
City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Contact: Cari Hornbein

360.753.8048

Meeting Agenda

Planning Commission

Online and via phone6:30 PMMonday, September 21, 2020

Register to attend:

https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_bwnJVbeeSlm0uDPE8Hx9Bg

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

20-0731 Approval of August 17, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

Draft OPC Minutes 08172020Attachments:

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

During this portion of the meeting, citizens may address the Advisory Committee or Commission

regarding items related to City business, including items on the Agenda. In order for the Committee or

Commission to maintain impartiality and the appearance of fairness in upcoming matters and to comply

with the Public Disclosure Law for political campaigns, speakers will not be permitted to make public

comments before the Committee or Commission in these two areas: (1) on agenda items for which the

Committee or Commission either held a Public Hearing in the last 45 days, or will hold a Public Hearing

within 45 days, or (2) where the speaker promotes or opposes a candidate for public office or a ballot

measure. Individual comments are limited three (3) minutes or less.

REMOTE MEETING PUBLIC COMMENTS INSTRUCTIONS:

During this time, the Planning Commission will hold business meetings remotely using Zoom. Live public

comments will be taken during the meeting but advance registration is required. The link to register is at

the top of the agenda. You will be given the choice to comment during the registration process.

After you complete the registration form, you will receive a link by email to log onto or call into Zoom for

use at the meeting day and time. If you plan on calling into the meeting, you will need to provide your

phone number at registration so you can be recognized during the meeting.

Once connected to the meeting you will be auto-muted. At the start of the public comment period, the

Chair will call participants by name to speak in the order they signed up. When it is your turn to speak,

your microphone will be unmuted. Once three minutes concludes your microphone will be muted again.

5. STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS

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

Commission business.
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September 21, 2020Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

6. BUSINESS ITEMS

6.A 20-0725 Capital Facilities Plan and 2021-2026 Financial Plan - Public Hearing

City of Link to Preliminary Capital Facilities PlanAttachments:

Estimated time: 60 minutes

6.B 20-0704 Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review - Briefing

Project Webpage

Gap Analysis

Public Comment

Attachments:

Estimated time: 30 minutes

6.C 20-0632 Organizational Retreat

Retreat Planning Subcommittee Meeting NotesAttachments:

Estimated time: 30 minutes

7. REPORTS

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

8. OTHER TOPICS

None

9. ADJOURNMENT

Approximately 9:00 p.m.

Upcoming

Next special Commission meeting is September 23, 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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City Hall

601 4th Avenue E

Olympia, WA  98501

Contact: Cari Hornbein

360.753.8048

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Planning Commission

6:30 PM Online and via phoneMonday, August 17, 2020

Register to Attend:

https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_mhsZQO80SXud63nLeo3H2Q

CALL TO ORDER1.

Vice Chair Ehlers called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

ROLL CALL1.A

Present: 6 - Vice Chair Paula Ehlers, Commissioner Tammy Adams,

Commissioner Rad Cunningham, Commissioner Yen Huynh, 

Commissioner Carole Richmond and Commissioner Aaron Sauerhoff

Excused: 3 - Chair Candi Millar, Commissioner Kento Azegami and Commissioner 

Travis Burns

STAFF PRESENT

Senior Planner Cari Hornbein

Planning and Engineering Manager Tim Smith

Financial Services Director Nancy Lien 

Parks, Arts and Recreation Finance and Policy Coordinator Tammy LeDoux

Assistant City Manager Keith Stahley

Transportation Program and Planning Supervisor Sophie Stimson

Engineering and Planning Supervisor Susan Clark

General Services Director Meliss Maxfield

Fire Chief Mark John 

Assistant Fire Chief Mike Buchanan

Supervisor III Toby Levens

APPROVAL OF AGENDA2.

The agenda was approved.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES3.

20-0635 Approval of August 3, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

The minutes were approved.
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August 17, 2020Planning Commission Meeting Minutes - Draft

PUBLIC COMMENT - None4.

STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS5.

Ms. Hornbein made announcements.

BUSINESS ITEMS6.

6.A 20-0633 Briefing on the Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan, 2021-2026 Financial 

Plan 

Ms. Lien gave a presentation.

The report was received.

6.B 20-0630 Briefing on the Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan, 2021-2026 Financial 

Plan - Department Presentations

Staff gave presentations.

The information was provided.

6.C 20-0632 Organizational Retreat 

The discussion was postponed.

REPORTS - None7.

OTHER TOPICS - None8.

ADJOURNMENT9.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m.
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Planning Commission

Capital Facilities Plan and 2021-2026 Financial
Plan - Public Hearing

Agenda Date: 9/21/2020
Agenda Item Number: 6.A

File Number:20-0725

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: public hearing Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Capital Facilities Plan and 2021-2026 Financial Plan - Public Hearing

Recommended Action
Public Hearing; receive public testimony

Report
Issue:
The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to hear testimony on the Preliminary Capital
Facilities Plan, 2021-2026 Financial Plan

Staff Contact:
Nanci Lien, Finance Director, 360.753.8465

Presenter(s):
Nanci Lien, Finance Director, 360.753.8465

Background and Analysis:
The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is a Chapter in the City’s 20-year Comprehensive Plan adopted by
Council in 2014. The CFP portion of the Plan is updated annually.

The CFP identifies which capital facilities are necessary to support development and/or growth. Most
projects listed are directly related to the applicable master plan or functional plan; such as the Parks,
Arts and Recreation Plan, the Storm and Surface Water Plan, and other similar plans. The
Comprehensive Plan covers a 20-year time horizon; however, the Preliminary CFP, 2021-2026
Financial Plan is a 6-year financial plan. It is required by the Growth Management Act and includes
specific projects, cost estimates, funding sources and strategies to implement the plan.

Some highlights of the updated CFP, 2021-2026 Financial Plan include:
· Yauger & LBA Park Backstop Replacements

· Grass Lake Nature Park Trail Improvements

· Kaiser Woods Bike Park

· Dog Park Construction
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Type: public hearing Version: 1 Status: In Committee

· State Avenue (Pear to Chestnut) Pedestrian & Bicycle Improvements

· Fones Road Improvements (Pacific to 18th)

· Timberland Library Improvements

· Elliott Avenue Reservoir Seismic Retrofit

· Percival Creek Utility Bridge - Sewer re-route

· Fiddlehead Outfall Tide Gates Safety Upgrades

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
The Capital Facilities Plan addresses the provisions of essential city services and is of broad
community interest.  It addresses a wide variety of issues that cover the City of Olympia in its entirety,
including: Parks, Arts, and Recreation projects; Transportation projects; General Capital Facilities
projects; Fire projects; Drinking Water projects; Wastewater projects; Storm and Surface Water
projects; and it incorporates projects from other service providers such as the Olympia School
District. City staff works closely with the Bicycle, Pedestrian Advisory Committee; the Parks &
Recreation Advisory Committee, and the Utility Advisory Committee to identify and prioritize projects
in the Preliminary CFP, 2021-2026 Financial Plan. These committees also provide official comments
to the City Council.

Options:
Public Hearing; no action required.

Financial Impact:
The six-year financial plan projects investments totaling $192 million. The first year of the CFP
represents the 2021 Preliminary Capital Budget which is $29.3 million.

Attachments:

Online link to Preliminary Capital Facilities Plan and 2021-2026 Financial Plan

<http://olympiawa.gov/~/media/Files/AdminServices/CFP/2021-2026-Preliminary-CFP.pdf?la=en>
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Planning Commission

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review -
Briefing

Agenda Date: 9/21/2020
Agenda Item Number: 6.B

File Number:20-0704

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: information Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review - Briefing

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
Information only. No action requested.

City Manager Recommendation:
Information only. No action requested.

Report
Issue:
Discussion on the periodic review of the Shoreline Master Program.

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:
Shoreline Master Programs (SMPs) are local land use policies and regulations that guide
development on, and the use of, most shorelines. SMPs apply to both public and private uses for
lakes, streams, associated wetlands, and marine shorelines. They protect natural resources for future
generations, provide for public access to public waters and shores, and plan for water-dependent
uses.  SMPs must be consistent with the Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58) and must be
approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology.

