [help] 
 
None needed at this time.  For future development proposals, the city has adopted erosion control 
standards as well as provisions to protect critical areas, which include geologically hazardous 
areas (landslide hazard areas), which will apply. 
 
 

2. Air  [help] 
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a.   What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, operation, and 

maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate 
quantities if known. [help] 

 
There will be no emissions to the air as a result of adopting amendments to the development 
regulations.   
 

b.   Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so, 
generally describe. [help] 

 
No, there are no off-site sources of emissions or odor that will affect amendment of the development 
regulations.   
 

c.   Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: [help] 
 
None.  
  

3.  Water  [help] 
 
a.   Surface Water:  
 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-
round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?  If yes, describe type 
and provide names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. [help] 
 
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  There are surface waters in the form of lakes, 
streams, wetlands, and Puget Sound. 
 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 
waters?  If yes, please describe and attach available plans. [help] 

 
No – adoption of the text amendments will not require any work over, in, or adjacent to water 
sources. 
 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from 
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.  
Indicate the source of fill material. [help] 

 
None. 
 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general  
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 

 
No – adoption of the code amendments will not require surface water withdrawals or diversions. 
 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 
[help] 

 
Portions of the city are designated as 100-year floodplain. 
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6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, 
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. [help] 

 
No, the proposed amendments will not involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters.  
 

b.  Ground Water:  
 

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, 
give a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities 
withdrawn from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help] 

 
No – groundwater will not be withdrawn for any purpose as a result of adopting these code 
amendments. 
 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other 
sources, if any (for example:  Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 
following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.).  Describe the general size of the system, the 
number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the 
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. [help] 

 
None. 
  

c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 
 

1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known).  Where will this water flow?   
Will this water flow into other waters?  If so, describe. [help] 

 
None – these text amendments will not result in any runoff. 
 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No. 
 

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If 
so, describe. [help] 

 
No. 
 

d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage 
pattern impacts, if any: [help] 

 
None.  
 

4.  Plants  [help] 
 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: [help] 

 
 deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 
 evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
 shrubs 
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 grass 
pasture 

 crop or grain (generally personal or small scale gardens) 
 Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops (generally personal or small scale 

gardens) 
 wet soil plants:  cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
 water plants:  water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
 other types of vegetation 

 
b.   What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? [help] 

 
None.   
 

c.   List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
The proposed non-project action does not include any construction or development that would 
impact any listed threatened or endangered species. Potential impacts of future, specific 
development proposals will be addressed through regulations and/or project specific environmental 
review. 

 
d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 

vegetation on the site, if any: [help] 
 
None associated with the adoption of these text amendments to the development code.   
 

e.   List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
A review of maps on the Thurston County Noxious Weeds and Lakes Management website shows 
the following noxious weeds are present in the city and urban growth areas: common fennel, 
common reed, giant hogweed, gorse, knapweed (meadow), knotweed (Bohemian, giant and 
Japanese), loosestrife (purple), pampas grass, poison hemlock, shiny geranium, spurge laurel, 
tansy ragwort, wild chervil, and yellow flag iris. 
 
Additional noxious weeds that are present in Thurston County include: blueweed, Brazilian elodea, 
bugloss (annual), bugloss (common), butterfly bush, Dalmation toadflax, hawkweed (common, 
mouseear, orange, wall, yellow, and yellow devil), knapweed (diffuse, spotted), knotweed 
(Himalyan), parrotfeather, perennial pepperweed, perennial sowthistle, rush skeletonweed, sulfur 
cinquefoil, thistle (Italian, Scotch, slenderflower, and variable-leaf milfoil. 
 
For a list of Noxious Weeds currently present in Thurston County, Washington, visit: 
http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/tcweeds/weed-list.htm       
 
 

5.  Animals  [help] 
 
a.  List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known 

to be on or near the site.  [help]                                                                                       
 

Examples include:   
 
 birds:  hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:         
 mammals:  deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:         
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 fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ________ 
        

b.  List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
According to the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Priority Habitat and Species 
Maps, the following wildlife specific are present in this area: Mazama Pocket Gopher (habitat in 
City Limits, habitat and sightings in Urban Growth Area), Oregon Spotted Frog, Olympic 
Mudminnow, Steelhead, Fall Chinook, Fall Chum, Resident Coastal Cutthroat, Coho, Surf Smelt, 
Big Brown Bat, Yuma Myotis (bat), California Myotis (bat), Purple Martin, and the Townsend’s 
Big-Eared Bat.   
 

c.  Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. [help] 
 
The City of Olympia is located in the Pacific Flyway, which extends from Mexico northward into 
Canada and the State of Alaska. 
 

d.  Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: [help] 
 
None. 
  

e.  List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. [help] 
 
None.   
 
 

6.  Energy and Natural Resources  [help] 
 
a.   What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the 

completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will be used for heating, 
manufacturing, etc. [help] 

 
None. 
 

b.   Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  
If so, generally describe.  [help] 

 
No, adoption of the revised development regulations would not affect the potential use of solar 
energy by adjacent properties. 
 
One of the proposed development regulation amendments includes an increase to the maximum 
building height allowed for an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) that is not attached to the house.  The 
maximum building height is currently 16 feet for any accessory structure that is not attached to the 
house.  The proposed revision is to increase the building height for detached ADUs to 24 feet, 
which would allow an ADU to be built above a garage or other accessory structure.  An increase in 
building height from 16 feet to 24 feet may limit the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 
properties.  However, the maximum size of the single family home, or any addition to it, is up to 35 
feet in height.  16 feet and 24 feet are both lower in height than the maximum height allowed for the 
house or any future additions to the house. 
 

c.  What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List 
other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: [help] 
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None. 
 

7.  Environmental Health  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of 

fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?  If 
so, describe. [help] 

 
No. 
 

1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 
[help] 

 
None. 
 

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development 
and design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines 
located within the project area and in the vicinity. [help] 

 
None. 
 

3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced 
during the project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating 
life of the project. [help] 

 
None associated with these text amendments.  
 

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. [help] 
 
None – adoption of development regulations will not require special emergency services.  
 

5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: [help] 
 
None. Potential impacts of future, site specific development proposals will be addressed through 
regulations and/or project specific environmental review.  
 

b.  Noise  [help]  
 

1)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 
traffic, equipment, operation, other)? [help] 

 
None. 
 

2)  What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a 
short-term or a long-term basis (for example:  traffic, construction, operation, other)? 
Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. [help] 

 
None.  Adoption of development regulations will not create noise.   
 

3)  Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: [help] 
 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 182 of 310

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#EnvironmentalHealth


 
 
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)  July 2016 Page 11 of 20 

 

None. Potential noise impacts may occur during future development proposals and will be 
addressed through City regulations and/or specific environmental review. 
 

8.  Land and Shoreline Use  [help] 
 
a.  What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current 

land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. [help] 
 
The city contains lands that are designated in the Comprehensive Plan for, and zoned for, 
residential, commercial, mixed use, and industrial uses. Those designations are not anticipated to 
change as a result of these development regulation amendments. 
 
The proposal would primarily amend regulations pertaining to the housing types that are allowed 
in the different zoning districts - or amend development standards that are applicable.  For 
example, Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) may no longer be required to provide an additional off-
street parking space or have the property owner live on site.   The maximum size allowed for ADUs 
may increase from 800 to 1,000 square feet.  Some zoning districts may allow duplexes, triplexes, or 
courtyard apartments where these housing types are not currently allowed. Other proposed 
amendments may result in there being one lot size for the construction of a single family home or a 
duplex (or triplex, or courtyard apartment) as long as the applicant can demonstrate that other 
development standards such as setbacks from property lines, maximum development coverages of 
the lot, off-street parking, design review, low impact development stormwater standards, and the 
protection of critical areas are satisfied. 

 
b.  Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. 

How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to 
other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, 
how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or 
nonforest use?  [help] 

  
The proposed amendments would apply citywide.  Portions of the city have been used for farming 
or forestry in the past.   
 

1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal 
business operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, 
tilling, and harvesting? If so, how: [help] 

 
No. 
 

c.  Describe any structures on the site. [help] 
 
There are a wide variety of structures throughout the city including public, commercial, residential, 
light industrial, and mixed use buildings.  Fences, bulkheads, boardwalks, and other structure types 
are also present. 
 

d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? [help] 
 
No. 
 

e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? [help] 
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The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial zoning classifications, 
including some mixed use zones. The zoning district boundaries are not proposed to change as a 
result of these code amendments. 
 

f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes residential, commercial, and industrial Future Land Use designations 
in its comprehensive plan.  The Land Use and Urban Design chapter of the comprehensive plan 
includes a Future Land Use Map that shows the location of Future Land Use designations that 
include residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
 

g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? [help] 
 
The City of Olympia includes several shoreline designations from conservancy to urban uses.   
 

h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county?  If so, specify. 
[help] 

 
Yes, there are critical areas within the City of Olympia. 
 

i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? [help] 
 
No change as a result of these code amendments.  However, the city does anticipate additional 
future development, including residential uses. 
 

j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? [help] 
 
No people will be displaced by the adoption of revised development regulations.   
 

k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: [help]  
 
None proposed specifically.   
  

L.  Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 
uses and plans, if any: [help] 

 
The draft code was developed in consideration of the adopted Comprehensive Plan goals and 
policies related to low density neighborhoods and residential infill development. This includes 
consideration of the City’s Infill and Other Residential Design Review requirements and the 
Historic Preservation standards. The overall number of people and housing units the city is 
working to accommodate has not increased as a result of these amendments.  The city is working to 
accommodate its projected population growth within its urban growth area boundary. 
 

m.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term 
commercial significance, if any: [help] 

 
None. 
 

9.  Housing  [help] 
 
a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or 

low-income housing. [help] 
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Staff anticipates these code amendments would result in fewer than 950 residential units over 
twenty years, given that the Missing Middle Infill Housing ordinance (which included a greater 
variety of housing options than are currently proposed and eliminated the need for a transfer of 
development right to reach the maximum density of 8 units per acre in the R 4-8 zone, which is not 
included in this proposal) was projected to result in only 474-946 units over a twenty year period. 
 
The majority of the City’s population growth will be accommodated in the three areas designated 
as High Density Neighborhood in the Comprehensive Plan and in areas designated for moderate 
density residential land uses.    
 

b.   Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-
income housing. [help] 

 
None. Adoption of development regulations will not add or eliminate any housing units. 
 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: [help] 
 
Adoption of these amendments is intended to help provide a greater variety of housing types in the 
Low Density Neighborhood areas of the City.  These are generally assumed to be market rate units 
in existing residential areas, primarily through infill development. 
 
The City is working to address other housing issues through its specific planning efforts for the 
High Density Neighborhoods – such as was completed for the Downtown High Density 
Neighborhood through the Downtown Strategy (anticipated to provide housing for 5,000 additional 
residents) and future planning efforts for the other two High Density Neighborhood Areas.  Other 
efforts address housing, such as work to implement the City’s Home Fund, the Homeless Response 
Plan, housing efforts under the Community Development Block Grant, and emergency housing 
efforts for people experiencing homelessness. The City is working to address housing for all 
members of our community, at all income levels. 
 

10.  Aesthetics  [help] 
 
a.  What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the 

principal exterior building material(s) proposed? [help] 
 
No structures are proposed at this time.  Future development that may occur is subject to height 
limitations.  In low density residential zones, which are the zones primarily affected by these 
amendments, the maximum building height for the primary residential structure is 35 feet.  
Accessory structures are limited in height to 16 feet.  While the majority of accessory structures that 
are not attached to the house will remain at 16 feet or less in height, the proposed amendments 
would increase the height to 24 feet for accessory dwelling units.  This would allow an ADU to be 
constructed above a garage or shop building that is not attached to the house. 
 

b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? [help] 
 
No specific construction is proposed, as this is a non-project action.   
 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: [help] 
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Duplexes, triplexes, and accessory dwelling units require design review.  Courtyard apartments are 
considered to be a type of multifamily project, which also requires design review.  The City’s Infill 
and Other Residential Design Review (Chapter 18.175, OMC) standards address: 

• Neighborhood Scale and Character 
• Building Orientation and Entries 
• Building Modulation and Articulation 
• Windows 
• Garage Design 
• Materials and Colors 

 
 

11.  Light and Glare  [help] 
 
a.  What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly 

occur? [help] 
 
None.  Light and/or glare issues will be addressed as part of any future project review and 
decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 

b.   Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 
[help] 

 
No, because there is nothing proposed at this time that would create any light or glare or interfere 
with views.  However, light and/or glare issues and view protections will be addressed as part of 
any future project review and decision-making in accordance with the rules in place at that time. 
 

c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? [help] 
 
None. 
 

d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None.  See response in 11b, above. 

 
 
12.  Recreation  [help] 
 
a.   What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? [help] 

 
There are multiple recreational opportunities throughout the city, including parks and open spaces, 
the waterfront, and nearby forests.  
 

b.  Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. [help] 
 
No recreational uses would be displaced by this proposal. 
 

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: [help] 

 
None.  These proposed development regulation amendments do not alter the City’s adopted level of 
service for parks and open spaces. One reason the maximum building height for ADUs to increase 
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from 16 feet to 24 feet is so additional yard area could be retained, rather than having two separate 
structures that are not attached to the house, which some people would prefer. 
 
 

13.  Historic and cultural preservation  [help] 
 
a.  Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years 

old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so, 
specifically describe. [help] 

 
Yes, there are multiple buildings, structures and sites city-wide.  Inventories have been completed 
by the City for some areas and are included in City databases. 
 

b.  Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? 
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, 
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies 
conducted at the site to identify such resources. [help] 

 
There are landmarks in the city and the downtown has a rich history of use by Native Americans 
and other historic uses.  The City of Olympia has a standard process to review for and protect 
cultural resources, which will not change as a result of revised development regulations. 
 

c.  Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources 
on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of 
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. 
[help] 

 
City staff worked to ensure consistency with these amendments and the city policies and codes 
related to Historic Preservation.  This work is consistent with city procedures around protection 
and preservation of archeological and cultural resources as well.  

 
d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance 

to resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. [help] 
 
All future development will be subject to city, state and federal regulations regarding protection of 
cultural, historic and archaeological resources, which are not changed by this proposal. 
 
 

14.  Transportation  [help] 
 
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe 

proposed access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. [help] 
 
This is a non-project action that will apply to development within the City of Olympia.  Overall, the 
City has a network of 216 miles of urban streets from low volume residential streets up to major 
arterials.  Interstate 5 and Highway l0l also run through the City. 
 

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit?  If so, generally 
describe.  If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? [help] 
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Intercity Transit is the primary transit provider in the City of Olympia and its primary transit center 
is located in the downtown.  Other service providers (e.g. Mason County Transit, Grays Harbor 
Transit) provide service to the city as well.   
 

c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? [help] 

 
None, adoption of revised development regulations will not create additional parking spaces, nor 
will any be eliminated.   
 

d.   Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 
(indicate whether public or private). [help]  

 
Not at this time, as a result of adopting code amendments.  Future development projects may 
require transportation improvements to streets, sidewalks, or bicycle lanes pursuant to the 
development standards and when those types of improvements are required, as already adopted by 
the City.  For example, current standards require project applicants construct street frontage 
improvements for projects that generate more than 20 new average daily trips.  An applicant who 
applies to build a residence on a vacant lot that does not have a sidewalk installed is required to 
install the sidewalk or, in some cases, can instead pay into a sidewalk fund for the construction of 
sidewalks elsewhere.  These requirements are not subject to change as a result of these proposed 
amendments. 

  
e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 

transportation?  If so, generally describe. [help] 
 
No, adoption of these proposed code amendments will not use water, rail, or air transportation.  
Streets, trails, sidewalks, rail lines, and water transportation are present in the city. 
 

f.   How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? 
If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would 
be trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation 
models were used to make these estimates? [help] 

 
None. The number of average daily trips likely to occur from future development of the housing 
types being considered at this time are 9.44 for a single family residence; 7.32 for duplex, triplex, 
and courtyard apartment units, and 3.70 for Accessory Dwelling Units.  The number of units and 
overall population growth planned for in the Comprehensive Plan has not changed and remains the 
same.  This type of infill growth was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 

g.  Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 
forest products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. [help] 

 
No.  No change is proposed that would have an impact on or affect the movement of agricultural or 
forest products. 
 

h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: [help] 
 
None at this time.  Future projects will be reviewed for conformance with the requirements in place 
at the time of application.  This may result in the requirement to construct a sidewalk, full frontage 
improvements, or off-site improvements, depending on the scope of the project. 
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With the exception of ADUs, these housing types will require the applicant provide parking spaces 
on the private property, outside of the public right of way. A single family residence is required to 
provide two off-street parking spaces; a duplex must provide two per unit for a total of four spaces; 
the proposed amendments note that a triplex must provide five parking spaces; and multifamily 
projects are required to provide 1.5 parking spaces per unit (or 1 for studio apartments). 
 

 
15.  Public Services  [help] 
 
a.  Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 

protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)?  If so, generally 
describe. [help] 

 
No.  The City is already planning to serve the existing community and our projected growth of 
20,000 new residents within the existing city limits and urban growth area.  This includes working 
with the Olympia School District and transit providers. This work occurs as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan and its periodic updates and the annual Capital Facilities Planning. 
 

b.   Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. [help] 
 
None at this time. 
 
 

16.  Utilities  [help] 
 
a.   Circle utilities currently available at the site: [help]  

electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other 
___________ 

 
A full range of urban utilities are available in the city, including electricity, natural gas, domestic 
water, refuse service, telephone, and sanitary sewer. There are some on-site septic systems in the 
city as well. Stormwater systems are also present. Prior to city approval for development provisions 
must be made to connect to utilities, in accordance with other city development standards. 
 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the 
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
[help] 

 
No change in available utilities is proposed with this proposal.   
 

C.  Signature  [help] 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the 
lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 
 
Signature: 
 
Name of signee, Position and Agency/Organization: Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, City of Olympia 
Community Planning and Development Department 
 
Date Submitted:  March 5, 2020 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 189 of 310

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#PublicServices
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Utilities
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html#Signature


 
 
SEPA Environmental checklist (WAC 197-11-960)  July 2016 Page 18 of 20 

 

 
D.  supplemental sheet for nonproject actions [help] 
(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions) 
 
Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction  
with the list of the elements of the environment. 
 
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of  
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or  
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general 
terms. 
 
1.   How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; 

production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 
 
The proposal will not result in an increase of any discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production, storage or release of toxic or hazardous substances, or the production of noise.  The 
change in development regulations from those currently in existence to those under consideration 
will not result in an increase in the discharge to water, emissions to air, the 
production/storage/release of toxic or hazardous substances; or the production of noise. The 
amount of impervious and hard surface coverages allowed is not proposed to change as a result of 
these amendments.  In most zoning districts the allowed amount is tied to the size of the lot, not the 
type of housing proposed to be constructed. 
 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 
 
None.   
 

2.   How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 
 
The proposal will not increase any impacts to plants, animals, fish, or marine life.  All existing 
measures to protect plants, animals, fish, and marine life (such as the Critical Areas Ordinance, the 
Shoreline Master Program, and Low Impact Development Stormwater standards) will remain in 
effect and will apply to any/all future development proposals.  Tree standards will remain 
unchanged as a result of these amendments. 
 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 
 
All future development in the City will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal 
regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  The city’s critical areas 
ordinance and Shoreline Master Program include measures to protect and conserve plants, 
animals, fish, and marine life.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended at this time and 
remain in full force and effect. 

 
3.   How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 
The proposal will not increase impacts to natural resources or deplete energy.   

 
 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 
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Future development will continue to be subject to existing energy codes and other city, state and 
federal regulations and/or any additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations 
are not proposed to be amended as a result of this proposal and will remain in full force and effect. 
 

4.   How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or  
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or 
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands? 

 
The proposal will not increase such impacts.  All existing measures to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas are not being amended by this proposal and will remain in effect.  The Shoreline 
Master Program provisions will not be amended by this action and will also remain in effect. The 
City’s Historic Preservation measures will not be amended by this action and will also remain in 
effect. 

 
 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 

 
Future development will continue to be subject to existing city, state and federal regulations and/or 
additional project-level environmental review.  Those regulations are not proposed to be amended 
at this time and remain in full force and effect. 
 

5.  How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would 
allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 

 
The proposed development regulations will not result in a significant change to land or shoreline 
uses themselves.  The City considers these proposed amendments to be for new low density 
residential units that are compatible with other low density residential uses. Infill within existing 
low density residential neighborhoods is a planned part of implementing the city’s Comprehensive 
Plan.   

 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

 
The City requires the housing types under consideration in these amendments to go through design 
review prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The design review standards are a key way to 
ensure compatibility with existing homes on the same street and in the neighborhood.  The Infill and 
Other Residential Design Review standards (in Chapter 18.175 of the Olympia Municipal Code) 
require applicants meet requirements for Neighborhood Scale and Character; Building Orientation 
and Entries; Building Modulation and Articulation; Windows; Garage Design; and Materials and 
Colors. 
 

6.   How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public 
services and utilities? 

 
The proposed development regulations will have no negative impact on the demands for 
transportation or public services and utilities. In fact, infill in existing neighborhoods can help 
support public transportation and make use of existing utility infrastructure in most cases.  The 
standards for determining the amount of parking required for various housing types are not 
proposed to change as part of these code amendments, other than to clarify that triplexes in zoning 
districts with a maximum density of twelve units or less must provide five (5) parking spaces. 
 

 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 
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None. 
 
7.  Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or 

requirements for the protection of the environment.  
 

The proposal will not conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection 
of the environment. The intent is to adopt provisions that are fully compliant with recent 
amendments to the Growth Management Act, in RCW 36.70A.600 and the City’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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Project Name: Housing Options - SEPA Review 

Project Number: 20-0994 

Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and permitted 
locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments.  

Location of Proposal: City-Wide 

Proponent: Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development, City 
of Olympia  

Lead Agency: City of Olympia 

SEPA Official: Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP. Phone 360.570.3768,  
Email: nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us  

Date of Issue:  April 7, 2020 

 
Threshold Determination:  The lead agency for this proposal has determined that this action is not likely to have 
a significant adverse impact upon the environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C).  The environmental review and SEPA threshold determination of this 
proposed action are based upon the environmental checklist and related information on file with the City.  This 
information is available to the public on request. 
 
This DNS is issued under Washington Administrative Code 197-11-340.  The applicant shall not begin work until 
after the appeal deadline has expired and any other necessary permits have been granted.  
 
Comments regarding this Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) should be directed to the SEPA Official at the 
address above. If conditions are added, deleted or modified during or following the 14-day comment period, a 
revised threshold determination will be issued. 
 
COMMENT DEADLINE:  4:00 p.m., April 21, 2020 
 
APPEAL PROCEDURE:  Pursuant to RCW 43.21C.495, this DNS is not subject to administrative or judicial appeal 
under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act. The City of Olympia will not accept an appeal application 
on this threshold determination.   
 
Issued by: 

 
 

Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP, SEPA OFFICIAL 

 

 

 
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT  

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE 
(SEPA DNS) 

 

Community Planning & Development 
601 4th Avenue E. – PO Box 1967 

Olympia WA 98501-1967 
Phone:  360.753.8314 

Fax:  360.753.8087 
cpdinfo@ci.olympia.wa.us 

www.olympiawa.gov  
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Housing Option - SEPA DNS - Walt Jorgensen.odt 

 

8-Land and Shoreline Use 

 

   j-Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

      The development is much more likely to go into go into older, less affluent parts of town such as 

northeast, northwest, and southwest Olympia.  These areas have smaller, modest homes on standard or 

larger lots with less home value.  Tear down and displacement of people, especially renters, is much 

more likely to occur in these areas and under these circumstances.  The rest of the City, which tends to 

be more affluent, is often protected by homeowner association covenants and/or the fact that they are 

relatively new construction and too expensive for anyone to tear down profitably.  Older, less affluent t 

neighborhoods tend to have the larger proportion of renters and these would be the first to be displaced.    

This is an environmental justice issue when impacts fall disproportionately on minority of lower 

income residents.  New construction is inherently more expensive than existing structures. With prices 

and rents all going up, current residents with be economically as well as physically displaced. 

 

 

   k-Obviously with lower income residents at risk, the City should monitor economic and physical 

displacement by neighborhood.  We have already seen displacement occur recently in the downtown 

area with the construction of high-end apartments. 

 

9-Housing 

   a-Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-

income housing. 

   Staff anticipates fewer than 900 residential units over 20 years based on the TRPC projection that  

was done for the Missing Middle.  However, there are gaps in these projections.  The TRPC analysis 

did not include  ADUs.  ADUs are very popular.  Given that many houses will be able to fit an ADU 

onto their property, these are likely to be constructed.  ADUs are not even counted in the unit density; 

the impact to infrastructure their proliferation will cause will not be accounted for. 

 

   c-Proposed measures to control or reduce housing impacts, if any: 

 

   The City states that the projected housing units that will be built “... are generally assumed to be 

market-rate unit...”  This proposal admits that the likely housing to be built will be market-rate housing 

which is totally counter to the way the City originally described it and promoted it to the public.  There 

are no provisions to accommodate over 40% of our population who can only afford a monthly rent of 

$1050 or less.  We're building these fancy, new units and not giving the people we're displacing 

anyplace to go. 

