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Information: 360.753.8244

Meeting Agenda

Land Use & Environment Committee

Online and via phone5:00 PMThursday, October 22, 2020

Register to attend:  

https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_21aP4MJDThOHn0_idAtswA

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

(Estimated Time:  0-15 Minutes)

During this portion of the meeting, citizens may address the Committee for up to two (2) minutes 

regarding the Committee's business meeting topics.

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

5.A 20-0839 Approval of September 17, 2020 Land Use & Environment Committee 

Meeting Minutes

MinutesAttachments:

6. COMMITTEE BUSINESS

6.A 20-0806 Housing Action Plan Briefing

Housing Needs Assessment

Public Participation Timeline

Project Website

Attachments:

6.B 20-0798 Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review - Status Update

SMP Webpage 10062020

Gap Analysis

Attachments:

7. REPORTS AND UPDATES

8. ADJOURNMENT

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

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

Council Committee meeting, please contact the Council's Executive Assistant at 360.753.8244 at least 
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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

Information: 360.753.8244

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Land Use & Environment Committee

5:00 PM Online and via phoneThursday, September 17, 2020

Register to attend:  

https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_O_eqivwsRf2irmvHzDdDxA

CALL TO ORDER1.

Chair Gilman called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL2.

Present: 3 - Chair Clark Gilman, Committee member Dani Madrone and 

Committee member Jessica Bateman

OTHERS PRESENT2.A

Public Works Staff:

Director Rich Hoey

Water Resources Director Eric Christensen 

Engineering and Planning Supervisor Susan Clark

Community Planning and Development Staff: 

Director Leonard Bauer 

Strategic Project Manager Amy Buckler 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA3.

The agenda was approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT4.

The following people spoke:  Krystafer Brown, Rusty Shekha, Leviathan Davis, Theresa 

Wall, Sarah DeStasio, Lanessa Inman, Ty Brown, Stevi Kamphaus, Alisha Zierden, 

Robert Akhtar and Keegan Wulf. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES5.

5.A 20-0703 Approval of August 20, 2020 Land Use & Environment Committee 

Meeting Minutes

The minutes were approved.
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September 17, 2020Land Use & Environment Committee Meeting Minutes - Draft

COMMITTEE BUSINESS6.

6.A 20-0697 Risk and Resiliency Assessment and Water System Plan Update Project 

Briefing 

Mr. Christensen and Ms. Clark gave presentations.

The discussion was completed.

6.B 20-0698 Thurston Regional Climate Mitigation Plan Project Update 

Mr. Hoey and Ms. Clark gave presentations.

The discussion was completed.

6.C 20-0696 Consideration of an Ordinance Adding a New Chapter to 5.82 to Title 5 

of the Olympia Municipal Code regarding a Rental Housing Code 

Ms. Buckler gave a presentation.

Committee member Bateman moved, seconded by Committee member 

Madrone, to forward the recommendation to City Council with an amendment 

to section E.2 with language to match the Governor’s order that the 

repayment plan should be based on the financial situation of a tenant. The 

motion carried by the following vote:

Chair Gilman, Committee member Madrone and Committee member 

Bateman

3 - Aye:

REPORTS AND UPDATES7.

Mr. Bauer reported on the Thurston Regional Planning Council draft regional housing 

needs assessment and discussed the upcoming September 23, 2020 Planning 

Commission meeting. He outlined the agenda for the October Land Use and 

Environment Committee meeting.

ADJOURNMENT8.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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Land Use & Environment Committee

Housing Action Plan Briefing

Agenda Date: 10/22/2020
Agenda Item Number: 6.A

File Number:20-0806

City Hall
601 4th Avenue E.

Olympia, WA 98501
360-753-8244

Type: report Version: 1 Status: In Committee

Title
Housing Action Plan Briefing

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
Not referred to a committee.

City Manager Recommendation:
Receive a briefing on the Housing Action Plan, to review findings of the Housing Needs Assessment
and public participation timeline. Briefing only; No action requested.

Report
Issue:
Whether to receive a briefing on the Housing Action Plan, to review findings of the Housing Needs
Assessment and public participation timeline.

Staff Contact:
Amy Buckler, Strategic Projects Manager, Community Planning & Development, 360.280.8947

Presenter(s):
Amy Buckler, Strategic Projects Manager
Katrina Van Every, Senior Planner, Thurston Regional Planning Council
Michael Ambrogi, Senior GIS Specialist, Thurston Regional Planning Council

Background and Analysis:
The Housing Action Plan will define strategies and actions that promote more housing, more diverse
housing types and affordability. Together, the cities of Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater applied for and
received $300,000 in grant funds from the WA Department of Commerce to use toward the
development of housing action plans. With help from Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC),
the cities are exploring regional trends and needs, developing a regional housing action plan
framework, and then each city will develop their own unique action plan.

The first step was to develop a housing needs assessment, including projected housing needs by
various income levels and an income forecast to 2045. At the meeting, TRPC and City staff will
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present findings from the assessment and an overview of upcoming public participation.

The Housing Needs Assessment is attached. Major trends include:

· Thurston County’s population is growing. Today the county is home to more than 294,000
people - expected to grow to more than 380,000 by 2045. 64% will live in Olympia, Lacey or
Tumwater.

· The population is growing older. Today 18% of the population is 65 years or older. By 2045,
nearly 25% will be 65 or older.

· 50% of all Thurston County households are renters. In Olympia renters make up 54% of the
population, compared to 46% in Lacey and Tumwater and 36% in the county.

· While household sizes are shrinking, houses themselves are getting bigger. Olympia has the
smallest average household size of 2.21 persons (compared to 2.51 in the County). In the
1980’s more than half of all houses built were less than 1,500 sf in size; in the 2010’s, only
11% were less than 1,500 sq.

· Thurston County is home to more than 148,000 jobs - estimated to grow to about 200,000 jobs
by 2045.

· While incomes in Thurston County have generally increased over last 17 years when adjusted
for inflation (about 0.6 % per year), in the same period average rents have increased by about
1.75% per year and average sale price for homes by about 4.1% per year.

· In Thurston County, residents who are people of color generally have more people in their
household, are less likely to own their own home, have a smaller household income and are
more likely to experience homelessness than white, non-Hispanic residents.

· More than 6,000 households in Lacey, Olympia and Tumwater are extremely low income
(earning less than 30% median income). This compares to approximately 1,857 units available
at below-market rents.

· By 2045, an additional 3,000 households are expected to fall into the category of extremely
low income.

· Over 34,650 Thurston County households are cost burdened (spend over 30% of their income
on rent or mortgage and other housing expenses). Of these, 13,900 are severely cost
burdened (spend more than 50% on housing costs.) The percent of cost burdened households
increases as household income declines. Lower income households are also more likely to be
renters.

· Olympia has a higher share of low income and cost burdened households than our
neighboring jurisdictions.

Next Steps

A process and public participation timeline is attached. Upcoming highlights include:

· A Rental Housing Survey was just sent to over 9000 landlords/property manager addresses.
Results will be available in January and help us better understand the number, types and cost
of both occupied and vacant rental properties in each city and their respective unincorporated
growth area.

· The cities and TRPC are now working with a stakeholder group to develop a regional housing
action plan framework, including a menu of options for increasing the supply and variety of
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housing to serve the region’s projected housing needs.
· In January, Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater and TRPC plan to hold a joint online session for the

public to discuss major housing trends and gaps and some of the actions we are thinking
about to meet those challenges.

Per the grant, the housing action plan needs to be adopted by June 2021.

Neighborhood/Community Interests (if known):
Housing affordability and development are major issues of importance to the community. The recently
developed homeless response plan identified building more housing of all types for all incomes as a
key priority moving forward.

Options:
Briefing only.

Financial Impact:
The Washington State Department of Commerce awarded Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater grants
totaling $300,000 for development of housing action plans. Under an interlocal agreement, $150,000
will be directed to the Thurston Regional Planning Council for supportive tasks. Olympia will use its
remaining $50,000 to support staff work on the effort.

Attachments:

Housing Needs Assessment

Public Participation Timeline
Project Website
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Title VI Notice 
Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) hereby gives public notice that it is the agency’s policy to 
assure full compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 
1987, and related statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. Title VI requires that no person 
shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, or national origin, be excluded from the participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any Federal Highway Aid 
(FHWA) program or other activity for which TRPC receives federal financial assistance. Any person who 
believes they have been aggrieved by an unlawful discriminatory practice under Title VI has a right to file 
a formal complaint with TRPC. Any such complaint must be in writing and filed with the TRPC’s Title VI 
Coordinator within one hundred and eighty (180) days following the date of the alleged discriminatory 
occurrence. 
 
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Information 
Materials can be provided in alternate formats by contacting the Thurston Regional Planning Council at 
360.956.7575 or email info@trpc.org. 
 
 
For more information contact: 
Thurston Regional Planning Council 
2424 Heritage Court SW, Suite A 
Olympia, WA 98502 
360.956.7575 
info@trpc.org 
 

 

Thurston Regional Planning Council Staff 

Michael Ambrogi  Project Manager, Senior GIS Analyst  
Katrina Van Every  Project Manager, Senior Planner  

Karen Parkhurst  Planning and Policy Director  
Lester Tobias Planning Technician 

Sarah Selstrom  Communications and Outreach Specialist II  
 

Veena Tabbutt  
 
Deputy Director  

Marc Daily  Executive Director 
 

 

 

 

 

This report was funded by the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater through grants from the 

Washington State Department of Commerce.  

mailto:info@trpc.org
mailto:info@trpc.org
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Executive Summary 
Today, Thurston County is home to more than 

294,000 people. By 2045, this is expected to grow to 

more than 380,000 people, and 64 percent will live in 

Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater or their respective 

unincorporated urban growth areas. This housing 

needs assessment is intended to provide an inventory 

of the current housing stock, household 

characteristics, the population’s housing needs, and 

any gaps in housing availability. 

 

A Growing (Older) Population 
In the next 25 years, the Washington Office of 

Financial Management forecasts the county’s 

population will grow to more than 380,000 people, 

and the overall population is aging. Today, 18 percent 

of the population is 65 or older, and 20 percent of 

seniors are 80 or older. By 2045, nearly one in four 

residents will be 65 or older – and 38 percent of 

seniors will be 80 or older. This has ramifications for 

housing affordability for the region’s population as 

well as the types of housing needed to meet their 

needs. 

 

Do I Rent or Do I Buy? 
More than 83,000 housing units are found in Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and their unincorporated urban 

growth areas. Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) projects 34,000 new units will need to be built 

 
COVID-19 Pandemic and the Housing Needs 
Assessment 
 
In response to the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic, Governor Inslee issued a series of 
proclamations and declarations aimed at 
reducing the spread of the virus in 
Washington State, including requiring all non-
essential workers to stay home and stay 
healthy and extending a moratorium on 
evictions to protect renters. As a result, 
significant changes in the Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater area occurred, affecting businesses 
and residents alike. Much of the data and 
statistics used in this assessment were 
established prior to the outbreak. The 
estimates, forecasts, and gap analysis do not 
take into account the radical impacts in 
employment and housing that continues to 
occur in the Thurston Region as of the writing 
of this report. 
 
The cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater 
will continue to monitor the impact of the 
pandemic on housing in the coming months. 
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to accommodate the region’s growing population. Half of all occupied housing units in Lacey, Olympia, 

and Tumwater are rented, and the other half are owned by an occupant of the unit. However, the 

smaller the household income, the fewer options there are for home ownership – a key factor for many 

households in building wealth. Housing units with two or fewer bedrooms are typically rented, and 

renters are more likely to be cost burdened, meaning they spend more than 30 percent of their income 

on rent and other housing expenses.  