SMPs must be reviewed and, if necessary, updated to ensure they remain compliant with state laws
and local comprehensive plans.  This review must be completed every eight (8) years and is known
as the “Periodic Review”.  Olympia’s SMP Periodic Review must be completed no later than June 30,
2021.

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) provides technical assistance, guidance
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Type: information Version: 1 Status: In Committee

documents, and grant funding to assist in the completion of the Periodic Review.  The City used
Ecology’s Periodic Review checklist to determine what revisions  are needed.  Additionally,
comments from city staff that have implemented the SMP were solicited may result in proposed
modifications to provide clarity  in some areas of the SMP. This review resulted in the “gap analysis”
document that is posted on the City’s webpage.  The gap analysis was reviewed by Ecology for their
comments.  The City issued an announcement about the gap analysis being posted on the webpage
and is seeking comments on the results.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Shoreline issues are of interest to our community.  Active engagement and comments are anticipated
as we get farther along in the process.  The first E-News that went out to members of the public
subscribed to the Planning & Development newsletter asked for comments on the gap analysis and
offered the opportunity for people to sign up as an interested party for this planning process.  We do
anticipate more comments will be submitted once the draft revisions are issued and more outreach is
conducted. Consultants at The Watershed Company are working on drafting the required revisions
and we expect to have a public draft by the end of September or in early October.

Options:
Information only, no action required.

Financial Impact:
The City has entered into a grant contract with the Washington State Department of Ecology for
$28,000 in grant funding to complete the Periodic Review.  The Community Planning and
Development Department is in the process of hiring The Watershed Company for professional
services to conduct the review and draft any required updates.

Attachments:

Project webpage
Gap Analysis
Public Comments
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Shoreline Master Program (SMP)

About the SMP

The Shoreline Master Program (SMP) is a set of local policies and regulations adopted by the City under the
State’s Shoreline Management Act that generally applies to all major water bodies and lands within 200 feet of
those waters.

View the 2015 Olympia SMP
View the 2018 Olympia SMP (as amended)

Periodic review

Every eight years, counties and cities must review the SMP to ensure it remains consistent with any changes in
state law, the adopted Comprehensive Plan, and any changes in local circumstance.

The periodic review is not as involved as the “comprehensive update” that Olympia completed in 2015. The
comprehensive update was a major rewrite of the SMP that took several years to complete.

For the periodic review, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) provides a checklist for us to
identify and evaluate any needed revisions. Ecology also provides grant funds to help cover the costs associated
with conducting the review. The City of Olympia will conduct this review in 2020.

View the gap analysis based on Ecology's checklist

How to participate

If you would like to participate, please contact Joyce Phillips at 360.570.3722 or jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us and
ask to be added to the interested parties list. You will receive periodic email updates and a notice of the public
hearing, which is not yet scheduled.

ATTACHMENT 1

Olympia Planning Commission 09/21/2020 10 of 47

http://olympiawa.gov/~/media/Files/CPD/SMP/2015EcologyApprvdSMP10082015/Binder10082015DOEApprvdSMPUpdteFig4101915.pdf?la=en
http://olympiawa.gov/~/media/Files/CPD/SMP/2018/2018-smp-draft-amendments.pdf?la=en
http://olympiawa.gov/~/media/Files/CPD/SMP/smp-gap-analysis.pdf?la=en
mailto:jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us


9/9/2020 SMP

olympiawa.gov/SMP 2/2

You can also subscribe to the Planning & Development newsletter at olympiawa.gov/subscribe to receive periodic
updates on this and other planning related information.

View the Public Participation Plan
Frequently Asked Questions

Questions?

For questions about the Periodic Review contact Joyce Phillips at 360.570.3722 or jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us.

For questions about shoreline development or permits contact 360.753.8314 or cpdinfo@ci.olympia.wa.us.

 
Copyright © 2020. All rights reserved. Last Updated: Jul 13, 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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Gap Analysis Report 

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review 
City of Olympia 
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1 .  Int roduct ion  

This document presents the result of the City of Olympia (City) Shoreline Master Program 

regulatory and policy gap analysis. In accordance with the Washington State Shoreline 

Management Act, local jurisdictions with “Shorelines of the State” are required to conduct a 

periodic review of their Shoreline Master Programs (SMPs) (Washington Administrative Code 

[WAC] 173-26-090). The periodic review is intended to keep SMPs current with amendments to 

state laws, changes to local plans and regulations, changes in local circumstances, and new or 

improved data and information. The review is intended to be limited in scope in comparison 

with the City’s 2015 Comprehensive SMP update, with an emphasis on required legislative 

changes, while improving development regulation clarity and document flow.  

The City adopted its current SMP on October 8, 2015 (Ordinance No. 7028), with minor 

amendments in 2018/19 (Ordinance Nos. 7025 and 7187). Shorelines of the State in the City 

include Budd Inlet, Grass Lake, Capitol Lake, Ward Lake, Ken Lake, Black Lake Ditch, Percival 

Creek, and Olympia’s marine shoreline areas. The waters of Budd Inlet seaward of extreme low 

tide are considered Shorelines of Statewide Significance.  

The current SMP outlines goals and policies for the shorelines of the City and establishes 

regulations for development occurring within shoreline jurisdiction which are codified as 

Chapter 18.20 of the Olympia Municipal Code (OMC). The current SMP regulates critical areas 

in shoreline jurisdiction through a reference to the city-wide critical areas regulations in OMC 

18.32 (Critical Areas Regulations) and OMC 16.70 (Flood Damage Prevention Regulations), as 

adopted on December 12, 2017. Elsewhere throughout the City, critical areas are regulated by 

the City’s updated Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) as codified in OMC 18.32, which has been 

updated since the adoption of the current SMP, most recently in May of 2019 (Ordinance 7187). 

As a first step in the periodic review process, the City’s current SMP was reviewed by City staff 

and consultants. The purpose of this Gap Analysis Report is to provide a summary of the 

review and inform updates to the SMP. This report is organized into the following sections: 

• Section 2 identifies gaps in consistency with state laws. This analysis is based on a list of 

amendments between 2007 and 2019 as summarized by the Washington State 

Department of Ecology (Ecology) in its Periodic Review Checklist. 

• Section 3 identifies issues with integrating the City’s current critical areas regulations 

into the updated SMP.  
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• Section 4 identifies opportunities to incorporate elements of the City’s recently 

completed Sea Level Rise Plan (2019) into SMP policies and regulations (i.e., the ability 

to implement the plan through development regulations).  

• Section 5 identifies gaps in consistency and implementation between the updated SMP 

and the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code.  

• Section 6 identifies other issues as identified by City staff to consider as part of the 

periodic review process to produce a more effective SMP. 

This report includes several tables that identify potential revision actions. Where potential 

revision actions are identified, they are classified as follows: 

• “Mandatory” indicates revisions that are required for consistency with state laws. 

• “Recommended” indicates revisions that would improve consistency with state laws 

but are not strictly required by legislation. 

• “Optional” indicates legislative amendments that can be adopted at the City’s 

preference but are not required. 

• “No action necessary” indicates the current SMP meets the intent of or already contains 

listed legislative updates, changes to critical areas, comprehensive plan or zoning code. 

This document attempts to minimize the use of abbreviations; however, a select few are used to 

keep the document concise. These abbreviations are compiled below in Table 1. 

 Abbreviations used in this document. 

Abbreviation Meaning 

BAS Best Available Science 

CAO Critical Areas Ordinance 

City City of Olympia 

Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology 

OMC Olympia Municipal Code 

RCW Revised Code of Washington 

SLR Sea Level Rise 

SMP Shoreline Master Program 

SSDP Shoreline Substantial Development Permit 

WAC Washington Administrative Code 
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2.   Consistency  with Legis lat ive  Amendments  

Table 2 summarizes potential revisions to the Olympia SMP based on a review of consistency 

with legislative amendments made since SMP adoption. In general, mandatory changes to the 

SMP are minor in nature. These amendments address revised rules regarding SMP 

applicability, including updated exemption thresholds and definitions. Ecology has also 

developed new guidance on regulating nonconforming uses, structures, and development that 

may be useful for the City to clarifying the nonconformance regulations in its SMP (Item 2017g 

below). Note that section numbers may be updated during the revision process. The section 

numbers listed in the table below may differ from those in proposed updates to the SMP. 