 

10-Aesthetics 

   c-Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 
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Much of the design review planned for structures permitted under these new Housing Options will be 

conducted by the Planning Staff which is much more deferential to developer preferences than ordinary 

citizens.  In addition, even those projects directed to the Design Review Board, will receive only 

minimal oversight  in that the purview of this citizen group has been severely reduced in a practical 

sense which is to say that the assumptions by a recent Chairperson were much less than the official 

description of their latitude. 

 

Smaller lot sizes and other provisions of these new Housing Options will encourage and in some cases 

require that structures take maximum advantage of height allowances. 

 

11-Light & Glare 

Increased building heights will invite light intrusion into adjacent buildings, especially lower ones.   

 

 

13-Historic & Cultural Preservation: 

 

A review done at the request of Olympians for Smart Development & Livable Neighborhoods by the 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation in 2018 by Gregory Griffin, Deputy State 

Historic Preservation Officer suggested additional comments that he would enhance or clarify the 

responses in 13b – 13d. 

 

1) We would recommend that 13 (d) include discussion or clarification about how the proposal would 

affect “inventoried” historic properties (generally those over 50 years in age) that are not afforded the 

protection of designated properties and historic districts. We would also recommend information that 

outlines how/when tribes, DAHP, and other interested parties are notified when applications are 

received that involve ground disturbance and/or demolition of an inventoried property.  

 

2) We also recommend that it would be useful to discuss in 13 (d) or 8 (d) how the “Missing Middle” 

proposal might affect land values, property values, and market forces that could influence the 

preservation of, or demolition of both designated as well as inventoried properties. While this 

discussion would be speculative and beyond the requirements of completing the checklist, it would be 

interesting to know if there has been any research on this question and/or case studies of similar 

proposals in other cities. While the checklist does cite research conducted by the Thurston Regional 

Planning Council on past demolition trends and numbers in the county’s urban core, it is not clear if the 

research tabulated demolished properties that were 50 years of age and older or had any historic 

designation status or inventory record.  
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3) Finally, we note that while accurate at face value, the statements in b. through d: “Any future 

development would be subject to city, state, and federal regulations regarding protection of cultural, 

historic and archaeological resources…” may give the impression to a general audience that these 

resources are afforded “ironclad” protection as a result of government regulations. In reality, beyond 

the protections afforded by OMC 18.12, state and federal cultural resource regulations and review 

processes have limited applicability and authority that are dependent upon project variables such as 

location, funding source, program, and the cultural resource/historic property type that could be 

affected. 

 

For future development at the project level, considerations for the the cumulative impact on a 

neighborhood can be easily overlooked.  The first permitted project may not cause unacceptable 

interference with the historic/cultural aspects of a neighborhood.  The addition of the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, or 5th 

may ultimately cause severe impact that, at that point, cannot be reversed. 

 

14-Transportation 

 

We're likely to have uneven distribution of density (incidentally frustrated by not counting ADUs) in 

certain neighborhoods, especially NE, NW, &n SW, where modest homes are likely to be developed.  

This will cause transportation bottlenecks, especially during peak hours.  This has not been assessed.  

Impact fees only cover a portion of transportation infrastructure costs.  Unplanned-for needs at the time 

of ordinance development shifts the burden of costs onto existing residents. 

 

The City states that no parking spaces will be eliminated.  This is a technically-stated obfuscation 

consistent with ADUs not being counted as adding to neighborhood density.  Now, with no additional 

parking space being required to accompany an additional ADU, they're not being counted as adding to 

parking needs either.  Not requiring an additional parking space for an additional ADU is akin to 

eliminating a parking space relative to need. 

 

  

 

f-The City states that the average daily vehicle trips likely to occur from future development prescribed 

in this ordinance was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan).  However, this is inaccurate.     
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Duplexes were not allowed throughout low-density neighborhoods in the Comp Plan.  Triplexes were 

not allowed throughout R 6-12, only in certain zones near high-density corridors.  Courtyard 

apartments were not assessed in the Comp Plan at all.  Therefore these vehicle trips and transportation 

impacts have not been accounted for. 

 

15-Public Services 

 

The City estimates that at a minimum there will be 950 additional units.  This does not include the 

ghost ADUs that don't seem to impact anything.  Impact fees only cover a portion of schools, 

transportation, and parks.  (Fire hasn't been implemented in recent years.)  That doesn't include other 

emergency and standard municipal services such as libraries, police, city hall, etc.  The costs of these 

unaccounted for needs will become the responsibility of the general taxpayer.    

 

16-Utilities 

 

It is unclear from the City's statement in this area that at the time of development onsite septic systems 

will be required to be converted to sewer.  Many areas in the City are on a combined 

stormwater/sanitary sewer system.  The City has not addressed how stormwater will be handled in 

these areas to prevent flooding or the overloading of the LOTT facility.  Low Impact Development 

(LID) standards selected by the developer may not be sufficient to address excess stormwater in these 

areas and in areas with  high rates of infiltration and inflow. 

 

A review done by Tom Holz, a stormwater expert, which is previously on file with the Missing Middle 

ordinance, found that increased runoff and likely sewage overflows from the Missing Middle proposed 

intensity of development will degrade already impaired streams and Puget Sound in respect to both 

immediate and cumulative impacts of water quality, fish, and endangered species.  The city has not 

been able to show that it will be able to comply with its NPDES permit. 
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From: Housing Option Code Amendments
To: jim623mo@comcast.net
Cc: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: RE: Housing Comments to Options being proposed to City Council
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2020 10:18:57 AM

Hi, Maureen.
Thank you for your comments.  I will add them to the record and share them
with the Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
 
I did want to clarify that staff’s recommendation is for each duplex to provide
four parking spaces (two per unit).  This is the City’s current parking
requirement for duplexes and we do not recommend changing it as part of
these amendments.
 
City staff has been working with the Council of Neighborhoods Association
(CNA) to share information about these proposed housing options.  Staff
provided information at the CNA’s January meeting and had a special
meeting at the CNA’s request in February.  Additionally, the City sent
information about these options to each Recognized Neighborhood
Association in January and asked that the information be shared with
neighborhood members. 
 
But please be assured there is still time to get involved and comment on these
draft amendments.  Your comments will be considered by me, the Planning
Commission, and City Council.  Please do not hesitate to continue your review
of materials on the webpage and provide any additional comments or ask
questions.  The public hearing is not scheduled yet – and we will continue to
take comments up until the end of the public hearing comment period.
Thank you!
 
Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner
360.570.3722
 
From: jim623mo@comcast.net <jim623mo@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 8:08 AM
To: Joyce Phillips <jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Housing Comments to Options being proposed to City Council
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Joyce
I reviewed the PowerPoint presentation on the options for housing that you created.  My comments
are to increase the amount of parking needed.  Presently, no additional parking is required for ADU’s
and I feel additional parking needs to be required.  As for duplexes, it is proposed to have 2 parking
spaces per duplex and I feel that is not enough.  Four parking spaces per duplex would be more
realistic.   These additional parking spaces does impact present neighborhoods and traffic
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implications for which I have no solution.
 
I am sorry I haven’t been involved in public comment until the last few days.  I have come late to the
matter of neighborhood density issues and Missing Middle conversations.  I am reacting to the
process of getting information out to Olympia residents and the lack of transparency.    I have not
heard through my neighborhood association, SWONA of these proposals nor have I seen any
discussion in local media.  I do want to learn of specific neighborhoods where density planning is
proposed so that I can better comment on what is taking place.
 
Sincerely,
Maureen Lally
360-357-6856
Jim623mo@comcast.net
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From: Nicole Floyd
To: lynn brown
Cc: Joyce Phillips
Subject: RE: New Building Proposals
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:19:45 PM

Thank you for taking the time to comment. Your letter will be added to the SEPA file and you will be
added as a party of record.
 
 

From: lynn brown <lynnb124@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 2:21 PM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: New Building Proposals
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Ms. Phillips I would like to provide feedback on the ADUs issue.  I live in SE
Olympia in a beautiful older neighborhood.  It is well maintained by it's
homeowners and considered a prime location by many looking to buy a
home. I just read the employee recommendations and although not yet
completely up to speed on the proposals I take issue with several
recommendations:
 
ADUs - There needs to be SOME parking requirements and the maximum
sq. ft. not increased
 
Duplexes - building only in zoned single family and kept at specified
minimum per area. There are duplexes in my neighborhood and they work
well
 
Courtyard Apts. and Tri-plex - No to courtyard or tri-plex building.  Currently
(and in the past) these building options have been built separately or in
plans for new neighborhoods like the Tri-Plex buildings in the middle of the
housing development on the Boulevard Road and the Courtyard Apts. on
Legion. Adding these two building options brings more people per sq. foot to
the low-density neighborhoods adding stress to resources and
infrastructure.
 
Managing growth is a challenge. But planning with an eye towards keeping
neighborhoods livable is the goal and this proposal takes way too much for
granted. 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 200 of 310

mailto:nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us
mailto:lynnb124@comcast.net
mailto:jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us


 
Thank you.
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From: CityCouncil
To: Anne Hundley
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: Comment on Housing Option SEPA
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2020 10:41:03 AM

Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Anne Hundley <anne.hundley@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2020 9:58 AM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Comment on Housing Option SEPA
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council Team Members,

 
Thank you for ongoing work to meet the many real needs of our community. 
 
Please accept my comments below about the Housing Options SEPA.
 
I’m concerned that it can & needs to be done in a better way, which addresses these current
shortfalls:
 
First, it needs to acknowledge that development does include excavation or fill, will change the
amount of impervious surface, will cause additional run-off, will require any removal of vegetation,
will have an effect on shading or solar energy, will demolish at least some structures, and will
displace some people.
 
This SEPA should not replace SEPAS needed for individual projects, as it one SEPA does not address
real details about the very probable impacts of construction projects. 
 
Please provide a unit of land which will be used to track density.
 
I want to see real affordable housing options for struggling people, including families. My biggest
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concern here is traffic and transportation options. Thank you for making Intercity Transit no cost for
riders!
 
Anne Hundley 
She/her
(206) 784-3808
 
Sent from my iPhone
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
1011 Plum Street SE    PO Box 42525    Olympia, Washington 98504-2525    (360) 725-4000 

www.commerce.wa.gov 
 
April 28, 2020 
 
 
 
Ms. Joyce Phillips, AICP 
Post Office Box 1967 
Olympia, Washington  98507 
 
RE:  Proposed amendments regarding housing types to implement options outlined in RCW 36.70A.600, 
regarding accessory dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard apartments. 
 
Dear Ms. Phillips: 
 
Thank you for sending Growth Management Services the proposed amendments to Olympia’s 
development regulations that we received on March 12, 2020, and processed with ID No. 2020-S-1295.  
We appreciate the work this represents, and we appreciate the opportunity to comment. 
 
We appreciate that the City of Olympia continues to seek options to allow a greater diversity of housing 
within the city to provide for all economic segments of the community.  We know that these options have 
the potential to provide a very small portion of the 20,000 homes that are needed to accommodate 
Olympia’s portion of Thurston County’s population growth through 2035.  However, these types of units 
take advantage of existing streets, water and sewer systems, and limit the need for urban expansion.  This 
infill approach helps you meet other goals such as physical activity and climate change, and helps to make 
your transit system more efficient as well.  These appear to be consistent with the actions listed in  
RCW 36.70A.600.  We especially like the following parts of the proposed amendments: 

 
 The code amendments related to accessory dwelling units (ADUs) provide considerable measures 

that could encourage the development of ADUs, such as increasing the maximum size and 
decreasing the requirements for parking, though property owners may still choose to add extra 
parking or keep the units small.  These amendments increase height limits from 16 to 24 feet.  This 
allows options for slightly taller loft and 2-story ADUs that can fit within a rear yard and produce 
less impervious surface than a single story ADU, or allow it to be constructed above a garage.  This 
should allow ADUs to fit within smaller yards in more places.  We also encourage you to consider 
allowing small prefabricated ADUs that could more simply (and more cheaply) be added to existing 
lots. 

 
 Olympia, like many other cities in Washington, is exploring options for allowing duplexes on 

corner lots.  This allows one extra unit within developed areas in a way does not change the 
character of local development.  We recommend some additional flexibility around parking 
requirements depending on the size and location of the duplex, to make this an easier option for 
property owners to consider. 
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Ms. Joyce Phillips 
April 28, 2020 
Page 2 
 
 We appreciate that the city is considering how duplexes, triplexes and courtyard apartments can be 

added to allow more and lower cost units.  Many jurisdictions throughout the state are pursuing this 
option as ways to provide more diverse housing types within developed areas.  It appears that in 
Olympia, these provisions will be subject to a wide variety of infill standard review to ensure that 
these new developments with fit with the character and scale of the neighborhood. 

 
We also applaud the proposal for an annual review of development and density where new development 
has occurred to maintain consistency with the comprehensive plan.  An annual review of housing 
development is another way to examine development patterns to see how proposed housing is going to 
meet the needs of the population, potentially pointing to adjustments that may be needed in the housing 
system.  We also recommend the city review how permit fees, impact fees, and utility connection fees 
influence the choice of development type in the future.  Differential or location-based fees can help 
encourage the development of smaller, more affordable units. 

 
We understand these are difficult time to reach out to the community.  The annotated presentations are an 
admirable way to do this and provide more information to interested residents.  One last point is that 
completing this work which falls under the umbrella of 36.70A.600, ensures the city is eligible for future 
funding for the operations and maintenance of permanent supportive housing.1  
 
Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work these amendments represent.  If you have any 
questions or concerns about our comments or any other growth management issues, please contact me at 
360.725.3064.  We extend our continued support to the City of Olympia in achieving the goals of growth 
management. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Anne Fritzel, AICP, Senior Planner 
Growth Management Services 
 
AAF:lw 
 
cc: David Andersen, AICP, Managing Director, Growth Management Services 

Steve Roberge, Deputy Managing Director, Growth Management Services 
Benjamin Serr, AICP, Eastern Region Manager, Growth Management Services 
Gary Idleburg, Senior Planner, Growth Management Services 
Laura Hodgson, Associate Housing Planner, Growth Management Services 

                                                 
1 HB 1923 (Section 11) (1)(b) 
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From: ROBERT VADAS
To: Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Comment on Olympia"s housing plan
Date: Sunday, May 03, 2020 5:51:29 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City of Olympia;

In examining the 2 presentations at http://olympiawa.gov/city-
government/codes-plans-and-standards/housing-code-amendments.aspx, I have
major concerns as follows. Notably, I dislike Missing Middle and state-level
bills (e.g., HR 1923) that promote high-density, market-rate housing
(especially for Seattle transplants) at the expense of poorer, homegrown
people that are becoming increasingly homeless since the Great Recession.
Especially in this COVID-19 and climate-change era, we don't need further
clogging of I-5 and our neighborhoods with rich King County people who'd
rather live here, but still work up north.

The paradigm of ever-expanding development on a finite planet is ill-
fated, especially forcing neighborhoods to change to accommodate more "yuppy"
transplants. This doesn't meet Growth Management Act requirements and would
change Olympia from being a small, close-knit city into a mess similar to
Surrey, BC, Canada, where my son lives. There, efforts to promote multi-
family housing have led to traffic snarls; gang violence; loss of forests,
parks, and salmon; and overcrowded schools that require students to take
classes in trailers. Forcing us residents to take displaced renters into our
houses is akin to what happen to Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution, i.e.,
it smacks of Communism.

Rather, now that we're in a long-term pandemic and entering another
recession, the focus should be on helping homegrown businesses stay afloat,
to preserve our way of life. And if the homeless situation isn't dealt with,
viral outbreaks could come back to haunt the rest of us. Too often, Olympia
is subsidizing market-rate housing as poorer tenants (including our retired
folk) are thrown out to accommodate Central Sound transplants who are willing
to pay higher rents. This isn't social justice, and Olympia isn't doing
enough to stop endless-rent increases that hurt homegrown citizens in rental
situations. Hence, it's time to rethink city-development planning to not make
the same mistakes that's bankrupting California. That is, there needs to be
subsidies for low-income housing but NOT market-rate housing, the latter an
example of what I call "reverse Robin Hood socialism".

Thanks in advance for considering my concerns.

-Bob Vadas, Jr.
Aquatic ecologist, Ph.D.
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From: Don Silver
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Olympia DNS
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2020 7:11:12 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Are you nuts?? Have you never tried to drive down the streets in Ballard, Fremont,
Portland???

I certainly hope you enjoy your oceanfront property in Santa Fe, NM because plainly you have
NO clue.
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From: JAN ORDOS
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Missing Middle Housing Proposal is supposed to lead to what?
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2020 8:33:57 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

We need low cost housing, and there is no guarantee that middle
housing will do that.  People in Seattle can attest to that.  In the
meantime, people will continue to look outside the Olympia City
limits to buy their home, at much less cost.  They are already
finding Mason County to be much "kinder" in terms of affordable
living. 

By the way, people who have not lived in the City of Olympia for
the last 70 years, have no clue as to how much affordable
housing we DID have in this town before so many office buildings
were built in downtown Olympia. In addition, with the expansion
of the Capitol Campus over many years, a lot of housing,
including apartment buildings, disappeared. 

There was also a lot of housing all along Union Ave. from Capitol
Way to Eastside St., and on 8th Ave. between Eastside St. and
Plum St. until that housing was taken down and commercial
buildings and parking lots appeared in their place.  Of course, the
families who owned those properties were happy to get a
significant amount of money for surrendering their homes to this
type of development. Do you not see this happening in single
family residential areas with your Missing Middle Housing
Proposal?  Single family homes in low density residential
neighborhoods being sold to developers of apartment buildings
and triplexes?  The question of course, still is, will this new
development be affordable.  

I'm not quite sure why you are bothering to go to all the work that
has been involved in putting this Middle Missing Proposal in
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place.  You will have to do more to convince me, that what you
are doing makes sense.  If it's not affordable housing you are
aiming to achieve with this proposal, you are not acting in the
best interests of the community-at-large. 

Now living in Lacey, as of 10 years ago, but lived in Olympia on
both the Eastside and Westside for a total of 62 years.

Jan Ordos
Lacey, WA 98503
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From: Jim Flynn
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Fwd: Proposed infilling
Date: Monday, April 13, 2020 4:06:22 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Sorry, your email address in my initial mailing was incomplete.

Jim Flynn
2404 Galloway St. SE
Olympia, WA 98501
coug66@aol.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Jim Flynn <coug66@aol.com>
To: nfloyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.us>
Cc: citycouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Sent: Sun, Apr 12, 2020 01:30 PM
Subject: Proposed infilling

Just to let you know that this household is strongly in opposition to the proposed infilling
ordnance(s).

To suggest the proposed infilling will not have a long lasting, detrimental effect on the City's
neighborhoods is ludicrous.  

Street parking is already an issue on the long, deadend street we have lived on for 51 years.
Sanitation workers, emergency vehicles, or other large trucks must back down the long street
as there is no adequate turn around. Often, cars are parked across from the other and there is
little room for a larger vehicle to pass through. Increased density without off street parking
will add greatly to the problem.

Our neighborhood is a friendly, safe place for families to live. Residents are encouraged to
become acquainted with one another through events sponsored by the neighborhood. We have
a good turnout for "Neighborhood Night Out," our annual children's parade and bi-annual
neighborhood garage sale. Children play in the street, with supervision. Traffic is generally
predictable and drivers are careful. An increase in a more transient residential population, with
greater concentration, will create an adverse impact on our neighborhood and quality of life
that makes this a desirable location for a diverse population.

I encourage you to rethink this proposal and its impact on the social and physical
infrastructure of Olympia. We need only look at the impact this philosophy has generated in
the neighborhood streets of larger urban neighborhoods, such as found in Seattle. Whether it is
trying to navigate the neighborhood side streets of West Seattle or Ballard, the on street
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parking is saturated. Response time for emergency vehicles is hindered. We do not need to
generate such traffic concentration in Olympia's established neighborhoods. 

Our older neighborhoods support age and social diversity. That provides a healthy
environment for growing families and aging residents. These neighborhoods reflect a positive,
desirable character for Olympia. That is a compelling reason for people to live here. 

I urge you, I beg you, please don't throw this character of our City away. Once gone, it will
never be replaced.

Jim Flynn
2404 Galloway St. SE
Olympia, WA 98501
coug66@aol.com
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From: Kathleen Byrd
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Project 20-0994, Housing Options/SEPA Review
Date: Sunday, April 12, 2020 7:53:59 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Nicole Floyd,

I am writing to ask you to reconsider and revoke your DNS related to Housing Options and SEPA review for altered
development standards and permitted locations of ADU’s, duplexes, triplexes, and courtyard apartments in Olympia
neighborhoods (Project 20-0994).

It defies common sense that this change to development standards will not have a significant impact on the
environment. Can you tell me how environmental impacts will be reviewed for these varying development types?
How was this determination of non significance reached?

I live in the South West neighborhood in Olympia - in a small home that I’ve owned for 25 years. I am an advocate
for increased affordable housing options in our city. I am not in support of the city’s strategy for giving a green light
on any development - disregarding impacts to the environment, traffic patterns, and neighborhood concerns.

Thank you for your consideration and a response to my concerns,

Kathleen Byrd
132 Plymouth NW
Olympia, WA 98502
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From: James Wege
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: DNS for Housing Options Plan
Date: Monday, April 13, 2020 11:01:32 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello Ms. Floyd!  I'm a longtime resident of the City, a Professional Engineer, and have been
paying some attention to the "Missing Middle" issue for several years.  Generally, I am a
proponent of the ideas.  I try and get a balance of news about the issue from several sources,
including the group OSD&LN.  That particular group asked for comments about the
Determination of Non-Significance for the City's Housing Options Plan.

My comments may be summed as this: Good Work!  I've reviewed the SEPA checklist, and
feel you are on target.  I'm sure citizens who agree with OSD&LN will be sending you their
negative responses, and I want you, other City staff, and the City Council to know there are
plenty of (perhaps quieter) citizens who are in favor of the changes proposed.  Not everyone is
a "hater" about this issue, and you deserve to hear support now and again.

Stay healthy, happy, and positive!

James Wege, PE
james.wege@gmail.com
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From: Mary Ann Lindemann
To: Nicole Floyd
Date: Monday, April 13, 2020 11:20:57 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Before approving construction of 'Missing Middle' housing, the Olympia City Council must
inform the taxpayers how it will resolve the following issues:
1.  Increased traffic and parking issues;  2.  School crowding;  3.  Need for additional fire and
police protection;  4.  Strain on trash and sewage collection facilities.

In the 12 years I have lived in Olympia, the City has not been transparent with projects that
spend lots of tax dollars.

Letting time for taxpayers' comments and concerns run out while we are all isolated in our
homes is SNEAKY!

I favor a referendum.   Thank you.

Mary Ann Lindemann 
Goldcrest
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Nisqually Indian Tribe 

4820 She-Nah-Num Dr. S.E. 

Olympia, WA  98513 

(360) 456-5221 

 

 

 
April 13, 2020 
 
Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner 
City of Olympia 
Community Planning & Development 
601 4th Avenue E. 
Olympia WA 98501 
 
Dear Ms. Floyd, 
 
The Nisqually Indian Tribe thanks you for the opportunity to comment on: 
 
Re:  20-0944 
     
The Nisqually Indian Tribe has reviewed the determination of nonsignificance 
that was provided for the above-named project and has no further information 
or concerns at this time.  Please keep us informed if there are any Inadvertent 
Discoveries of Archaeological Resources/Human Burials. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brad Beach 
THPO Department 
360-456-5221 ext 1277 
beach.brad@nisqually-nsn.gov 
 
Annette “Nettsie” Bullchild 
THPO Department 
360-456-5221 ext 1106 
bullchild.annette@nisqually-nsn.gov 
 
Jeremy “Badoldman” Perkuhn 
THPO Department 
360-456-5221 ext 1274 
badoldman.jp@nisqually-nsn.gov 
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From: janalynwiley@aol.com
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Fwd: Gentrification
Date: Tuesday, April 14, 2020 4:00:57 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

-----Original Message-----
From: janalynwiley <janalynwiley@aol.com>
To: nfloyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.us>
Sent: Sun, Apr 12, 2020 12:21 pm
Subject: Gentrification

To the City of Olympia Decision makers,

Now that I have managed to crawl out of what was likely COVID-19 at home alone, to finally hear just
yesterday that I am negative in the test for it, I am hearing that the City of Olympia is proceeding with their
plans for Gentrification in order to "create more housing" that could possibly bring the high prices of
housing down.  One council member told me it would make Olympia much more affordable for all. Have
not seen data for that projection.

Apparently the comment period on this was just released, and only provides the citizens 2 weeks to
respond. This is irresponsible to the people.  Forget the fact that we are in a Pandemic, and some of us
are really struggling to just breathe or the welfare of family and friends who have been ill.  This move by
the City is disrespectful for it's citizens as it will impact more than just those few in the know.  