 

Smaller Households, Larger Homes 
Over the last forty years, the average household in Thurston County has gotten smaller – about 2.5 

people per household in 2014-2018. During the same period of time, homes have gotten bigger. In the 

1980s, more than half of all houses built were less than 1,500 square feet. In the 2010s, only 11 percent 

were less than 1,500 square feet. 

 

Higher Wages – and Higher Rents and Mortgages 
According to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Thurston County is home to more than 148,000 jobs. 

TRPC estimates this will grow to about 200,000 by 2045. Employment Security Department figures 

indicate wages have generally increased over the last 17 years when adjusted for inflation – about 0.6 

percent per year. However, so has the cost of housing – whether you rent or own. Between 2001 and 

2018, average rents increased about 1.7 percent per year while the average sale price for a home 

increased by about 4.1 percent per year. Today, Thurston County is not considered affordable for first-

time home buyers, although it is still more affordable than either King or Pierce counties. 

 

All Things Not Being Equal 
About one in four Thurston County residents is a person of color – those who are Hispanic or Latino of 

any race and those who are any race other than white alone. Those who are Hispanic or Latino, Asian, 

Black, and multiracial are the largest minority populations in Thurston County. People of color generally 

have more people in their household, are less likely to own their own home, have a smaller household 

income, and are more likely to experience homelessness than their white, non-Hispanic counterparts. 

 

The Challenge: Meeting the Greatest Need 
More than 6,000 households in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater are extremely low income – earning less 

than 30 percent of the area median family income. By 2045, another 3,000 households are expected to 

fall into this category. There are approximately 1,857 units available at below-market rents – far fewer 

than the 6,000 plus households with extremely low income, who are those most at risk of becoming 

homeless – and there are at least 800 people experiencing homelessness today, according to the 2019 

Point in Time Count. Both subsidized and permanent supportive housing are needed to support these 

vulnerable populations. 
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Introduction 
 

In 2019, the Washington State Legislature passed HB 1923, aimed at encouraging cities planning under 

the state Growth Management Act to take actions to increase residential building capacity. These 

actions include developing a housing action plan “…to encourage construction of additional affordable 

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” (RCW 

36.70A.600). 

In recognition of the cross-jurisdiction need for affordable housing, the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and 

Tumwater choose to collaborate with Thurston Regional Planning Council to develop a regional Housing 

Action Plan. Funding was provided by the Department of Commerce. The project includes four 

components: 

• A regional housing needs assessment 

• A household income forecast to identify future housing needs 

• A survey of landlords and rental property owners to better understand housing costs 

• A Housing Action Plan – to be adopted by the cities – identifying a list of actions for the 

cities to implement to encourage development of a housing stock adequate and affordable 

for current and future residents 

This report – the Housing Needs Assessment – is intended to provide an inventory of the current 

housing stock, household and workforce characteristics, the population’s housing needs, and any gaps in 

housing availability. This information will be used to develop actions for the final Housing Action Plan. 

The Household Income Forecast, used in the gap analysis, is included in Appendix B. 
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Report Organization 
The Housing Needs Assessment covers the following topics: 

 

Community Profile 
Chapter 2: Population Characteristics 
Chapter 3: Household Characteristics 
Chapter 4: Unique Housing Needs 

Workforce Profile 
Chapter 6: Local Workforce Characteristics 

Housing Inventory 
Chapter 5: Housing Supply 

Needs Assessment 
Chapter 7: Gap Analysis 
Chapter 8: Land Supply 

 

Chapters 2 through 4 – the Community Profile – provide an overview of residents of the cities of Lacey, 

Olympia, and Tumwater, their demographics, households types and housing choices. It also includes a 

summary of groups with special housing needs, such as people who experience homelessness, seniors, 

veterans and military personnel, and students. 

Chapter 5 – The Housing Inventory – articulates the state of the region’s current housing stock, including 

the types of housing, size of units and number of bedrooms, and the cost of housing. 

Chapter 6 – the Workforce Profile – discusses employment and wage-earning opportunities in the 

region, as well as unemployment. It also includes information on the minimum income needed to afford 

households’ basic needs. 

Chapters 7 and 8 – the Needs Assessment – look at the region’s current and future housing needs and 

the availability of land to accommodate new housing. 

 

Geography 
This assessment explores data for the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater. For some tables and 

figures, data for the three cities are combined (“Cities Combined”) to enhance readability. City-level 

data, if available, can be acquired using the source information provided in Appendix C. 

When data for the unincorporated urban growth areas is available, it is included with the city data 

(“Cities plus UGAs”). 

When key data are not available at the city level, countywide data are presented (“Thurston County”). 

Thurston County data include data for all seven incorporated cities and towns in Thurston County, 

unincorporated areas, and tribal reservations within the county border. 
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Figure 1-1 shows jurisdictions within Thurston County, differentiating the areas addressed in this plan 

and those that are not. 

 

Figure 1-1. Jurisdictions in this plan 

 

 

Sources of Data 
This assessment combines data from a range of sources. Key sources include: 

• U.S. Census Bureau: The 2010 Census and 2014-2018 American Community Survey provide key 

data on population, households, and housing characteristics. 

• Washington Center for Real Estate Research (WCRER): Based in the University of Washington’s 

College of Built Environments, WCRER’s quarterly Housing Market Report and Apartment 

Market Survey supply timely data on housing costs and vacancy rates. 

• Thurston County Assessor’s Office: Property assessment data furnish useful information on 

housing types, sizes, and other characteristics at the parcel level. 

• Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM): OFM provides population forecasts for 

Washington counties and annual population estimates for cities and counties. 

• Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC): TRPC contributes annual population, housing, and 

employment estimates for cities, UGAs, and other geographies, as well as 25-year projections. 

• Northwest Multiple Listing Service: The Northwest Multiple Listing Service specifies annual data 

on the number, types, and cost of real estate transactions across Thurston County 
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• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): HUD’s Consolidated Housing 

Action Strategy (CHAS) data provided information on cost burden and other housing challenges 

faced by low-income residents. 

Additional sources were included as needed. 

Appendix C presents sources for the figures and tables presented in this assessment. Since many of the 

data are updated on an annual basis, the appendix also includes information on how to access the most 

recent data. 

Many of the data shown in this report are based on surveys. All survey data contain a margin of error – a 

measure of uncertainty around an estimate. The American Community Survey publishes margins of 

error with their tables. While not included in the figures and tables in this report, they can be accessed 

using the source information in Appendix C. 

Several tables and figures show dollar values (costs, incomes, etc.) over time. These have been adjusted 

for inflation using the implicit price deflator for Washington State provided by the Washington State 

Economic and Revenue Forecast Council. 

 



Chapter 2. Population Characteristics  September 2020 

 

Housing Needs Assessment  7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Population Characteristics 
 

This chapter of the housing needs assessment investigates population estimates and forecasts. It also 

explores demographic information such as age, race and ethnicity, and disability status of the 

population. 

 

Estimates and Forecast 
The Washington Office of Financial Management estimates Thurston County’s 2020 population is 

294,300. Figure 2-1 shows the change in Thurston County’s population since 1980. Between 1980 and 

2020, Thurston County’s population more than doubled, growing 137 percent over 40 years. For the 

same period of time, the average annual rate of population change was 2.2 percent. Over the next 25 

years, Thurston County’s population is anticipated to grow by another 89,200 people at a rate of 1.1 

percent per year on average – to about 383,500 people. 

 

Figure 2-1. Thurston County population, 1980-2045 

 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 
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In 2020, approximately 184,820 people in Thurston County live in in the combined areas of Lacey, 

Olympia, Tumwater, and their respective unincorporated urban growth areas (UGAs) – representing 64 

percent of Thurston County’s population (Figure 2-2). 

 

Figure 2-2. Population in cities including their unincorporated urban growth areas, 2010-2045 

 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

Table 2-1 shows the total population for the cities in 2020 and their respective unincorporated urban 

growth areas (UGAs). Lacey’s estimated population was 52,910, slightly less than that of Olympia. 

However, when looking at Lacey’s population and including future annexation areas in the city’s urban 

growth area, Lacey has 90,100 people – 35 percent more than Olympia. Tumwater’s population is less 

than half that of Lacey and Olympia, even when including their respective UGAs. 

 

Table 2-1. Population, 2020 

Population Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 

City 52,910 54,150 24,600 131,660 

Unincorporated UGA 37,190 12,640 3,330 53,160 

Total 90,100 66,790 27,930 184,820 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Age 
Table 2-2 shows the age of Thurston County’s population, both in terms of count and percent of 

population. Approximately one in two Thurston County residents are under the age of 40; one in three is 

between the ages of 40 and 64. Only about one in six people are 65 or older. Olympia residents skew 

slightly older than the other communities, with a median age of 38.3. Lacey’s population is the youngest, 

with a median age of 35.3. 

 

Table 2-2. Age of Population, 2014-2018 average 

Age Cohort Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Count of Population 

0-19 12,381 10,105 5,274 27,760 65,788  

20-39 14,903 16,598 7,140 38,641 75,426  

40-64 12,826 15,415 6,946 35,187 88,856  

65+ 7,742 8,718 3,140 19,600 44,614  

TOTAL 47,852 50,836 22,500 121,188 274,684  

      

Percent of Population 

0-19 26% 20% 23% 23% 24% 

20-39 31% 33% 32% 32% 27% 

40-64 27% 30% 31% 29% 32% 

65+ 16% 17% 14% 16% 16% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

      

Median Age 35.3 38.3 36.7 n/a 39.0 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 2-3 and Table 2-3 (next page) show the distribution of the population based on age, comparing 

2020 to 2045. The portion of Thurston County’s population under the age of 40 is projected to shrink 

over the next 25 years. The portion of the population between age 40 and 64 is projected to remain 

relatively constant, while the portion 65 and older will grow. 

 

Figure 2-3. Age of Thurston County population, 2020 and 2045 

 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 
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Table 2-3. Age of Thurston County population as a percent of total, 2020-2045 

Age Cohort 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

0-19 24% 24% 23% 22% 22% 21% 

20-39 26% 25% 24% 24% 23% 23% 

40-64 32% 31% 32% 32% 33% 33% 

65+ 18% 20% 21% 22% 22% 23% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 

 

Race and Ethnicity 
About one in four Thurston County residents is a person of color (Figure 2-4). For the purposes of this 

report, persons of color include those who identify as Hispanic or Latino of any race and persons who 

identify as any race other than white alone. Of the three communities, Lacey is the most diverse while 

Tumwater is the least diverse. 

 

Figure 2-4. Racial and ethnic diversity in Thurston County, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Those who are Hispanic or Latino of any race represent the largest minority population (9 percent) 

(Table 2-4). For persons who are not Hispanic or Latino, those who are Asian (7 percent), Black (4 

percent), and identified themselves as multiracial (5 percent) are also significant minority populations in 

the three-city area. Thurston County is becoming more diverse. Between 2000 and 2014-2018, the 

percent of the population identifying as a person of color increased from 19 to 27 percent. 

 

Table 2-4. Racial and Ethnic Diversity in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 2000 and 2014-2018 average 

 2000 2014-2018 

Race and Ethnicity Count Percent Count Percent 

White, Non-Hispanic 69,857 81% 88,289 73% 

Asian, Non-Hispanic 5,330 6% 8,892 7% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 2,394 3% 4,397 4% 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 1,038 1% 1,216 1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 480 1% 1,108 1% 

Other Race, Non-Hispanic 252 <1% 2,466 <1% 

Multiracial, Non-Hispanic 2,863 3% 6,083 5% 

Hispanic of Any Race 4,224 5% 11,061 9% 

TOTAL 86,438 100% 121,188 100% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Disability 
Approximately 15 percent of Thurston County’s population lives with a disability. Measuring disability is 

a complex concept, and there are many ways to look at what it means to live, work, or play with a 

disability. Data concerning disability status in this report comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 

Community Survey (ACS) and is limited to the civilian noninstitutionalized population. The ACS measures 

disability based on whether a person experiences a functional limitation in at least one of six different 

areas: hearing, vision, cognition, ambulation, self-care, and independent living. Each of these areas has 

implications for the type of housing needed by that individual. Of the six functional limitations, the most 

common reported in Thurston County are ambulatory (6.7 percent) and independent living (5.3 percent) 

(Table 2-5). 