Only a limited number of revisions in Table 2 are classified as “mandatory.” Furthermore, the 

revisions classified as “mandatory” are anticipated to be minor in effect. Table 2 summarizes 

potential revisions to the City’s SMP based on a review of consistency with amendments to state 

laws identified in the Periodic Review Checklist provided by Ecology. Topics are organized 

chronologically by year.  

 Summary of gaps in consistency with legislative amendments sorted by year, and mandatory 
and recommended SMP revisions.  

Row Summary of change Review Action 

2019 

a. Washington State Office of Financial 

Management (OFM) adjusted the 

cost threshold for building 

freshwater docks 

 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 

references WAC 173-27-040 for 

exemptions from the 

requirement to obtain a shoreline 

substantial development permit 

(SSDP).  

No action necessary 

b. The Legislature removed the 

requirement for a shoreline permit 

for disposal of dredged materials at 

Dredged Material Management 

Program (DMMP) sites  

No DMMP sites are located 

within city limits.  

No action necessary 

 

c. The Washington State Office of 

Financial Management (OFM) 

adjusted the cost threshold for 

substantial development to $7,047. 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 

references WAC 173-27-040 for 

exemptions from the 

requirement to obtain an SSDP.   

No action necessary 
 

2017 

a. c
. 
The Legislature added restoring 

native kelp, eelgrass beds and native 

oysters as fish habitat enhancement 

projects. 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 

references WAC 173-27-040 for 

exemptions from the 

requirement to obtain an SSDP, 

No action necessary  
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

therefore this change has been 

incorporated into the SMP by 

reference. 

 

b.  Ecology amended rules to clarify that 

the definition of “development” 

does not include dismantling or 

removing structures. 

SMP Section 3.3 and OMC 

18.20.120.B adopt by reference 

the definition of ‘development’ 

per state law (RCW 90.58.030, 

WAC 173-27-030 and 173-26-

020). Therefore, this change has 

been incorporated by reference. 

No action necessary  

 

c.  Ecology adopted rules that clarify 

exceptions to local review under 

the SMA. 

The current SMP does not 

address exceptions to local 

review under WAC 173-27-044 

and -045.  

Mandatory: Add reference to 

statutory exceptions via 

reference to WAC 173-27-044 

and -045. 

d.  Ecology amended rules that clarify 

permit filing procedures consistent 

with a 2011 statute. 

The SMP adopts provisions of 

WAC 173-27-130 by reference in 

Section 3.4.D. 

No action necessary  

e.  

 

Ecology amended forestry use 

regulations to clarify that forest 

practices that only involves timber 

cutting are not SMA “developments” 

and do not require Substantial 

Development Permits.  

Forest practices are prohibited in 

all shoreline areas per OMC 

18.20.610.  

 

No action necessary 

f.  Ecology clarified the SMA does not 

apply to lands under exclusive 

federal jurisdiction 

Olympia has no lands within 

shoreline jurisdiction under 

exclusive federal jurisdiction (i.e., 

National Parks, permanent 

military installations, etc.) within 

shoreline jurisdiction. 

No action necessary 

g.  

 

Ecology clarified “default” provisions 

for nonconforming uses and 

development.  

The SMP establishes its own 

standards for nonconforming use 

and development, including 

distinct sections for 

nonconforming structures, uses, 

and lots. The SMP does not 

include distinct definitions for 

nonconforming structures, uses, 

and lots, though these items are 

implicitly defined in the 

regulations. 

Recommended: Consider 

updating language for clarity, 

including adding definitions to 

define nonconforming structures, 

uses, and lots. 

h.  Ecology adopted rule amendments 

to clarify the scope and process for 

conducting periodic reviews.  

The current SMP does not 

address the periodic review 

scope or procedures.  However, 

No action necessary  
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

this process is already outlined in 

the WAC and does not 

necessarily need to be included in 

the Olympia SMP. 

i.  Ecology adopted a new rule creating 

an optional SMP amendment 

process that allows for a shared 

local/state public comment period.  

SMP Section 3.13 establishes 

amendment procedure, 

referencing WAC 173-26-100.  

 

Recommended: Add new 

provision clarifying the optional 

SMP amendment process that 

allows for a shared local/state 

public comment period, 

expediting City process, pursuant 

to WAC 173-26-104.  

j.  Submittal to Ecology of proposed 

SMP amendments. 

SMP Section 3.13 discusses 

required amendment approval by 

Ecology, inferring transmittal of 

amendments would be required. 

Section 1.8 of the SMP 

establishes that SMP 

amendments take effect 14 days 

after Ecology approval. 

No action necessary  

2016 

a.  

 

The Legislature created a new 

shoreline permit exemption for 

retrofitting existing structures to 

comply with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act. 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 

references WAC 173-27-040 for 

exemptions from the 

requirement to obtain an SSDP, 

therefore this change has been 

incorporated by reference. 

No action necessary 

b.  Ecology updated wetlands critical 
areas guidance including 
implementation guidance for the 
2014 wetlands rating system. 

The current SMP incorporates by 
reference the CAO adopted by 
the City on December 12, 2017, 
which includes reference to the 
2014 wetlands rating system.  

No action necessary 

2015 

a.  The Legislature adopted a 90-day 
target for local review of 
Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) projects.  

The SMP does not address this.  Recommended: Consider 
amending SMP to define special 
procedures for WSDOT projects 
per WAC 173-27-125 under SMP 
Section 3.55/OMC 18.20.700 
‘Transportation and Trail 
Facilities’ 

2014 

a.  The Legislature raised the cost 
threshold for requiring a Substantial 
Development Permit (SDP) for 
replacement docks on lakes and 
rivers to $20,000 (from $10,000). 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 
references WAC 173-27-040 for 
exemptions from the 
requirement to obtain an SSDP. 
Therefore this change has been 
incorporated by reference.  

No action necessary 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

b.  The Legislature created a new 
definition and policy for floating on-
water residences legally established 
before 7/1/2014. 

OMC 18.20.654.B.6, SMP Chapter 
2.27 (Residential Policies), and 
Chapter 3.3 (Interpretations and 
Definitions) address this.  

No action necessary. See Table 8 
in Section 6 below for a 
discussion of potential 
amendments to live-aboard 
regulations.  

 

2012 

a.  The Legislature amended the SMA to 
clarify SMP appeal procedures.  

The current SMP does not outline 
the appeal process after 
Ecology’s approval of an 
SMP/SMP update. However, this 
process is already outlined in the 
WAC and does not necessarily 
need to be included in the 
Olympia SMP. 

No action necessary  

2011 

a.  Ecology adopted a rule requiring that 

wetlands be delineated in 

accordance with the approved 

federal wetland delineation 

manual. 

The current CAO (December 

2017) applied to shoreline 

jurisdiction references the 

approved federal wetland 

manual and applicable regional 

supplements. 

No action necessary  

 

 

 

b.  Ecology adopted rules for new 

commercial geoduck aquaculture. 

The current SMP contains a 

reference to commercial geoduck 

aquaculture, but only lists 

application requirements.  

Recommended: Revise existing 

language to reference to entire 

rule, which includes permit 

content requirements in addition 

to application requirements: 

In addition to other requirements 

in this chapter, applications for 

commercial geoduck aquaculture 

shall contain all of the items and 

meet minimum permit 

requirements identified in 

WAC 173-26-241(3)(b)(iv). 

c.  The Legislature created a new 

definition and policy for floating 

homes permitted or legally 

established prior to January 1, 2011. 

OMC 18.20.654.B.6 and SMP 

Chapter 2.27 (Residential 

Policies) address this.  

 No action necessary  

 

d.  The Legislature authorized a new 

option to classify existing structures 

as conforming. 