My perspective from living in one of the most dense cities, San Francisco, for 25 years, has definitely
shaped my opinions on  belief system that this will make housing more affordable.  The price of housing
for new construction will never be affordable for the bottom workers or unhoused contrary to what we are
told.  I watched as SF tore down neighborhoods in the Mission District to create the same units you are
proposing, knocking the Hispanic groups and low income people out of their current homes and in fact out
of the City.  There are now glitzy restaurants and coffee shops in place of the previous vibrant colorful
community with home businesses and shops. I suppose for those that care how things "look" this is
great.  I care about the lives of ordinary people.  I care about people's current homes retaining value.  It is
really hard to live somewhere when people up in higher units are always looking down at you. Once it
happens, a home's value will go down.

San Francisco has some of the highest rents and housing costs on the west coast, that have never gone
down despite crowding in more high rises and denser units.  There is never enough parking there as a
result.  My day would always involve searching for parking spots even in my own neighborhood.  Very
common to have to walk 8 plus blocks home.

Olympia's developers, and those with the money to build out high rise ADUs with no parking, that exist
behind or alongside homes, that can be sold as individual units will take off.. 
The land grab will be on to buy little modest homes on the Eastside or Olympia High neighborhoods, tear
them down and build a monstrosity, displacing renters, and putting pressure on parking, schools and City
services. Should we build more schools to accomodate the growth that is projected, while also phasing
the proposed increased density?  Is LOTT on board?

I would suggest that this comment period be extended so that citizens can actually know it is going on in
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this time of isolation and sadness for our country as we are focused on CV-19 and how we will pay our
mortgage and multiple other obligations.
Politico just came out and said even Congress is entirely focused on this virus and cannot do any other
tasks right now. 
Yet, the City of Olympia appears to be hastily devoting time to creating a change during this same
period.  ????

I stand in opposition to the DNS for Housing Options, being pushed by the City of Olympia.  You say that
you will not displace anyone.  But those that buy these small places up and raze them will.So by proxy,
the City of Olympia is helping to displace those renting in small single family homoes.   Those that buy
those small homes on a larger lot with a small garden and fruit trees will raze the whole area flat.  Your
SEPA states that you will not do this which is a joke.  It is the speculators that will do it ergo you are also
enabling an complicit.

Beyond words and still beyond a full breath since getting ill on 3/13.

Jana Wiley
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From: brita mcgregor
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Housing
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2020 10:23:45 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I feel strongly that housing density is the answer to urban sprawl.

I think it’s a good idea to have multi household on all lots.

I do understand the concern for parking. That does seem to be a problem for most communities. I’m not aware of
any good solutions to that problem other than requiring parking be part of the building plan which I imagine is
always addressed.

Thanks for your consideration.
Brita Mcgregor
2314 Craig Rd SE
Olympia WA 98501
Sent from my iPhone
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1

Kenneth Haner

From: Karl Young <ytiusaky@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 11:04 AM
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: Jay (OSD&LN)
Subject: RE: Reminder to send Housing Options SEPA feedback

External Email Alert! 
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening attachments. 

 
The main reason for the rapid spread of the COVID‐19 is population density.  Seattle or King County became infected 
very quickly because of the dense housing and population.  Look at NYC and all the major cities where there is high‐
density urban housing: 
 

 
More details of each county: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/us/coronavirus‐us‐cases.html 
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More viruses, bacteria and other pathogens will rise to infect humans from animals, poultry, and insects from now 
on.  The denser the population in an area, the more infection, and death from communicable diseases. 
 
The short‐term financial gain in Missing Middle or any other urbanizing program will hurt and kill many innocent people 
in the future from greed.  Think about your kids and their kids. 
 
Karl 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 

From: Jay (OSD&LN) <jayelder@comcast.net>  
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 10:08 AM 
To: ytiusaky@hotmail.com 
Subject: Reminder to send Housing Options SEPA feedback 
 

 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

     

 

The deadline for sending feedback to the City about 

its SEPA for the Housing Options Plan is: 

 

Tuesday, April 21st at 4 PM. 
 

The (correct) EMail address to send your comments to is: 

nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us 

   
 

 

 

Today at noon on KAOS (89.3 FM) Bob Jacobs and Jay Elder will be 

interviewed by Kim Dobson (Parallel Universe) about the Housing Options 

plan and its "non-project" SEPA, as well as state laws 1923 and 2343. You 

can also stream it on your phone or computer 
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at https://www.radiofreeamerica.com/station/kaos.  

 

You can also stream it later 

at https://www.radiofreeamerica.com/schedule/kaos 

 

This interview is a quick way to get context on this issue, as well as to 

know what's ahead. 

   
 

 

 
 

 

    

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

    

 

 

 

Copyright © 2020 OSD&LN (Non-Profit Community Group), All rights reserved.  

You are receiving this email because you opted in via our website.  

 

Our mailing address is:  

OSD&LN (Non-Profit Community Group) 

1018 Olympia Ave NE 

Olympia, WA 98506-4034 

 

Add us to your address book 
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Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  

 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
Email Marketing Powered by Mailchimp

 
     

 

 

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 222 of 310



From: northbeachcomm@cs.com
To: CityCouncil
Cc: Nicole Floyd
Subject: City of OLY; SEPA DNS; The City has issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2020 11:25:10 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

-----Original Message-----
From: northbeachcomm <northbeachcomm@cs.com>
To: northbeachcomm <northbeachcomm@cs.com>
Sent: Thu, Apr 16, 2020 2:12 pm
Subject: Fwd: City of OLY; SEPA DNS The City has issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance

-----Original Message-----
From: northbeachcomm <northbeachcomm@cs.com>
To: northbeachcomm <northbeachcomm@cs.com>; olywa9876z <olywa9876z@gmail.com>
Sent: Thu, Apr 16, 2020 2:05 pm
Subject: City of OLY; SEPA review

Hello Oly. City Council;

           The City has issued through the "Housing Options Plan"  a SEPA 
Determination of Non-significance; this is wrong.

The City talks about the Housing Options plan and its "non-project"
SEPA, the SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act) is very important. It
is significant!

  I am against WA state laws HB1923 (passed in 2019)  and HB 2343
(passed in 2020).
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               We do not support the "Missing Middle Rules", or WA State House
Bill 1923, that was passed in 2019.
We support truly affordable housing, the Missing Middle rules (HB 1923 and
2343)  is a "give away" to the developers.

An "Adu" is an  "accessory dwelling unit" near each house. These will
impact neighborhoods in huge ways, we must have SEPA reviews for these
projects.

              We must have a "SEPA " review of each project that is
enforceable, we must look at how developments
effect stormwater issues in OLY. It is significant  to each neighborhood, to
have these reviews.

We must have a "SEPA" review that examines proposed ADU  parking; on
the tiny street, or on the lot next to any proposed ADU.
We must see how these proposed developments will impact our
neighborhoods. No give away to developers.

Instead, elected leaders should implement:

Preserve communities: support progressive, sustainable land-use
policies that maintain neighborhood integrity and allow working-
and middle-class families to stay in their communities;

Produce housing: Produce truly affordable housing through
adaptive reuse and cost-effective new construction.(HUD housing
efforts are a great way to start).

We need real, thoughtful solutions that put people over profit.
Thanks!
Lee Riner
2103 Harrison AVE
OLY., WA
98502
360-956-0021
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From: jim623mo@comcast.net
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Liveable Olympia neighborhoods
Date: Friday, April 17, 2020 7:23:49 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

To whom It May Concern
My name is Maureen Lally and I have been an Olympia resident since 1988.  I value diverse
neighborhoods that allow for affordability and single family dwellings.  I wish to voice my concern for
Olympia City Council’s consideration of three and six plex structures in currently zoned single family
neighborhoods.  I am disturbed to hear that there would be no environmental impact-  with no
parking allocated for these multi plex units??  Yes, there would be more automobile traffic on those
very streets where the multi plex units are built in addition to nearby streets, intersections and
thoroughfares.
 
Please re-consider what is being proposed.  Yes, more affordable housing is needed but not multiple
storied structures right next door to single family houses.  Just look at Seattle and what has
happened there.  I have two friends, one who lived in Ballard and recently moved to Oly and another
who lives in West Seattle and they both have experienced the high rises on the same block as their
one story homes.   I hear my West Seattle friends complain of limited street parking since none were
planned for the new apartments and condos built on their street. 
 
All neighborhoods deserve livealbe dwellings with new building done by responsible developers.
 
Sincerely,
Maureen Lally
360-357-6856
Jim623mo@comcast.net
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From: Dan Leahy
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: CityCouncil
Subject: An Additional Public Comment. Housing Options -SEPA Review. Project 20-0994
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 2:24:34 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

City Council
c/o Nicole Floyd, CP&D

Council Members:

I know it is your “essential” mission to serve the needs of investor capital. It does startle me, however,
that in the midst of this pandemic crisis, the cratering of downtown businesses, mass unemployment and
homelessness, you still present this ordinance and, once again, state your real estate transactions are of
no significance.

You have argued that the City's tax exempt program has worked and that the City's missing middle
ordinance will lead to affordable housing.

Those working full-time, year-round at the newly “generous” wage of $15/hour would gross only $31,200.
An “affordable” rent for that group would be $780/month, using the now standard 30% of income as a test
for affordability.

None of the four tax exempted buildings that have filed their declaration with the city offer an apartment at
that rate. The upper and middle end rents in those apartments would require a $60,000 to $80,000 yearly
income, using the 30% housing ratio. You have in effect created a downtown “exclusionary zone” of high
priced density in a sea of retail vacancies and homeless encampments.

Contrary to your claim, supply and demand does not work. If that were the case, the long standing
demand for low cost housing would have been met by a new supply. The market (or capital) responds,
however, to the highest rate of profit. Builders look for a return of 15%. With your tax exemption, you
boost their return to 18%.

The Selby/Bateman program is simply a needless shift of wealth to four owners paid for by Olympia's tax
payers. You have exempted nine high rent downtown buildings from tax assessment worth $102,108,293.
This has meant a tax gift of $10,013,999 to four individuals over eight years. There are two more Walker
John projects headed your way. I'm sure you will grant him more of our tax money, even though you are
under no legal obligation to do so.

The State Legislature's Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee (JLARC) recently reviewed the
MFTE program and found that the only clear beneficiary of the "tax exemption" program were the owners
of the buildings. For you, in particular, this means Walker John, J. Brent McKinley, Aaron Angelo and
Shuo Lou.

The JLARC study also implied that a downside to this MFTE program was the pressure it created to raise
rents on existing affordable housing. Even landlords at the recent City sponsored forum acknowledged
this pressure to match the market price. This certainly is the case in downtown Olympia. Rent hikes
leading to evictions and homelessness is the direct result of your real estate transactions.

Also, contrary to your arguments, the MFTE program didn't "incent" any builder. The program has been
available since 2000 and no new downtown market rate housing was built until the market itself changed
in 2016 and investors cashed in, with an extra gift from the Selby/Bateman Council. It also seems clear
that some investors were simply looking for a "asset holding" device having little to do with providing
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rental housing or even retail space. For example, only a Seattle chain restaurant has moved into the 123
4th Avenue building. The majority of this tax exempted building's retail space has remained vacant for the
past three years, adding to the 100,000sf of vacant retail space already present in the downtown core.

The Selby/Bateman plan to upzone neighborhoods opening them to investors while removing any
process for citizen challenge is neither an environmental strategy nor one that will produce affordable
housing. It is simply a plan by market fundamentalists to prioritize investors' interests over those citizens
interested in livable neighborhoods where kids don't need to live in fear of speeding traffic.

The "missing middle" ordinance you endorse isn't about housing. It's about maintaining a political system
that prioritizes investors. This is in line with the national administration elimination of all constraints on
capital. The Selby/Bateman regime agrees and has even sought state legislation to silence its own
citizens so investors wouldn't meet any local resistance. Similarly, the Selby/Bateman regime has made
this ordinance's determination of “Non-Significance” un-appealable.” How fearful you must be of your own
citizens.

My SW neighborhood has one of the most diverse housing stocks and income levels in Olympia, from
HUD and non-profit apartment complexes to duplexes, ADUs, townhouses, luxury apartments and single
family homes. The most affordable housing is the existing housing. No private investor does or will match
its affordability. The only thing your ordinance will do is raise the price of housing.

That investors don't give a damn about the environment is demonstrated both by all their buildings in the
downtown flood zone, as well as their willingness in the midst of global warming to clear cut acres of
forest and woodland for single family/two car garage complexes at prices of $450,000 and above. These
prices might seem reasonable to Seattlites fleeing from working class neighborhoods being destroyed by
“missing middle” million dollar condos, but they are not affordable for Olympians. In terms of global
warming, your clear cuts are simply obscene.

You often state that your work with the voter approved Home Fund justifies the “mix” of high priced
apartments downtown. The three precincts that make up my neighborhood voted strongly for the Home
Fund. However, few of us would have imagined that Selby/Bateman Council would give $1.35 million
dollars to one individual for a piece of property assessed at $391,300, even if that property is destined to
become a homeless shelter. That type of largess is not what we voted for.

I'm also fairly sure none of us would agree with the Selby/Bateman decision to assign the Home Fund
director to manage the Tax Gift program for wealthy owners of the nine tax exempted downtown
apartment buildings. Your investor preference has even distorted the Home Fund.

You should withdraw this ordinance and terminate your tax gift program. Prioritize public housing projects
like the LIHI project at 2828 Martin Way. You should also ask the LIHI to propose once again their low-
income housing project that Mr. Rants took over for his failed million dollar condo fiasco.

Dan Leahy

1415 6th Avenue SW

Olympia, Washington 98502

On Wednesday, April 15, 2020, 1:36:55 PM PDT, Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us> wrote:

Thank you for taking time to comment. I will add your comments to the record.
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From: Dan Leahy <danleahy43@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 12:29 PM
To: Nicole Floyd <nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Cc: Cheryl Selby <cselby@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jessica Bateman <jbateman@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Clark
Gilman <cgilman@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Lisa Parshley <lparshle@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jim Cooper
<jcooper@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Renata Rollins <rrollins@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Dani Madrone
<dmadrone@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Jay Burney <jburney@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Keith Stahley
<kstahley@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Public Comment. Housing Options -SEPA Review. Project 20-0994

 

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or
opening attachments.

The Olympia Model

 

Keeping track, keeps me thinking

what the Supply side model means

is that affordable housing is shrinking.

 

Housing supply with no thought

to who builds what for whom

leads to what the Council has wrought.

 

Investor housing is their racket

 

displacing family ownership with tenants

 

concentrating dollars in the wealthiest bracket.

 

 

 

Dan Leahy

1415 6th Avenue SW

Olympia, Washington 98502
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From: Ellen Silverman
To: Nicole Floyd; Kenneth Haner; CityCouncil
Cc: Hunt, Sen. Sam; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options – SEPA Review; Project Number: 20-0994
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 11:47:59 AM
Attachments: 2020-04-19-SEPA-Comments.pdf

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Date:             April 19, 2020
 
To:                 Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP:                    nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us

Ken Haner, Program Assistant:             khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us
 

cc:                 housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us;         Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov
                           citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
From:            Ellen Silverman                             ellen.silverman@msn.com
 
Project Name:          Housing Options – SEPA Review
Project Number:      20-0994
Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and
permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments.
 
The city of Olympia is using the time of the COVID crisis to further its own agenda of
unchecked and unwarranted development. The city of Olympia did NOT notify all
homeowners r property owners of this review nor did the city provide adequate time for
people to respond in light of the COVID crisis. This looks like the work of developers not like
stewards of our tax dollars.
 
This SEPA notification of non-significance flies in the face of logic and science. The
development proposed by the city will:

a. Increase emissions and traffic in the city
b. Increase run off into Puget Sound and into fragile creeks and streams which will

impact salmon restoration and other wildlife
c. Increase energy consumption
d. Increase the potential for flooding in our neighborhoods
e. Increase water into the already overwhelmed sewer system
f. Reduce the number of trees and green space, thus impacting migrating songbirds,

and other species
g. Increase impacts on emergency services, schools, and health care
h. Increase taxes making Olympia unaffordable to many
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Date:  April 19, 2020 
 
To:   Nicole Floyd, Senior Planner, AICP:   nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us 


Ken Haner, Program Assistant:  khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us  
 


cc:   housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us;  Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov 


  citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us 
 
From:   Ellen Silverman   ellen.silverman@msn.com  
 
Project Name:  Housing Options – SEPA Review 
Project Number:  20-0994 
Description of Proposal: Draft Code Amendments to modify development standards and 
permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard apartments. 
 
The city of Olympia is using the time of the COVID crisis to further its own agenda of unchecked 
and unwarranted development. The city of Olympia did NOT notify all homeowners r property 
owners of this review nor did the city provide adequate time for people to respond in light of 
the COVID crisis. This looks like the work of developers not like stewards of our tax dollars.  
 
This SEPA notification of non-significance flies in the face of logic and science. The development 
proposed by the city will: 


a. Increase emissions and traffic in the city 
b. Increase run off into Puget Sound and into fragile creeks and streams which will 


impact salmon restoration and other wildlife 
c. Increase energy consumption 
d. Increase the potential for flooding in our neighborhoods 
e. Increase water into the already overwhelmed sewer system 
f. Reduce the number of trees and green space, thus impacting migrating songbirds, 


and other species 
g. Increase impacts on emergency services, schools, and health care 
h. Increase taxes making Olympia unaffordable to many 
i. Decrease sunlight by allowing buildings inconsistent with single story housing, 


casting shadows over neighbor’s yards 
j. Ruin the character of Olympia historic neighborhoods. 
k. Increase light and glare at night due to additional street and housing lighting 
l. Destroy single family neighborhoods 
m. Increase taxes due to unmet infrastructure needs. 


 
Ultimately, this development will make Olympia as unlivable and unaffordable as Portland, 
Oregon and Seattle.  This is unchecked, unprecedented growth in an area with a fragile 
ecosystem where city services and the sewer system are already overburdened. The potential 
for environmental degradation as well as negatively impacting the livability of neighborhoods 
exists in these housing proposals as well as having a disproportional impact on lower income 
Olympians.  



mailto:nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us

mailto:khaner@ci.olympia.wa.us

mailto:housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us?subject=Please%20send%20me%20uopdates%20on%20the%20Housing%20Options%20process

mailto:Sam.Hunt@leg.wa.gov

mailto:citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us

mailto:ellen.silverman@msn.com





i. Decrease sunlight by allowing buildings inconsistent with single story housing, casting
shadows over neighbor’s yards

j. Ruin the character of Olympia historic neighborhoods.
k. Increase light and glare at night due to additional street and housing lighting
l. Destroy single family neighborhoods

m. Increase taxes due to unmet infrastructure needs.
 

Ultimately, this development will make Olympia as unlivable and unaffordable as Portland,
Oregon and Seattle.  This is unchecked, unprecedented growth in an area with a fragile
ecosystem where city services and the sewer system are already overburdened. The potential
for environmental degradation as well as negatively impacting the livability of neighborhoods
exists in these housing proposals as well as having a disproportional impact on lower income
Olympians.
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From: Helen Wheatley
To: CityCouncil; Nicole Floyd; Housing Option Code Amendments
Subject: Housing Options and public comment on SEPA review
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 11:19:27 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council (originator of referral request setting the housing options policy action in motion), Ms
Floyd and Ms Phillips (Senior planners),

We are currently under state emergency due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Governor has issued a (second) proclamation on the Open Public Meetings Act. It can be found here:

 https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/proclamations/20-28%20-%20COVID-
19%20Open%20Govt%20Laws%20Waivers%20%28tmp%291.pdf

The proclamation declares that during the emergency, 

“Subject to the conditions for conducting any meeting as required above [meeting remotely], agencies are
further prohibited from taking ‘action,’ as defined in RCW 42.30.020, unless those matters are necessary
and routine matters or are matters necessary to respond to the COVID-19 outbreak and the current public
health emergency, until such time as regular public participation under the Open Public Meetings Act is
possible.”

Under the definitions of the OPMA, the city is a public agency.  Creating a public comment period for an
environment review is an action.  Requesting public comment on Housing Options is action, as is the holding of
remote meetings or other efforts to move the policy forward in the public sphere.

To comply with the Governor’s proclamation under the emergency, it seems to me that you must withdraw your
DNS, cancel the deadline for public comment on the environmental review (SEPA checklist), and stop the planning
process around Housing Options until the emergency is over.   

Your efforts to move forward with the process have already created irregularities, as you have not been able to hold
a public meeting under the current emergency and found it necessary to substitute a video and internet powerpoint
presentations which are frankly difficult, in my personal experience, for the public to find and access from the city
website.  The governor’s proclamation makes it clear that policy making cannot be done with the necessary public
involvement at this time.

Please include this as public comment under the deadline for the SEPA checklist/environmental review.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Helen Wheatley
2218 McCormick Ct SE
Olympia, WA 98501
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From: Roxane Waldron
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Olympia Development Changes
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 5:19:07 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Council & Planning Staff,

I’m very concerned about Olympia moving forward with the gentrification of our city. The finding of ‘no impact’ is
astounding—I’m having a hard time understanding  how you came to this decision? Please reconsider.

We moved to Olympia 18 years ago and purchased a house that was built in 1904 because we love the our
neighborhood and the small-town feel of Olympia. Adding more apartment buildings in residential neighborhoods
that are currently zoned R1 & R2 is going to have a negative impact on both the residents and the environment.

I do understand the desire that some property owners have to be able to add another unit to their property when
space permits. But a small additional unit that is keeping within the ‘look and feel’ of a neighborhood is a much
lower impact than an apartment building. And changing the zoning may also incentivize those with single family
dwellings or duplexes to sell off their property to developers of these larger units, thereby changing the character of
the neighborhoods even more rapidly.

Please don’t destroy the unique and precious character of our residential neighborhoods by allowing unrestrained
multi-unit buildings to be erected by developers.

Thank you,
Roxane Waldron
2732 Capitol Blvd. S
Olympia, WA 98501
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From: Barbara Buchan
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Fwd: Missing Middle ordinance
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 6:28:38 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

From: Barbara Buchan <bkwbuchan@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Apr 21, 2020 at 6:12 AM
Subject: Missing Middle ordinance

Cc: <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>

I'm writing to protest this proposed ordinance for several reasons:
-The top-down nature of this process, without consulting your constituency.  This is not the
nature of getting cooperation with your voters. And the haste in pushing this measure--What's
the Rush? why not take time to evaluate the situation and work with residents?  And, show
respect for your constituents.  Bulling ahead after the Growth Management Commission called
out the plan.   Why not take time to work out a different approach?  We are not in a housing
crisis.

-The appalling failure to address the City's housing problems and needs.  As proposed, you're
promoting  housing for middle and upper income earners where
studies have shown the need is for those residents who can pay less than $1200 monthly for
housing.  According to studies, that's almost 50% of Olympia's population.
In spite of  repeated proposals to the contrary, "Trickle-down Economics" does not work and
neither does "trickle down" housing.    Investors coming in to Olympia and building new
housing, single family on up to multiplexes, are ratcheting up prices in the area.  But there's no
housing at the lower end for low income folks which is where the need is, with the shrinking
incomes of these people.  You have failed to address the needs of  many your residents.

-The Missing Middle encourages a trend to higher rents and costlier housing.  It's the wrong
remedy for our housing problem.  It will not stimulate the needed affordable housing.

My position is not anti-density, but so far Olympia has not shown it can do density well. 
When a box of a 2-story house is squeezed onto a tiny backyard lot, in a neighborhood of
modest housing; when the new building is allowed to over-shadow its small neighbors,
blocking the solar panels, removing long established trees, new windows staring into the
existing house's windows. That doesn't say much for housing permitting.    
 Duplexes and triplexes are very good use of land, they don't have to be ugly.  Semi-detached
multistory, brick, designed for optimum privacy and esthetics's can be very nice additions to a
neighborhood.  Even small condominium developments can be desirable additions. If designed
and located esthetically.    
And while we're at it, why not encourage home owners to add ADU's.  Lower the fees to
stimulate this type of in-fill.   And while you are encouraging these, do NOT allow separate
ownership of ADU's.  
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All in all, the City  is not solving its housing problems with this ordinance.  You are
encouraging the wrong type of housing.
You should be working this out with your constituents and addressing the needs of the
community instead of becoming a bedroom community for Seattleites who can afford the new
housing, not  pushing low income people out to the suburbs.

Please reevaluate this ordinance and revise it to address the problems we have now. 
Thank you

Barbara Buchan
924 Quince NE
98506   
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From: jacobsoly@aol.com
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: jacobsoly@aol.com
Subject: Comments re SEPA DNS for Housing Options Proposal, 20-0994
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 8:37:51 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Nicole --

Please accept this email as my official comments on the SEPA DNS for the Housing
Options proposal, 20-0994.                                  .

My major problem with this DNA is that it hides very significant potential impacts
behind its non-project status.  Sure, there are no immediate impacts from the plan per
se, but there are cumulative impacts it would unleash by allowing "up to 950
additional, primarily market rate, infill development housing units in existing
neighborhoods".  Furthermore, the reality is that these added units would not be
spread evenly across the city's low density housing zone areas.  Neighborhoods that
will be unaffected or very lightly affected include (1) subdivisions completed over the
past 20 or so years, during which time minimum lot sizes have been repeatedly
reduced, leaving little space for free-standing ADUs, (2) subdivisions with HOA
restrictions that limit construction to single-family detached houses, and (3) areas of
high property values that make conversions and replacements prohibitively
expensive.  That leaves older, lower income areas as targets  and specifically
properties characterized by large lots with small, inexpensive houses which lend
themselves to being torn down and replaced by multiplex structures that would be
newly permitted in these areas.  These are primarily on the eastside, northeast, and
northwest. The bottom line is that impacts will concentrated in a limited number of
neighborhoods, and will therefore be more likely to have significant effects on those
neighborhoods and their city services.