 

Table 2-5. Types of disability in the Thurston County population, 2014-2018 average 

Type of Disability Count Percent 

Hearing  11,509 4.3% 

Vision  6,111 2.3% 

Cognitive  12,040 4.8% 

Ambulatory  16,991 6.7% 

Self-care  5,915 2.3% 

Independent living  10,991 5.3% 
Note: A person may have more than one type of disability.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Figure 2-5 looks at disability status for the entire Thurston County population, breaking it into three age 

cohorts: children age 0 to 17, adults age 18 to 64, and adults age 65 and older. Only three percent of 

children and 11 percent of adults age 18-64 have a disability while 34 percent of adults 65 and older 

have at least one disability. 

 

Figure 2-5. Disability status in Thurston County by age, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 2-6 and Table 2-6 (next page) look at only those with disabilities. More than 15,000 seniors make 

up 43 percent of people with disabilities, and 43 percent of people with disabilities in Thurston County 

live in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater. 

 

Figure 2-6. Disability by age, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Table 2-6. Disability by age, 2014-2018 average 

Age Cohort Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

0-17 367 240 124 731 1,938 

18-64 2,837 3,534 1,258 7,629 17,814 

65+ 2,632 2,898 1,088 6,618 15,024 

TOTAL 5,836 6,672 2,470 14,978 34,776 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Poverty 
Approximately 15,139 people in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined live in poverty, and more than 

half live in Olympia (Table 2-7). Of the three cities, Olympia has the highest poverty rate, at 16.7 percent 

(Figure 2-7, next page). While poverty rates for Lacey, Tumwater, and Thurston County have all fallen 

since the Great Recession, Olympia’s poverty rate has actually increased. Tumwater has the lowest 

poverty rate at 9.6 percent. A significant demographic of those living in poverty in Olympia are college 

and university students. According to a 2013 Census Bureau report, when college students – specifically 

those living off campus and not with their families – are excluded, the poverty rate decreases. For 2009-

2011, Olympia’s poverty rate decreased from 16.5 percent to 13.2 percent while Lacey’s poverty rate 

decreased from 10.8 percent to 10.5 percent1. No information was available for Tumwater. 

 

Table 2-7. People living in poverty, 2014-2018 average 

 Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

1999 2,798 4,982 1,060 8,840 17,992 

2009-2013 Average 4,574 7,330 1,881 13,785 29,545 

2014-2018 Average 4,675 8,300 2,164 15,139 29,718 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

 
1 Bishaw, Alemayehu 2013 “Examining the Effect of Off-Campus College Students on Poverty Rates” 
(https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2013/acs/2013_Bishaw_01.pdf). 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2013/acs/2013_Bishaw_01.pdf
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Figure 2-7. Poverty rates, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Household Characteristics 
 

“Households” are groups of people living together in a single home. Members of households can be 

related (“family households”) or unrelated (“non-family households”). Thurston County is home to more 

than 100,000 households with nearly half in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater. 

This chapter of the housing needs assessment looks at household characteristics, including household 

size and composition, homeownership and tenancy, and household income. It also includes a discussion 

of people who live in group quarters. 

 

Household Size and Composition 
Household size has generally fallen – from a high of 3.11 persons per household in 1960 to just 2.51 in 

2018 (Figure 3-1). For the last thirty years, average household size has remained at or close to 2.5 

persons per household. 

 

Figure 3-1. Average household size in Thurston County, 1960-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1960 through 2010 Decennial Census, American Community Survey 
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Slight variations in average household size exist between Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater (Table 3-1). 

Olympia has the smallest households with just 2.21 persons per household while Lacey has the largest 

(2.50). Household size also varies by race and ethnicity (Table 3-2). Households headed by a person of 

color are, on average, larger than those headed by a person who is white and not Hispanic.  

 

Table 3-1. Average household size, 2014-2018 average 

Jurisdiction 
Persons per 
Household 

Lacey 2.50 

Olympia 2.21 

Tumwater 2.39 

Thurston County 2.51 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Table 3-2. Average household size by race and ethnicity, 
2010 

Householder Race  
and Ethnicity 

Persons per 
Household 

White, Non-Hispanic 2.38 

Person of Color 2.91 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

What is a Householder? 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey, one person in 
each household is designated as the 
householder. In most cases, this is the person 
or one of the people in whose name the home 
is owned, being bought, or rented and who is 
listed on line one of the survey questionnaire. 
If there is no such person in the household, 
any adult household member 15 years old 
and over could be designated as the 
householder. 
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Figure 3-2 shows the types of households found in Thurston County since 1970. Household types include 

married couple families, single-parent families, persons living alone, and unrelated persons living 

together. A family consists of two or more people living in the same household who are related by birth, 

marriage, or adoption. All people in a household who are related to the householder are regarded as 

members of the family. “Householder living with others” indicates two or more unrelated people living 

together. The makeup of individual households has changed over the last 50 years. In 1970, only 20 

percent of households were nonfamily households (householders living alone or with others they are 

not related to) compared to 33 percent for the 2014-2018 average.  

 

Figure 3-2. Thurston County households by type, 1970-2018 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

 

Table 3-3 and Figure 3-3 (next page) show the types of households found in Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, 

the three cities combined, and Thurston County. Half of all Lacey households are married couple families 

compared to only 37 percent of households in Olympia. Householders living alone make up 36 percent 

of households in Olympia, but only 27 percent in Lacey and 28 percent in Tumwater. Measured as a 

percentage, Lacey has half as many householders living with others (six percent) than either Tumwater 

(11 percent) or Olympia (12 percent). 

 

Table 3-3. Households by type, 2014-2018 average 

Household Type Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Married Couple Family 9,331 8,196 4,203 21,730 55,316 

Single-Parent Family 3,125 3,507 1,507 8,139 16,630 

Householder Living Alone 5,084 8,055 2,613 15,752 28,017 

Householder Living with Others 1,171 2,593 1,013 4,777 8,107 

TOTAL 18,711 22,351 9,336 50,398 108,070 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Figure 3-3. Households by type, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Nonfamily households are more likely to be found in Olympia than either Lacey or Tumwater. Table 3-4 

and Figure 3-4 (next page) look at households with children. Only 24 percent (5,410) of Olympia 

households include children, compared to 30 percent (2,814) for Tumwater and 32 percent (6,036) for 

Lacey. Olympia is also less likely to have family households without children than either Lacey or 

Tumwater. 

 

Table 3-4. Households with children, 2014-2018 average 

Household Type Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Family Households with Children 6,036 5,410 2,814 14,260 33,011 

Family Households without Children 6,420 6,293 2,896 15,609 38,935 

Nonfamily Households 6,255 10,648 3,626 20,529 36,124 

TOTAL 18,711 22,351 9,336 50,398 108,070 
NOTE: Some nonfamily households may contain children, such as a foster child living with a single adult. It is not clear how many 

children reside with one or more persons they are not related to. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Figure 3-4. Households with children, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 3-5. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Of the total households in Lacey, Olympia, and 

Tumwater, 65 percent (32,923) have only one 

or two people (Figure 3-5). Olympia has more 

one-person households (8,055) than Lacey and 

Tumwater combined (5,084 and 2,613 

respectively) while Lacey has the most 

households (4,257) with four or more people 

(Table 3-5).  

 

Table 3-5. Household size by location, 2014-2018 average 

Persons per 
Household Lacey Olympia Tumwater 

Cities 
Combined 

Thurston 
County 

1 Person 5,084 8,055 2,613 15,752 28,017 

2 Persons 6,227 7,522 3,422 17,171 39,147 

3 Persons  3,143 3,343 1,589 8,075 17,563 

4+ Persons 4,257 3,431 1,712 9,400 23,343 

All Households 18,711 22,351 9,336 50,398 108,070 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Taking into consideration the householder’s race (Figure 3-6), people of color in Thurston County are 

less likely to live in one- or two-person households than people who are white and not Hispanic. Forty-

nine percent of households headed by a person of color contain three or more people compared to 30 

percent for households headed by a person who is white and not Hispanic.  

 

Figure 3-6. Thurston County household size by race and ethnicity, 2010 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Group Quarters 
In 2010, 2,484 Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater 

residents lived in an institutional or 

noninstitutional group quarters setting (Figures 

3-7 and 3-8, next page). This includes nursing 

facilities, adult group homes, homeless shelters, 

rehabilitation centers, and other types of group 

quarters (Table 3-6, next page). The remaining 

group quarters population is split between 

correctional facilities and college student 

dormitories. 

The group quarters population is expected to 

increase by 1,700 people – 69 percent – 

between 2010 and 2045. Most of this increase 

is likely to be driven by nursing facilities, adult 

family homes, and other care facilities for an 

aging population.  

 

Figure 3-7. Population in group quarters in Lacey, Olympia, 
and Tumwater by facility type, 2010 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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The population experiencing homelessness is poorly reflected in these numbers. See Chapter 4 for more 

information on characteristics of the population experiencing homelessness. 

 

Figure 3-8. Population in group quarters in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 1980-2045 

 
Source: University of Minnesota IPUMS NHGIS, Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

Table 3-6. Types of group quarters 

Institutional Group Quarters Non-Institutional Group Quarters 
Correctional Facilities for Adults 

• Federal Detention Centers 

• Federal and State Prisons 

• Local Jails and Other Municipal Confinement 
Facilities 

• Correctional Residential Facilities 

• Military Disciplinary Barracks and Jails 

Juvenile Facilities 

• Group Homes for Juveniles  

• Residential Treatment Centers for Juveniles 

• Correctional Facilities Intended for Juveniles 

Nursing Facilities/Skilled-Nursing Facilities 

Other Institutional Facilities 

• Mental (Psychiatric) Hospitals and Psychiatric 
Units in Other Hospitals 

• Hospitals with Patients Who Have No Usual 
Home Elsewhere 

• In-Patient Hospice Facilities 

• Military Treatment Facilities with Assigned 
Patients 

• Residential Schools for People with Disabilities 

College/University Student Housing 

Military Quarters 

• Military Quarters 

• Military Ships 

Other Non-Institutional Group Quarters 

• Emergency and Transitional Shelters (With 
Sleeping Facilities) for People Experiencing 
Homelessness 

• Domestic Violence Shelters 

• Soup Kitchens 

• Regularly Scheduled Mobile Food Vans 

• Targeted Non-Sheltered Outdoor Locations 

• Group Homes Intended for Adults 

• Residential Treatment Centers for Adults 

• Maritime/Merchant Vessels 

• Worker’s Group Living Quarters and Job Corps 
Centers 

• Religious Group Quarters 

• Living Quarters for Victims of Natural Disaster 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Decennia Census 
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Ownership and Tenancy 
Homeownership can help a household build equity and move out of poverty, providing long-term 

stability. Renting offers households flexibility – whether for military personnel who may be posted in the 

region only for a few years, someone re-entering society after having been incarcerated, a person  

with developmental disabilities that has limited 

income opportunities, or a senior who no longer 

wants the maintenance responsibilities that come 

with home ownership.  

Figure 3-9 shows where households own their 

housing unit at the census tract level. Half of all 

occupied dwelling units in Lacey, Olympia, and 

Tumwater combined are owned by a member of the 

household (Figure 3-10, next page) compared to 

Thurston County where 64 percent are owner-occupied. Ownership varies among the three 

communities: in Olympia, 54 percent are renter occupied compared to 46 percent in Lacey and 

Tumwater. 