This is not required. The SMP 

does not include language 

indicating that existing residential 

structures are considered 

conforming.  

No action necessary 
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Row Summary of change Review Action 

2010 

a.  The Legislature adopted Growth 

Management Act – Shoreline 

Management Act clarifications. 

Consistency was established in 

2015 SMP comprehensive 

update. The City has previously 

updated its CAO and the SMP and 

therefore addressed the issue of 

overlapping critical area 

regulations.  

The SMP includes the 14-day rule 

for Ecology approval under 

Section 1.8. 

No action necessary  

 

 

2009 

a.  

 

The Legislature created new “relief” 

procedures for instances in which a 

shoreline restoration project within 

a UGA creates a shift in Ordinary 

High Water Mark.  

The SMP addresses this in Section 

3.70 (OMC 18.20.855). 

 

 

No action necessary  

 

b.  Ecology adopted a rule for certifying 

wetland mitigation banks.  

The current SMP critical areas 

regulations authorize certified 

mitigation banks provided they 

are approved by state and federal 

agencies.  

No action necessary  

 

c.  The Legislature added moratoria 

authority and procedures to the 

SMA. 

The SMP and OMC 18.20 do not 

address this, though the City may 

rely on statute to adopt 

provisions.  

 

No action necessary  

 

2007 

a.  

 

 

The Legislature clarified options for 

defining "floodway" as either the 

area that has been established in 

FEMA maps, or the floodway criteria 

set in the SMA. 

An appropriate definition for 

“Floodway” was incorporated 

into the last SMP update (SMP 

Chapter 3.3).  

No action necessary  

b.  Ecology amended rules to clarify that 

comprehensively updated SMPs shall 

include a list and map of streams 

and lakes that are in shoreline 

jurisdiction.  

SMP Section 2.1 lists all Shoreline 

of the State in Olympia.  

No action necessary  

c.  Ecology’s rule listing statutory 

exemptions from the requirement 

for an SDP was amended to include 

fish habitat enhancement projects 

OMC 18.34.220 directly 

references WAC 173-27-040 for 

exemptions from the 

requirement to obtain a shoreline 

No action necessary  

ATTACHMENT 2

Olympia Planning Commission 09/21/2020 21 of 47



  The Watershed Company 
  SMP Periodic Update | City of Olympia  
  Gap Analysis  
  June 2020 

 

10 
 

Row Summary of change Review Action 

that conform to the provisions of 

RCW 77.55.181. 

substantial development permit 

(SSDP).  
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3.  C ons i stenc y  w i th  Cr i t i ca l  Areas  Ord inanc e  

The City’s SMP alone provides protection for critical areas within shoreline jurisdiction. The 

current SMP regulates critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction through a reference to OMC 18.32 

(Critical Areas Regulations) and OMC 16.70 (Flood Damage Prevention Regulations), as 

adopted on December 12, 2017. Elsewhere throughout the City, critical areas are regulated by 

the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) as codified in OMC 18.32, which has been updated 

since the adoption of the current SMP, most recently in May of 2019 (Ordinance 7187). 

Additional critical areas regulations are provided in OMC 16.70 (Flood Damage Prevention 

Regulations), OMC 13.16 (Erozion Hazard Regulations), and OMC 18.40 (Drinking Water 

Wellhead Protection Area Regulations). These additional code sections are all incorporated by 

reference into the CAO.  

It is expected that the City will update the adoption by reference during this periodic update, 

such that the City’s most current critical areas regulations will apply within shoreline 

jurisdiction. As such, this gap analysis report covers a review of the City’s most current critical 

areas regulations, and identifies any amendments recommended or required prior to 

incorporation into the updated SMP. Inconsistencies between the City’s current critical areas 

regulations and current guidance and best available science are primarily related to wetland 

buffers. 

Table 3 below summarizes issues to be resolved in order to incorporate the City’s current CAO 

into the updated SMP. A more detailed discussion of wetland buffer recommendations follows 

Table 3. 

 Issues to be resolved to integrate the City’s CAO into the updated SMP 

# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

Applicability 

1 Incorporating Critical Areas 

Regulations by Reference 

Review: 

The SMP currently adopts OMC 18.32 

and OMC 16.70, as adopted on 

December 12, 2017, by reference. 

References within the SMP must be 

for specific, dated versions of critical 

areas regulations. As such, this 

reference should be updated to 

reference the current CAO (to be 

updated concurrently with the SMP). 

 

Current SMP: 

• Section 1.6 

Mandatory: In the updated 

SMP, reference the most 

recently dated Critical Areas 

Ordinance. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

• Section 3.22 (OMC 18.20.420) 

Wetlands 

2 Ecology Wetland Buffer 

Guidance: Updated in 2018 

 

 

 

Review: 

The City’s CAO references the 

appropriate 2014 Ecology wetland 

rating system. However, the current 

wetland buffer widths are not 

consistent with recent Ecology 

guidance published in 2018. See 

discussion and Table 4 below for 

additional details. 

 

CAO (OMC 18.32): 

• 18.32.535(B) 

Recommended: Revise wetland 

buffer provisions in the SMP 

critical area regulations to be 

consistent with current Ecology 

guidance related to habitat 

scores and wetland buffers. 

See discussion and Table 4 

below for additional details. 

3 Wetland Buffer Width 

Variation 

Review:  

The City’s CAO allow for reduction of 

wetland buffer widths up to 25 

percent if the applicant implements 

applicable minimization measures 

prescribed in the CAO, which 

reference Ecology guidance. This 

provision, though similar in nature to 

Ecology’s current guidance, is 

somewhat inconsistent with current 

guidance, which doesn’t support 

buffer reduction. Rather, current 

Ecology guidance includes the use of 

the referenced minimization 

measures to establish minimum and 

maximum buffer widths. The CAO 

also allows for buffer width averaging, 

which is consistent with Ecology 

guidance. 

 

CAO (OMC 18.32): 

• 18.32.535(F) & (G) 

Recommended: To align with 

BAS and Ecology guidance, 

consider revising critical areas 

regulations to replace existing 

buffer reduction provisions 

with buffer widths and 

minimization measures 

consistent with Ecology’s 

current guidance. 

 

 

Wetlands 

The current BAS-based wetland rating system is the Washington State Wetland Rating System for 

Western Washington (Hruby 2014, Ecology publication No. 14-06-029), which is appropriately 

referenced in the City’s current CAO. However, in July 2018, Ecology again updated its 
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guidance for wetland buffers. The change in guidance is the result of Ecology’s continued 

evaluation of the 2014 wetland rating system as it relates to the 2004 wetland rating system.  

The updated guidance provides alternatives to buffer tables based solely on wetland category to 

provide a balance of predictability and flexibility while being easy to use and protecting 

wetland functions and values. The preferred alternative includes variable buffer widths based 

on wetland category and habitat score, according to the updated rating system, as shown in 

Tables 4 and 5 below. While the City’s CAO currently employs variable buffer widths based on 

wetland category and habitat score, the current buffer widths are not in alignment with current 

Ecology guidance. 

Under the preferred alternative of variable buffer widths based on wetland category and habitat 

score, projects that can mitigate the impacts and disturbances associated with surrounding land 

use may be eligible for reductions in required buffer widths. Table 6 lists impact-minimization 

measures which, when implemented in combination with a wildlife corridor to adjacent priority 

habitats where applicable, allow an applicant to reduce the standard buffer widths by up to 25 

percent (Ecology 2016). Other buffer reduction methods, other than buffer averaging, are 

inconsistent with Ecology’s current guidance, and would not apply under the preferred 

alternative. 

The resulting standard buffer widths range according to habitat score from 75 to 225 feet for 

Category I and II wetlands and from 60 to 225 feet for Category III wetlands, and are 40 feet for 

Category IV wetlands. These impact-minimization measures are currently referenced in the 

CAO to allow an applicant to reduce the standard buffer widths by up to 25 percent. However, 

this 25 percent reduction currently applies to standard buffer widths which are inconsistent 

with best available science and Ecology guidance. Additionally, explicitly including a table of 

these measures, rather than referencing Ecology’s guidance, may improve clarity and code 

compliance. 