This includes the entire range of impacts that this SEPA checklist claims will not be
affected in the categories of (1) neighborhood factors like noise, loss of green space,
loss of tree cover, and loss of solar energy capacity, (2) environmental factors like
increased impervious surface area, groundwater levels and quality, and stormwater
runoff, and (3) public service impacts like school capacity, street capacity, parking,
sewer and water infrastructure, and stormwater conveyance capacity, some of which
are already overburdened.

I especially want to call attention to claims that structures will not be demolished and
residents will not be displaced.  The checklist says clearly that the intention of these
policy changes (9c) is to add primarily market rate infill housing in existing residential
areas, a primary effect of which is demolition and displacement.
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Another problem with the checklist responses is that they confuse likely actual
impacts allowed impacts with . This is apparent in comments regarding view
blockage, impacts on plants and marine life, the amount of impervious and hard
surfaces, etc.  A SEPA checklist is supposed to deal with impacts on the community,
not impacts relative to regulatory limits, which is  a very different matter.

A similar problem exists relative to items like 16d which states there will be no change
in "available utilities", but does not mention impacts on these utilities.

Item D6 is similarly problematic in that it responds to a question about negative
impacts on transportation or public services and utilities by saying that existing
providers will continue to provide services, but not mentioning the potential impacts
on those providers.

Item 6 appears to be erroneous when it states that there would be no impact in
parking requirements.  The proposed ADU changes definitely include such changes.

Item 15 states that there would be no increased need for public services like fire,
police, transit, and schools, when in fact such increases would result from the
increased population that would reside in the new "housing options".

A final concern not mentioned in the DNS is the fact that the "housing options"
changes would per state law not be appealable under the GMA and SEPA. 
"Compliance with democratic norms" is not a listed criterion of course, presumably
because it is generally understood that in democracies citizens are able to challenge
illegal actions by their elected officials. To state that appeals will not be allowed is to
take a step away from democracy and toward authoritarianism.  This is intolerable. 
This proposal should not be pursued unless a way can be found to allow normal
appeals.

Submitted by:

Bob Jacobs
360-352-1346
jacobsoly@aol.com
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Public Comment on SEPA Environmental Checklist 
Housing Options Code Amendments 
Prepared by the City of Olympia 
 
Submitted by Helen Wheatley 
2218 McCormick Ct SE 
Olympia WA 98501 
 
 
The SEPA Checklist is a tool to develop information. If the tool is used 
incorrectly, the decision will not be sound.   
 
There are too many instances where important questions are evaded or ignored 
in the Checklist.  The date on the document, July 2016, is not even appropriate. 
 
The State Department of Ecology should request further information before 
allowing the City of Olympia to make a threshold determination. 
 
The SEPA Checklist is a tool to help provide a picture of the changes in physical and 
geographical reality that will occur as a result of an action. 
 
This is the grounds on which the city makes its finding of environmental “significance” or  
“non-significance.”  
 
With a non project action, cumulative effect is a very important element.  This is the only 
opportunity to consider the totality of individual projects and actions that might occur 
under the changed policies, and how, taken as a whole, they might change the city, 
even if each individual project done in the future is fully compliant with all the rules and 
regulations.  Will that change be big or small one?  What will change? How and how 
much?  How will it affect other things we care about — our trees, for example, or access 
to our schools, or the cost of our utilities? 
 
Implicit in these questions is a measurement of difference. What is the difference to the 
environment between doing this action, and not doing it?   
 
The Washington State Department of Ecology developed the SEPA checklist to help 
answer this basic question.  If there isn’t much difference between taking the action and 
not taking the action, then a Determination of Nonsignificance is warranted. 
 
If working through the checklist helps the city to see that there are some areas where 
there could be a fairly big environmental difference between taking or not taking the 
action, then a Determination of Significance should be made.  After that, the city would 
be required to involve the public more, and look harder for other possible options and 
examine the environmental tradeoffs before making a decision. 
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To make this a useful exercise, the city should assume that all three options are 
adopted, that population growth reaches the level estimated for 2035,  that all of the 
new housing options are fully utilized and density is maxed out in some areas under the 
proposed action.  The point of the Checklist is to provide the information to help us 
imagine, as realistically as possible, what that would be like. 
 
Here is an example. Checklist Question 9a asks, “Approximately how many units would 
be provided, if any.” There is at least an attempt at an answer: the cumulative effect of 
the action would be one key difference would be the construction of “fewer than” 950 
residential units over “20 years.”  (The 20 years seems a bit problematic, since the 
population estimates referenced only go out 15 years [2035].)  It would have been more 
helpful if the evaluation had provided a more proper estimate, but at least a sense is 
provided in a roundabout way that the very rough ballpark figure seems to be 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 474-946 units.  
 
With that answer, based on a source that is usefully cited and can thus be judged for 
appropriateness and reliability, the Checklist helps Olympians and council members to 
understand something concrete about the change that the proposed action would 
introduce. It provides soft but perhaps adequate data to help evaluate a level of 
significance/non-significance.  
 
This is helpful. What is not at all helpful, however, is that the second part of the 
question, “Indicate whether high, middle or low income housing,” is not answered at all. 
This is obviously a very important question when the proposed action is about housing. 
 
The Checklist ignores, or only partially answers, several questions. 
 
To be fair, the city is allowed to  point to local ordinances, regulations plans and so forth 
and say that they provide adequate coverage of the question. For a non-project action, 
it can even exclude Environmental Elements questions it deems to be not meaningful to 
the analysis of the proposal. But it cannot “ignore or delete a question on the checklist.” 
(WAC 197-11-315). A partial answer to a question, or an “answer” that is not directed to 
the question but speaks instead to other matters,  arguably counts as ignoring the 
question. 
 
Far too frequently, the Checklist deviates so far from answering the questions 
thoughtfully developed by the Department of Ecology, that it fails to serve as a useful 
tool.  It does not provide enough information to allow for an informed determination of 
environmental significance.  
 
Even worse, the answers often explicitly refuse the task of considering cumulative 
impacts. It is a cop out and an act of bad faith — toward the State, the Department of 
Ecology, the public and the city council — to pretend that this non project action is just 
words, while the impacts only happen with projects carried out under those words.  
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The instructions for the checklist remind agencies that the checklist applies to all parts 
of the proposal “even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on different parcels 
of land.” I interpret this to be a reminder that consideration of cumulative effects is 
expected, not optional.   
 
On example is 8 (Earth) F: Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction or 
use? If so, generally describe.” The answer states “This is a  non-project action. There 
is no filling, excavation, or grading proposed related to the adoption of the code 
amendments.” This is absurd.  The proposed changes will lead to construction of more 
units, and larger units.  It is well worth considering the question in terms of real world 
outcomes.  The answer could be “Possibly,” “likely” or even “unknown.”  But the 
possibility of some impact from an action allowing more and larger units, should be 
acknowledged. 
 
Similarly egregious is the answer to 8 g:  “About what percent of the site will be covered 
with impervious surfaces after the project construction (for example, asphalt or 
buildings?)”. The answer given is “not applicable — there will be no change in the 
amount of impervious surfaces as there is no construction proposed. Additionally, these 
amendments do not include revisions of the maximum amount of building coverage, 
hard surfaces coverage, or impervious surface coverage allowed in the underlying 
zoning districts.”  The checklist instruction explicitly states that the word “proposal” 
should substitute for “project,” so obviously the question is about whether introducing 
new types of buildings and new rules about ADUs will lead to more impervious surfaces 
than if there were no ordinance change. And while it is fair to note that the action does 
not change the rules on these things, the question is about likely real world outcomes 
within the parameters of those rules. The question is whether the change in housing 
types and sizes and numbers will result in actual change to the percentage of land 
covered.  
 
Despite the city’s answer, the common sense answer starts with the fact that the three 
elements of ADUs, duplexes and triplex/courtyard are all about buildings. Of course 
construction “is proposed” — construction is precisely what this proposed action is 
about. It concerns what types of construction will happen in certain kinds of 
neighborhoods.  Therefore, this is a question that goes directly to potential 
environmental impact. It is very worthwhile to the public for the city to engage in the 
effort of answering the question (what percent?). This is especially the case because in 
Olympia the percentage of impervious surface has a direct impact on stream health. 
 
To continue on this theme of considering all parts of the proposal over time and on 
different parcels: Consider 8 (land use) i: “Approximately how many people would reside 
or work in the completed project?” This could be an opportunity to actually provide the 
expected population in 20 (or 15 if based on 2035) years. Providing that figure would 
answer the question at a minimal level. Even better, the city could estimate the 
anticipated population of those parts of the city specifically affected by the proposed 
ordinances.  That, in turn, would provide a useful context for evaluating the significance 
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or non-significance of adding 475 to 950 more units to those neighborhoods to what 
would be built without the proposed action.  
 
Instead of providing this useful information, the answer given is “No change as a result 
of these code amendments.”  In the first place, this doesn’t answer the question, and in 
the second place, it contradicts the prediction that hundreds more units will be added 
with the proposed action. 
 
There are several such missed opportunities to create a solid basis for a threshold 
determination. 
 
 
Unanswered (ignored) questions that probably should have been answered include: 
 2 a: Emissions (more people and more buildings lead to more emissions); 3 (water) 
(a)(5) 100 year floodplain, note location on the site plan (climate disruption is causing an 
increase to the area and frequency of 100 year floods, so it should be mapped). 
 
Particular attention should be drawn to 3(c) Stormwater runoff. The answer given, 
again, is not only a possibly (probably) incorrect “none,” but with the added refusal of 
the principle of considering cumulative effects. “These text amendments will not result in 
any runoff.” Again, it seems highly likely that the changes would lead to real world 
effects of more density in some areas, more buildings, and different kinds of buildings, 
as well as likely conversion of more woodland and loss of large trees. These outcomes 
are a notable source of public concern. The city should make some effort to actually 
research and answer the question.  The trees and woodland question could also be 
addressed under 4(b): what kind and about of vegetation will be removed or altered.  
 
The solar energy question discusses only single family homes and ADUs, not duplexes 
and triplexes. Noise creation should possibly be considered, but in particular, the 
assertion that “adoption of development regulations will not create noise” is another 
example of refusing to consider the physical world effects of “adoption of … 
regulations.”  
 
8 (land and shoreline use) b asks for an estimate of possible loss of farmland due to the 
proposed action; this question is simply ignored.   
 
On question10. Aesthetics (b) “What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or 
obstructed?”: This is dodged with the statement “No specific construction is proposed, 
as this is a non-project action.”  This is another area where there is a lot of clearly 
expressed public concern about the impacts of allowing triplexes, more buildings on 
parcels, and changing height restrictions on ADUs. The answer given, most certainly 
counts as a simple refusal to answer this important question. 
 
The Checklist question on Public Services (15) asks: “Would the project result in an 
increased need for public services (for example: Fire protection…) If so, generally 
describe.” 
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Instead, the answer given is “No.”   This is hard to believe when the Comprehensive 
Plan EIS expected impacts on traffic and stormwater runoff from adding “a few hundred” 
more homes. How is it possible that the City could come to such different conclusions 
between the 2014 EIS and the 2020 Checklist for such similar scenarios? 
 
The Checklist answer continues, “The City is already planning to serve the existing 
community and our projected growth of 20,000 new residents within the existing city 
limits and urban growth area. ..”  In other words, there will be an increased need for 
public services due to population growth. But the answer never got framed according to 
the proposed action. How might the proposed action cause a different pattern of 
population growth, and how might that impact public service infrastructure? How might 
the presence of more tall buildings, and bigger buildings, impact some of these 
infrastructure support needs for that population? Too often, the answers are framed in 
terms of other regulations, rather than the three elements of the proposed action itself. 
 
It is important to note the odd fact that, while the City Council asked for a proposal that 
is “compliant with” ESHB 1923, the sole express purpose of which is to increase 
residential density, it is nonetheless claimed that the proposed options are not intended 
to increase density but rather just to change the mix of housing types. (The rationale is 
not explained. It is presumably not affordable housing, as the Checklist anticipates it to 
be market rate).  
 
This strange denial of relevance of the one and only reason for passage of ESHB 1923 
— increasing density — again reveals a confusion between the need to evaluate 
anticipated real outcomes (the projects that will be done because of the proposed 
action) versus comparing policies (how much growth/density is theoretically allowed 
now versus under the proposed action). 
 
It is also important to note that when the referral was made, part of the “issue” listed 
was the fact that a previous action was struck down due to an inadequately prepared 
SEPA checklist.   
 
 
The SEPA Checklist Fails to Utilize a Proper Balance of Natural and Social 
Sciences against policy considerations. 
 
According to SEPA guidelines for state agencies and local governments (RCW 
43.21C.030 Guidelines for state agencies, local governments  — Statements — Reports 
— Advice — Information, paragraph (a) ), governments should utilize an 
“interdisciplinary approach which will insure integrated use of the natural and social 
sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and decisions making which 
may have an impact on the environment.” 
 
There is very little evidence of this approach in the environmental checklist that provides 
the basis for the Determination of Non-Significance. 
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On the social science aspect, the Checklist responds to question 8 (j) on land use, 
“Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?” with the 
answer “No people will be displaced by the adoption of revised development 
regulations.”   
 
This question has been a central feature of the “Missing Middle” debate in the City of 
Olympia, with many citizens making a very credible assertion that these policies will 
lead to gentrification.  There is an abundance of social scientific literature on this 
question.  Recent legislation relevant to the the proposed action, ESHB 1923 and S SB 
2343, devotes considerable policy space to addressing this concern. The proposed non-
project action is in fact based on ESHB 1923, as specifically cited in the Olympia City 
Council request that initiated it.  It is simply mind-boggling that none of the available 
social scientific literature, with ample sources devoted to the Pacific Northwest, is 
referenced in answering this question. At the very least, the controversy, and existence 
of a wealth of very current social scientific literature,  should be acknowledged. 
 
Another example: there is no consideration of Olympia’s very rich supply of mature 
trees and tree groves in neighborhoods zoned for single family housing.  This is an 
essential part of the character of the city’s neighborhoods. It is also an essential 
element of stormwater management and climate mitigation. Olympia is a member of 
Tree City USA.  The goal of the proposed action is to maximize infill and to add an 
additional 950 housing units over what would currently be buildable.  Tree loss is a 
common and controversial issue in the city and impacts should be addressed utilizing 
expertise on urban forestry.   
 
If this SEPA checklist were done with sufficient balance between natural and social 
science, the impact on city trees would have been addressed in Environmental 
Elements No. 4 (Plants.) There is a specific question: “What kind and amount of 
vegetation will be removed or altered?” and the answer given is an astonishing 
“None.” Exactly how did the city come up with this answer? 
 
The question on migration routes deserves a more complete answer based on local 
scientific knowledge. The answer addresses the Pacific Flyway but does not consider 
regional or local migration (e.g., wildlife corridors, or fish migration).  This is already one 
of the more problematic parts of the comprehensive plan, which punted to a significant 
degree on the whole question of how to protect the wildlife that travels through and 
around the city. With climate disruption, the issue of migration routes is becoming even 
more crucial. Olympia, like many cities, lies in the transition zone between Puget Sound 
and Puget forests, and the environmental importance of this connecting zone is gaining 
considerable recognition at the state policy level. Changing single family neighborhoods 
and increasing their population, density, building structure, etc., could indeed impact 
traveling wildlife. 
 
For the entire Environmental Elements section of over 80 questions, identified research 
consists of unidentified documentation from the following sources:  Consultation of the 
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US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Maps 
(presumably the easily accessible web sold survey maps); consultation of an 
unidentified source available on the Washington Geologic Information Portal from the 
DNR website; a review of maps of the Thurston County Noxious Seeds and Lakes 
Management website; and a review of the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife Priority Habitat and Species Maps (maps used not specifically identified). 
Besides the 2014 Comprehensive Plan documents, the only other external (social) 
scientific source cited in the entire document is a very general UN Emissions Gap 
Report on urbanization, with no effort to apply its broad findings to the specific Puget 
Lowland shoreline geography of Olympia, or why a general UN report would be utilized 
to frame answer to questions about local urbanization and emissions when there is now 
a vast universe of localized research available.  
 
I requested documentation concerning any studies, emails, etc. utilized in the writing of 
this checklist document and received none,  not even more specific references to those 
listed above. It could therefore be assumed that no social scientists, natural scientists or 
“environmental design arts” specialists were consulted in either framing or researching 
answers for this checklist regarding the specific elements of the proposed action.  I was 
given the 1994 EIS for the comprehensive plan (now a quarter-century old), and the 
draft and supplemental EIS from 2012/13.)  
 
If time permitted, I would explain how the limited elements of those documents that 
actually apply to this action are not adequate substitutes for current available science, 
especially in light of climate disruption, an impending profound change (if we are lucky) 
in how cities utilize energy, and urgent new questions about the risks and downsides of 
density for human health.  
 
For an action affecting an entire city in an ecologically sensitive and significant area of 
South Puget Sound, this is simply not an acceptable level of research. It should not be 
accepted by the State Department of Ecology as being sufficient to issue a credible 
determination of significance. 
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From: tibetii@aol.com
To: Nicole Floyd
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 8:52:01 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Please accept my comments though I know I'm not very good at this. The "Missing Middle" concept is
deeply flawed. And note, new state laws are optional, not required. The new MM would have very
significant negative impacts on my old, small houses neighborhood. Too many to list but the ADUs
provisions are particularly odious. They could be bigger than my 925 SQ FT house, allowed two stories
blocking my neighbors view. Ridiculous lack of parking means we will have to fight for parking in front of
our own houses, like they do on the East Coast.  Cramming large multifamily units among our small
houses would destroy the character of my neighborhood and would squeeze too much into too little space
for a whole list of reasons. Please stop this nonsense. Work cooperatively with neighborhood
associations to get rules that would allow some progress toward your goals without destroying our
neighborhoods.

Thank you for listening,    Jon Gilstrom
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From: CityCouncil
To: Parallel University Radio Show
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: "Housing Options SEPA Review, project #20-0994. comments are specific to address item #9,Please submit

comments for the SEPA DNS record.
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 8:15:01 AM

Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 
 
Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us
 
Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter
Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 
 
 
 

From: Parallel University Radio Show <parralleluniversity@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 1:57 PM
To: Cari Hornbein <chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Tim Smith <tsmith@ci.olympia.wa.us>; CityCouncil
<citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: "Housing Options SEPA Review, project #20-0994. comments are specific to address item
#9,Please submit comments for the SEPA DNS record.
 
External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

                    Dear Olympia City Council and Staff.   In regards to : ( "Housing Options
SEPA Review, project #20-0994.  item #9 ,please submit to SEPA DNS Record  " )     
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                         I write as a 62 year resident of Thurston County , Steering committee
member Olympia Fellowship of Reconciliation , 20 year host of a Public Affairs Radio
program , Precinct Committee officer Frye Cove 094 and graduate Of Evergreen
State College's Sustainable Agriculture program to strongly oppose the " Housing
Options new zoning  " .      No one opposing this current proposed "Housing Options"
goal of increasing housing density is saying that it is not needed .We are saying
"Follow the Best Available Science" as contained in the SEPA and other State
Ecology Environmental protection RCW codes.  The "Statement of Insignificance" in
the Housing Options regarding the State Environmental Policy Act's 52 point check
for Olympia's planning department revue of fore mentioned planning document
"Housing Options " was previously struck down by the Washington State Growth
Management Boards hearing judges no less than 7 times on appeal by concerned
citizens in Olympia .                                                                                                       
       This happened during the roll out of the flawed Missing Middle planning
document in 2019  . This action by the Wa. St. Growth Management Board to rule the
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Missing Middle illegal under Washington State SEPA ,EIS and Ecology Stormwater
rules in violation of the Cities own comprehensive plan   The Ruling should have been
taken seriously by Olympia City Planning Department Director ,staff and  City Council
and Staff .                                                                                                                       
                                         Instead the City hired a lobbyist and sent a City Council
member to the Washington State Legislature to Create legislation (HB 1923 and HB
2343 endorsed and co-sponsored by 22nd Distinct representatives Beth Doglio and
Laurie Dolan ) to make it illegal to sue Wa City Planners and City governments for
environmental damages to existing residents properties adjacent to new building
density permitted by "Housing Options " aka other wise known as  HB 1923 based
zoning legislation zoning density changes.                       This action ensconced by
HB 1923 / "Olympia Housing Options " and passed by the City Council /Planners and
State legislature shows a lack of ability in this case to adjust the Zoning laws to meet
the best available scientific environmental science in the SEPA rules instead listening
only the Master Builders /Speculators /Real Estate Industry input on "Housing Options
" creating a maximum profit opportunity . There are other First Amendment Rights
that are violated as well .                                                                                             
 Taking away citizens rights to address grievances as HB 1923 ,4323 and Housing
Options legislation does is a violation of Constitutional rights  "   In the United
States the right to petition is guaranteed by the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution, which specifically prohibits Congress from abridging "the right of the people...to
petition the Government for a redress of grievances".                                                               
                                                                                                                                       
                                    There are many other issues which Housing Options fails to
address . There are no 20 % mandatory low income affordable housing build outs
required in the legislation , these are specifically "Market Rate" buildings which
means not affordable for 40 %  of Olympia residents who can not pay rents more than
$1100 per month .                                             Here are some other problems : As
mentioned on the "Supply-Side Causes of Unaffordable Housing", putting
large profit-creating buildings in single-family neighborhoods increases
rents and prices. Newly-constructed buildings are more expensive. They
command higher rents and can produce higher profits. Nearby properties
now also have this potential, so their property values, taxes and rents go up.
Original residents can't afford these new taxes and rents, and so have to
move somewhere else (displacement). Meanwhile, the assets of the
neighborhood, green space, light, space, non-transient residents and
knowing neighbors become less and less likely. Forever.                                  
                                                                                                                                       
                            No attempt has been made to inventory which
neighborhoods' streets, parking, sidewalks, sewer, and storm water
treatment could actually support a large increase in density.  No
consideration of individual neighborhoods' existing density, income profile
and diversity was made.                                                                     Missing
Middle has no ability to stop people from building in the suburbs if they
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can't find single-family housing in town. As mentioned elsewhere, 82% of
those wanting to buy housing, and 47% of renters, want single-family
homes. Eliminating near-town single family neighborhoods may actually
accelerate suburban sprawl.                                                                                     
                                                                                                                                       
                  Thank You for your consideration of these points of concern .                     
                                                                                                                                       
                             Yours , Kim Dobson                                                                           
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                  
 
 
Opinions expressed in this email do not represent the Staff ,Management or
Underwriters of KAOS 89.3 fm or the Evergreen State College ,Opinions are those of
the Host or Guests.
PARALLEL UNIVERSITY radio show on KAOS 89.3FM Olympia Community Radio
http://www.kaosradio.org (Air Studio (360) 867-5267) Thursdays 12 to 1pm (pacific
time) mailto:parralleluniversity@yahoo.com THE TRUTH IS VERY NEAR
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From: Laura Farris
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: No missing middle
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:50:05 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I oppose the  high density proposal as written. I would not oppose ADU's that the house owner
owned. Laura Farris
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From: lynn brown
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: New Building Proposals
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 2:20:40 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Ms. Phillips I would like to provide feedback on the ADUs issue.  I live in SE
Olympia in a beautiful older neighborhood.  It is well maintained by it's
homeowners and considered a prime location by many looking to buy a
home. I just read the employee recommendations and although not yet
completely up to speed on the proposals I take issue with several
recommendations:

ADUs - There needs to be SOME parking requirements and the maximum
sq. ft. not increased

Duplexes - building only in zoned single family and kept at specified
minimum per area. There are duplexes in my neighborhood and they work
well

 
Courtyard Apts. and Tri-plex - No to courtyard or tri-plex building.  Currently
(and in the past) these building options have been built separately or in
plans for new neighborhoods like the Tri-Plex buildings in the middle of the
housing development on the Boulevard Road and the Courtyard Apts. on
Legion. Adding these two building options brings more people per sq. foot to
the low-density neighborhoods adding stress to resources and
infrastructure.

Managing growth is a challenge. But planning with an eye towards keeping
neighborhoods livable is the goal and this proposal takes way too much for
granted.  
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Thank you.
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April 21, 2020 

City of Olympia Planning Department 

 

RE:  Density/ Housing Options Plan 

Does the City’s planning, design, and construction of housing options support a vibrant 
community, or spawn disgruntled, unhappy residents, higher costs for residents, and greater 
congestion? 

First, the Determination of Non-Significance is somewhat astounding. Developers will cover 
sewer and storm water mitigation but the rest? Who will pay for increased sewage treatment, 
better transit, larger schools, increased fire and police protection? It has never been developers 
in the past. They not only have no vested interest in where they build but no requirements to 
support additional, needed infrastructure. * So, residents will see an increase across the board. 
Seattle DPD said at a SEPA review meeting (something that did not happen here…Covid -19) 
“Oh, these things will take care of themselves.”  This is a short-sighted and simple exit strategy 
from dealing with the reality of costly needed future infrastructure needs for increased density. 
And we strongly disagree.  