 

Figure 3-9. Owner occupied households by census tract, 2014-2018 average 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Census Tracts 
Census tracts are small, relatively permanent 
statistical subdivisions of a county, the 
primary purpose of which is to provide a 
stable set of geographic units for the 
presentation of statistical data. Census tracts 
generally have a population size between 
1,200 and 8,000 people, with an optimum 
size of 4,000 people. 
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Figure 3-10. Ownership and tenancy, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Most one-and three-person households in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater are renter-occupied while 

most households with two people or households with four or more people are owner-occupied (Figure 

3-11). 

 

Figure 3-11. Household size by tenure in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 average 

  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Tenure also changes based on the race and ethnicity of the householder (Figure 3-12). Forty percent of 

householders who are people of color own their home compared to 53 percent for householders who 

are white and not Hispanic. 

Figure 3-12. Tenure by race and ethnicity in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Income 
A household’s income includes wage and self-

proprietor earnings, earnings from interest and rental 

property, social security and retirement income, and 

other forms of public assistance for all members of 

the household. Median household income is 

commonly used to compare incomes for different 

populations or areas. Half of households earn more 

and half earn less than the median household income. Median household income is based on the total 

number of households including those with no income. This is typically lower than the median family 

income (Figure 3-13). Family households tend to be larger (at least two people) and have more income 

earners. Olympia has the lowest median household income ($58,606) while Lacey has the highest 

($66,675). 

 

Figure 3-13. Median family and household incomes, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Table 3-7 and Figure 3-14 examine the actual income of households across the jurisdictions. In Olympia, 

45 percent (5,420) of all households have an annual income of less than $35,000. Twenty-seven percent 

of households in both Lacey and Tumwater have an annual income of $75,000 or more compared to 20 

percent in Olympia. 

 

Table 3-7. Households by income, 2014-2018 average 

Household Income Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Less than $35,000 2,452 5,420 1,539 9,411 13,833 

$35,000 to $74,999 3,816 4,189 1,614 9,619 15,778 

$75,000 to $99,999: 1,184 1,275 478 2,937 4,578 

$100,000 or more 1,160 1,271 683 3,114 5,090 

TOTAL Households 8,612 12,155 4,314 25,081 39,279 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 3-14. Percent of households by income, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Figure 3-15 shows median household income by census tract.  

 

Figure 3-15. Median household income by census tract, 2014-2018 average 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Table 3-8 and Figure 3-16 (next page) examine household income based on the race and ethnicity of the 

householder. Households headed by a person of color are frequently more likely to have an income less 

than $35,000 than a white, non-Hispanic householder. In Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 69 percent of 

households headed by a person who is Black or African American have a household income less than 

$35,000 compared to just 25 percent of white, non-Hispanic households. 
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Table 3-8. Household Income in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by race and ethnicity, 2014-2018 average 

Household 
Income White Asian Black 

Native 
American 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race Multiracial 

Hispanic 
of Any 
Race 

Less than 
$35,000 18,505 511 608 1,164 260 420 1,069 2,003 
$35,000 to 
$74,999 28,438 1,032 368 1,436 248 311 1,330 2,104 
$75,000 to 
$99,999: 14,016 702 129 663 51 213 579 951 
$100,000 
or more 27,326 611 287 1,734 247 213 884 1,368 
TOTAL 
Households 88,285 2,856 1,392 4,997 806 1,157 3,862 6,426 

NOTE: In the table above, persons who are Latino or Hispanic are only represented in “Hispanic of Any Race.” 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 3-16. Household income in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by race and ethnicity, 2014-2018 average 

NOTE: In the figure above, persons who are Latino or Hispanic are only represented in “Hispanic of Any Race.” 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Unique Housing Needs 
 

This chapter looks at the unique needs for housing for people who are elderly, those experiencing 

homelessness, veterans and military personnel, and college students. 

 

Seniors 
Approximately 52,800 seniors (age 65 or older) live in Thurston County in 2020, making up 18 percent of 

the total population. The senior population is forecasted to grow to 87,200 by 2045 and comprise 23 

percent of the total population. In addition, the senior population will skew older in 2045 than it does 

today. Table 4-1 and Figures 4-1 and 4-2 (next page) show the breakdown of Thurston County’s senior 

population today and forecasted for 2045. The proportion of seniors who are between the ages of 65 

and 74 will shrink over the next 25 years while those who are 80 and older will grow. The growth in the 

number of older seniors has implications for the types of care and housing needed, including assisted 

living facilities, nursing homes, and adult family homes. 

 

Table 4-1. Thurston County senior population, 2020-2045 

Age Cohort 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

65-69 17,967 18,497 18,354 17,889 18,459 20,541 

70-74 14,707 17,098 17,571 17,518 17,118 17,613 

75-79 9,336 13,300 15,478 15,974 16,015 15,667 

80-84 5,338 7,823 11,211 13,150 13,624 13,723 

85+ 5,484 6,452 8,897 12,849 16,823 19,635 

TOTAL 52,832 63,170 71,511 77,380 82,039 87,179 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 
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Figure 4-1. Thurston County senior population, 2020 

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 

Figure 4-2. Thurston County senior population, 2045 

Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 

 

Figure 4-3 shows where the senior population lives based on census tracts. The census tracts near the 

Capital Medical Center in West Olympia, the Littlerock/Trosper Road area of Tumwater, and the 

Chambers Lake area in Lacey. There are also higher concentrations of seniors living in Lacey north of the 

freeway. 

 

Figure 4-3. Percent of population 65 or older by census tract, 2014-2018 average 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Since 2000, about 22 percent of the noninstitutionalized senior population in Thurston County rents 

their housing unit while 78 percent own it (Figure 4-4). While the percent of seniors renting has 

remained stable, the total number has increased. There are several apartment complexes and assisted 

living facilities in Lacey, Olympia in Tumwater targeted to people age 55 and older. 

About 12 percent of seniors countywide live in manufactured housing or mobile homes (Figure 4-5) 

compared to nine percent for the county population as a whole. There are several manufactured home 

communities in Lacey, Olympia in Tumwater targeted to people age 55 and older.  

 

Figure 4-4. Senior households in Thurston County by 
tenure, 1980-2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Figure 4-5. Senior households in Thurston County by type of 
dwelling, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

As of July 2, 2020, Thurston County is home to seven nursing home facilities with a total client capacity 

of 790 and 145 adult family homes with a total client capacity of 794 (Table 4-2). Some adult family 

homes offer specialized care for those with dementia, mental health issues, and developmental 

disabilities (Figure 4-6, next page). Specialized care is defined under state law, which sets standards a 

provider must meet to be classified as delivering such care. 

 

Table 4-2. Adult family and nursing homes in Thurston County, 2020 

Facility  
Statistics 

Adult Family 
Homes 

Nursing 
Homes 

Total Facilities: 145 7 

Total Beds: 794 790 

Average Beds per Facility: 5.5 112.9 
Source: Washington State Dept. of Social and Health Services 
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Figure 4-6. Adult family homes in Thurston County offering specialized care, 2020 

 
Source: Washington State Dept. of Social and Health Services 

 

Military Personnel and Veterans 
The proximity of Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM) to 

Thurston County impacts the number of military 

personnel and veterans who live in the region. 

Approximately 13,475 military personnel and 

veterans live in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater (Table 

4-3). Service members who live off base are eligible to 

receive a basic housing allowance, ranging between 

$1,386 and $2,622 per month in 2020. The allowance 

varies based on the service member’s location, rank, 

and the number of military dependents in their 

household. The basic housing allowance can be used 

for rental costs or a mortgage.  

 

Table 4-3. Military personnel and veterans, 2014-2018 average 

 Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Veterans 5,858 3,646 1,968 11,472 28,992 

Military Personnel 1,388 280 335 2,003 3,900 

TOTAL 7,246 3,926 2,303 13,475 32,892 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Forthcoming Military Housing Studies 
There are two military-related housing 
studies anticipated to be released in 2020:  

• Housing Market Study by JBLM 

• Off-Base Housing Study for Service 
Members by South Sound Military 
Communities Partnership 

These studies should provide clearer data on 
the housing needs of service members and 
their impact on the local housing market.  
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People Experiencing Homelessness 
Thurston County conducts a census of those 

experiencing homelessness each year at a single 

point in time. Between 2015 and 2019, those 

experiencing homelessness grew from 476 to 

800 people – a 68 percent increase (Figure 4-7) 

during the same period.  The number of people 

who are unsheltered – sleeping outside, in a 

tent, car, or other place not meant for human 

habitation – increased from 34 percent of those 

experiencing homelessness in 2015 to 49 

percent in 2019.   

Figure 4-8 examines where those who 

experience homelessness shelter and includes 

two more categories of people who are housing 

insecure: those living in a jail or medical 

institution that will be released to a homeless 

situation and those who are temporarily staying 

with friends or family. When taking into 

consideration these additional populations 

whose housing may be tenuous, an additional 

344 people could be considered to experience 

homelessness. 

About 34 percent of those experiencing 

homelessness are unsheltered. Another 21 

percent can be found in shelters and 15 percent 

in transitional housing. Thirty percent are 

incarcerated, in a medical institution, or are 

temporarily staying with friends or family. 

 

Counting Those Experiencing Homelessness 
 
Not everyone experiencing homelessness can 
be found or chooses to participate in the 
annual Point-in-Time census.  Counting those 
staying in shelters or an institution is easier 
than counting those living in a tent, in a car, 
or another unsheltered location.  According 
to the Thurston County Homeless Crisis 
Response Plan, there are likely 800-1,000 
unsheltered people countywide – 2-3 times as 
many unsheltered people as reported in the 
2019 point-in-time census.   

Figure 4-7. Homelessness in Thurston County, 2015-2019 

Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services  

 

Figure 4-8. Where the homeless shelter in Thurston County, 
2019 

Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 
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In 2019, 33 percent of people experiencing homelessness were considered chronically homeless (Figure 

4-9). To be chronically homeless means a person has a disability and has also either been homeless for 

more than one year or has been homeless at least four times in the last three years. 

 

Figure 4-9. Chronic homelessness in the Thurston County homeless, 2019 

Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

 

Thurston County reports that between July 

2018 and June 2019, 1,886 households (2,345 

people total) received assistance through a 

housing program.  Housing programs include 

emergency shelter placement, rapid re-housing 

and homeless prevention assistance, 

transitional housing placement, or a permanent 

housing placement with or without supportive 

services.  Of those that received assistance 

through a housing program, one in four was a 

minor (Figure 4-10), but the majority were 

single adults without children.  Nearly one in 

three had some kind of disability (Figure 4-11, 

next page) with mental health issues and 

substance use being the most common types of 

reported (Figure 4-12, next page).  

 

Figure 4-10. Age of those experiencing homelessness in 
Thurston County, 2019 

 
Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 
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Figure 4-11. Disability among those experiencing 
homelessness in Thurston County, 2019 

 
Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

 

Figure 4-12. Types of disabilities among those experiencing 
homelessness, 2019 

  
NOTE:  A person can report more than one disability. 

Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

People of color are disproportionally represented in housing assistance programs (Table 4-4).   

 

Table 4-4. Race and ethnicity of those experiencing homelessness in Thurston County, 2019 

Race and Ethnicity 

Population 
Experiencing 

Homelessness 

Thurston 
County 

Population 

White, Non-Hispanic 63% 73% 

Asian, Non-Hispanic 1% 7% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 10% 4% 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 3% 1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 3% 1% 

Multiracial, Non-Hispanic 9% 5% 

Hispanic of Any Race 11% 9% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 
NOTE:  Data does not include individuals who did not report their race and ethnicity.  Such persons account for 16 percent of all 

individuals served by housing programs in Thurston County. 

Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

 

College Students 
Approximately 16,800 Thurston County residents are currently enrolled in a college or university. Only a 

small percent of students (about 6 percent) live in a dormitory or other group quarters setting (Figure 4-

13). Over 12,000 students – nearly three quarters – live in a family household (i.e. with another relative). 

The remainder live in non-family households, either alone (6 percent) or with one or more unrelated 

persons (15 percent). Most college students live in Olympia and Lacey (Figure 4-14). 
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Figure 4-13. Household type for college students, 2014-
2018 average 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

PUMS 

Figure 4-14. Residents enrolled in college, 2014-2018 
average 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

About 2,600 college students in Thurston County live below the poverty level (Table 4-5). This is 

especially true for students living in non-family households; more than 40 percent live below the 

poverty line. Countywide, only five percent of the population live in poverty. While many students living 

on their own may still receive support from a parent or guardian – a form of income not included in 

poverty calculations – this still underscores the need for affordable housing for students living off 

campus. 

 

Table 4-5. Poverty rate for Thurston County college students, 2014-2018 average. 

Household Type 
Total 

Households 
Households in 

Poverty 
Poverty 

Rate 

Dorm or Other Group Quarter 913 35 4% 

Family 12,274 1,114 9% 

Non-family 2+ Person 2,535 1,032 41% 

Living Alone 1,052 417 40% 

TOTAL 16,774 2,598 100% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Housing Supply 
 

Trends and Projections 
 

Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, and their unincorporated urban areas have a combined housing 

inventory of 83,200 dwelling units (Figure 5-1). This is about two-thirds of Thurston County’s housing 

stock. Between 2020 and 2045, Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) projects 34,000 new units 

will be built to accommodate the region’s growing population. 

 

Figure 5-1. Estimated and projected housing units in Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and their UGAs, 2010-2045 

 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Building Types and Density 
The Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater urban area is generally suburban in nature. Most dwellings units – 

64 percent – are detached single family or townhouse (single-family attached) units (Table 5-1). TRPC 

projects that the single-family units will continue to be the primary housing type over the next 25 years, 

although multifamily units will make up an increasing share of new housing. 

Roughly half of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater households rent. About 60 percent of renters are in 

multifamily units (duplex, triplexes, and apartments) with the remainder in single-family or 

manufactured homes. Single family dwellings, townhouses, and manufactured and mobile homes are 

predominantly owner-occupied while buildings with two or more units are almost exclusively rented 

(Figure 5-2). 

Manufactured homes make up a small percentage of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater’s housing stock but 

are and important form of housing for many seniors and low-income households. TRPC estimates that 

about 75 percent of manufactured homes are in manufactured home communities where 10 or more 

units are on the same property. Since they do not own the land the manufacture home is sited on, many 

unit owners are vulnerable to displacement should the landowner decide to sell the property.  

 

Table 5-1. Occupied housing units by building type, 2014-2018 average 

Building Type Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Single Family and Townhouse Units 13,288 13,025 6,105 32,418 78,390 

2-, 3- or 4-plex Units 1,795 2,174 676 4,645 6,561 

Multifamily Units 2,735 6,493 1,906 11,134 13,277 

Mobile home and other units 893 659 649 2,201 9,842 

Total Occupied Units 18,711 22,351 9,336 50,398 108,070 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 5-2. Occupied housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by building type and tenancy, 2014-2018 
average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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There has been a general trend towards development in zones that allow higher densities of 

development over the past 20 years (see Appendix A for more information). Multifamily unit 

construction has increased from about 30 percent of new units in 2000 to over 60 percent in 2019 

(Figure 5-3). In addition to the increasing number of multifamily units being constructed, changes to 

zoning to allow more homes per acre and more infill and redevelopment projects have led to an overall 

increase in housing densities across the three cities and their urban growth areas (UGAs) (Figure 5-4).  

 

Figure 5-3. Housing types permitted in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 2000-2019 

 
NOTE: Multifamily includes townhomes and condominiums. 

Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

Figure 5-4. Density of new residential development, 2000-2019 

Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Unit Size 

Bedrooms 
About 39 percent (19,465) of the housing stock in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater consists of three-

bedroom units (Table 5-2). About 30 percent (15,031) is two-bedroom units. Nearly all studio and one 

bedroom units are rented as are most two bedroom units (Figure 5-5). 

 

Table 5-2. Occupied housing units by number of bedrooms, 2014-2018 average 

 Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Cities 

Combined 
Thurston 
County 

Studio 241 907 154 1,302 1,915 

1 bedroom 1,547 3,301 1,053 5,901 9,024 

2 bedrooms 5,348 7,206 2,477 15,031 25,912 

3 bedrooms 8,201 7,402 3,862 19,465 50,232 

4+ bedrooms 3,374 3,535 1,790 8,699 20,987 

TOTAL 18,711 22,351 9,336 50,398 108,070 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Figure 5-5. Occupied housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by number of bedrooms and tenancy, 2014-2018 
average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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The Thurston County Assessor’s Office provides data on the number of bedrooms for single-family, 

duplex, triplex, and fourplex units (Table 5-3). Since the 1980s, the percent of two-bedroom or smaller 

units has declined slightly, and the average number of bedrooms per dwelling unit increased over the 

same time period (Figures 5-6 and 5-7). 

 

Table 5-3. Housing units built in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by number of bedrooms, 1980-2019 

Decade 
One or Fewer 

Bedroom 
Two  

Bedrooms 
Three 

Bedrooms 
Four or More 

Bedrooms 
TOTAL  
Units 

1980s 280 1,097 4,718 585 6,680 

1990s 215 648 7,206 1,279 9,348 

2000s 285 1,629 5,520 3,151 10,585 

2010s 234 797 2,357 2,352 5,740 
NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office 

 

Figure 5-6. Housing units built in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater combined by number of bedrooms, 1980-2019 

 
NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and 

apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office 

Figure 5-7. Average number of bedrooms in housing units 
by decade 

 
NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and 

apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office
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Square Footage 
In the 1980s, more than half of all homes constructed were less than 1,500 square feet in size (Figure 5-

8 and Table 5-4). In the 2010s, this dropped to just 11 percent of the total dwelling units built that 

decade. The total number of homes with 2,000 square feet or more have increased from just 17 percent 

in the 1980s to 56 percent during the 2010s. Over the last four decades, the average home size in Lacey 

has grown the most – from 1,475 square feet in the 1980s to 2,211 in the 2010s (Figure 5-9, next page). 

Tumwater saw a slight decrease in home size between the 2000s and the 2010s, but average home size 

remains more than 2,000 square feet.  

Figure 5-8. Home size in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 1980-2019 

NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office 

 

According to the University of Washington’s Washington Center for Real Estate Research (WCRER), the 

average size of a one bedroom apartment is 678 square feet while a two bedroom apartment is 859 

square feet in 2020. The average apartment size is less than half that of single-family, duplex, triplex, or 

fourplex units. 

 

Table 5-4. Housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by home size and decade 

Unit Size  
(square feet) 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s 

Less than 1,500 3,566 3,072 1,905 604 

1,500-1,999 1,983 3,654 3,436 1,942 

2,000-2,499 725 1,675 3,090 1,602 

2,500 or more 406 947 2,154 1,592 

TOTAL Units 6,680 9,348 10,585 5,740 
NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office 
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Figure 5-9. Average home size by decade 

NOTE: Data excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units.  

Source: Thurston County Assessor’s Office 

 

Market Conditions 

Home Values and Affordability 
The Northwest Multiple Listing Service (NWMLS) reports that the average home sale price in Thurston 

County was $340,200 in 2018, with prices ranging from $291,700 for a two-bedroom home to $442,700 

for a home with five or more bedrooms (Figure 5-10). Zillow – which also tracks home sale prices – 

estimates that sale prices have continued to increase, by about 8 percent per year – since 2018. Only 13 

percent of the housing units sold in Thurston County in 2018 were one- or two-bedroom units (Figure 5-

11). 

 

Figure 5-10. Average housing unit sale price in Thurston 
County, 2018 

 
Source: Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

 
Figure 5-11. Housing units sold in Thurston County, 2018 

 
Source: Northwest Multiple Listing Service 
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The median home sale price in Thurston County has been on an upward trajectory (Figure 5-12). As of 

July 2020, Thurston County’s median home sale price was $359,000. Median home sale prices were 

highest in Olympia followed by Tumwater. Both exceed the county average, by 7.9 percent and 2.1 

percent respectively. Home sale prices in Tumwater are about 2.6 percent below the county average. 

Adjusted for inflation, the average home sale price has more than doubled since 1990, increasing about 

2.8 percent per year. 

 

Figure 5-12. Median home sale price in July, 2010-2020 

 
NOTE: Figures are for July of each year and are not adjusted for inflation. Location of sale is based on the address entered by the 

listing agent. Location of homes sold may not be within the actual city limits. 

Source: Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

 

Increasing home prices have affected housing affordability. The Washington Center for Real Estate 

Research’s (WCRER) Homeownership Affordability Index tracks the ability for a household earning the 

median income to afford a median-priced home. WCRER also tracks the index of first-time home buyers, 

assuming a lower income (70 percent of the median), lower home price (85 percent of the median), and 

lower down payment (10 percent). For most of the past 20 years, Thurston County’s housing has been 

considered affordable overall, but not for first-time home buyers (Figure 5-13, next page). 
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Figure 5-13. Thurston County Homeownership Affordability Index, 1995-2020 

Source: University of Washington 

 

Figure 5-14 shows inflation-adjusted home sale prices for Thurston and adjacent counties since 2006. 

Historically, home sale prices in Thurston County have been very close to those in Pierce County. Since 

2014 that trend has shifted, with prices in Pierce rising slightly faster than Thurston. Home prices in both 

counties are highly influenced by the Seattle housing market. The dramatic increase in prices in King 

County (up 120 percent since 2011) forces Seattle workers to look for more affordable housing further 

south. This increased pressure in Tacoma’s housing market subsequently affects demand further south 

in Thurston County. 

 

Figure 5-14. Median home sale price (adjusted for inflation), 2006-2019 

 
Source: University of Washington 
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Rents and Apartment Vacancy Rates 
In 2020, the average apartment rent in Thurston County is $1,124 for a one-bedroom unit and $1,212 

for a two-bedroom unit. Like home prices, rents have been increasing faster than inflation (Figure 5-15). 

Since 2001, average rents increased by over $370 in constant 2020 dollars, about 2.0 percent per year. 

Unlike housing prices, rents did not decrease significantly during the great recession.  

 

Figure 5-15. Average rent in Thurston County (inflation-adjusted), 2001-2020 

 
NOTE: Due to a change in methodology, 2018-2020 data is not directly comparable to data from previous years.  

Source: University of Washington 

 

Figure 5-16 examines the median gross rent. 

Gross rent is the contract rent plus the 

estimated average monthly cost of utilities and 

fuels if paid by the renter (or paid for the renter 

by someone else). Lacey has the highest median 

gross rent while Olympia had the lowest. 

A healthy rental market has about a five 

percent vacancy rate, with lower vacancy rates 

indicating a shortage of housing. A five percent 

vacancy rate allows people options to move as 

needed and allows for a healthy level of 

competition. The average vacancy rate for 

apartments in Thurston County is 4 percent 

indicating there is unmet demand (Figure 5-17, 

next page). Vacancy rates are lower (3.2 

percent) for one-unit apartments. 