To align the SMP guidance with the updated guidance, we recommend updating the CAO to 

follow Ecology’s new guidance for wetland buffer widths. There are several discrepancies 

between the buffer widths currently in the CAO and the updated guidance. This comparison is 

shown in Tables 4 and 5 below. Table 4 shows the CAO’s current wetland buffer scheme, while 

Table 5 shows the proposed buffer widths under Ecology’s most recent guidance. 
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 Current wetland buffer widths (in feet) under Section 18.32 OMC 

 

 Wetland buffer widths (in feet) under Ecology’s 2018 Guidance 

 

  

Wetland Characteristics
Buffer Width 

(feet)

Natural Heritage Wetlands/Bogs 250

Estuarine (Category I) 250

Estuarine (Category II) 150

Habitat Score: 3-4 pts 100

Habitat Score: 5 pts 140

Habitat Score: 6 pts 180

Habitat Score: 7 pts 220

Habitat Score: 8 pts 260

Habitat Score: 9 pts 300

Water Quality Improvement Score: 8-9 pts, and 

Habitat Score: 4 pts or less 100

Category I or II (not meeting any above criteria) 100

Category III (not meeting any above criteria) 80

Category IV 50

High Moderate Low High Moderate Low

I 300 150 100 225 110 75

II 300 150 100 225 110 75

III 300 150 80 225 110 60

IV

Habitat Score Habitat Score

50 40

Wetland 

Category

Proposed Buffer Widths (feet) Per 2018 Ecology Guidance 

Without minimization measures With minimization measures

ATTACHMENT 2

Olympia Planning Commission 09/21/2020 26 of 47



 

15 
 

 Wetland buffer impact minimization measures, per Ecology’s most recent guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disturbance Required Measures to Minimize Impacts

Lights *Direct lights aways from wetland

*Locate activity that generates noise away from wetland

*If warranted, enhance existing buffer with native vegetation plantings adjacent to noise source

*For activities that generate relatively continuous, potentially disruptive noise, such as certain heavy 

industry or mining, establish an additional 10' heavily vegetated buffer strip immediately adjacent to the 

outer wetland buffer*Route all new, untreated runoff away from wetland while ensuring wetland is not dewatered

*Establish covenants limiting use of pesticides within 150 ft of wetland

*Apply integrated pest management

*Retrofit stormwater detention and treatment for roads and existing adjacent development

*Prevent channelized flow from lawns that directly enters the buffer

*Use Low Intensity Development techniques (for more information refer to the drainage ordinance and 

manual)Change in 

water regime

*Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into buffer new runoff from impervious surfaces and new lawns

*Use privacy fencing OR plant dense vegetation to delineate buffer edge and to discourage disturbance 

using vegetation appropriate for the ecoregion

*Place wetland and its buffer in a separate tract or protect with a conservation easement

Dust *Use best management practices to control dust

Stormwater 

runoff

Noise

Toxic runoff

Pets and 

human 

disturbance
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4 .  Integrat i ng  O lympia ’s  Sea  Leve l  R i se  P lan  

The City of Olympia contains six miles of marine shoreline. Watershed reviewed the current 

SMP for consistency with the policies and regulations in the City’s Sea Level Rise Response Plan 

(March 2019). While investigating how to incorporate the plan’s recommendations into this 

periodic update several key items were identified and are outlined in Table 7 below.   

It should be noted that some SLR plan policies are already incorporated into the SMP and 

Comprehensive Plan. However, there are no explicit sea level rise development regulations 

incorporated into the OMC. 

The table below summarizes over-arching changes that can improve policy consistency between 

the City’s Sea Level Rise Response Plan and the administration of the SMP. City planning staff 

anticipate coordinating with public works staff responsible for the development of the City’s 

Sea Level Rise Response Plan to facilitate incorporation of relevant policies and regulations into 

the SMP during this periodic review process. 

Table 7.   Summary of recommended SMP revisions to improve consistency with SLR Policies 

# Issue Relevant Location(s) Review & Action 

Administration 

1 Sea Level Rise 

Inundation Overlay 

District   

SMP Maps/Appendices:   

Official Shoreline 

Environment Designation 

Maps 

 

 

 

Review:   

Sea level rise projections are intimately related to 

shoreline planning. Therefore, providing a static map 

in the SMP, depicting an SLR overlay district as to all 

impacted marine areas will help tie the 2019 SLR plan 

work with SMP policy direction. The data from this 

map will support any new policies the City puts forth 

for shoreline adaptation, hard armoring in the 

downtown, or avoidance.  

Recommended Action:  Add the City’s online SLR 
inundation web-map map or add an SLR layer as an 
overlay to the current SED Map (SMP Appendix B 
‘Shoreline Enviornmental Designations for the City of 
Olympia’). 

2 Expand SLR Plan 

Scope 

 Review:   
The SLR Response Plan addresses downtown 
Olympia.   

Recommended Action: Consider adding provisions to 
SMP policies regarding educating shoreline property 
owners about sea level rise as a component of SMP 
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# Issue Relevant Location(s) Review & Action 

outreach.  The City may consider expanding the SLR 
plan in the future to address other areas. 

3 Policy and 

Regulation 

Additions 

 Review: 

Public Works staff who worked on the SLR plan have 
noted a variety of instances where existing policies 
and regulations are unclear or insufficient and have 
made recommendations for clarifications and 
additions based upon new BAS for SLR. City planning 
staff anticipate coordinating with public works staff 
responsible for the development of the SLR Plan to 
facilitate incorporation of relevant policies and 
regulations into the SMP during this periodic review 
process. 

 
Recommended Action: Add, remove, and clarify 
policy language and regulations, as necessary. 
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5.  C ons i stenc y  w i th  Comprehens ive  P lan  and  
Deve lopment  Regu lat ions .  

Olympia’s Comprehensive Plan does not include a dedicated Shoreline Element Chapter.  

However, references to the SMP and the document’s authority are outlined within the 

Comprehensive Plan Natural Environment Element and OMC 18.20 ‘Shoreline Master Program 

Regulations’. 

The goals and policies of the Shoreline Master Program updated in 2015 were proposed as an 

amendment and was subsequently added verbatim to the Natural Environment Element of the 

Comprehensive Plan.  

Proposed changes to development regulations in OMC 18.20 are referenced throughout various 

sections of this document. During our gap analysis review no changes to the SMP were 

identified at this time to address comprehensive plan and development regulations. 
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6.  Other  I s sues  for  Cons ide rat ion  

City of Olympia Community Planning and Development staff have also highlighted for 

consideration certain modifications to the SMP. Proposed changes are primarily to improve 

clarity and functionality of the document and shoreline permit processes. A selection of the 

proposed changes, rationale, and input from The Watershed Company are included in Table 8 

below. A comprehensive list of comments from City staff is included as Appendix A of this 

report.  

 Additional isssues identified by City staff 

# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

1 Hearing Examiner Review for 

Shoreline Permits 

Review: 

City planning staff have noted that 

currently, most shoreline permits 

require Hearing Examiner review. 

This is not common among SMPs, 

and is not necessary for processing 

SSDPs and Shoreline Exemptions.  

 

Current SMP: 

• OMC 18.20.280 

Recommended: Consider SMP 

language to revise the permit 

review process so  that 

applications for SSDPs and 

Shoreline Exemptions do not 

require Hearing Examiner review. 

Shoreline Conditional Use and 

Variance Permits would continue 

to require Hearing Examiner 

review.  

2 Clarify on extent of Shoreline 

Jurisdiction 

Review: 

City planning staff have noted that 

there is often confusion about the 

extent of shoreline jurisdiction, 

with many members of the 

community under the impression 

that if any portion of a property is 

within shoreline jurisdiction, the 

entire property is subject to the 

SMP. This is not the case, but may 

be established more clearly in the 

SMP to avoid further confusion. 

 

Current SMP: 

• OMC 18.20.300 

Recommended: Update SMP 

language to clarify the extent of 

shoreline jurisdiction. 