*NOTE: It has been documented that it is even difficult to track them for required affordable 
housing commitments.  

Second, given the proposed new size and height limits for ADU’s, as well as the no-owner 
occupied component, more than one ADU occupant could be accommodated and hence, more 
than one car. Having been witness to what Seattle’s no parking requirements for PODS near 
transit created: street congestion of the highest order, we feel it is imperative that at least one 
parking space is required. Further, given the limited transit in residential Olympia, new 
residents will have to have cars in order to get around. At this point even Henderson Boulevard 
SE, a major thoroughfare, doesn’t have bus service. And, many neighborhoods lack sidewalks to 
easily reach now non-existent transit. Street and traffic congestion do not support livable 
neighborhoods. Please do not assume, like Seattle, that biking will suddenly become a viable 
way of life. 

We fear that given a rapacious rental and sales market (do look seriously at the constant 
ownership/mgt. company turnover in rental properties here and the real cost of trying to rent 
in Olympia) allowing ADUs to have no on-site owner and be corporately owned will result in the 
city opening a can of worms. These will not be affordable, we doubt landscape care would even 
be a consideration, and though Seattle planners said they figured close neighbors “should just 
work together,” this is ripe for problems given human nature. 

A year or so ago, the Seattle Times editorial stated clearly: Olympia do not repeat Seattle’s 
mistakes, you have a chance to get this right. Up-zoning every neighborhood was a disaster at 
least from existing residents’ viewpoints. Unless you have lost all sunlight and privacy in a 
single-family home from having three, three story “shoebox” triplexes next door it can be 
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harder to understand the impact. “Raped in my house” is how one Seattle physician resident 
described it. IF form-based codes restrict single or story and a half construction in existing one-
story single-family neighborhoods, that would be acceptable.   

We lived in the Ballard neighborhood of Seattle for 25 years and witnessed firsthand the 
massive changes due to density zoning. The traffic impact, privacy loss, loss of affordable small 
houses, increase in homelessness as a result, and much more are what specifically drove us 
away.  

I will send detailed comments to Joyce. Seattle developers found every loophole in the code 
and added exterior stairways and 10’ clerestories on the roofs of triplexes, increasing the height 
limits. They did not add any aesthetic detail, rooflines or any component designed to integrate 
into the neighborhoods. Those would all add to the time and cost of construction. As 
developers have a profit motive, we are concerned about city design review and size limit and 
height restrictions for the proposed duplexes. There is a duplex on Boulevard SE in Olympia that 
is the size of a small McMansion. There are some cottage-style duplexes in Lacey – lovely but 
the exception to the rule. 

The timing of this so-called “public process” could not be worse; I venture that three-quarters 
of virus distracted Olympians know nothing about this, yet the non-significance determination 
will get them all in the wallet. This needs to be reconsidered and re-opened for review. 

 

Sincerely, 

Pandora Touart 

Thomas Whitaker 

 

   

  

 

. 

  

. 

.  
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From: Phyllis "Booth
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Comments on SEPA DNS for Housing Options Proposal 20-0994
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:57:15 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

April 21, 2020

Dear Nicole:

I am commenting on the Hearings Examiner's Ruling that there is a a Determination of Non-
Significance for Housing Options Proposal 20-0994.  First of all, why does the Hearings
Examiner not see that he is allowing double, if not triple, the population over time to the City
of Olympia without providing the needed infrastructure to support that growth.  

Furthermore, I would like to know why the Olympia City Council many of which promised to
protect neighborhoods has been avoiding a direct two-way conversation with neighborhood
groups who have funded thousands of dollars in appeal costs and won SEVEN TIMES with
the Growth Management Hearings Board?  What kind of representative government does the
City of Olympia have?  An Olympia City Manager hired employee called a Hearings
Examiner gets to decide in one sweep the future growth of an entire area and now with the
recently passed House Bill 1923, we citizens who pay ALL THE BILLS, have had our
JUDICIAL RIGHTS TO APPEAL taken away.  Again, what kind of representative
government does the current Olympia City Council have?  

I choose to follow the money.  The majority of our current Olympia City Council has accepted
money from developers and real estate interests.  The Olympia City Council hires or can fire
the City Manager.  The Olympia City Council 
hires the Hearings Examiner.  SEPA rules cost the developers and real estate interest big
money and to move those costs onto existing residents is in their financial interests.  In this
proposal, the public has been CUT OUT and it is the public who will pay and have no say.  I
find the Hearings Examiner to be in error and not fair at all.  And if he ruled in the public's
favor, would he still have a job?  

As a tax paying citizen of the City of Olympia, I find the decision of the Hearing Examiner for
Housing Options Proposal 20-0994 as well as the decision of the Olympia City Council to use
their lobbyist to include language in House Bill 1923 to cut off our rights to appeal simply
authoritarian and very self serving in every respect.  

Moreover, currently we are under a pandemic, and by what authority does the Olympia City
Council and their Hearing's Examiner have the right to do this kind of business?  Not everyone
has access to a computer presently as all libraries are currently closed as well as schools.  I
believe the Open Public Meetings Act has been violated.

Sincerely,
Phyllis Booth
Olympia City Resident Over 24 years.
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2509 Caitlin Ct SE
Olympia, WA  98501
360 763 3590 telephone
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From: Valerie Krull
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Determination of SEPA Non-significance for "Housing Options"
Date: Monday, April 20, 2020 9:52:21 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Nicole,

I am submitting my comment for the record regarding  "Housing Options" : 

The SEPA Checklist indicates that the City will monitor density in our
neighbourhoods, but the City provides no provisions or plans on how it will monitor
density. The Growth Management Hearings Board's appeal found that density in
Olympia's neighbourhoods could more than double with the Missing Middle and that
environmental impacts were not adequately assessed. 

This recent determination of SEPA Non-significance shows me that Housing Options
is not a better plan.  The obvious impacts are still: transportation bottlenecks,
insufficient parking, lack of school capacity, increased stormwater damaging our
streams and Puget sound, loss of very important urban natural buffers and
displacement of lower income residents.  In addition to all of this, the costs for
Infrastructure that is not paid for by development will be paid for by Olympia
residents. 

In conclusion I quote Esther below for more I think the City needs to address:

"I frankly am appalled by the notion that actions by the City under HB
1923 cannot be appealed. 

This is "liberal" Olympia, not an authoritarian regime.  I do not
understand how this can even be legal.  It strips citizens' rights to protest
the actions of the government, and may result in lawsuits against the City.

The City's plan has been found illegal by the Growth Management
Hearings Board.  Yet, the City is foisting it upon its citizens without the
right to appeal?  Where are we living?

Besides the  undemocratic nature of the process,  the substance of the
plan itself does not make sense.  No one is against density. 
I want to preserve our land base, our natural resources and our quality of
life as much as anyone. 
Yet, this plan will do far too little to solve the one problem everyone
agrees we have - that of affordable housing. 

 
It's estimated that this plan, which would adversely affect all the
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neighbourhood:  in the City, would only result in a 2.5-5% increase in
housing.  What this plan will do is encourage outside investors with deep
pockets to buy up old houses and turn them into market rate  duplexes
and 4plexes, thereby forcing lower income renters from the houses they
now occupy."

Sincerely,
Valerie Krull
1627 Dickinson Ave NW
Olympia
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From: bev@54321.com
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: CityCouncil; City Clerk - Request; Beverly Bassett
Subject: Official Formal Comment on Housing Options SEPA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:45:29 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

The following comment is submitted: 

This official comment on the SEPA DNS “decision” to, if passed, be in lieu of impact
statements on projects which it would cover is WRONG and BOGUS.  You may say that
there are “no impacts” of the housing code change on new development; however, it is
perfectly obvious that all of the individual projects WILL AFFECT PARKING, RUN-
OFF, DENSITY, DISPLACEMENT, DEMOLITION OF OLD HOUSES,
GENTRIFICATION, ETC.!!!  To claim there is no impact is a lie.  Pure bold-faced lie. 
Nothing less.  

In this time of TOTALITARIAN TAKEOVER OF OUR GOVERNMENT AT EVERY
LEVEL, IN THIS ‘POST TRUTH’ TIME OF BLATANT BOLD-FACED LIES TOLD
WITH STRAIGHT FACES BY COMPLETELY DISHONEST OFFICIALS (BOTH
ELECTED AND APPOINTED), I CALL YOU OUT AS DISHONEST AND
UNTRUTHFUL IN VIOLATION OF YOUR OATHS OF OFFICE TO UPHOLD THE
LAWS AND SERVE THE PEOPLE — NOT THE SPECIAL INTERESTS!!!  

The City of Olympia has demonstrated that you will use our tax monies against us to
fight appeals of wrongful decisions.  We have fought these wrongs through legitimate
legal means, and we will continue to do so.  Eventually, there will be damages due and
owing.  

At what point does legal exposure extend to you elected officials personally?  Apparently
you are willing to test that question with this illegal bogus patently wrong decision -
pushed through at a time when this action has been prohibited by quarantine rules!  

I know that SEPA is a relatively weak, outdated tool to protect our environment and all
that implies for the health of our community; however, to deny that there are “any
impacts” is obviously wrong and will not stand.  Not only do we have issues related to
climate change since this old early-1990s was written, but now we have the coronavirus
pandemic which requires less density for people to remain safe while in our homes.  This
basic level of environmental protection for residents is totally inadequate — even as you
lie and falsely deny impacts!!   Absurd!  

We will continue to fight for our community and our environment.  And because we are
right and fighting a just cause for our community’s well-being and quality of life, we will
continue to win.  With this point in mind, it is up to those for whom the responsibility
(and exposure) to ongoing legal actions are underwritten to consider how this could
impact each individual in the future.  
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Sincerely, 

Beverly Bassett
1218 Marion St NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 
bev@bevinoly.com

***PLEASE NOTE: FOR NEARLY 20 YEARS MY EMAIL ADDRESS HAS BEEN bev at
54321.com, BUT MY EMAIL ADDRESS IS CHANGING IMMEDIATELY TO
bev@bevinoly.com.  PLEASE CHANGE YOUR RECORDS.  YOU MAY ALSO USE MY
GMAIL WHICH IS bbassett54321@gmail.com.  I appreciate your understanding during this
transition.  
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From: Beverly Taylor
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Housing Options SEPA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 1:35:28 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello

I am currently a proud homeowner residing in Olympia's SW neighborhood.  I hope you have received a great flood
of emails regarding the potential removal of any SEPA requirements for new building construction during a period
of time, a couple of years I believe, if passed by the Housing Options review committee, the City Council, and
Mayor.

 Seems very logical and important to me, that...."the SEPA review process helps agency decision-makers,
applicants, and the public understand how the entire proposal will affect the environment.  SEPA can be used to
modify or deny a proposal to avoid, reduce or compensate for probable impacts."

What has changed,  why is SEPA now unimportant?  What has changed?

How will density be monitored?

Will  it be by neighborhood, a section of town, or the city as a whole?  If it is monitored as city growth as a whole,
then densities could greatly exceed limits in some neighborhoods, but the overall density of the city could change
very little.

Why aren't  ADU's, duplex conversions  factored in density.

These new homes won't come with  compostable toilets and have gray water discharged to the yard, I believe they
won't even have to pay a new building hook up charge since they will be using an existing sewer line on the
property.

If new housing construction impacts, such as sewer back ups, flooding or standing water due to poor drainage, loss
of tree canopy, parking and street congestion, car pollution and rising noise levels on neighborhood streets aren't
facts that SEPA should be considered when issuing permits for infill housing, then nobody is in charge, and it's a
give away to those who have the Capitol to spend on housing investments  to make a profit  from charging high
rents.  It won't improve Olympia, it will just made olympia harder to afford and there will be less to love about
living in Olympia.

Sincerely,

Beverly Taylor Hastings
828 Milroy St SW
Olympia
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From: Jay Elder
To: Nicole Floyd
Cc: CityCouncil
Subject: Housing Options SEPA DNS
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 12:30:29 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Ms Floyd,

I am writing about the SEPA DNS for project 20-0994.

How can a generalized SEPA DNS be given for a number of code amendments that will
introduce multifamily construction projects into neighborhoods? If this DNS passes, how
should any of the individual construction projects that follow be covered by this
ridiculous SEPA DNS? They shouldn’t.

This SEPA asserts 

• That density will be monitored, but gives no land unit (per acre?, Neighborhood?, 
side-of-town, the whole city?)

• That no fill or excavation will occur

• Adding buildings to an unchanged land area won’t increase impervious surface

• That there therefore will be new no run-off to streams or reduction in vegetation

• No structures will be demolished, contradicting the experience of other cities

• No one will be displaced or priced out of their apartment (data proves opposite)

Not only is this SEPA a sham document, it takes any power out of the hands of the
residents affected by these changes. We’re are to trust in the Planning Department to
make our choices and monitor the code. Excesses in the past make it hard to do this.

Junk this SEPA (and the ordinance changes it is supposed to cover), and ask Olympia
residents for less-destructive ways to densify our neighborhoods and downtown.

Thank You,

Jay Elder
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From: Jim Sweeney
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Project number 20-0994
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 4:32:53 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the determination of non-significance for the Housing
Options. I found the environmental checklist an improvement over the one issued previously
for Missing Middle. Nevertheless, I disagree with the responsible official’s threshold
determination. The potential environmental impacts of this non-project proposal are
significant (City-wide!), they cannot be avoided, they are irreversible, and they include
irretrievable commitments of resources should the proposed action be implemented (land). 

A phased Environmental Impact Statement is the proper document to analyze the impacts of
this proposal, all of which are associated with housing. Section B.9.a. of the Checklist refers to
new housing units the staff anticipates. An EIS should answer these questions: 

1.     Which staff person is responsible for these numbers?
2.     Where is this documented?
3.     What is the anticipated breakdown of housing units in the high-density
neighborhoods, and those in areas designated for moderate density residential land
uses?
4.     What are the alternatives to the proposed action?
5.     What are the secondary and tertiary impacts on, for example, traffic?

 

The only way to answer the questions this proposal generates is on a neighborhood or
subarea basis.
 

Jim Sweeney 
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Comments on the Housing Options Code Amendment SEPA Checklist  

Project # 20-0994 

 

Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with 
this proposal?  If yes, explain 

The City states it will monitor density annually in Low-Density Neighborhoods (those zoned 4-8 or 6-12 
units in an acre) to see if the overall density is below or above the density targeted in the 
Comprehensive Plan of 12 units per acre. 

• Overall is vague, what does this mean?  Is it citywide, by neighborhood, by block, or per acre?  If 
the City is looking at density overall and not per acre this type of assessment could result in 
some blocks or neighborhoods being disproportionately dense, while other neighborhoods have 
fewer housing units. 

• How will the City monitor density?  There is no mechanism or plan described only a vague 
statement that density will be monitored. 

• OSD&LN in its appeal to the Growth Management Hearings Board won on density the Board 
found that the City could double the density of Low-Density Neighborhoods with the Missing 
Middle Plan.  The Housing Ordinance has many similarities to the Missing Middle ordinance. 

8.   List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, 
directly related to this proposal. 

The City mentions that a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) and Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) were completed for the Olympia Comprehensive 
Plan and that the Housing Options code amendments help implement the Comprehensive Plan. 

• The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) done for the 2014 
Comprehensive plan never mentions the addition of duplexes or triplexes to Low-Density 
Neighborhoods.  Adding these type of units could greatly increase density. 

• At the time the DSEIS was written ADUs, had to be proportional to the size of the house, could 
only be one-story, parking was required and the owner had to live onsite. Now ADUs can be 
1000 sf, two-stories, with no additional parking and no owner onsite.  ADUs are no longer 
accessory units they are similar to the size of a small house.  The DSEIS did not account for these 
new ADU provisions.  Adding ADUs in neighborhoods can greatly increase density, yet these 
units would not be counted in the Low-Density Neighborhoods adding unaccounted for density 
to these neighborhoods. This would cause strains to infrastructure such as stormwater, traffic, 
roads, parking, schools, and cause increase need for emergency and police services. 

• The 2014 DSEIS promised that additional environmental review would be forthcoming as the 
City later moved forward with implementation of the 2014 plan update. However, this 
environmental review has not been done. The specific language of the DSEIS states:  

“Because this Plan is at a “high level” and specific impacts cannot be predicted, most 
analysis is in a qualitative rather than quantitative form. Further environmental review 
would be conducted when implementing measures, such as regulations, more detailed 
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plans, or specific construction activities are proposed. The level of detail of subsequent 
review will vary based upon the specific provisions of those later proposals. “ 

11.  Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the 
project and site.  There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain 
aspects of your proposal.  You do not need to repeat those answers on this page.  (Lead agencies may 
modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.) 

The City states there is a policy direction to increase infill in the city’s lower density residential zones.  
However, this statement is not born out by the DSEIS.  Section 29 in the DSEIS addresses the addition of 
cottages and town houses to Low-Density Neighborhood. “In all residential areas, allow small cottages 
and townhouses, and one accessory housing unit per home—all subject to siting, design and parking 
requirements that ensure neighborhood character is maintained.“  This policy and the DSEIS do not 
address the addition of duplexes or triplexes to Low-Density Neighborhoods. 

A statement is made that: “Responses to questions in Section B recognize that this proposal is the action 
of reviewing potential impacts of adopting these code amendments – not of potential future 
development projects themselves.  Many responses will be general in nature because the action of 
adopting development regulations does not have specific impacts. (for example, no housing units or 
parking spaces will be created or eliminated; no runoff will be generated) on a specific piece of property.”   

The City through most of the SEPA Checklist fails to address specific environmental impacts, even 
though such impacts could be projected.  To do a competent job on the SEPA checklist, cumulative 
environmental impacts should be addressed.  The City totally fails to do this.  For example, even though 
one housing unit might not generate stormwater runoff, the addition of many units in Low-Density 
Neighborhoods significantly raise the chances that there will be stormwater impacts. 

 

Earth 1. 

 f ) Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 

The City fails to answer this question treating the question as a single project.  Yet it is likely that the 
clearing of a large number of lots could have a substantial effect on land erosion. 

g)  About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction 
(for example, asphalt or buildings). 

The City states there will be no change in the amount of impervious surfaces and that there are no 
revisions to the maximum amount of building coverage, hard surfaces coverage, or impervious surface 
coverage allowed in the underlying zoning districts.  But it is obvious that as the number of building units 
increase in Low-Density Neighborhoods there will be more impervious surfaces associated with 
construction of these units even if the building limits are not changed.  For example, allowing ADUs to 
increase in size to 1000 sf instead of being proportional to the size of the house on a lot will 
cumulatively allow a substantial increase in impervious surfaces.  

 

3. Water 
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a.   Surface Water:   

 

 Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters?  If 
yes, please describe and attach available plans. 

Housing unit construction might well occur adjacent to (within 200 feet) of lakes, streams and wetlands. 
Streams flow into Puget Sound that is already an impaired water body.  

Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters?  If so, describe the 
type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 

Increased runoff (described in the succeeding section on water runoff) and likely sewage overflows from 
the Housing Options proposed intensity of development will degrade already impaired streams and 
Puget Sound, in respect to both immediate and cumulative impacts on water quality, fish, and 
endangered species.   

c.  Water runoff (including stormwater): 

The addition of duplexes, triplexes, courtyard apartments and 1000 sf ADUs will increase 
density in Low-Density Neighborhoods with the likelihood that density limits will be exceeded in 
many areas.  This will have an impact on stormwater runoff.  As density increases, there will be 
a corresponding loss of green space. Green space provides a vital function for stormwater in the 
water cycle. There will be less land available for stormwater to infiltrate into the ground as land 
is cleared and developed.  Trees and shrubs intercept water in their branches so that rainfall 
never reaches the ground and is released by evapotranspiration.  The capacity for the land to 
handle stormwater naturally will be diminished, due to development, and redevelopment. 

A number of sections of the City are on the combined stormwater sewer system.  These areas 
include Downtown, South Capitol Neighborhood, parts of SE Olympia near the Governor 
Stevens and Wildwood neighborhoods, and parts of NE and East Olympia. A 2015 technical 
report prepared for LOTT on an evaluation of peak flow reduction options, showed that some of 
the highest amounts of infiltration and inflow (I&I) occur in Downtown, South Capitol 
Neighborhood, East and NE Olympia and Ken Lake. The Housing Options Ordinance will allow 
denser development throughout areas on the combined stormwater-sewer system and in areas 
with high amounts of I&I. Additionally, the report estimated the cost-benefit of replacing sewers 
and separating the combined system and found it not to be cost effective.  Examining the 
report’s estimates that factor in the costs and savings it appears the costs outweigh the savings 
by close to a hundred million dollars. The report was completed before the MM changes to land 
use.  At that time, the report estimated that discharges to Fiddlehead outfall were possible.  
However, the report acknowledged that climate change and sea level rise would affect the 
amount of I&I and that modeling estimates might not be accurate. The report finds that I&I flow 
into the combined system would likely increase with sea level rise, especially in Downtown. The 
report points out, that in the 10 previous years, the region had experienced one 100-year storm 
event and several events had exceeded the 10-year storm frequency magnitude. The report 
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further stated that with more frequent storm events related to climate change there might be 
an increased risk of combined system and sanitary system overflows at the Budd Inlet 
Treatment Plant.i 

 

In 2018 Eric Christensen gave a presentation on “Climate Change and Stormwater Drainage 
Systems”.  His presentation covered a number of points. The Climate Impacts Group (CIG) at the 
University of Washington has generated climate models and is expected to have a model soon 
for Thurston County. The CIG model could be used for further hydrologic modeling to help 
understand the risks of future precipitation projections. Although total rainfall is not expected 
to increase with Climate Change, intensities of rainfall events are projected to increase in the 
fall, winter and spring.  By 2080, intensities are expected to increase by 22%. Most of Olympia’s 
rain comes as a drizzle.  The City’s stormwater infrastructure is built to handle slow steady 
rainfall volumes. When storm intensities increase, most pipes will not have the capacity to 
convey runoff and it is anticipated that there will be at least isolated flooding. The City is waiting 
for the new data from the CIG to test their datasets and better understand the risks of climate 
change on the stormwater infrastructure.  

Given the uncertainty of climate change, sea level rise, and the known risks of the City’s 
combined stormwater sewer system, is seems unwise to proceed with additional development 
in Low-Density Neighborhoods, especially those areas on the combined system without further 
environmental review of stormwater and flooding.   

 

4. Plants 

b.   What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

Clearing land will remove vegetation and trees.  Unless on onsite review is done by an arborist or 
someone familiar with endangered species or native plants, these type of plants could well be destroyed 
in the development process. 

5.  Animals  

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

The City proposes no measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, yet construction of multifamily housing 
units and 1000 sf ADUs in Low-Density Neighborhoods will take away habit from birds (hawks, herons, 
eagles, songbirds).  Greenspace in Low-Density Neighborhoods provide needed habitat for a variety of 
birds, bats and other species.  Climate change is already having extensive negative impacts on birds and 
their survival.  The loss of habitat further threatens the existence of existing bird species.  Increased 
stormwater runoff (described above under water runoff) will impact the water quality in streams and 
Puget Sound where salmon: Steelhead, Fall Chinook, Fall Chum, Coho are already endangered.  These 
salmon populations are needed to provide food to our resident Orcas and other animals. 

6.  Energy and Natural Resources 
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b.   Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  If so, generally 
describe. 

The increase in allowable building height for ADUs from 16 to 24 feet (two stories) will block sunlight and 
solar access for one-story buildings.  Minimum lot size (4000 sf) and lot width 45 sf are small and narrow 
for a duplex.  These will likely force these housing units to 35 ft. also blocking sunlight and solar access. 
The addition of duplexes and triplexes which are likely to be built to two or three stories will further 
block sunlight and solar access for neighboring one and two-story buildings.  Many people have already 
installed solar panels on their houses.  These people will lose of their investment in solar energy.  
Decreased sunlight from taller buildings will decrease the ability for people to grow food.  The 
Comprehensive Plan has policies to promote solar access and urban agriculture increasing building 
heights is in conflict with these policies.   

 

GL2 Buildings, commercial and industrial processes, and site designs use energy efficiently. 

PL2.2 Promote public education and provide energy conservation and solar and other renewable 
energy information in cooperation with local utilities and others. 

PL2.4 Encourage and sometimes require buildings and site designs that result in energy 
efficiency and use of solar and other renewable energy. 

PL2.5 Support efforts to protect solar access in existing structures and to incorporate solar 
access provisions into new development projects. 

GL 25 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 support the local economy. 

PL25.2 Encourage home gardens as an alternative to maintaining a lawn. 

PL25.3 Collaborate with community partners to ensure that everyone within Olympia is within 
biking or walking distance of a place to grow food. 

PL25.4 Encourage for-profit gardening and farming in the community. 

PL25.5 Purchase locally grown food when possible. 

PL25.6 Allow food-producing gardens on rooftops, and offer incentives to include greenhouses 
for year-round food production. 

PL25.7 Recognize the value of open space and other green spaces as areas of potential food 
production. 