Figure 5-16. Median gross rent, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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Figure 5-17. Apartment vacancy rate in Thurston County, 2018-2020 

  
Source: University of Washington 

 

Subsidized Housing Units 
Subsidized housing is a critical resource for the lowest income households. The Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) sets income limits that determine eligibility for assisted housing 

programs including: Public Housing; Section 8 project-based; Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher; Section 

202 housing for the elderly; and Section 811 housing for persons with disabilities programs. HUD 

develops income limits based on median family income estimates and fair market rent area definitions 

for each metropolitan area, parts of some metropolitan areas, and each non-metropolitan county. In 

2020, Thurston County’s area median family income is $86,700, meaning a family of four with extremely 

low income – has an income less than $30,000 (Figure 5-18). 

 

Figure 5-18. Thurston County income limits for receiving federal housing assistance, 2020 

 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development  
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Currently, the Housing Authority of Thurston County (HATC) assists 1,989 households with rental 

assistance vouchers. The number of households HATC assists is limited by two factors: the number of 

rental assistance vouchers and funding. HATC currently has 2,045 rental assistance vouchers but cannot 

use them all due to limited federal funding. This is because rents rise faster than incomes, and it costs 

more to support the average household. According to HATC, the average monthly subsidy cost per 

housing unit is more than $650. About 75 percent of voucher holders are either elderly or disabled, and 

more than 85 percent have an income of 30 percent or less of the area median family income. 

Due to the high demand for housing assistance, 

HATC operates a waiting list. The list was last 

opened in January 2020 to new listees; prior to 

this, the list last opened in 2015. In Thurston 

County, there are approximately 1,857 units 

available at below-market rents. Nearly half of 

all units are supplied by a private provider 

(Figure 5-19). Washington State provides 

incentives – in the form of tax breaks or loans – 

for developers to include low-income housing in 

their projects. Unlike HATC housing, these units 

may be converted to market-rate housing after 

the incentives expire, typically after 20-30 

years. 

 

Figure 5-19. Subsidized housing units in Thurston County by 
owner, 2020 

 
Source: Housing Authority of Thurston County 

 

537
29%

475
26%

845
45%

HATC Nonprofit Partners

Private Provider



Chapter 6. Local Workforce Characteristics  September 2020 

 

Housing Needs Assessment  48 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Local Workforce Characteristics 
 

Estimates and Forecast 
Total 2017 employment in Thurston County was 148,700 jobs (Figure 6-1). Eighty-two percent of jobs – 

121,800 – are located in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater and their unincorporated urban growth areas. 

By 2045, total employment is projected to increase 1.1 percent per year. 

 

Figure 6-1. Thurston County employment, 1980-2045 

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Government employment, including federal, 

state, local, and public education, makes up 

over a quarter of Thurston County’s 

employment (Figure 6-2). The next largest 

industries are health care and education, 

professional services, and retail trade. The 

remaining industries make up just one third of 

county employment. 

Employment industry varies by jurisdiction. 

Lacey has the largest number of transportation 

and warehousing employees, Olympia has a 

greater number and proportion of health care 

workers, and Tumwater has the most 

manufacturing and wholesale trade employees. 

While Olympia has the most state employees, 

state employment as a proportion of total 

employment is greatest in Tumwater.  

Figure 6-2. Thurston County total employment by industry, 
2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau Economic Analysis 

 

27%

14%

11%11%

37%

Government

Health Care
and Education

Professional
Services

Retail Trade

All Others



Chapter 6. Local Workforce Characteristics  September 2020 

 

Housing Needs Assessment  50 

Wages and Self-Sufficiency 
Wages vary considerably by employment industry. 

Average wages for employees affected by state and 

federal unemployment insurance laws were $54,500 

in 2019 (Table 6-1). Government – Thurston County’s 

largest employment industry – paid out over $2.5 

billion in wages, about $66,212 per employee. Some 

of the lowest paying industries include retail trade, 

accommodation and food services, and arts, 

entertainment, and recreation. Overall, wages are 

highest in Tumwater, followed by Lacey and Olympia.  

 

 

Table 6-1. Thurston County covered employment and wages, 2019 

NAICS Industry Category 
Total Wages 

Paid 
Covered 

Employment 
Covered 

Wage 
Government $2,562,598,405 38,703 $66,212 

Healthcare and social assistance $856,430,847 15,655 $54,707 

Retail trade $430,509,161 12,663 $33,997 

Construction $397,748,304 6,184 $64,319 

Professional and technical services $365,230,721 4,829 $75,633 

Accommodation and food services $205,407,281 9,341 $21,990 

Administrative and waste services $259,394,779 6,288 $41,252 

Finance and insurance $190,168,264 2,504 $75,946 

Information $156,197,850 1,685 $92,699 

Management of companies and enterprises $70,055,637 915 $76,564 

Utilities $21,670,912 196 $110,566 

Other 9 Industries $932,341,966 19,341 $48,205 

Total $6,447,754,127 118,304 $54,502 
Source: Employment Security Department 

 

Covered Employment 
 
Covered employment measures all employed 
persons covered under the Unemployment 
Insurance Act. The measure accounts for 
approximately 75% of the total employment 
in Thurston County, and includes both part-
time and temporary positions. Job categories 
not measured in the count include self-
employed workers, proprietors, CEOs, 
military, and other non-insured workers. If a 
worker holds more than one job, each 
position is reported separately. 
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When adjusted for inflation, wages have risen 9.9 percent over the past 17 years (about 0.6 percent per 

year) (Figure 6-3). Median earnings are highest for people living in Tumwater (Figure 6-4). 

 

Figure 6-3. Thurston County average wage, 2002-2019 (adjusted for inflation) 

 
Source: Employment Security Department 

 

Figure 6-4. Median earnings, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

The University of Washington publishes a “Self-Sufficiency Standard,” defined as the amount of income 

necessary to meet basic needs (including taxes) without public subsidies (e.g., public housing, food 

$0

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

A
ve

ra
ge

 W
ag

e

$36,963 $35,665

$42,423

$47,609

$40,543

$48,206

$29,198
$30,874

$37,301

$0

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

Lacey Olympia Tumwater

M
ed

ia
n

 E
ar

n
in

gs

Total

Male

Female



Chapter 6. Local Workforce Characteristics  September 2020 

 

Housing Needs Assessment  52 

stamps, Medicaid, or child care) and without private/informal assistance (e.g., free babysitting by a 

relative or friend, food provided by churches or local food banks, or shared housing). 

The 2020 standard estimated that a four-person household (two adults and two children) would need to 

earn between $40,000 and $73,000 per year, depending on the age of the children (Table 6-2). For 

comparison, a household with one worker each in retail trade and accommodation or food services 

would earn $56,000, on average. 

 

Table 6-2. Wages (per adult) needed for self-sufficiency, 2020 

Household Composition Hourly Monthly Annual 
Monthly  

Housing Cost 

One Adult, No Children $12.06 $2,122 $25,466 $960 

One Adult, One Child $15.35-$23.09 $2,702-$4,064 $32,430-$48,762 $1,171 

One Adult, Two Children $15.23-$30.84 $2,680-$5,428 $32,159-$65,141 $1,171 

Two Adults, No Children $8.85 $3,115 $37,381 $960 

Two Adults, One Child $9.80-$13.53 $3,450-$4,761 $51,406-$57,135 $1,171 

Two Adults, Two Children $9.68-$17.33 $3,407-$6,100 $40,882-$73,206 $1,171 
NOTE: Caring for infants and young children requires more income than caring for school-aged children and teenagers. 

Source: University of Washington 

 

Unemployment 
Preliminary estimates for April 2020 estimated unemployment in Thurston County at 15.9 percent, the 

highest rate recorded by the Bureau of Labor Statistics since 1990. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, 

unemployment rates had been declining from their previous high of 9.0 percent in 2010 and 2011 during 

the Great Recession (Figure 6-5). 

Figure 6-5. Annual average unemployment for Thurston County, 1990-2019 

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Estimates from the American Community Survey show that unemployment for residents of Lacey, 

Olympia, and Tumwater are 0.5 percent less than Thurston County as a whole, with Tumwater residents 

having the lowest rate (Table 6-3). 

 
Table 6-3. Unemployment rate, 2014-2018 average 

 Unemployment Rate 

Lacey 6.8% 

Olympia 6.3% 

Tumwater 5.8% 

Cities Combined 6.4% 

Thurston County 6.9% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

 

Commuting 
Approximately 28 percent of Thurston County residents commute out of county for work. At 36 percent, 

Lacey has the highest proportion of its workforce commuting out of Thurston County (Figure 6-6). 

Olympia has the highest percentage of residents who live and work in the same city – 50 percent. 

 

Figure 6-6. Place of work for residents of Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and Thurston County, 2014-2018 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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The number of both inbound and outbound commutes increased steadily between 2002 and 2017. 

Outbound commutes increased by 15,000 while inbound commutes increased by 20,000 during this 

time (Figures 6-7 and 6-8). In 2017, Pierce County was both the largest destination for outbound 

commuters (13.8 percent) and the largest source of inbound commuters (10.9 percent). King County 

matched Pierce County as a significant destination for outbound commuters (13.8 percent) but is a less 

significant source of inbound commuters (8.0 percent). 

 

Figure 6-7. Commutes from Thurston County (outbound), 2002-2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau LODES 

 

Figure 6-8. Commutes to Thurston County (inbound), 2002-2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau LODES 
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People typically commute out of county for higher wage jobs. Average earnings for Thurston County 

residents who work in county were about $46,200 in 2014-2018 compared to $56,800 for commuters to 

Pierce County, and $63,600 for commuters to King County (Table 6-4). 

 

Table 6-4. Average wage earnings by county of residence and county of work, 2014-2018 average 

County of Residence County of Work Average Earnings 

Outbound Commuters   

Thurston Pierce $56,800 

Thurston King $63,600 

Inbound Commuters   

Pierce Thurston $51,300 

King Thurston $69,900 

Non-Commuters   

Thurston Thurston $46,200 

Pierce Pierce $45,700 

King King $71,000 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey PUMS 
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Gap Analysis 
 

The gap analysis evaluates the alignment between Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater’s housing inventory 

and the housing needs of the three cities’ residents. The gap analysis helps planners identify the amount 

and the type of housing needed over the next 25 years to ensure residents will have access to affordable 

housing. 

A household’s current housing may not meet their needs for several reasons, including: 

• Affordability. The household may not be able to afford the unit. This could result from a lack of 

more affordable housing options or a change in income or employment. 

• Housing Size: The dwelling may be too small (overcrowding) or too large for the household’s 

current needs. 

• Substandard Housing. The unit may lack key plumbing or kitchen facilities to make it fit for 

habitation. 

• Other Needs: The household may be looking for a unit that better suits their needs, such as one 

with lower maintenance costs, ADA accessibility, or one that allows them to build equity. 

• Experiencing Homelessness: The household may currently lack housing.  

This chapter examines some of these factors and provides estimates of the number of households 

whose housing does not meet their needs for one reason or another. This information can then be used 

to identify actions to reduce the gap between housing needed and available housing when developing 

the Housing Action Plan. 
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Housing Affordability 
This section provides an estimate on the number of households that cannot afford their current housing 

and an estimate of future housing needs for different affordability price points. 

 

Current Housing Affordability Needs 
Over 34,650 Thurston County households are cost burdened, meaning they spend more than 30 percent 

of their income on rent, mortgage payments, and other housing expenses (Table 7-1 and Figure 7-1). Of 

these, 13,900 are severely cost burdened, spending more than half of their income on housing expense. 

The percent of households that are cost burdened increases as income declines. 