3 Isolated Areas / Functional 

Disconnect 

Review:  

City planning staff have noted that 

there is a lack of clarity on the 

applicability of certain shoreline 

regulations when a project is 

disconnected from the shoreline 

by substantial infrastructure, such 

as a public roadway. Many SMPs 

Recommended: Consider adding 

SMP language to establish that 

certain shoreline regulations, 

including buffers, do not apply in 

the case of a functional disconnect 

from the shoreline by a public 

roadway or other substantial 

infrastructure. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

include language which clarify that 

certain regulations, such as 

shoreline buffers, do not apply in 

these instances.  

4 SEPA Exemption/Public 

Hearings 

Review: 

The SMP currently establishes that 

if a project does not require SEPA, 

then it does not require Hearing 

Examiner review. Due to certain 

SEPA exemption areas within the 

City, this can create confusion 

about whether or not a hearing is 

required. 

 

Current SMP: 

• 18.20.280.C 

Recommended: Per Review Item 

#1 above, remove the 

requirement for Hearing Examiner 

review on all SSDP and Shoreline 

Exemption proposals. This 

provision could then be removed, 

eliminating the potential for 

confusion. 

5 RV Parks in Shoreline 

Jursdiction 

Review: 

Staff have noted difficulty 

permitting RV parks within 

shoreline jurisdiction, particularly 

within the area operated by the 

Port of Olympia. This type of 

development is currently 

promoted by the Port’s Scheme of 

Harbor Improvements. This 

document is referenced and 

supported within the SMP, though 

the City does not currently have 

the ability to permit this use in 

shoreline jurisdiction. This use 

would not constitute a ‘water-

dependent use’ per WAC 173-26-

020, but could potentially be 

justified as a ‘water-enjoyment 

use’ or a ‘water-related use,’ 

which would imply that the 

economic viability of the use is 

dependent upon a waterfront 

location. 

Recommended: Update Marine 

Recreation Management Policy 

A.2 to include RV parks as a water-

oriented recreation use. While an 

RV park could be considered 

Water Enjoyment or Water 

Related, certain restrictions should 

be considered (e.g. parking, 

restricting this allowance to 

specific SEDs, etc.). This may 

require discussion with Ecology.  

6 Policy and Regulation 

Additions/Deletions/Clarificat

ions 

Review: 

Staff have noted a variety of 

instances where existing policies 

and regulations are unclear, 

insufficient, or extraneous, and 

have made recommendations for 

Recommended: Add, remove, and 

clarify policy language and 

regulations, as necessary. 
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# Issue Review & Relevant Location(s) Action 

clarifications, deletions, and 

additions. See Appendix A of this 

report for a complete list of staff 

recommended revisions. 

7 Live-aboard Standards Review: 

The SMP currently allows live-

aboard vessels only in marinas, 

and only when adequate sewer 

and waster disposal facilities are 

available. No limit on the 

percentage of total  slips to be 

used as live-aboards. WA DNR 

establishes a limit of 10 percent of 

total slips in a marina, though this 

figured may be modified by the 

City through amendments to the 

local SMP. Staff have noted citizen 

concerns with the existing limit, 

and have expressed interest in 

raising this limit to 20 percent to 

ensure adequate opportunities for 

live-aboards. 

Recommended: Add language to 

establish a live-aboard limit of 20 

percent of total slips in a marina, 

with clarifying provisions to ensure 

that adequate facilities are 

provided to accodomodate live-

aboard vessels in a marina. This 

may include new development 

standards for live aboards, if 

appropriate.   

  

ATTACHMENT 2

Olympia Planning Commission 09/21/2020 33 of 47



  The Watershed Company 
  SMP Periodic Update | City of Olympia  
  Gap Analysis  
  June 2020 

 

22 
 

R e f e r e n c e s  

DNR (Washington State Department of Natural Resources). December 2009. Washington State’s 

Dredged Materials Management Program. Accessed April 2020. 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/aqr_dmmp_factsheet.pdf?rx3wo 

 

Ecology (Washington State Department of Ecology). July 2018. July 2018 Modifications for 

Habitat Score Ranges. Modified from Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates: Western 

Washington Version. Ecology Publication No. 16-06-001. Accessed April 2020.  

 

Ecology (Washington State Department of Ecology). November 2019. Shoreline Permitting 

Manual: Guidance for Local Governments. Ecology Publication No. 17-06-029. Accessed 

April 2020. https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1706029.pdf 

 

Ecology (Washington State Department of Ecology). September 2019. Revised Periodic Review 

Checklist Guidance. Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review. Accessed April 2020. 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ezshare/sea/ShorelinePlannerToolbox/2019/PeriodicReview_

Checklist_Guidance_9-19_rev.pdf 

 

Hruby, T. 2014. Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington: 2014 

Update. Ecology Publication No. 14-06-029. Washington State Department of Ecology, 

Olympia, WA. 

 

Olympia (City of Olympia). 2014. City of Olympia Comprehensive Plan. City of Olympia, WA. 

Accessed April 2020. http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-

standards/olympia-comprehensive-plan.aspx  

 

Olympia  (City of Olympia). No Date. Olympia Municipal Code. City of Olympia, WA. 

Accessed April 2020.  https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Olympia/ 

 

Washington Administrative Code. 2018. Washington State Legislature. Available online: 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx. 

  

ATTACHMENT 2

Olympia Planning Commission 09/21/2020 34 of 47

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/aqr_dmmp_factsheet.pdf?rx3wo
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1706029.pdf
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ezshare/sea/ShorelinePlannerToolbox/2019/PeriodicReview_Checklist_Guidance_9-19_rev.pdf
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ezshare/sea/ShorelinePlannerToolbox/2019/PeriodicReview_Checklist_Guidance_9-19_rev.pdf
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/olympia-comprehensive-plan.aspx
http://olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/olympia-comprehensive-plan.aspx
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Olympia/
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx


 

23 
 

APPENDIX A 

Planning Staff Comments  
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#

1

2

3

# Shoreline Policies Staff Comment

4
Policy G  The City has not yet developed a program for reviewing shoreline conditions. 

5
Policy F Consider removing this policy; other work program items have taken priority, and other avenues (e.g., regulatory) for achieving this goal are in place.  

6
Policies D, E Now that the Sea Level Rise Response Plan is complete, are these policies still relevant?

7
Policy B Addresses new overwater structures, but not existing structures. The commercial regulations allow expansion of existing overwater structures, but there's 

no policy support. Clarify that provisions apply to buildings, not structures such as docks or covered moorage. There are other provision that address dock 

8
Policy D  As written, this policy is confusing, especially the term "water resources". The intent was to minimize the building footprint/maximize uses within the 

structure to reduce the number of overwater structures. We probably won't see a lot of overwater structures given the high cost of construction, 

9
Policy E Revise to include forage fish habitat. 

10
Policy H This policy is not specific to the Aquatic Environment; move under Shoreline Use and Development Policies. Or consider deleting as the underlying 

shoreline designations and zoning districts determine what uses are allowed. 

11
Policy A.2 Awkward wording. Replace "considered to represent" with "is characterized" or similar. 

General Comments

1.  Wherever "to the extent feasible", "where feasible", "appropriate", "minimum necessary" are used in a policy statement, delete. These standards are more appropriate under regulations. 

2. SMP was written before "plain talk" standards were developed for the Comprehensive Plan update. Will policies be modified using these standards? In rereading, there's room for 
improvement. 
3. On page 4 (Section 1.2) of the hard copy SMP, there's a reference to park and utility plans as master plans. This is incorrect. 

Shoreline Ecological Protection ‐ PN 2.2

Shoreline Use and Development Policies ‐ PN 2.4

Aquatic Environment Management Policies ‐ PN 2.5

Natural Environment Management Policies ‐ PN 2.6

Marine Recreatoin Management Policies ‐ PN 2.9
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12
Policy A.2 Add camping/RV parks as an example of water‐oriented recreation. 