PL25.8 Work with community organizations to develop strategies, measure, and set goals for 
increasing local food production. 
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Judy Bardin 
1517 Dickinson Ave NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
360-352-9564 
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From: Larry H.
To: Nicole Floyd
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:55:25 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

We think the proposed developments will add to the already serious traffic
issues. From the informational letter the City sent out, it is unclear how traffic
and parking issues will be addressed. It appears that a turn lane will be
implemented but the preliminary plat map was too small to actually see the
complete plan.

The number and density of homes proposed is much too high. In addition, it is
worrisome that our  current property taxes continue to rise at an alarming rate
to pay for schools and infrastructure issues, but the city is determined to
encourage a larger number people to live within the area adding even more
pressure to schools and the existing infrastructure.  

There is also the issue of how many trees and forests are being destroyed
within our city to provide more and more developments.  Many people move
to Olympia because of its natural beauty but small wooded areas are
disappearing all over this city in the name of progress.  

For the above reasons we are opposed to the current preliminary plat map for
the development.  This congestion requires more infrastructure, will produce
more pollution in the area and will result in higher property taxes within the
district.  Zoning needs to be well thought out and a long term plan developed
that represents the majority of the residents before further development
occurs.

We appreciated that we were mailed the notice of land use application and
would like to be further appraised of plans and the final Decision. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Larry Hadley and Judy Brunson-Hadley
2244 Nut Tree Loop SE
Olympia, WA 98502
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From: CityCouncil
To: Mimi
Cc: Nicole Floyd; Connie Cobb; Councilmembers; Jay Burney; Joyce Phillips; Keith Stahley; Kellie Braseth; Leonard

Bauer
Subject: RE: Housing
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 8:11:13 AM

Thank you for your comments.  I will forward them on to all Councilmembers and appropriate staff. 

Susan Grisham, Executive Assistant & Legislative Liaison
City of Olympia |P.O.  Box 1967 | Olympia WA  98507
360-753-8244      sgrisham@ci.olympia.wa.us

Sign up for a City of Olympia Newsletter

Please note all correspondence is subject to public disclosure. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mimi <m.arnett@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 8:14 PM
To: CityCouncil <citycouncil@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Housing

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I am writing this as a teacher in the Olympia school district and proud grateful owner of a house in a great
neighborhood that supports all. I am very concerned about the lack of vision and integrity in the Missing Middle.
Currently we are all walking the city streets. We do not have many paved sidewalks so I see children walking in the
street. Imagine the safety of this when we triple neighborhoods as the Missing Middle would allow. Our schools will
be overcrowded and underfunded and children’s safety will be in danger without adequate sidewalks, roundabouts,
stop lights and other safety measures. We also do not have adequate sewer systems to handle the rapid development
that will follow if the MM is passed. And then there is the tax break? Forgive me, but aren’t you underfunded as a
city now? The schools? Transportation? Have you all just been sleeping in the dark. Developers from outside of the
city, county, state and country are poised, ready to jump in and devour Olympia. Those citizens with properties that
can add multiple ADUs to will do so and the price for rent will be MARKET VALUE.
Please keep this in mind when you vote to save this great city or destroy it. If you have children, please consider
their schooling and safety. Vote with a conscience and do not allow indiscriminate development.

I appreciate your consideration of the above. Do your homework for the people you supposedly represent. Keep
Olympia a proud place to live, not a place where some of you and outsiders line their pockets!

Sincerely,
Margaret Arnett

Sent from my iPad
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From: Melinda Spencer
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: House Options SEPA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 1:55:03 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello,
We appreciate this opportunity to weigh in about the city's newest push to increase density
within the urban growth area. 

We are concerned that the city is trying to formalize density increases by ignoring long-
established procedures to protect the natural environment. By pushing forward with these
changes when most civic activities are suspended and people are not paying attention, city
staff and councilmembers are signaling that they know these actions are unethical and would
not stand up to scrutiny. What a despicable way to do business. 

If the city really wanted homeowners like us, who live on a double lot on a bus line within
walking distance of schools and stores, to share our yard with another residence or two - and
keep the rent low - you would streamline the design and permitting process. Instead, the city
spends tax money to fight its own citizens who are concerned about what life here will be like
when environmental concerns are ignored. Clearly, the city is more interested in setting the
table for wealthy real estate developers to profit off the need for additional housing.  

The city's agenda to allow real estate developers to grow rich at the expense of environmental
protection is indistinguishable from how Trump is favoring his corporate cronies by
eviscerating the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Shame on you.

Melinda and Keith Spencer

ATTACHMENT 4

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 270 of 310

mailto:melindaspenceroly@gmail.com
mailto:nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us


From: Melissa Allen
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Comment on Draft Code Amendments
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 6:12:10 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

I’d like to add my comments on the Council’s Draft Code Amendments which seek to modify
development standards and permitted locations of ADUs, duplexes, triplexes, & courtyard
apartments.

I know the majority of the Council is anxious to enact these amendments so was not surprised
by the SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) announced recently. I once more have
to reiterate that I am not against increased housing density but the City must address what its
response would be if there is a future impact on our neighborhood environment. 

Two simple examples: What would be done if more cars parked on streets (a certain result of
the code changes), particularly those without sidewalks, creates safety issues for walkers and
bikers:  What will be done if the stormwater and sewer systems in the oldest Olympia
neighborhoods cannot handle increased population?  

This doesn’t mean the City has to do anything at the moment but please, at least give us
assurance that it takes this responsibility seriously and will not push future costs to residents as
it has done for sidewalk liability and repairs.

Considering environmental impacts does not mean lack of progress in creating needed housing
resources but it does mean our leadership should not just gloss over potentials impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Melissa S. Allen
1702 Prospect Ave NE
Olympia, WA 98506
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From: Shanti Mai
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: SEPA
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 12:14:02 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

To:  nfloyd@ci.olympia.wa.us

I am shocked at the overriding of the public’s right to comment and to point
out unethical, environmentally unsafe, and illegal actions done by - as well as
condoned by - the Olympia City Council.

We already have storm water issues now.  Over a year ago, I had 3” of water in
my daylight basement.  I testified to all of you about this last year, and a record
of my testimony was given also in print, and included my mitigation costs.  How
dare you say that a few houses up the slight hill from me adding huge ADUs in
their backyards won’t impact my flooding issues in the coming years?  That
there will be no environmental impact.  Huh.  Makes zero sense.

How could there be no impact on LOTT? on the schools? on the fire
department, hospitals, police, power, etc.?  I know that we need to move
strongly in a direction of more sustainability, but blocking the sun from existing
solar panels is not being considered as an impact.  Many of us are growing food
in our yards this Spring (I always have), but having a tall duplex built on a
narrow lot next door could destroy our ability to do so.  No impact.  Huh.

Tearing down existing, older homes, such as those my home is surrounded by,
to make room for more people?  More upper-middle class and wealthy people,
perhaps.  The price of new construction is high, and without a clear, strong plan
for new units at BELOW market value, the price of living in a unit in a new
duplex will cost more than the original old house (or triplex) replaced.
Otherwise, hello gentrification!  No impact?  No thanks, I’ll take the little
houses needing paint jobs and the renters who can’t afford more.  I don’t
WANT well-heeled neighbors at the expense of the neighbors I already have. 
You know and I know that they’d need to move south to find something
affordable once your goals are met.  Thanks. No impact. Huh.

It’s not about affordability.  I never bought that line (though many concerned
about houselessness have).   I saw all the new housing in Seattle when I lived
there.  And the costs for housing just went up, and up…  And we should not be
encouraging those living in the Seattle/Tacoma area to commute from Olympia
in the first place. And that’s what would happen. It’s not like we, in Olympia,
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have lots of new jobs (?) that are waiting to be filled - right?  Right.  Huh.

 

I am also horrified that the city is moving forward with new determinations in
violation of Gov. Inslee’s order that no new decisions are made during the
COVID 19 crisis.  Nothing but normal, routine business or COVID-related
decisions are to be made.  Huh.

I now want to encourage you to re-read the letters sent by Esther Kronenberg,
Helen Wheatley, Kim Dobson and Judy Bartlett.  I could not have said it better,
and stand behind their words 100%.  Read them again and sign my name at the
end of each.

 

I feel, with the city’s history with MM and its handling of the rash of state ideas
such as 1923, that I am living through Groundhog Day -  but without the
learning.  And WHO would want to watch THAT film??

 

I don’t want to, but I live in it.  Thanks.  :~ \

 

Can you tell that I’m angry?  Good.  You are aware of something.  You actually
listened.  Now do it again, and reread those letters, starting with Esther’s.

 

Shanti Mai
921 Wilson St. SE
Olympia, WA  98501
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Housing Option - SEPA DNS - Walt Jorgensen.odt 
 
8-Land and Shoreline Use 
 
   j-Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 
      The development is much more likely to go into go into older, less affluent parts of town such as 
northeast, northwest, and southwest Olympia.  These areas have smaller, modest homes on standard or 
larger lots with less home value.  Tear down and displacement of people, especially renters, is much 
more likely to occur in these areas and under these circumstances.  The rest of the City, which tends to 
be more affluent, is often protected by homeowner association covenants and/or the fact that they are 
relatively new construction and too expensive for anyone to tear down profitably.  Older, less affluent t 
neighborhoods tend to have the larger proportion of renters and these would be the first to be displaced.    
This is an environmental justice issue when impacts fall disproportionately on minority of lower 
income residents.  New construction is inherently more expensive than existing structures. With prices 
and rents all going up, current residents with be economically as well as physically displaced. 
 
 
   k-Obviously with lower income residents at risk, the City should monitor economic and physical 
displacement by neighborhood.  We have already seen displacement occur recently in the downtown 
area with the construction of high-end apartments. 
 
9-Housing 
   a-Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, middle, or low-
income housing. 
   Staff anticipates fewer than 900 residential units over 20 years based on the TRPC projection that  
was done for the Missing Middle.  However, there are gaps in these projections.  The TRPC analysis 
did not include  ADUs.  ADUs are very popular.  Given that many houses will be able to fit an ADU 
onto their property, these are likely to be constructed.  ADUs are not even counted in the unit density; 
the impact to infrastructure their proliferation will cause will not be accounted for. 
 
   c-Proposed measures to control or reduce housing impacts, if any: 
 
   The City states that the projected housing units that will be built “... are generally assumed to be 
market-rate unit...”  This proposal admits that the likely housing to be built will be market-rate housing 
which is totally counter to the way the City originally described it and promoted it to the public.  There 
are no provisions to accommodate over 40% of our population who can only afford a monthly rent of 
$1050 or less.  We're building these fancy, new units and not giving the people we're displacing 
anyplace to go. 
 
10-Aesthetics 
   c-Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 
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Much of the design review planned for structures permitted under these new Housing Options will be 
conducted by the Planning Staff which is much more deferential to developer preferences than ordinary 
citizens.  In addition, even those projects directed to the Design Review Board, will receive only 
minimal oversight  in that the purview of this citizen group has been severely reduced in a practical 
sense which is to say that the assumptions by a recent Chairperson were much less than the official 
description of their latitude. 
 
Smaller lot sizes and other provisions of these new Housing Options will encourage and in some cases 
require that structures take maximum advantage of height allowances. 
 
11-Light & Glare 
Increased building heights will invite light intrusion into adjacent buildings, especially lower ones.   
 
 
13-Historic & Cultural Preservation: 
 
A review done at the request of Olympians for Smart Development & Livable Neighborhoods by the 
Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation in 2018 by Gregory Griffin, Deputy State 
Historic Preservation Officer suggested additional comments that he would enhance or clarify the 
responses in 13b – 13d. 
 
1) We would recommend that 13 (d) include discussion or clarification about how the proposal would 
affect “inventoried” historic properties (generally those over 50 years in age) that are not afforded the 
protection of designated properties and historic districts. We would also recommend information that 
outlines how/when tribes, DAHP, and other interested parties are notified when applications are 
received that involve ground disturbance and/or demolition of an inventoried property.  
 
2) We also recommend that it would be useful to discuss in 13 (d) or 8 (d) how the “Missing Middle” 
proposal might affect land values, property values, and market forces that could influence the 
preservation of, or demolition of both designated as well as inventoried properties. While this 
discussion would be speculative and beyond the requirements of completing the checklist, it would be 
interesting to know if there has been any research on this question and/or case studies of similar 
proposals in other cities. While the checklist does cite research conducted by the Thurston Regional 
Planning Council on past demolition trends and numbers in the county’s urban core, it is not clear if the 
research tabulated demolished properties that were 50 years of age and older or had any historic 
designation status or inventory record.  
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3) Finally, we note that while accurate at face value, the statements in b. through d: “Any future 
development would be subject to city, state, and federal regulations regarding protection of cultural, 
historic and archaeological resources…” may give the impression to a general audience that these 
resources are afforded “ironclad” protection as a result of government regulations. In reality, beyond 
the protections afforded by OMC 18.12, state and federal cultural resource regulations and review 
processes have limited applicability and authority that are dependent upon project variables such as 
location, funding source, program, and the cultural resource/historic property type that could be 
affected. 
 

For future development at the project level, considerations for the the cumulative impact on a 
neighborhood can be easily overlooked.  The first permitted project may not cause unacceptable 
interference with the historic/cultural aspects of a neighborhood.  The addition of the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, or 5th 
may ultimately cause severe impact that, at that point, cannot be reversed. 
 
14-Transportation 
 
We're likely to have uneven distribution of density (incidentally frustrated by not counting ADUs) in 
certain neighborhoods, especially NE, NW, &n SW, where modest homes are likely to be developed.  
This will cause transportation bottlenecks, especially during peak hours.  This has not been assessed.  
Impact fees only cover a portion of transportation infrastructure costs.  Unplanned-for needs at the time 
of ordinance development shifts the burden of costs onto existing residents. 
 
The City states that no parking spaces will be eliminated.  This is a technically-stated obfuscation 
consistent with ADUs not being counted as adding to neighborhood density.  Now, with no additional 
parking space being required to accompany an additional ADU, they're not being counted as adding to 
parking needs either.  Not requiring an additional parking space for an additional ADU is akin to 
eliminating a parking space relative to need. 
 

  
 
f-The City states that the average daily vehicle trips likely to occur from future development prescribed 
in this ordinance was anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan).  However, this is inaccurate.     
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Duplexes were not allowed throughout low-density neighborhoods in the Comp Plan.  Triplexes were 
not allowed throughout R 6-12, only in certain zones near high-density corridors.  Courtyard 
apartments were not assessed in the Comp Plan at all.  Therefore these vehicle trips and transportation 
impacts have not been accounted for. 
 
15-Public Services 
 
The City estimates that at a minimum there will be 950 additional units.  This does not include the 
ghost ADUs that don't seem to impact anything.  Impact fees only cover a portion of schools, 
transportation, and parks.  (Fire hasn't been implemented in recent years.)  That doesn't include other 
emergency and standard municipal services such as libraries, police, city hall, etc.  The costs of these 
unaccounted for needs will become the responsibility of the general taxpayer.    
 
16-Utilities 
 
It is unclear from the City's statement in this area that at the time of development onsite septic systems 
will be required to be converted to sewer.  Many areas in the City are on a combined 
stormwater/sanitary sewer system.  The City has not addressed how stormwater will be handled in 
these areas to prevent flooding or the overloading of the LOTT facility.  Low Impact Development 
(LID) standards selected by the developer may not be sufficient to address excess stormwater in these 
areas and in areas with  high rates of infiltration and inflow. 
 
A review done by Tom Holz, a stormwater expert, which is previously on file with the Missing Middle 
ordinance, found that increased runoff and likely sewage overflows from the Missing Middle proposed 
intensity of development will degrade already impaired streams and Puget Sound in respect to both 
immediate and cumulative impacts of water quality, fish, and endangered species.  The city has not 
been able to show that it will be able to comply with its NPDES permit. 
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From: Anne Hundley
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Comment about Housing Option SEPA
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2020 9:55:31 AM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear City Administrator,

Thank you for ongoing work to meet the needs of our community. Please accept my comments
below about the Housing Options SEPA.

I’m concerned that it can & needs to be done in a better way, which addresses these current
shortfalls:

First, it needs to acknowledge that development does include excavation or fill, will change
the amount of impervious surface, will cause additional run-off, will require any removal of
vegetation, will have an effect on shading or solar energy, will demolish at least some
structures, and will displace some people.

This SEPA should not replace SEPAS needed for individual projects, as it one SEPA does not
address real details about the very probable impacts of construction projects. 

Please provide a unit of land which will be used to track density.

I want to see real affordable housing options for struggling people, including families. My
biggest concern is traffic and transportation options. Thank you for making Intercity Transit
no cost for riders!

Thank you,

Anne Hundley
(206) 794-3808

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Cassandra Garcia
To: Nicole Floyd
Subject: Notice of SEPA DNS - 20-0994 Housing Options - SEPA Review --Comments
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2020 8:25:16 PM

External Email Alert!
This email originated from a source outside of the City's network. Use caution before clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Hello Ms. Floyd,

I am writing to say that I share Lorie Hewitt's concerns regarding building setbacks to protect
solar panels. We recently made a significant investment in solar panels in order to help do our
part in protecting all of us from climate change. Our contribution to increasing clean energy
use would be for nothing if our neighbor were allowed to build a large building blocking the
sun. Every day we notice more and more solar panels in our neighborhood, which is
significant progress in the right direction and progress that should be supported and protected.
Please consider supporting the community's efforts to increase green energy in Olympia by
requiring set backs for ADUs next to existing solar panels.

Thank you,
Cassandra Garcia
1811 Adams St, SE
Olympia, WA 98501
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1/15/2020 RCW 36.70A.600: Cities planning under RCW 36.70A.040—Increasing residential building capacity—Housing action plan authorized—G…
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RCW RCW 36.70A.60036.70A.600

Cities planning under RCW Cities planning under RCW 36.70A.04036.70A.040——Increasing residential building capacityIncreasing residential building capacity——
Housing action plan authorizedHousing action plan authorized——Grant assistance.Grant assistance.

(1) A city planning pursuant to RCW (1) A city planning pursuant to RCW 36.70A.04036.70A.040 is encouraged to take the following actions in is encouraged to take the following actions in
order to increase its residential building capacity:order to increase its residential building capacity:

(a) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than five hundred acres that include(a) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than five hundred acres that include
at least one train station served by commuter rail or light rail with an average of at least fifty residentialat least one train station served by commuter rail or light rail with an average of at least fifty residential
units per acre that require no more than an average of one on-site parking space per two bedrooms inunits per acre that require no more than an average of one on-site parking space per two bedrooms in
the portions of multifamily zones that are located within the areas;the portions of multifamily zones that are located within the areas;

(b) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than five hundred acres in cities(b) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than five hundred acres in cities
with a population greater than forty thousand or not fewer than two hundred fifty acres in cities with awith a population greater than forty thousand or not fewer than two hundred fifty acres in cities with a
population less than forty thousand that include at least one bus stop served by scheduled bus service ofpopulation less than forty thousand that include at least one bus stop served by scheduled bus service of
at least four times per hour for twelve or more hours per day with an average of at least twenty-fiveat least four times per hour for twelve or more hours per day with an average of at least twenty-five
residential units per acre that require no more than an average of one on-site parking space per tworesidential units per acre that require no more than an average of one on-site parking space per two
bedrooms in portions of the multifamily zones that are located within the areas;bedrooms in portions of the multifamily zones that are located within the areas;

(c) Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more(c) Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more
zoning districts that permit single-family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure ofzoning districts that permit single-family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure of
physical constraint that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel;physical constraint that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel;

(d) Authorize cluster zoning or lot size averaging in all zoning districts that permit single-family(d) Authorize cluster zoning or lot size averaging in all zoning districts that permit single-family
residences;residences;

(e) Authorize attached accessory dwelling units on all parcels containing single-family homes(e) Authorize attached accessory dwelling units on all parcels containing single-family homes
where the lot is at least three thousand two hundred square feet in size, and permit both attached andwhere the lot is at least three thousand two hundred square feet in size, and permit both attached and
detached accessory dwelling units on all parcels containing single-family homes, provided lots are atdetached accessory dwelling units on all parcels containing single-family homes, provided lots are at
least four thousand three hundred fifty-six square feet in size. Qualifying city ordinances or regulationsleast four thousand three hundred fifty-six square feet in size. Qualifying city ordinances or regulations
may not provide for on-site parking requirements, owner occupancy requirements, or square footagemay not provide for on-site parking requirements, owner occupancy requirements, or square footage
limitations below one thousand square feet for the accessory dwelling unit, and must not prohibit thelimitations below one thousand square feet for the accessory dwelling unit, and must not prohibit the
separate rental or sale of accessory dwelling units and the primary residence. Cities must set applicableseparate rental or sale of accessory dwelling units and the primary residence. Cities must set applicable
impact fees at no more than the projected impact of the accessory dwelling unit. To allow local flexibility,impact fees at no more than the projected impact of the accessory dwelling unit. To allow local flexibility,
other than these factors, accessory dwelling units may be subject to such regulations, conditions,other than these factors, accessory dwelling units may be subject to such regulations, conditions,
procedures, and limitations as determined by the local legislative authority, and must follow all applicableprocedures, and limitations as determined by the local legislative authority, and must follow all applicable
state and federal laws and local ordinances;state and federal laws and local ordinances;

(f) Adopt a subarea plan pursuant to RCW (f) Adopt a subarea plan pursuant to RCW 43.21C.42043.21C.420;;
(g) Adopt a planned action pursuant to RCW (g) Adopt a planned action pursuant to RCW 43.21C.44043.21C.440(1)(b)(ii), except that an environmental(1)(b)(ii), except that an environmental

impact statement pursuant to RCW impact statement pursuant to RCW 43.21C.03043.21C.030 is not required for such an action; is not required for such an action;
(h) Adopt increases in categorical exemptions pursuant to RCW (h) Adopt increases in categorical exemptions pursuant to RCW 43.21C.22943.21C.229 for residential or for residential or

mixed-use development;mixed-use development;
(i) Adopt a form-based code in one or more zoning districts that permit residential uses. "Form-(i) Adopt a form-based code in one or more zoning districts that permit residential uses. "Form-

based code" means a land development regulation that uses physical form, rather than separation ofbased code" means a land development regulation that uses physical form, rather than separation of
use, as the organizing principle for the code;use, as the organizing principle for the code;

(j) Authorize a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning districts that permit single-family(j) Authorize a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning districts that permit single-family
residences;residences;

(k) Allow for the division or redivision of land into the maximum number of lots through the short(k) Allow for the division or redivision of land into the maximum number of lots through the short
subdivision process provided in chapter subdivision process provided in chapter 58.1758.17 RCW; and RCW; and

(l) Authorize a minimum net density of six dwelling units per acre in all residential zones, where(l) Authorize a minimum net density of six dwelling units per acre in all residential zones, where
the residential development capacity will increase within the city.the residential development capacity will increase within the city.

(2) A city planning pursuant to RCW (2) A city planning pursuant to RCW 36.70A.04036.70A.040 may adopt a housing action plan as described in may adopt a housing action plan as described in
this subsection. The goal of any such housing plan must be to encourage construction of additionalthis subsection. The goal of any such housing plan must be to encourage construction of additional
affordable and market rate housing in a greater variety of housing types and at prices that are accessibleaffordable and market rate housing in a greater variety of housing types and at prices that are accessible
to a greater variety of incomes, including strategies aimed at the for-profit single-family home market. Ato a greater variety of incomes, including strategies aimed at the for-profit single-family home market. A
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housing action plan may utilize data compiled pursuant to RCW housing action plan may utilize data compiled pursuant to RCW 36.70A.61036.70A.610. The housing action plan. The housing action plan
should:should:

(a) Quantify existing and projected housing needs for all income levels, including extremely low-(a) Quantify existing and projected housing needs for all income levels, including extremely low-
income households, with documentation of housing and household characteristics, and cost-burdenedincome households, with documentation of housing and household characteristics, and cost-burdened
households;households;

(b) Develop strategies to increase the supply of housing, and variety of housing types, needed to(b) Develop strategies to increase the supply of housing, and variety of housing types, needed to
serve the housing needs identified in (a) of this subsection;serve the housing needs identified in (a) of this subsection;

(c) Analyze population and employment trends, with documentation of projections;(c) Analyze population and employment trends, with documentation of projections;
(d) Consider strategies to minimize displacement of low-income residents resulting from(d) Consider strategies to minimize displacement of low-income residents resulting from

redevelopment;redevelopment;
(e) Review and evaluate the current housing element adopted pursuant to RCW (e) Review and evaluate the current housing element adopted pursuant to RCW 36.70A.07036.70A.070,,

including an evaluation of success in attaining planned housing types and units, achievement of goalsincluding an evaluation of success in attaining planned housing types and units, achievement of goals
and policies, and implementation of the schedule of programs and actions;and policies, and implementation of the schedule of programs and actions;

(f) Provide for participation and input from community members, community groups, local(f) Provide for participation and input from community members, community groups, local
builders, local realtors, nonprofit housing advocates, and local religious groups; andbuilders, local realtors, nonprofit housing advocates, and local religious groups; and

(g) Include a schedule of programs and actions to implement the recommendations of the(g) Include a schedule of programs and actions to implement the recommendations of the
housing action plan.housing action plan.