 

Table 7-1. Cost burdened households by jurisdiction, 2012-2016 average 

Percent of Area 
Median Family Income Lacey Olympia Tumwater 

Cities 
Combined 

Thurston 
County 

<=30% 1,375 2,375 1,030 4,780 9,025 

>30% to <=50% 1,290 2,185 685 4,160 7,180 

>50% to <= 80% 2,135 1,955 620 4,710 8,970 

>80% to <= 100% 760 475 1,910 3,145 5,055 

More than 100% 735 615 460 1,810 4,420 

Total Households 6,295 7,605 4,705 18,605 34,650 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 

 

Figure 7-1. Cost burdened households in Thurston County, 2012-2016 average 

 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 

Note: AMFI is the area median family income 
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While some households may opt to spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing expenses, 

most – especially at lower income brackets – do so because there is not enough affordable housing 

available. This makes the number of cost-burdened households a good indicator of the current gap 

between the supply and demand for housing at a given price point. Figure 7-2 shows the estimated 

affordable housing needed at five income brackets based on the current number of cost burdened 

households.  

 

Figure 7-2. Cost burdened households by jurisdiction, 2012-2016 average 

 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 

 

Table 7-2 (next page) shows the estimated maximum housing costs that households at three income 

levels could afford, assuming no more than 30 percent of their income is spent on housing. For example, 

a 4-person household earning $43,350 annually – 50 percent of the median family household income in 

2020 – could afford $1,100 a month for rent or a monthly mortgage payment on a $300,000 home 

(assuming a 30-year 3.5 APR mortgage with 20 percent down payment). However, these costs do not 

account for other housing-related expenses such as utilities, property taxes, and insurance. For many 

low-income households, a down payment is not possible and interest rates are higher due to little or 

poor credit. For those able to qualify for a home loan despite these circumstances, private mortgage 

insurance may be required, adding further to the monthly housing cost. To overcome some of these 

barriers, the Washington State Housing Finance Commission (WSHFC) offers several programs that assist 

low income households with down payments. Between 1983 and 2019, down payment assistance 

through WSHFC served 3,018 households.  
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Table 7-2. Maximum rent and housing costs at various income levels, 2020 

HUD Income Limit  
for a: 

Yearly  
Income 

Hourly Wage 
(Full Time)** 

Monthly Rent or 
Mortgage Payment 

Home Value 
20% Down 

Home Value 
10% Down 

2-Person Family      
Extremely Low Income (30%) $20,800 $10.00 $500 $140,000 $130,000 
Very Low Income (50%) $34,700 $16.70 $900 $240,000 $210,000 
Low Income (80%) $55,500 $26.70 $1,400 $390,000 $340,000 

      

4-Person Family      
Extremely Low Income (30%) $26,200 $12.60 $700 $180,000 $160,000 

Very Low Income (50%) $43,350 $20.80 $1,100 $300,000 $270,000 

Low Income (80%) $69,350 $33.30 $1,700 $480,000 $430,000 

NOTE: *For 2020, HUD income limits are based on a median family income of $86,700 for Thurston County. Assumes 3.5 percent 

fixed interest rate over a 30-year mortgage. Costs do not account for other housing-related expenses such as utilities, property 

taxes, and insurance.  

**Assumes one household member works full time at 40 hours per week.  

Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

Future Housing Affordability Need 
Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) used data on population growth, employment growth, and 

changing wages and demographics to develop 2045 projections of the number of households in five 

income brackets. 

Table 7-3 looks at the projected number of households at five income brackets from TRPC’s Household 

Income Forecast and the change from the 2012-2016 average. TRPC projects that there will be 66,100 

low, very low, or extremely low-income households (those earning less than 80 percent of the median 

family income) in Thurston County in 2045. This is an increase of more than 26,000 from the 2012-2016 

average. The number of extremely low income households – those earning less than 30 percent of the 

median family income – will increase by over 6,000 units. 

 

Table 7-3. Number of households by income range, 2045 projection 

Household 
Income* 

2045 Increase from 2012/2016 

Lacey Olympia Tumwater 
Thurston 
County Lacey Olympia Tumwater 

Thurston 
County 

<= 30%  2,200 5,200 1,900 17,800 500 1,900 700 5,700 

30% - 50% 3,000 5,200 1,700 17,800 1,100 2,500 800 8,000 

50% - 80% 5,500 6,500 2,800 30,100 1,900 3,000 1,400 12,700 

80% - 100% 3,500 3,600 2,000 20,700 1,300 1,700 1,000 9,200 

>100% 11,400 15,700 8,100 78,000 2,700 5,800 3,200 25,300 

TOTAL 25,600 36,200 16,500 164,400 7,600 14,900 7,200 60,900 
NOTE: *Household income as a percent of the area median family income. Excludes people experiencing homelessness and other 

group quarters populations. Estimates are only for current city limits and do not include unincorporated UGAs. 

Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Combined Affordability Needs 
Figure 7-3 shows the combined current and projected housing need at the four lowest income brackets 

over the next 25 years. The solid bars show the current number of households who cannot afford their 

housing, while the hashed bars show the projected growth in households in each income group. 

Estimates are for current city limits only. Additional need should be considered for the unincorporated 

UGAs. 

While the housing need is identified for each jurisdiction, it is important that affordable housing 

addresses the need at a regional scale. Projections for housing needs for the five income groups are 

based on current distributions. When planning for new affordable housing, other factors should also be 

considered such as the cost of transportation, access to public transportation, and proximity to social 

services and medical facilities. 

 

Figure 7-3. Current and projected 25-year housing need 

 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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While the forthcoming Housing Action Plan will identify the best actions to take for each housing type 

and household income, it will also be important to track the number of cost burdened households over 

time. This will help to evaluate whether the three cities’ housing stock is moving closer into alignment 

with residents’ needs.  

 

Housing Size 
Another way to evaluate whether Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater’s housing inventory is meeting 

residents’ needs is to compare household size to home size (Figures 7-4 through 7-7).  

 

Figure 7-4. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater by tenure, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Figure 7-5. Number of bedrooms in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater dwelling units by tenure, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Figure 7-6. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Figure 7-7. Number of bedrooms in Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
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While no standard measure exists that defines overcrowding in housing, one common measure is the 

number of people per room. In 2014-2018, only about 1.7 percent of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater’s 

households had more than one person per room. This suggests that few households struggle to find 

housing that is large enough for their household’s size.  

Households may be struggling to find more affordable, smaller units. There are 32,900 one- or two-

person households in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater. However, only 22,200 housing units have two or 

fewer bedrooms. The problem is more pronounced for one person households, with only 7,200 units for 

15,800 households. 

Most units with two or fewer bedrooms are rental units, limiting opportunities for those interested in 

home ownership. 

 

Substandard Housing 
Substandard housing lacks basic facilities needed to make it habitable. The American Community Survey 

asks respondents whether they have basic plumbing and kitchen facilities. A dwelling unit is considered 

to have complete plumbing and kitchen facilities if it has: 

• For plumbing facilities 

o Hot and cold running water 

o Bathtub or shower 

• For kitchen facilities 

o Sink with a faucet 

o Stove or range 

o Refrigerator 

Lack of basic plumbing and kitchen facilities is a small problem in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater (Figures 

7-8 and 7-9). About 290 occupied units (0.6 percent) lack at least one of the basic plumbing facilities 

while 480 (0.9 percent) lack at least one of the basic kitchen facilities. 

 

Figure 7-8. Plumbing facilities in occupied Thurston County 
dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

Figure 7-9. Kitchen facilities in occupied Thurston County 
dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey
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Data are limited on other types of substandard housing in Thurston County. Some known concerns 

include: 

• Indoor air quality, including exposure to mold 

• Peeling paint and lead exposure 

• Mice, rats, and other vermin 

• Maintenance issues, including electrical, plumbing, and heating 

Mold is of particular concern in western Washington. Many options for mitigating mold – including 

weatherization – have co-benefits in increasing efficiency and reducing heating costs.  

 

Other Needs 
For many households, housing may not meet their needs, even if it is affordable and up to building 

standards. These needs are difficult to quantify but important to consider. Some issues include: 

• ADA Accessibility: Limit information is available on the number of accessible dwellings units in 

Thurston County. Ensuring that some percent of new housing is accessible and current housing 

is upgraded will help house an aging population. 

•  Building Wealth: While many households prefer the flexibility renting offers, homeownership is 

a means of building a household’s wealth. Affordable housing opportunities for low-income 

households – who are disproportionately persons of color – can help reduce the wealth gap 

between disadvantaged populations.  

• Transportation Costs: Many households may be unable to find affordable housing near their 

place of work. Living farther away from job opportunities may decrease housing costs but it also 

increases transportation costs. This has implications for time dedicated to commuting, the 

presence of congestion, and the amount of vehicle emissions.  

 

Experiencing Homelessness 
At least 800 individuals experienced homelessness in 2019 (Chapter 4). Thurston County’s 2019-2024 

Homeless Crisis Response Plan identified approximately 1,692 households without a permanent housing 

solution. According to the office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, more than 1,700 students 

in Thurston County schools experienced homelessness at some point during the 2018-2019 school year. 

Because of the difficulties in counting the population experiencing homelessness, these numbers are 

believed to be an undercount of the total population. 

Finding adequate housing solutions for those who do not have a home requires both short- and long-

term strategies. The 2019-2024 Thurston County Homeless Crisis Response Plan identifies short-term 

actions that are needed to address homelessness (such as emergency shelters) but makes it clear that 

the ultimate goal is to find permanent housing solutions.  
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Thurston County’s ability to address 

homelessness in both the short- and long-term 

is hindered by a lack of emergency sheltering 

options and the availability of permanent 

supportive and affordable housing units.  

Provided affordable housing is available, most 

people experiencing homelessness can be 

assisted through rapid re-housing, which 

provides those who are newly homeless or on 

the verge of homelessness with quick resources 

such as money to pay a security deposit or first 

month’s rent. However, some have higher 

needs related to physical, mental health or 

developmental disabilities. In such cases, 

permanent supportive housing may be required 

to prevent such individuals from becoming 

homeless in the first place or exit a homeless 

situation.  

Over the last five years, between 20 and 30 

percent of households served by a housing 

program left such assistance for a permanent 

housing situation (a rental unit, home 

ownership, or permanent tenure with friends or 

family) (Figure 7-4).  This means that 70 to 80 

percent of households served by housing 

programs do not have permanent housing by 

the time the leave a housing program.  Factors 

that affect this include low rental unit vacancy 

rates, increasing rent costs, and limited 

supportive housing programs.  

 

Permanent Supportive Housing 

According to the 2019-2024 Homeless Crisis 

Response Plan, permanent supportive 

housing is vulnerability based, non-coercive, 

non-judgmental, low-barrier, permanent 

housing for chronically homeless and 

permanently disabled individuals and 

families.  

 

Supportive services including but not limited 

to holistic health and medical, mental health, 

substance use, enrichment programs and 

case management are available on site for 

people who wish to engage in services or 

coordinated closely to reduce all possible 

barriers to residents accessing services once 

they are ready.  

 

As a costly intervention, permanent 

supportive housing must be targeted to the 

people who are most likely to die if they are 

left on the streets using an objective, 

standardized assessment tool and placed 

through a coordinated entry system. An ideal 

candidate for permanent supportive housing 

is a household or individual experiencing 

chronic homelessness, permanent physical, 

mental health or substance use related 

disability, chronic illness and high rates of 

interaction with law enforcement and 

emergency rooms. 

 

Figure 7-10. Thurston County households leaving a housing program to a permanent housing situation, 2015-2019 

  
Source: Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 
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Because not everyone is counted in the Point-in-Time Census and the dynamic variables in the homeless 

experience, it is difficult to pinpoint exactly how many people experience homelessness in Thurston 

County.  These factors, in addition to the economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, it is also difficult 

to forecast how many people will experience homelessness in the future. Regardless, it is clear there are 

two critical housing gaps that require focus in order address homelessness in Thurston County: 

• Permanent supportive housing for those who need services in order to maintain their housing.  