13
Policy D  Eliminate reference to fee‐in‐lieu program; unlikely one will ever get established. 

14
Policy E Delete "waterward of OHWM"; removal of hard armoring landward of the OHWM is also desired. 

15
Policy F Delete this policy? It may not be necessary to keep this policy.

16
Policy G.2 Delete this policy. It doesn't make sense that the SMP would need to be amended to execute a restoration plan. 

17
Policy G  Delete "waterward of OHWM"; removal of hard armoring landward of the OHWM is also desired. 

18
Policy E Replace "provide for" with "support". 

19
Policy F Should also apply to redevelopment. Replace "relevant" with "applicable".

20
Policy G Delete "Where feasible". As long as it complies with the WAC and SMP, providing public access is feasible. 

21
Policy H Refer to design guidelines as source of "aesthetic objectives". 

22
Policy  Remove reference to "fee in lieu" as such a program has not been established and most likely won't be. 

23
Policy G Wording is awkward. Whether a site needs to be cleaned up is determined by the Dept. of Ecology.   

24
Policy I Remove reference to "fee in lieu" as such a program has not been established. 

25
General comment Add policy regarding recreational vehicles within shoreline jurisdiction? 

Urban Intensity Management Policies ‐ PN 2.11

Port Marine Management Policies ‐ PN 2.12

Parking Policies ‐ PN 2.14

Public Access Policies ‐ PN 2.15

Shoreline Residential Management Policies ‐ PN 2.10
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26
General comment Add policy to address situations where public access already exists nearby. 

27
Policy C Remove "to the greatest extent feasible"; no need to include as a policy statement.  

28
Policy D Tree removal for views has been an on‐going issue. Currently, the policy allows in limited situations, but is this a policy we want to revisit? 

29
Policy E  Include use of chemicals in educational materials. 

30
General comment Look at West Bay Drive regs; they may require that views from the water be considered in project design.  

31
General comment Create stronger link to the City's tree protection and critical area standards. The City gets a lot of requests to cut down trees for view purposes. 

32
Policy B During the big update, the Planning Commission wanted views from the water to receive the same protection as views toward the water. Since view 

protection is for the benefit of the general public, most of whom experience the shoreline from land, remove "and through the development from the 

33
Policy A  There are no agricultural uses along Olympia's shorelines; policy not relevant.

34
Policy A  There are no eelgrass beds in Budd Inlet. 

35
Policy D  Delete "to the extent compatible with shoreline functions…."

36
Policy F

Provide rationale for why covered moorage is not allowed. Revise to include the term boathouses to be consistent with Policy J, Moorage Policies.

37
Policy G Use of low impact development covered in other policy sections; consider elimininating to reduce redundancy. 

Vegetation Policies ‐ PN 2.18

View Protection Policies ‐ PN 2.19

Agriculture Policies ‐ PN 2.21

Aquaculture Policies ‐ PN 2.22

Boating Facilities Policies ‐ PN 2.23

Commercial Policies ‐ PN 2.24

Industrial Policies ‐ PN 2.25
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38
Policies A and B Conflicting policy statements. Non‐water oriented industrial uses prohibited under B, but given lower priority under A. 

39
Policy C Port staff and priorities are shifting; the Port may be interested in revisiting this policy to reflect their current strategy. The Scheme of Harbor Improvement 

(SHI) was revisited in 2017, with no major changes. 

40
Policy D  "marine" is extraneous in context of sentence. 

41
Policy G Similar to comment _____ regarding environmental cleanup. The Port Penninslua sits on fill, so something is bound to be contaminated. 

42
Policy B  Except for shoreline setbacks, VCA's, and building height, standards in 18.04.060 and 18.32 determine how a site can be developed. Unless more stringent 

standards are established in the SMP, not sure what this policy accomplishes. 

43
Policy E It's unclear if this policy applies to all residential development, or to multifamily devleopment and plats. 

44
Policy G Revisit floating residences? SB 6027 ‐ vetoed by Gov. Inslee on 4/3/2020

45
Policy H Keep this policy? Hard to administer. 

46
Policy F Revise to reflect Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 

47
Policy B Delete "appropriate". Dredging activities go through review and scrutiny by local, state, and federal agencies. Through that process, appropriate mitigation 

will be established. 

48
Policy C Modify this policy to include federal agencies. 

49
Policy F Modify this policy to address protection of water quality if dewatering of dredge materials takes place in close proximity to the water. 

50
Policy G  Consider eliminating this policy. Most dredge materials in Olympia are contaminated, so having this policy doesn't accomplish anything. 

51
Policy C Revise to reflect Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 

52
Policy E Revise to prohibit disposal of dredge materials;  materials must be dumped at authorized sites. 

Shoreline Modification Policies ‐ PN 2.30

Dredging Policies ‐ PN 2.31

Fill Policies ‐ PN 2.32

Residential Policies ‐ PN 2.27
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53
Policy C Revise to reflect Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 

54
Policy E Revise to prohibit disposal of dredge materials;  materials must be dumped at authorized sites. 

55
Policy H Very similar to Policy H, Industrial Policies; remove one of the other to avoid redundancy. 

56
Policy J Written slightly different than Policy F under Boating Facility Policies; see comment under Boating Facilities. 

57
General comment Create separate policies for armoring related to sea level rise? 

58
Policy F Clarify that the term "structures" refers to buildings, not armoring. "Structure" is also used in reference to hard armoring.

59
Policy G Related to comment above; "structures" used in this policy refers to armoring, not a building. 

# Shoreline Regulations Comments

60
OMC 18.20.200.E A program/method for tracking cumulative impacts has never been set up. 

61
OMC 18.20.260 Revise to reflect the use of checklists for submittal requirements (which are consistent with code chapters, but may also require additional materials). 

62
OMC 18.20.280 Most jurisdictions do not send all SSDP’s to Hearing. Most have language much like Land Use Review that says it’s a director decision unless it is of a 

contentious nature…etc. the director may elevate to HEX. SCUP’s and variances make sense to continue going to the HEX, but SDP seems like an 
unnecessary processing step. 

63
OMC 18.20.280.C  This language that says if a project does not require SEPA, then does not require a hearing is odd. Now that we have some parts of Downtown within the 

downtown SEPA Exemption area it should be reevaluated. 

64
OMC 18.20.295 Add "hereinafter updated" or similar wording to reflect annual fee increases. 

65
OMC 18.20.300 Clarity regarding the shoreline jurisdiction – Many community members believe that if any portion of a property  is in the shoreline jurisdiction, then any 

project  on that property must obtain a SSDP. This is problematic when the work proposed is well outside the shoreline jurisdiction. Language could/should 
be added to clearly identify when compliance is required.

66
OMC 18.20.410 Mitigation provisions in this section are overly complex; would be great if they can be simplified. 

67
OMC 18.20.410.F.3 Mitigation projects should also rely on studies tailored to a specific project, not studies that are now 10‐plus years old. 

Moorage Policies ‐ PN 2.33

 Shoreline Stabilization Policies ‐ PN 2.34
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68
OMC 18.20.410.J Delete this section; it's unlikely that a fee‐in‐lieu program will be established. 

69
OMC 18.20.430.D Delete this provision; redundant with B regading compliance with OMC 18.12

70
OMC 18.20.430.E Consult with others; this wording may need to be fine‐tuned. 

71
OMC 18.20.450.A and C; OMC 
18.20.460.A.4

For the most part, public access requirements have worked out well. It seems reasonable to waive the requirements if a site is located across the street 
from a public access areas, and if pedestrian access is provided. 

72
OMC 18.20.495.H Except when property is already being platted, remove requirement to place VCA's in separate tract. This creates a burden on the homeowner to create a 

separate tract; conservation easement makes more sense. 

73
OMC 18.20.507 Update code references for protected views. 

74
OMC 18.20.510 Add provisions addressing stockpiling/dewatering of dredge materials. 

75
OMC 18.20.510.C What is current science on use of treated wood? Code currently allows only if there are no feasible alternatives, but should it be prohibited altogether? 