(3) If adopted by April 1, 2021, ordinances, amendments to development regulations, and other(3) If adopted by April 1, 2021, ordinances, amendments to development regulations, and other
nonproject actions taken by a city to implement the actions specified in subsection (1) of this section,nonproject actions taken by a city to implement the actions specified in subsection (1) of this section,
with the exception of the action specified in subsection (1)(f) of this section, are not subject towith the exception of the action specified in subsection (1)(f) of this section, are not subject to
administrative or judicial appeal under chapter administrative or judicial appeal under chapter 43.21C43.21C RCW. RCW.

(4) Any action taken by a city prior to April 1, 2021, to amend their comprehensive plan, or adopt(4) Any action taken by a city prior to April 1, 2021, to amend their comprehensive plan, or adopt
or amend ordinances or development regulations, solely to enact provisions under subsection (1) of thisor amend ordinances or development regulations, solely to enact provisions under subsection (1) of this
section is not subject to legal challenge under this chapter.section is not subject to legal challenge under this chapter.

(5) In taking action under subsection (1) of this section, cities are encouraged to utilize strategies(5) In taking action under subsection (1) of this section, cities are encouraged to utilize strategies
that increase residential building capacity in areas with frequent transit service and with thethat increase residential building capacity in areas with frequent transit service and with the
transportation and utility infrastructure that supports the additional residential building capacity.transportation and utility infrastructure that supports the additional residential building capacity.

(6) A city with a population over twenty thousand that is planning to take at least two actions(6) A city with a population over twenty thousand that is planning to take at least two actions
under subsection (1) of this section, and that action will occur between July 28, 2019, and April 1, 2021,under subsection (1) of this section, and that action will occur between July 28, 2019, and April 1, 2021,
is eligible to apply to the department for planning grant assistance of up to one hundred thousandis eligible to apply to the department for planning grant assistance of up to one hundred thousand
dollars, subject to the availability of funds appropriated for that purpose. The department shall developdollars, subject to the availability of funds appropriated for that purpose. The department shall develop
grant criteria to ensure that grant funds awarded are proportionate to the level of effort proposed by agrant criteria to ensure that grant funds awarded are proportionate to the level of effort proposed by a
city, and the potential increase in housing supply or regulatory streamlining that could be achieved.city, and the potential increase in housing supply or regulatory streamlining that could be achieved.
Funding may be provided in advance of, and to support, adoption of policies or ordinances consistentFunding may be provided in advance of, and to support, adoption of policies or ordinances consistent
with this section. A city can request, and the department may award, more than one hundred thousandwith this section. A city can request, and the department may award, more than one hundred thousand
dollars for applications that demonstrate extraordinary potential to increase housing supply or regulatorydollars for applications that demonstrate extraordinary potential to increase housing supply or regulatory
streamlining.streamlining.

(7) A city seeking to develop a housing action plan under subsection (2) of this section is eligible(7) A city seeking to develop a housing action plan under subsection (2) of this section is eligible
to apply to the department for up to one hundred thousand dollars.to apply to the department for up to one hundred thousand dollars.

(8) The department shall establish grant award amounts under subsections (6) and (7) of this(8) The department shall establish grant award amounts under subsections (6) and (7) of this
section based on the expected number of cities that will seek grant assistance, to ensure that all citiessection based on the expected number of cities that will seek grant assistance, to ensure that all cities
can receive some level of grant support. If funding capacity allows, the department may considercan receive some level of grant support. If funding capacity allows, the department may consider
accepting and funding applications from cities with a population of less than twenty thousand if theaccepting and funding applications from cities with a population of less than twenty thousand if the
actions proposed in the application will create a significant amount of housing capacity or regulatoryactions proposed in the application will create a significant amount of housing capacity or regulatory
streamlining and are consistent with the actions in this section.streamlining and are consistent with the actions in this section.

(9) In implementing chapter 348, Laws of 2019, cities are encouraged to prioritize the creation of(9) In implementing chapter 348, Laws of 2019, cities are encouraged to prioritize the creation of
affordable, inclusive neighborhoods and to consider the risk of residential displacement, particularly inaffordable, inclusive neighborhoods and to consider the risk of residential displacement, particularly in
neighborhoods with communities at high risk of displacement.neighborhoods with communities at high risk of displacement.

[ [ 2019 c 348 § 1.2019 c 348 § 1.]]
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AN ACT Relating to urban housing supply; amending RCW 36.70A.600,1
43.21C.495, 36.70A.620, and 36.70A.610; reenacting and amending RCW2
36.70A.030; and creating a new section.3

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:4

Sec. 1.  RCW 36.70A.600 and 2019 c 348 s 1 are each amended to5
read as follows:6

(1) A city planning pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040 is encouraged to7
take the following actions in order to increase its residential8
building capacity:9

(a) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than10
five hundred acres that include at least one train station served by11
commuter rail or light rail with an average of at least fifty12
residential units per acre that require no more than an average of13
one on-site parking space per two bedrooms in the portions of14
multifamily zones that are located within the areas;15

(b) Authorize development in one or more areas of not fewer than16
((five)) two hundred acres in cities with a population greater than17
forty thousand or not fewer than ((two)) one hundred ((fifty)) acres18
in cities with a population less than forty thousand that include at19
least one bus stop served by scheduled bus service of at least four20
times per hour for twelve or more hours per day with an average of at21

SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL 2343

AS AMENDED BY THE SENATE
Passed Legislature - 2020 Regular Session

State of Washington 66th Legislature 2020 Regular Session
By House Environment & Energy (originally sponsored by
Representatives Fitzgibbon, Frame, Macri, Doglio, Tharinger, and
Pollet)
READ FIRST TIME 01/30/20.
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least twenty-five residential units per acre that require no more1
than an average of one on-site parking space per two bedrooms in2
portions of the multifamily zones that are located within the areas;3

(c) Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, quadplex, sixplex,4
stacked flat, townhouse, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one5
or more zoning districts that permit single-family residences unless6
a city documents a specific infrastructure of physical constraint7
that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel;8

(d) Authorize a duplex, triplex, quadplex, sixplex, stacked flat,9
townhouse, or courtyard apartment on one or more parcels for which10
they are not currently authorized;11

(e) Authorize cluster zoning or lot size averaging in all zoning12
districts that permit single-family residences;13

(((e) Authorize attached accessory dwelling units on all parcels14
containing single-family homes where the lot is at least three15
thousand two hundred square feet in size, and permit both attached16
and detached accessory dwelling units on all parcels containing17
single-family homes, provided lots are at least four thousand three18
hundred fifty-six square feet in size. Qualifying city ordinances or19
regulations may not provide for on-site parking requirements, owner20
occupancy requirements, or square footage limitations below one21
thousand square feet for the accessory dwelling unit, and must not22
prohibit the separate rental or sale of accessory dwelling units and23
the primary residence. Cities must set applicable impact fees at no24
more than the projected impact of the accessory dwelling unit. To25
allow local flexibility, other than these factors, accessory dwelling26
units may be subject to such regulations, conditions, procedures, and27
limitations as determined by the local legislative authority, and28
must follow all applicable state and federal laws and local29
ordinances;))30

(f) Adopt a subarea plan pursuant to RCW 43.21C.420;31
(g) Adopt a planned action pursuant to RCW 43.21C.440(1)(b)(ii),32

except that an environmental impact statement pursuant to RCW33
43.21C.030 is not required for such an action;34

(h) Adopt increases in categorical exemptions pursuant to RCW35
43.21C.229 for residential or mixed-use development;36

(i) Adopt a form-based code in one or more zoning districts that37
permit residential uses. "Form-based code" means a land development38
regulation that uses physical form, rather than separation of use, as39
the organizing principle for the code;40

p. 2 SHB 2343.SL
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(j) Authorize a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning1
districts that permit single-family residences;2

(k) Allow for the division or redivision of land into the maximum3
number of lots through the short subdivision process provided in4
chapter 58.17 RCW; ((and))5

(l) Authorize a minimum net density of six dwelling units per6
acre in all residential zones, where the residential development7
capacity will increase within the city. For purposes of this8
subsection, the calculation of net density does not include the9
square footage of areas that are otherwise prohibited from10
development, such as critical areas, the area of buffers around11
critical areas, and the area of roads and similar features;12

(m) Create one or more zoning districts of medium density in13
which individual lots may be no larger than three thousand five14
hundred square feet and single-family residences may be no larger15
than one thousand two hundred square feet;16

(n) Authorize accessory dwelling units in one or more zoning17
districts in which they are currently prohibited;18

(o) Remove minimum residential parking requirements related to19
accessory dwelling units;20

(p) Remove owner occupancy requirements related to accessory21
dwelling units;22

(q) Adopt new square footage requirements related to accessory23
dwelling units that are less restrictive than existing square footage24
requirements related to accessory dwelling units;25

(r) Adopt maximum allowable exemption levels in WAC 197-11-800(1)26
as it existed on the effective date of this section, or such27
subsequent date as may be provided by the department of ecology by28
rule, consistent with the purposes of this section;29

(s) Adopt standards for administrative approval of final plats30
pursuant to RCW 58.17.100;31

(t) Adopt ordinances authorizing administrative review of32
preliminary plats pursuant to RCW 58.17.095;33

(u) Adopt other permit process improvements where it is34
demonstrated that the code, development regulation, or ordinance35
changes will result in a more efficient permit process for customers;36

(v) Update use matrices and allowable use tables that eliminate37
conditional use permits and administrative conditional use permits38
for all housing types, including single-family homes, townhomes,39
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multifamily housing, low-income housing, and senior housing, but1
excluding essential public facilities;2

(w) Allow off-street parking to compensate for lack of on-street3
parking when private roads are utilized or a parking demand study4
shows that less parking is required for the project;5

(x) Develop a local program that offers homeowners a combination6
of financing, design, permitting, or construction support to build7
accessory dwelling units. A city may condition this program on a8
requirement to provide the unit for affordable home ownership or rent9
the accessory dwelling unit for a defined period of time to either10
tenants in a housing subsidy program as defined in RCW 43.31.605(14)11
or to tenants whose income is less than eighty percent of the city or12
county median family income. If the city includes an affordability13
requirement under the program, it must provide additional incentives,14
such as:15

(i) Density bonuses;16
(ii) Height and bulk bonuses;17
(iii) Fee waivers or exemptions;18
(iv) Parking reductions; or19
(v) Expedited permitting; and20
(y) Develop a local program that offers homeowners a combination21

of financing, design, permitting, or construction support to convert22
a single-family home into a duplex, triplex, or quadplex where those23
housing types are authorized. A local government may condition this24
program on a requirement to provide a certain number of units for25
affordable home ownership or to rent a certain number of the newly26
created units for a defined period of time to either tenants in a27
housing subsidy program as defined in RCW 43.31.605(14) or to tenants28
whose income is less than eighty percent of the city or county median29
family income. If the city includes an affordability requirement, it30
must provide additional incentives, such as:31

(i) Density bonuses;32
(ii) Height and bulk bonuses;33
(iii) Fee waivers or exemptions;34
(iv) Parking reductions; or35
(v) Expedited permitting.36
(2) A city planning pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040 may adopt a37

housing action plan as described in this subsection. The goal of any38
such housing plan must be to encourage construction of additional39
affordable and market rate housing in a greater variety of housing40

p. 4 SHB 2343.SL

ATTACHMENT 6

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 286 of 310



types and at prices that are accessible to a greater variety of1
incomes, including strategies aimed at the for-profit single-family2
home market. A housing action plan may utilize data compiled pursuant3
to RCW 36.70A.610. The housing action plan should:4

(a) Quantify existing and projected housing needs for all income5
levels, including extremely low-income households, with documentation6
of housing and household characteristics, and cost-burdened7
households;8

(b) Develop strategies to increase the supply of housing, and9
variety of housing types, needed to serve the housing needs10
identified in (a) of this subsection;11

(c) Analyze population and employment trends, with documentation12
of projections;13

(d) Consider strategies to minimize displacement of low-income14
residents resulting from redevelopment;15

(e) Review and evaluate the current housing element adopted16
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070, including an evaluation of success in17
attaining planned housing types and units, achievement of goals and18
policies, and implementation of the schedule of programs and actions;19

(f) Provide for participation and input from community members,20
community groups, local builders, local realtors, nonprofit housing21
advocates, and local religious groups; and22

(g) Include a schedule of programs and actions to implement the23
recommendations of the housing action plan.24

(3) If adopted by April 1, ((2021)) 2023, ordinances, amendments25
to development regulations, and other nonproject actions taken by a26
city to implement the actions specified in subsection (1) of this27
section, with the exception of the action specified in subsection28
(1)(f) of this section, are not subject to administrative or judicial29
appeal under chapter 43.21C RCW.30

(4) Any action taken by a city prior to April 1, ((2021)) 2023,31
to amend their comprehensive plan, or adopt or amend ordinances or32
development regulations, solely to enact provisions under subsection33
(1) of this section is not subject to legal challenge under this34
chapter.35

(5) In taking action under subsection (1) of this section, cities36
are encouraged to utilize strategies that increase residential37
building capacity in areas with frequent transit service and with the38
transportation and utility infrastructure that supports the39
additional residential building capacity.40
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(6) A city ((with a population over twenty thousand)) that is1
planning to take at least two actions under subsection (1) of this2
section, and that action will occur between July 28, 2019, and April3
1, 2021, is eligible to apply to the department for planning grant4
assistance of up to one hundred thousand dollars, subject to the5
availability of funds appropriated for that purpose. The department6
shall develop grant criteria to ensure that grant funds awarded are7
proportionate to the level of effort proposed by a city, and the8
potential increase in housing supply or regulatory streamlining that9
could be achieved. Funding may be provided in advance of, and to10
support, adoption of policies or ordinances consistent with this11
section. A city can request, and the department may award, more than12
one hundred thousand dollars for applications that demonstrate13
extraordinary potential to increase housing supply or regulatory14
streamlining.15

(7) A city seeking to develop a housing action plan under16
subsection (2) of this section is eligible to apply to the department17
for up to one hundred thousand dollars.18

(8) The department shall establish grant award amounts under19
subsections (6) and (7) of this section based on the expected number20
of cities that will seek grant assistance, to ensure that all cities21
can receive some level of grant support. If funding capacity allows,22
the department may consider accepting and funding applications from23
cities with a population of less than twenty thousand if the actions24
proposed in the application will create a significant amount of25
housing capacity or regulatory streamlining and are consistent with26
the actions in this section.27

(9) In implementing chapter 348, Laws of 2019, cities are28
encouraged to prioritize the creation of affordable, inclusive29
neighborhoods and to consider the risk of residential displacement,30
particularly in neighborhoods with communities at high risk of31
displacement.32

Sec. 2.  RCW 43.21C.495 and 2019 c 348 s 4 are each amended to33
read as follows:34

If adopted by April 1, ((2021)) 2023, amendments to development35
regulations and other nonproject actions taken by a city to implement36
RCW 36.70A.600 (1) or (4), with the exception of the action specified37
in RCW 36.70A.600(1)(f), are not subject to administrative or38
judicial appeals under this chapter.39
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Sec. 3.  RCW 36.70A.620 and 2019 c 348 s 5 are each amended to1
read as follows:2

In counties and cities planning under RCW 36.70A.040, minimum3
residential parking requirements mandated by municipal zoning4
ordinances for housing units constructed after July 1, 2019, are5
subject to the following requirements:6

(1) For housing units that are affordable to very low-income or7
extremely low-income individuals and that are located within one-8
quarter mile of a transit stop that receives transit service at least9
((four)) two times per hour for twelve or more hours per day, minimum10
residential parking requirements may be no greater than one parking11
space per bedroom or .75 space per unit. A city may require a12
developer to record a covenant that prohibits the rental of a unit13
subject to this parking restriction for any purpose other than14
providing for housing for very low-income or extremely low-income15
individuals. The covenant must address price restrictions and16
household income limits and policies if the property is converted to17
a use other than for low-income housing. A city may establish a18
requirement for the provision of more than one parking space per19
bedroom or .75 space per unit if the jurisdiction has determined a20
particular housing unit to be in an area with a lack of access to21
street parking capacity, physical space impediments, or other reasons22
supported by evidence that would make on-street parking infeasible23
for the unit.24

(2) For housing units that are specifically for seniors or people25
with disabilities, that are located within one-quarter mile of a26
transit stop that receives transit service at least four times per27
hour for twelve or more hours per day, a city may not impose minimum28
residential parking requirements for the residents of such housing29
units, subject to the exceptions provided in this subsection. A city30
may establish parking requirements for staff and visitors of such31
housing units. A city may establish a requirement for the provision32
of one or more parking space per bedroom if the jurisdiction has33
determined a particular housing unit to be in an area with a lack of34
access to street parking capacity, physical space impediments, or35
other reasons supported by evidence that would make on-street parking36
infeasible for the unit. A city may require a developer to record a37
covenant that prohibits the rental of a unit subject to this parking38
restriction for any purpose other than providing for housing for39
seniors or people with disabilities.40

p. 7 SHB 2343.SL

ATTACHMENT 6

Olympia Planning Commission 05/18/2020 289 of 310



(3) For market rate multifamily housing units that are located1
within one-quarter mile of a transit stop that receives transit2
service from at least one route that provides service at least four3
times per hour for twelve or more hours per day, minimum residential4
parking requirements may be no greater than one parking space per5
bedroom or .75 space per unit. A city or county may establish a6
requirement for the provision of more than one parking space per7
bedroom or .75 space per unit if the jurisdiction has determined a8
particular housing unit to be in an area with a lack of access to9
street parking capacity, physical space impediments, or other reasons10
supported by evidence that would make on-street parking infeasible11
for the unit.12

Sec. 4.  RCW 36.70A.030 and 2019 c 348 s 2 are each reenacted and13
amended to read as follows:14

Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in15
this section apply throughout this chapter.16

(1) "Adopt a comprehensive land use plan" means to enact a new17
comprehensive land use plan or to update an existing comprehensive18
land use plan.19

(2) "Affordable housing" means, unless the context clearly20
indicates otherwise, residential housing whose monthly costs,21
including utilities other than telephone, do not exceed thirty22
percent of the monthly income of a household whose income is:23

(a) For rental housing, sixty percent of the median household24
income adjusted for household size, for the county where the25
household is located, as reported by the United States department of26
housing and urban development; or27

(b) For owner-occupied housing, eighty percent of the median28
household income adjusted for household size, for the county where29
the household is located, as reported by the United States department30
of housing and urban development.31

(3) "Agricultural land" means land primarily devoted to the32
commercial production of horticultural, viticultural, floricultural,33
dairy, apiary, vegetable, or animal products or of berries, grain,34
hay, straw, turf, seed, Christmas trees not subject to the excise tax35
imposed by RCW 84.33.100 through 84.33.140, finfish in upland36
hatcheries, or livestock, and that has long-term commercial37
significance for agricultural production.38

(4) "City" means any city or town, including a code city.39
p. 8 SHB 2343.SL
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(5) "Comprehensive land use plan," "comprehensive plan," or1
"plan" means a generalized coordinated land use policy statement of2
the governing body of a county or city that is adopted pursuant to3
this chapter.4

(6) "Critical areas" include the following areas and ecosystems:5
(a) Wetlands; (b) areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers6
used for potable water; (c) fish and wildlife habitat conservation7
areas; (d) frequently flooded areas; and (e) geologically hazardous8
areas. "Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas" does not9
include such artificial features or constructs as irrigation delivery10
systems, irrigation infrastructure, irrigation canals, or drainage11
ditches that lie within the boundaries of and are maintained by a12
port district or an irrigation district or company.13

(7) "Department" means the department of commerce.14
(8) "Development regulations" or "regulation" means the controls15

placed on development or land use activities by a county or city,16
including, but not limited to, zoning ordinances, critical areas17
ordinances, shoreline master programs, official controls, planned18
unit development ordinances, subdivision ordinances, and binding site19
plan ordinances together with any amendments thereto. A development20
regulation does not include a decision to approve a project permit21
application, as defined in RCW 36.70B.020, even though the decision22
may be expressed in a resolution or ordinance of the legislative body23
of the county or city.24

(9) "Extremely low-income household" means a single person,25
family, or unrelated persons living together whose adjusted income is26
at or below thirty percent of the median household income adjusted27
for household size, for the county where the household is located, as28
reported by the United States department of housing and urban29
development.30

(10) "Forestland" means land primarily devoted to growing trees31
for long-term commercial timber production on land that can be32
economically and practically managed for such production, including33
Christmas trees subject to the excise tax imposed under RCW 84.33.10034
through 84.33.140, and that has long-term commercial significance. In35
determining whether forestland is primarily devoted to growing trees36
for long-term commercial timber production on land that can be37
economically and practically managed for such production, the38
following factors shall be considered: (a) The proximity of the land39
to urban, suburban, and rural settlements; (b) surrounding parcel40
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size and the compatibility and intensity of adjacent and nearby land1
uses; (c) long-term local economic conditions that affect the ability2
to manage for timber production; and (d) the availability of public3
facilities and services conducive to conversion of forestland to4
other uses.5

(11) "Freight rail dependent uses" means buildings and other6
infrastructure that are used in the fabrication, processing, storage,7
and transport of goods where the use is dependent on and makes use of8
an adjacent short line railroad. Such facilities are both urban and9
rural development for purposes of this chapter. "Freight rail10
dependent uses" does not include buildings and other infrastructure11
that are used in the fabrication, processing, storage, and transport12
of coal, liquefied natural gas, or "crude oil" as defined in RCW13
90.56.010.14

(12) "Geologically hazardous areas" means areas that because of15
their susceptibility to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other16
geological events, are not suited to the siting of commercial,17
residential, or industrial development consistent with public health18
or safety concerns.19

(13) "Long-term commercial significance" includes the growing20
capacity, productivity, and soil composition of the land for long-21
term commercial production, in consideration with the land's22
proximity to population areas, and the possibility of more intense23
uses of the land.24

(14) "Low-income household" means a single person, family, or25
unrelated persons living together whose adjusted income is at or26
below eighty percent of the median household income adjusted for27
household size, for the county where the household is located, as28
reported by the United States department of housing and urban29
development.30

(15) "Minerals" include gravel, sand, and valuable metallic31
substances.32

(16) "Permanent supportive housing" is subsidized, leased housing33
with no limit on length of stay((, paired with on-site or off-site34
voluntary services designed to support a person living with a35
disability to be a successful tenant in a housing arrangement,36
improve the resident's health status, and connect residents of the37
housing with community-based health care, treatment, and employment38
services)) that prioritizes people who need comprehensive support39
services to retain tenancy and utilizes admissions practices designed40
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to use lower barriers to entry than would be typical for other1
subsidized or unsubsidized rental housing, especially related to2
rental history, criminal history, and personal behaviors. Permanent3
supportive housing is paired with on-site or off-site voluntary4
services designed to support a person living with a complex and5
disabling behavioral health or physical health condition who was6
experiencing homelessness or was at imminent risk of homelessness7
prior to moving into housing to retain their housing and be a8
successful tenant in a housing arrangement, improve the resident's9
health status, and connect the resident of the housing with10
community-based health care, treatment, or employment services.11
Permanent supportive housing is subject to all of the rights and12
responsibilities defined in chapter 59.18 RCW.13

(17) "Public facilities" include streets, roads, highways,14
sidewalks, street and road lighting systems, traffic signals,15
domestic water systems, storm and sanitary sewer systems, parks and16
recreational facilities, and schools.17

(18) "Public services" include fire protection and suppression,18
law enforcement, public health, education, recreation, environmental19
protection, and other governmental services.20

(19) "Recreational land" means land so designated under RCW21
36.70A.1701 and that, immediately prior to this designation, was22
designated as agricultural land of long-term commercial significance23
under RCW 36.70A.170. Recreational land must have playing fields and24
supporting facilities existing before July 1, 2004, for sports played25
on grass playing fields.26

(20) "Rural character" refers to the patterns of land use and27
development established by a county in the rural element of its28
comprehensive plan:29

(a) In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation30
predominate over the built environment;31

(b) That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural-based32
economies, and opportunities to both live and work in rural areas;33

(c) That provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found34
in rural areas and communities;35

(d) That are compatible with the use of the land by wildlife and36
for fish and wildlife habitat;37

(e) That reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land38
into sprawling, low-density development;39
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(f) That generally do not require the extension of urban1
governmental services; and2

(g) That are consistent with the protection of natural surface3
water flows and groundwater and surface water recharge and discharge4
areas.5

(21) "Rural development" refers to development outside the urban6
growth area and outside agricultural, forest, and mineral resource7
lands designated pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170. Rural development can8
consist of a variety of uses and residential densities, including9
clustered residential development, at levels that are consistent with10
the preservation of rural character and the requirements of the rural11
element. Rural development does not refer to agriculture or forestry12
activities that may be conducted in rural areas.13

(22) "Rural governmental services" or "rural services" include14
those public services and public facilities historically and15
typically delivered at an intensity usually found in rural areas, and16
may include domestic water systems, fire and police protection17
services, transportation and public transit services, and other18
public utilities associated with rural development and normally not19
associated with urban areas. Rural services do not include storm or20
sanitary sewers, except as otherwise authorized by RCW 36.70A.110(4).21