76
OMC 18.20.620 Isolated Areas: When a property is across the street from the shoreline, or separated by a boardwalk, buildings, roadways etc. There should be clarifying 

language that identifies the types of requirements that are applicable. Buffers for example seem unreasonable. If public access to the shoreline is required 
– what type? It would be different than a property that was actually on the shoreline.

77
OMC 18.20.620.C Total area of accessory structures limited to 800 square feet which is more restrictive than other areas in the City. Do we want to ease up on this? 

78
OMC 18.20.810, Table 7.1 Reference to OMC 18.20.870 in table is incorrect, but am not sure of the correct reference. 

79
OMC 18.20.820 Cross reference water quality provisions for dewatering dredge spoils in close proximity to the water. 

80
OMC 18.20.846, 847, and 848 Update as necessary to reflect any changes in the state's grating requirements for docks, piers, and floats.
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From: hwbranch@aol.com
To: Joyce Phillips
Subject: SMP review comments including my name
Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 10:25:44 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.

The SMP is grossly lacking in four ways:

1. If we are concerned about a marine environment like Budd Inlet we should include
the scientific discipline of oceanography, the study of the interrelationships between
physical, chemical and biological parameters. Physical parameters would include
things like depth, persistent mixing patterns and availability of sunlight. Chemical
parameters would include things like dissolved oxygen and nutrients. Biological
parameters would include things like phytoplankton and zooplankton up to apex
predators like diving ducks.

2. Somewhere it would be nice to see some classical methodology, that is,
observation, hypothesis, test, conclusion. Much of what we see here is shotgunned
data and engineering reports leading us nowhere.

3. The report should include tributaries that drain directly to Budd Inlet including Ellis,
Schneider and Moxlie Creeks. Of particular significance is the combined effect of
these estuaries. These watersheds are simply named and as far as I can tell only in
one sentence.

4. East Bay Waterfront Park is briefly given favorable mention. This Park, an invitation
for children to go down and play in dioxin as high as 1100 ppt, has fortunately
somewhat gone away. But we still have a problem. We conducted a Sediment
Characterization of Budd Inlet at great expense. The next steps were to be
identification of sources and source control. That never happened.

Harry Branch
239 Cushing St NW
Olympia WA 98502
360-943-8508
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Planning Commission

Organizational Retreat

Agenda Date:
Agenda Item Number: 6.C

File Number:20-0632

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: discussion Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Organizational Retreat

Recommended Action
Discussion only; no action requested.

Report
Issue:
Discussion of the 2020 organizational retreat.

Staff Contact:
Cari Hornbein, Senior Planner, Community Planning and Development, 360.753.8048

Presenter(s):
Commissioner Richmond, Retreat Planning Subcommittee Chair, Commissioner Huynh, and
Commissioner Sauerhoff.

Background and Analysis:
The Planning Commission holds an organizational retreat most years. For 2020, Commissioners are
interested in having a retreat utilizing a virtual platform. At the July 20 meeting, a retreat planning
subcommittee was formed. Commissioners Richmond, Huynh and Sauerhoff volunteered to serve on
this subcommittee. The group met on July 29, along with Chair Millar and Senior Planner Hornbein,
and developed a list of potential topics for discussion by the full Commission at the upcoming
meeting (see attached meeting notes).

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
N/A

Options:
None at this time; discussion only.

Financial Impact:
None

Attachments:
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Olympia Planning Commission 

From: Retreat Planning Subcommittee 

Subject: Notes from July 29, 2020 Subcommittee Meeting 

Introduction 

As we briefly discussed at our last OPC meeting, we’ve tentatively agreed to schedule a virtual retreat 
sometime this fall, which will be limited to two hours. There is no money available for presentations or 
training. There seems to be some agreement, however, that this time of change and uncertainty 
presents an opportunity for the Commission to have a free-wheeling discussion about what we see as 
the critical planning issues facing the City, check in with individual commissioners about their interests 
and priorities, and see how we can increase the relevance and value of the Commission going forward. 

The subcommittee appointed by the Commission to flesh out these thoughts met on July 29 and this is 
our report back to the Commission. The purpose of this evening’s discussion is to get your feedback on 
these ideas and to decide on next steps. 

Ideas and Major Theme 

The subcommittee brainstormed ideas from each member. The following list of topics emerged from the 
discussion: 

• Analysis of Commission performance (CR)

• Strategic Plan (CR)

• Vision of Olympia (CR)

• Equity in Planning (CR, CM, YH, AS)

• Post Covid19 world (CR, CM, YH, AS)

• Commissioner’s passions and how we can address them as a Planning Commission or how

Commission can add value to the Community (CR, CM)

• Increase profile of Commission (CR)

• Due process training (CM, YH, AS)

• Equity and inclusion training (YH, AS, CR)

• Sustainability (YH)

• Promoting group cohesion (AS)

• Reduce the cost of building and built environment (AS)

• Economy (CR)

• Home ownership v. rental inequities (CR)

• Food security (CR)
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• Safe (non-motorized) streets (CR) 

• Climate change (CR) 

Candi likes the idea of having structured conversations around specific topics related to things that are 
within the OPC’s purview. She sees two major issues facing the planning community:  

• How planning has contributed to inequity in housing, transit, and capital improvements, and 

• How COVID is going to change how we live and how planning should respond. 
 
Yen focused her comments on the topic of equity. She would like to explore how planning efforts have 
contributed to social and economic inequities, with a focus on historical developments and institutional 
behavior. She supports having annual equity training. She also echoed Candi’s comments about the 
post-COVID world and how planning can assist. 
 
Aaron is also interested in equity and inclusion training, and is looking for a sense of alignment within 
the Commission. He would like to see better building quality at lower cost (“build better cheaper”), as 
well as more diversity in housing and an increase in sustainability. He is hoping that we all come away 
from the retreat inspired and energized. 
 
Carole is interested in equity, but not in spending a lot of time on training. She thinks that equity is best 
addressed through “economic justice.” Everyone should be housed, and everyone should be able to own 
a home (if they want to), no matter how modest. Home ownership is still the most important way that 
ordinary people can build wealth. Micro energy grids built by the City may also be a way to reduce 
energy costs for everyone.  
 
She is also interested in sustainability, green building, and resilience (for example, food security as part 
of a post-COVID world). We could create more community gardens and encourage lawns-to-food 
activities (maybe even “agrihoods” in our urban growth areas), and provide for more food trucks.  
 
The creation of safer non-motorized streets is also a popular adaptation to a post-COVID world.  
 
We should also look at both mitigating climate change, per the forthcoming Thurston Climate Action 
plan, and preparing for climate refugees.  
 
Carole has also had a decades-long interest in high-speed rail, which could provide more options for 
accommodating growth throughout the Puget Sound region, while increasing our quality of life and 
protecting our environment. 
 
In summary, the theme of the retreat can be seen as “Big Ideas.” 
 
Commission Performance 
 
It seems that the Planning Commission could play a more proactive role in planning. As an advisory 
group, we could add value as futurists and problem-solvers. Not all of the Big Ideas discussed above are 
within the purview of the Commission, but the Commission may be able to encourage other entities, 
through the City Council, to consider well-thought out suggestions or recommendations.  
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Part of the retreat discussion could focus on an analysis of commission performance, either through a 
formal “SWOT” analysis (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats), or something less formal. 
 
Process 
 
We also talked briefly about retreat process. The suggestion was made to have TWO 2-hour retreats – 
one on Big Ideas and one on the Role of the Commission in light of those ideas. Rather than retreats, 
these might be considered “seminars;” that is, group discussions in which a recorder keeps us on track 
and takes notes. 
 
Some of the outcomes of these discussions may include a “statement of values,” a charter or “statement 
of commitments,” gratitude [?], a set of norms, and review of our Bylaws. We could also recognize 
particularly creative or interesting plans carried out by neighborhoods or other entities with an award. 
 
Questions for the Commission 
 
What are your thoughts in relation to: 
 

• The suggested Big Ideas? Would you add or delete any? What are your priorities? 

• The role of the Commission and possible analysis of its performance? 

• Process for the Retreat? 

• Outcomes of the Retreat? 

• One or two 2-hour retreats and schedule? 

• Anything else? 
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