(23) "Short line railroad" means those railroad lines designated22
class II or class III by the United States surface transportation23
board.24

(24) "Urban governmental services" or "urban services" include25
those public services and public facilities at an intensity26
historically and typically provided in cities, specifically including27
storm and sanitary sewer systems, domestic water systems, street28
cleaning services, fire and police protection services, public29
transit services, and other public utilities associated with urban30
areas and normally not associated with rural areas.31

(25) "Urban growth" refers to growth that makes intensive use of32
land for the location of buildings, structures, and impermeable33
surfaces to such a degree as to be incompatible with the primary use34
of land for the production of food, other agricultural products, or35
fiber, or the extraction of mineral resources, rural uses, rural36
development, and natural resource lands designated pursuant to RCW37
36.70A.170. A pattern of more intensive rural development, as38
provided in RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d), is not urban growth. When allowed39
to spread over wide areas, urban growth typically requires urban40
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governmental services. "Characterized by urban growth" refers to land1
having urban growth located on it, or to land located in relationship2
to an area with urban growth on it as to be appropriate for urban3
growth.4

(26) "Urban growth areas" means those areas designated by a5
county pursuant to RCW 36.70A.110.6

(27) "Very low-income household" means a single person, family,7
or unrelated persons living together whose adjusted income is at or8
below fifty percent of the median household income adjusted for9
household size, for the county where the household is located, as10
reported by the United States department of housing and urban11
development.12

(28) "Wetland" or "wetlands" means areas that are inundated or13
saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration14
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do15
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in16
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps,17
marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Wetlands do not include those18
artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland sites,19
including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches,20
grass-lined swales, canals, detention facilities, wastewater21
treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape amenities, or those22
wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were unintentionally23
created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or24
highway. Wetlands may include those artificial wetlands intentionally25
created from nonwetland areas created to mitigate conversion of26
wetlands.27

NEW SECTION.  Sec. 5.  The department of ecology shall remove28
parking as an element of the environment within WAC 197-11-444 and as29
a component of the environmental checklist within WAC 197-11-960, as30
those sections existed on the effective date of this section, the31
next time that the department amends rules implementing chapter32
43.21C RCW after the effective date of this section.33

Sec. 6.  RCW 36.70A.610 and 2019 c 348 s 3 are each amended to34
read as follows:35

(1) The Washington center for real estate research at the36
University of Washington shall produce a ((report every two years))37
series of reports as described in this section that compiles housing38
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supply and affordability metrics for each city planning under RCW1
36.70A.040 with a population of ten thousand or more.2

(a) The initial report, completed by October 15, 2020, must be a3
compilation of objective criteria relating to ((development4
regulations, zoning,)) income, employment, housing and rental prices,5
housing affordability ((programs)) by housing tenure, and other6
metrics relevant to assessing housing supply and affordability for7
all income segments, including the percentage of cost-burdened8
households((,)) of each ((city subject to the report required by this9
section)) jurisdiction. This report may also include city-specific10
median income data for those cities implementing the multifamily tax11
exemption program under chapter 84.14 RCW.12

(b) The report completed by October 15, 2021, must include an13
analysis of the private rental housing market for each area outlining14
the number of units, vacancy rates, and rents by unit type, where15
possible. This analysis should separate market rate multifamily16
rental housing developments and other smaller scale market rate17
rental housing. This analysis should also incorporate data from the18
Washington state housing finance commission on subsidized rental19
housing in the area consistent with the first report under this20
subsection.21

(c) The report completed by October 15, 2022, must also include22
data relating to actions taken by cities under chapter 348, Laws of23
2019 as well as detailed information on development regulations,24
levies and fees, and zoning related to housing development.25

(d) The report completed by October 15, 2024, and every two years26
thereafter, must also include relevant data relating to buildable27
lands reports prepared under RCW 36.70A.215, where applicable, and28
updates to comprehensive plans under this chapter.29

(2) The Washington center for real estate research shall30
collaborate with the Washington housing finance commission and the31
office of financial management to develop the metrics compiled in the32
((report)) series of reports under this section.33

(3) The ((report)) series of reports under this section must be34
submitted, consistent with RCW 43.01.036, to the standing committees35
of the legislature with jurisdiction over housing issues and this36
chapter.37

Passed by the House March 7, 2020.
Passed by the Senate March 3, 2020.
Approved by the Governor March 27, 2020.
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Filed in Office of Secretary of State March 27, 2020.

--- END ---
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5/8/2020 Housing Code Amendments

olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/housing-code-amendments.aspx 1/5

Housing Code Amendments
COVID-19 impacts
Public meetings were postponed during the Stay Home, Stay Healthy order. Rather than holding an in-person Open
House as had been planned, we are providing an online opportunity to gather information and provide feedback.
The two presentations below are each about 15 minutes in length. The first presentation goes over the three options
under consideration. The second presentation reviews the staff recommendations to implement the options. The
draft code amendments necessary to implement staff’s recommendations are included below.

Narrated Presentation #1 – The Options
Narrated Presentation #2 – Staff Recommendations

You can comment on these presentations until at least May 15, 2020. Public comments about the proposed code
amendments will be accepted until the end of the public hearing, which is not yet scheduled.

Questions and comments can be sent to housingoptions@ci.olympia.wa.us. All comments received will be shared
with the Planning Commission and City Council and posted to this page.

The next public meeting is scheduled for the Planning Commission on May 18, 2020.

What's Happening?

The City plans for where and how Olympia will grow and what is needed to serve that growth (parks, open spaces,
infrastructure, streets, public services, etc.) under the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). The
GMA was amended in 2019 to encourage cities to take steps to increase residential building capacity in urban
growth areas. The updated GMA (RCW 36.70A.600 ) provides a list of twelve options to do so.

After reviewing the options, the City Council identified three options that appear to be appropriate for the Olympia.
The Council directed the Planning Commission to draft an ordinance to implement two or three of the identified
options. Learn more about each below.
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How to comment

This work is specific to code amendments necessary to implement two or three of the options identified above. You
can comment on each of the specific amendments online at Engage Olympia.

Public comments received can also be viewed in the Document Library on our Engage Olympia page .

SEPA DNS

The City has issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance with a public comment period ending on April 21.

View SEPA Checklist
View SEPA comments

Note: Comments related to the project are welcome continuously and will be solicited up to and through the
project.

 Implementation Options & Staff Recommendations

 Comment at Engage Olympia

 View Frequently Asked Questions

Stay Informed

Subscribe to Planning & Development E-News
Email us to be a Party of Record for these zoning amendments
Download the complete Public Participation Plan
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Duplexes on corner lots

Proposal: Allow duplexes on each corner lot in all zoning districts that permit single family residences.

Read more...

For Olympia, that would mean a duplex would be allowed on almost all corner lots since almost all zoning districts
include single family residences as a permitted use. In order to obtain a building permit the applicant would need to
demonstrate compliance with setbacks from property lines, maximum building height and number of stories,
maximum lot coverages, low impact development stormwater standards, parking requirements, and design review.

In order to comply with the “on each corner lot” provision of the statute, the minimum lot size would be the same
size as the minimum lot size for a single-family residence of the underlying zoning district.

 Download info sheet

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Proposal: Allow ADUs in association with a single-family residence (SFR), with a few specific provisions.

Read more...

The specific provisions include:

Allow attached ADUs on all parcels with a SFR where the lot is at least 3,200 square feet in size
Allow both attached and detached ADUs on all parcels with a SFR, provided the lot is at least 4,356 square
feet in size
No additional on-site parking required
No owner-occupancy requirement
Cannot limit the size below one thousand square feet
Must not prohibit the separate rental or sale of ADU and primary residence
Impact fees may not be more than the projected impact of the ADU
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City may set other regulations, conditions, procedures, and limitations and must follow all applicable state
and federal laws and local ordinances

In Olympia, ADUs are allowed on all lots with a detached single-family home, regardless of the lot size. This may
need to be amended to address situations where an attached SFR is located on lots that are at least 3,200 square feet
in size. Other amendments that would be needed include:

Eliminate requirement for an additional on-site parking requirement
Eliminate requirement for the property owner to live on site
Modify the size provisions so an ADU can be up to 1,000 square feet

The ADU option includes language that allows cities making use of these ADU provisions to also consider other
local provisions. Optional issues the City may want to address include:

Maximum building height
Attaching an ADU to an accessory structure (e.g. detached garage)

 Download info sheet

Duplexes, triplexes and courtyard apartments

Proposal: Allow a duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more zoning districts that
permit single-family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure of physical constraint that would
make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel.

Read more...

In order to implement this option, Olympia would need to determine which of these housing types would be
appropriate in which zoning districts. Again, because of the phrase “on each parcel”, that would mean the proposed
development would be allowed as long as the underlying development standards are met, such as setbacks from
property lines, maximum building height and number of stories, maximum lot coverages, low impact development
stormwater standards, parking requirements, and design review.
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5/8/2020 Housing Code Amendments

olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/housing-code-amendments.aspx 5/5

Because the statutory language includes the word “or” it seems each city could address these housing types
separately. Just as an example, the final decision may be that duplexes are appropriate in the R 4-8 zoning district,
whereas triplexes and/or courtyard apartments are not. Or another example might be that duplexes are appropriate
in all zoning districts that permit SFRs, triplexes are appropriate in most residential zones, and courtyard
apartments are appropriate in a few residential zones.

 Download info sheet

Questions?

Contact Joyce Phillips, Senior Planner, at 360.570.3722 or jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us

 
Copyright © 2020. All rights reserved. Last Updated: May 08, 2020

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

Revised 2020 - 2021 Planning Commission
Work Plan

Agenda Date:
Agenda Item Number: 6.B

File Number:20-0385

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: recommendation Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Revised 2020 - 2021 Planning Commission Work Plan

Recommended Action
Move to approve the revised 2020 - 2021 Planning Commission Work Plan.

Report
Issue:
Discussion of the Work Plan for the remainder of the year based on direction from the General
Government Committee, and approval or modification of the attached draft.

Staff Contact:
Cari Hornbein, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development, 360.753.8048

Presenter(s):
Cari Hornbein, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development

Background and Analysis:
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the 2020 - 2021 Work Plan on February 10,
2020. Due to the COVID-19 emergency, the work plan has not yet been reviewed by the General
Government Committee.

At their April 22, 2020 meeting, the General Government Committee and City staff discussed the
status of 2020 work plans for all advisory committees. In light of the COVID-19 emergency, the
General Government Committee is asking all advisory committees to use the month of May to revise
their work plans using a three-tiered approach:

Tier 1: Any new work plan items that relate or seize on opportunities and/or learnings related to
the COVID-19 emergency.

Tier 2: Any items currently on the work plan that support the City’s recovery from the
COVID-19 emergency
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Type: recommendation Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Tier 3: Any items that are critical to advancing City Council priorities, as follows:

· Homeless Response Plan/Implementation

· Regional Climate Mitigation Plan

· Transportation Master Plan

· Parks Plan

· Yelm Highway Master Plan

· SE Annexation

· Housing Options (1923)

· Fire Regionalization

· Economic Development

With input from the Planning Commission Chair and Vice-Chair, staff modified the Planning
Commission’s work plan to assign tiers. Staff is seeking input on these assignments, as well as
suggestions for new work plan items related to the COVID-19 recovery. New work plan items should
be within the scope of the Planning Commission’s purview - to advise the City Council on the long
range growth and development of Olympia, including changes to the City's land use polices and
regulations.

Staff also created a new section for informational briefings. With fewer meetings for the remainder of
the year and potential limitations on staff time, these briefings will need to be deferred so the
Planning Commission can focus on higher priority items.

The revised work plan and an explanatory cover letter (prepared by the Chair following the meeting)
will be forwarded to the General Government Committee for consideration at a special meeting to be
held on June 10. Advisory committee chairs and staff liaisons will participate in this meeting.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Much of the work of the Planning Commission is of interest to neighborhoods and community
members. There has been a lot of interest in Short Term Rentals and the Housing Options Code
Amendments, and staff anticipates a high level of interest in the Shoreline Master Program Update,
Capital Facilities Plan, and the Neighborhood Centers Code.

Options:
1. Approve the revised 2020-2021 Planning Commission Work Plan
2. Modify and approve the revised 2020-2021 Planning Commission Work Plan

Financial Impact:
None. This work is included in the base budget.

Attachments:

Revised Draft 2020-2021 Planning Commission Work Plan
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REVISED DRAFT  
Olympia Planning Commission - 2020 Work Plan 

(April 1, 2020 to March 31, 2021) 

The Olympia Planning Commission (OPC) is expected to hold approximately 22 regular meetings plus one optional “retreat” during this period.  Special meetings may be held, and subcommittees may be formed if necessary to more 
efficiently complete the work plan. The staff liaison to the OPC is Cari Hornbein, Senior Planner, CPD (chornbei@ci.olympia.wa.us; 360.753.8048).  

Section 1 
2019 Policy Issues – Will Include a Recommendation to City Council 
Commission recommendations on these items would be forwarded to the City Council. Recommendations may be conveyed in writing, directly by the Commission chair or a delegate, or by City staff.  Unless otherwise noted, staff estimates there is 
sufficient professional and administrative staff time to support Section #1 in 2019. In general, these work items are tasks that State law or local rules require the Commission to perform.  Approximately 75% of overall commission effort. 

Title and 
Description 

Tier/ 
Rationale 

Estimated 
Commission 

Meeting 
Time 

Estimated Staff 
Commitment to 
Supporting the 

Commission 

Estimated Start 
and Completion 

Budget 
Implications 

Commission 
Role 

Source of 
Proposal 

1.1 Housing Options Code Amendments – City Council Referral Request 

Review proposed code language prepared in accordance with ESHB 
1923.  

Deliverable: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

3 

Rationale: Council priority 

8 - 10 hours 
(4-5 meetings) 

CP&D staff: 20 - 30 
hours 

Other staff: 10 hours 
January – May/June 

Included in base 
budget 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 
City Staff 

1.2 Review 6-year Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)  
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/budget-financial-reports.aspx 

Review the Preliminary CFP, hold a public hearing and identify whether 
proposals comply with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.  

Deliverable: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

2 

Rationale: Annual process 

8 - 10 hours 
(4-5 meetings) 

CP&D:  10-20 hours 
Other staff:  10 hours  

August - November 
Included in base 

budget 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 
City Staff 

1.3 Shoreline Master Program Periodic Update 

A review of the current Shoreline Master Program, including policies and 
regulations, to meet the state-mandated periodic update schedule of 
every eight years.  

Deliverable:  Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

3 

Rationale: Supports economic 
development. Involves two contracts with 
2020 deliverable dates. Account for lengthy 
adoption process in timeline.  

8 hours 
(3-4 meetings); 
optional sub-

committee hours 

CP&D:  10-20 hours 
Other staff:  10 hours  

February – 
September/October 

Included in base 
budget; partially 

funded with 
Ecology Grant 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 
City Staff 

1.4 Short Term Rentals 

Amendment of development code consistent with Comprehensive Plan 
– may include refinement or revision of zoning code and evaluation of
issues related to short term housing rentals in residential zones.

Deliverable: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

2 

Rationale: Supports small, home-based 
business.  

6 hours 
(2-3 meetings) 

CP&D staff: 10 - 15 
hours 

February – June/July 
Included in base 

budget 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 
City Staff 
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1.5 Zoning Map and Development Code Text Amendments 

Review of any privately proposed, staff-initiated, or Council-initiated 
amendments to the City’s development regulations. Staff estimates that 
two to four will be considered in 2020 including updates to:  

• Wireless code updates

• RV/mobile home code updates

• Restructure land use permit types

• Housing affordability outcomes from LUEC, e.g., SEPA
thresholds, parking standards

• Housekeeping amendments

Deliverables: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

2 

Rationale: Supports small business and 
housing affordability  

2-4 hours per
proposal

CP&D staff:  8 - 10 
hours per proposal 

RV Ordinance:  
March – June/July 

Other Items: 
dependent on timing 

of proposals 

Included in base 
budget; private 
applicants pay a 

$3,200 fee. 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 

City Staff or 
Private Party 

1.6 Neighborhood Centers Code 

A review of current development code, including collaboration with 
stakeholders such as Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, business & 
development community. 

Deliverable: Proposed development code update for consideration by 
the City in 2020. 

2 

Rationale: Supports small businesses and 
encourages neighborhood resilience  

8 hours  
(3-4 meetings); 
optional work 
group hours  

CP&D: 20 – 30 hours 
Other staff: 10 hours 

June – December 
May carry over into 

2021 

Included in base 
budget 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 

Planning 
Commission -- 
continued item 
begun in 2014 

1.7 Zoning Code Updates – Downtown  
http://olympiawa.gov/community/downtown-olympia/downtown-
strategy.aspx 

Development code amendments for implementation of the downtown 
strategy.  

Deliverable: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council. 

3 

Rationale: Supports economic 
development  

6 hours 
(2-3 meetings) 

CP&D staff: 10 - 20 
hours   

To Be Determined 
Included in base 

budget 

Review, public 
hearing, and 

recommendation 
City Staff 

1.8 Joint Plan Recommendations 

Review Thurston County Joint Plan for consistency with the City of 
Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan.  

Deliverable: Public hearing (joint) and recommendation to City 
Council/Thurston County. 

2 

Rationale: Fundament to role of OPC; 
timing based on County staffing and work 
priorities.  

4-6 hours
(2-3 meetings) 

CP&D staff: 10 - 20 
hours 

To Be Determined 
Included in base 

budget 
General review and 

recommendation 
City/County 

Staff 
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SECTION 2 

2019 Optional Program Implementation and/or Input to Council or Staff 

As programs are developed and implemented and code amendment proposals and administrative procedures refined, staff often consults with the Commission for their input and perspective.  This work is secondary to the primary committee purpose 
of policy recommendations and advice to the City Council. Depending on scope, there may not be sufficient staff time/resource available in 2019 to accomplish or advance these items.  These items comprise approximately 15% percent of the overall 
commission work plan. 

Title and 
Description 

Tier/ 
Rationale 

Estimated 
Commission 

Meeting 
Time 

Estimated Staff 
Commitment 

(Direct support 
for Commission 

role) 

Schedule 
(Estimated start 
and completion)

Budget 
Implications 

Commission 
Role 

Source of 
Proposal 

2.1 Subarea/Neighborhood Plan 

Review of draft Subarea Plan 

Deliverable: Comments to staff and neighborhood work group; optional 
recommendation to Council. 

2 

Rationale: Supports small businesses and 
encourages neighborhood resilience.  

2 hours CP&D staff: 4 hours 

Dependent on 
requests from 
neighborhood 
associations.  

Included in base 
budget 

Optional advisor to 
staff, citizens and 

Council 
City staff 
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SECTION 3 

2020 Administrative Activities 
In addition to their role in providing input on policy and program implementation, the Commission seeks to be a well-informed and effective advisory body.  The activities below are intended to improve how the commission accomplishes their work 
plan each year and ensure they have information and knowledge necessary to fulfill their role. These items comprise approximately 5% percent of overall commission work effort.  

Title and 
Description 

Tier/ 
Rationale 

Estimated 
Commission 

Meeting 
Time 

Estimated Staff 
Commitment 

(Direct support 
for Commission 

role) 

Schedule 
(Estimated 

Completion)

Budget 
Implications 

Commission 
Role 

Source of 
Proposal 

3.1 Organizational Retreat 

Annual event focused on improving Commissioner relationships and 
procedures, and information-sharing and discussion on walkability and 
reducing the use of automobiles 

1 

Rationale: May be an opportunity to 
brainstorm new work plan items that 
relate to COVID-19 emergency. 

10 hours 
(including 
retreat) 

8 to 10 hours 
Other staff:  Variable 

To Be Determined 
Included in base 

budget 
Led by Planning 

Commission 
Customary 

practice 

3.2 Preparation of 2021 Work Plan 

Time allotted for proposing and discussing work items for following year 

Deliverable: Recommendation to Council 

1 

Rationale: May be an opportunity to add 
new work plan items that relate to 
COVID-19 emergency 

2 - 4 hours 
(1 – 2 meeting 

CP&D: 6 hours December - January 
Included in base 

budget 
Led by Planning 

Commission 
Customary 

practice 
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SECTION 4 

2020 Informational Briefings 
In addition to their role in providing input on policy and program implementation, the Commission seeks to be a well-informed and effective advisory body.  The activities below are intended to improve how the commission accomplishes their work 
plan each year and ensure they have information and knowledge necessary to fulfill their role. These items comprise approximately 10% percent of overall commission work effort.  It is not atypical to not complete the informational briefings listed 
below, as they are the first items to be displaced when staff and commission time is needed for higher priority work items. 

ALL BRIEFING ITEMS IN THIS SECTION TO BE DEFERRED 

Title and 
Description

Estimated 
Commission 

Meeting Time

Estimated Staff 
Commitment 

(Direct support for 
Commission role)

Schedule 
(Estimated 

Completion)
Budget Implications Commission Role Source of Proposal

4.1 Thurston Climate Mitigation Plan –  
http://olympiawa.gov/community/climate-change-response.aspx 

Briefing regarding the development of the Thurston Climate Mitigation Plan, 
including best available science and consistency with count and state goals.  

2 hours 
CP&D:  1 hour  

Other staff:  4 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing City Staff 

4.2 Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Briefing by TRPC staff regarding their role in developing plans, providing data, 
and administering funds to CPD. Also of interest is how OPC could interact with 
TRPC, when appropriate, and participate in projects relevant to Olympia’s 
Comprehensive Plan or regional planning projects.  

1 hour 
CP&D:  2 hours  

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.3 Economic Development Briefing 

Briefing on economic development opportunities and actions in the city. 
1 hour CP&D: 2 hours To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.4 Park Projects 

Briefing on major park projects, including information regarding the 
development of park master plans and use of the Greenprint tool.  

1 hour 
CP&D: 1 hour 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.5 Transportation Master Plan (TMP) 
http://olympiawa.gov/city-services/transportation-services/plans-studies-and-
data/Transportation%20Master%20Plan.aspx 

Briefing on progress of the TMP. 

1 hour 
CP&D: 1 hour 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.6 I-5 Corridor Study  
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/planning/studies/i5/tumwater-mounts-road/home 

Briefing on the I-5 Tumwater to Mounts Road Corridor Study 

1 hour 
CP&D: 1 hour 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.7 Growth and Development 

Briefing on population growth and annual development activity within the City 
and Urban Growth Area. 

1 hour 
CP&D: 4 hours 

To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.8 Coalition of Neighborhood Associations 

Joint meeting between the Planning Commission and the Coalition of 
Neighborhood Associations (CNA). 

2 hours CP&D:  4 hours To Be Determined Included in base budget 
Led by Planning 

Commission 
Planning Commission 
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4.9 Martin Way Corridor Study 

Briefing on study regarding land use and transportation planning along the 
Martin Way Corridor; joint effort between Intercity Transit, Lacey, and Thurston 
County.  

2 hours 
CP&D: 2 hours 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined 

Included in base budget; 
partial funding from the 

Federal Surface 
Transportation Block 

Grant Program  

Informational Briefing City Staff 

4.10 Affordable Housing 

Briefing regarding strategies to increase Olympia’s affordable housing units, 
including existing and possible tools and incentives.  

1 hour 
CP&D:  1 hour 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.11 Homelessness Response Plan Briefing  
http://olympiawa.gov/community/homelessness/Response-Plan.aspx 

Briefing on the City’s strategies to respond to homelessness 

1 hour 
CP&D:  1 hour  

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.12 Legislative Briefing 

Briefing on the 2019 Legislative session, with an emphasis on the City’s 
legislative agenda and outcomes with impacts on local government and priority 
issues for the City. 

1 hour 
CP&D:  2 hours 

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.13 Downtown Strategy Briefing  
http://olympiawa.gov/community/downtown-olympia/downtown-
strategy.aspx 

Briefing on implementation of the Downtown Strategy and an update on the 
Port of Olympia Vision 2050 planning process. 

1 hour 
CP&D:  2 hours  

Other staff:  2 hours 
To Be Determined Included in base budget Informational Briefing Planning Commission 

4.14 Housing Action Plan 

Briefing on the development of the City’s Housing Action Plan. 
1 hour 

CP&D:  2 hours  
Other staff:  2 hours 

To Be Determined 
Included in base budget; 

partially grant funded 
Informational Briefing City Staff 

4.15 Greenprint 

Tool for natural resource/open space conservation. 
To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined 

Led by Planning 
Commission?  

    Planning Commission 

4.16 Development Patterns 

Explore development patterns and their impact on walkability and density. 
To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined 

Led by Planning 
Commission? 

     Planning Commission 

4.17 Solar Access 

Develop solar access regulations for inclusion in the zoning code. 
To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined To Be Determined     Planning Commission 

4.18 Priorities, Performance, and Investment (PPI) Cycle  
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/action-
plan.aspx 

Briefing on the Community Indicator Dashboard and Action Plan, and provide 
input on the Commission’s role in the annual Priorities, Performance, and 
Investment (PPI) cycle for implementing the Comprehensive Plan.  

2 hours 5-7 hours To Be Determined Included in base budget 
Advisor to staff and 

Council 
     Comprehensive Plan 
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