• Affordable housing for households that make 30 percent or less of the area median family 

income, who are those most likely to be cost burdened or severely cost burdened by their 

housing, and thus at greater risk of becoming homeless. 
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Land Capacity Analysis 
 

Thurston County is one of seven Washington Counties affected by the review and evaluation provision 

of the Growth Management Act (GMA). This provision requires counties to periodically review their 

growth to ensure that development is in line with the GMA’s land use goals, and that there is sufficient 

land to accommodate 20 years’ worth of projected growth. This review – known as the “Buildable Lands 

Report” – is due three years prior to city and county Comprehensive Plan updates. Ensuring that the 

zoning and size of the urban areas is appropriate for the projected growth helps keep new development 

affordable. 

Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) is responsible for the Buildable Lands Program in Thurston 

County. As part of the program, TRPC maintains an inventory of developable land. For each parcel in the 

county, the inventory estimates the number of new dwellings that could be built on the property, taking 

into account: 

• Current land use, including any existing development 

• The parcel’s zoning and average densities achieved for each zone 

• Environmental constraints, such as wetlands or steep slopes. 

The most recent inventory was completed in 2019. Documentation is available at 

https://www.trpc.org/236. The inventory will be used to develop the next Buildable Lands Report, 

expected in 2021. 

Appendix A shows estimates of developable land and residential capacity by zoning designation. 

 

 

https://www.trpc.org/236
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Residential Capacity 
TRPC’s land supply model estimates sufficient capacity in the Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater urban areas 

for about 40,000 new dwelling units in 2020, with about one third of the capacity in each urban area 

(Table 8-1). Capacity is split among a range of zoning types: about 41 percent in primarily multifamily 

zones; 26 percent in mixed single-family/multifamily zones; and 33 percent in primarily single-family 

zones.  

Having capacity in a range of zoning types is important since different household types tend to gravitate 

towards different housing and ownership types.  

 

Table 8-1. Residential capacity by generalized zoning district, 2017 

Density Category Lacey Olympia Tumwater TOTAL 
Commercial, Mixed Use, and High Density 
Multifamily 3,500 7,100 1,800 12,400 

Moderate Density Multifamily 2,000 300 1,700 4,000 

Mixed Residential and Planned Communities 6,600 1,700 2,300 10,500 

Medium Density 2,200 5,000 4,600 11,800 

Low Density and Sensitive 0 1,000 500 1,600 

TOTAL 14,400 15,100 10,800 40,300 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

Table 8-2 describes the amount of residential development capacity by the type of developable parcel. 

About 600 units are on lots that have been recently permitted or subdivided and will be constructed 

over the next few months. A number of projects are in the development pipeline or part of master 

planned communities. These projects represent about 9,100 units that will most likely be built over the 

next few years. The remaining capacity is on parcels with no plans for development. These include 

vacant parcels (about 13,100 units), subdividable parcels with at least one existing dwelling (13,800 

units), and redevelopable parcels (about 3,700 units). These parcels will most likely develop over the 

next few decades. 

 

Table 8-2. Residential capacity by type of developable parcel, 2020 

Capacity Type Lacey Olympia Tumwater TOTAL 

Recently Permitted or Subdivision Lots 400 100 100 600 

Planned Projects and Master Planned Communities 4,200 1,900 3,000 9,100 

Vacant Single Lots 100 400 100 600 

Vacant Subdividable Lands 3,600 5,800 3,100 12,500 

Partially Used, Subdividable Lands 4,900 4,500 4,300 13,800 

Redevelopment 1,100 2,400 300 3,700 

TOTAL 14,400 15,100 10,800 40,300 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Since some types of capacity are more likely to develop than others, it is important to have development 

potential on parcels of all types. Too much capacity on parcels that are more expensive (such as 

redevelopment parcels) or slow to enter the market (partially used, subdividable parcels) could constrict 

the supply of housing. 

 

Unique Housing Needs 
Apart from single-family, multifamily, and manufactured homes, Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater’s zoning 

regulations permit – either outright or conditionally – a range of unique housing needs important for 

specific populations. These include: 

• Housing for those experiencing homelessness including shelters, emergency housing, 

transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing 

• Facilities for people with medical needs such as nursing homes, adult family homes, and mental 

health facilities 

• Correctional and rehabilitation facilities 

Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and their unincorporated urban growth areas contain about 8,800 acres of 

developable land, plus additional land suitable for infill or redevelopment (Figure 8-1). About a third is 

suitable for commercial or industrial development with the remainder residential. Based on this 

assessment, the region should have sufficient land capacity for future housing needs for populations 

with unique needs. 

 

Figure 8-1. Developable land 

 
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 
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Appendix A.  

Development Trends by Zoning 

District 
 

The following tables include a summary of permit trends and development capacity for zoning districts 

in Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and their unincorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs). 

Permit trend data come from Thurston Regional Planning Council’s (TRPC) building permit database. 

TRPC compiles permits for new dwelling units annually from data provided by city, town, county, and 

tribal reservation building departments. For larger subdivision and mixed-use projects, data are entered 

as permits are issued, which will occur after the project is approved.  

Data on buildable land and residential capacity come from TRPC Population and Employment Forecast 

work program. Using average densities based on recent development trend in each zone, TRPC 

estimates the buildable area on each parcel plus the number of dwelling units that the parcel could 

likely accommodate, should the parcel develop. Estimates take into account any exiting development, 

wetlands and other critical areas, and probability of redevelopment. Data support the Buildable Lands 

Report for Thurston County. Documentation is available at www.trpc.org/236.  

 

https://www.trpc.org/236
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Lacey 

Zone Location 

Permitting Trends 
Buildable Land 

(Acres) 
Residential Capacity 

(Number of Units) on: 

1995-
1999 

2000-
2004 

2005-
2009 

2010-
2014 

2015-
2019 Res. Comm. 

Vacant 
Land 

Redev. 
Land 

Aquatic City 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Central Business District 4 City 56 62 0 1 0 1 10 13 46 

Central Business District 5 City 0 1 156 0 244 0 7 304 71 

Community Office District City 0 150 296 0 0 2 44 46 0 

General Commercial City 0 2 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 

High Density Residential City 20 167 500 202 834 66 0 1,156 0 

High Density Residential UGA 1 182 0 1 277 88 0 852 0 

Lacey Historic Neighborhood City 9 3 3 1 1 16 2 29 0 

Low Density Residential (LD 0-4) City 637 227 522 282 131 230 2 770 0 

Low Density Residential (LD 0-4) UGA 254 296 121 54 160 362 5 1,669 0 

Low Density Residential (LD 3-6) City 802 290 1,442 424 145 45 0 265 0 

Low Density Residential (LD 3-6) UGA 359 597 222 159 286 561 7 3,520 0 

McAllister Geologically Sensitive Area UGA 61 111 126 72 36 516 24 2,824 0 

Mixed Use High Density Corridor City 190 7 1 1 589 17 19 551 117 

Mixed Use High Density Corridor UGA 2 164 1 0 257 16 22 322 643 

Mixed Use Moderate Density Corridor City 0 0 0 0 28 8 12 69 4 

Mixed Use Moderate Density Corridor UGA 0 2 59 0 0 7 11 136 58 

Moderate Density Residential City 564 208 939 392 295 111 0 1,024 0 

Moderate Density Residential UGA 98 199 104 14 137 168 0 998 0 

Natural City 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Open Space (Institutional) City 4 5 1 17 36 0 0 64 0 

Open Space (Institutional) UGA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Open Space (Park) UGA 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shoreline Residential City 5 3 4 4 3 1 0 4 0 

Urban Conservancy City 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Village (Urban) Center City 0 0 0 10 76 15 12 198 0 

Village (Urban) Center UGA 0 0 95 100 0 0 29 372 0 

Woodland District City 0 0 101 0 0 3 6 135 1,583 

TOTAL  3,067 2,679 4,694 1,734 3,535 2,233 242 15,324 2,522 
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Olympia 

Zone Location 

Permitting Trends 
Buildable Land 

(Acres) 
Residential Capacity 

(Number of Units) on: 

1995-
1999 

2000-
2004 

2005-
2009 

2010-
2014 

2015-
2019 Res. Comm. 

Vacant 
Land 

Redev. 
Land 

Community Oriented Shopping Center UGA 0 0 28 10 0 3 7 31 0 

Downtown Business  City 43  5 58 356 3 9 398 1539 

High Density Corridor-4 City 0 0 0 0 166 4 48 572 2931 

Manufactured Housing Park City 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 

Medical Service  City 60 80 24 0 0 8 37 171 100 

Mixed Residential (MR-10-18) City 0 23 11 3 4 19 0 129 0 

Neighborhood Retail City 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 2 

Neighborhood Retail UGA 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 7 2 

Neighborhood Village City 0 0 9 149 257 33 7 446 0 

Planned Unit Development City 1 2 64 36 0 1 1 14 103 

Professional Office/Residential Multifamily City 260 2 80 400 1 28 46 611 386 

Residential (R 1/5) City 5 0 1 0 0 6 0 5 0 

Residential (R 1/5) UGA 11 3 30 11 3 33 0 28 0 

Residential (R-4) City 1 5 0 0 0 9 0 16 0 

Residential (R-4) UGA 72 19 25 25 12 71 5 136 0 

Residential (R-4-8) City 573 395 231 117 94 737 22 3,882 0 

Residential (R-4-8) UGA 289 349 186 100 35 293 4 1,395 0 

Residential (R-6-12) City 142 118 142 147 24 154 4 1,053 0 

Residential (R-6-12) UGA 16 87  48 86 9 0 97 0 

Residential Low Impact City 7 130 294 179 205 131 3 509 0 

Residential Low Impact UGA 105 299 2 1 2 46 2 129 0 

Residential Mixed Use  City 0 29 0 0 0 0 1 23 0 

Residential Multifamily (RM-18) City 45 16 18 138 37 59 2 919 0 

Residential Multifamily (RM-18) UGA 0 0 198 0 0 10 0 174 0 

Residential Multifamily (RM-24) City 89 1 30 580 126 50 0 984 0 

Single-Family Residential (Chambers Basin) City 0 2 1 0 1 68 0 285 0 

Urban Residential City 4 32  0  2 3 184 0 

Urban Village City 2 0 62 130 238 25 10 366 0 

Urban Waterfront City 284 0 12 0 116 4 14 572 343 

Urban Waterfront - Housing City 0 0 0 0 140 2 1 301 380 

TOTAL  2,011 1,592 1,454 2,132 1,905 1,809 230 13,445 5,786 
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Tumwater 

Zone Location 

Permitting Trends 
Buildable Land 

(Acres) 
Residential Capacity 
(Number of Units) on 

1995-
1999 

2000-
2004 

2005-
2009 

2010-
2014 

2015-
2019 Res. Comm. 

Vacant 
Land 

Redev. 
Land 

Airport Related Industry City 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 

Brewery District City 1 2 0 0 0 2 12 632 49 

Capitol Boulevard Community City 0 0 1 7 0 3 7 401 507 

Commercial Development UGA 1 0 0 1 0 0 12 0 1 

General Commercial City 5 3 3 3 2 6 138 124 43 

Greenbelt UGA 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Light Industrial City 5 4 2 1 0 0 664 0 0 

Light Industrial UGA 11 7 3 2 4 0 212 0 0 

Manufactured Home Park City 42 21 22 7 10 6 0 44 0 

Mixed Use  City 2 0 0 40 0 5 35 65 26 

Multifamily High Density Residential City 0 0 229 0 322 14 0 544 0 

Multifamily Medium Density Residential City 2 131 152 134 165 128 10 1,018 0 

Multifamily Medium Density Residential UGA 21 20 10 3 11 72 11 599 0 

Neighborhood Commercial UGA 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

Open Space City 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Open Space UGA   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Residential/Sensitive Resource City 31 52 66 14 11 113 0 369 0 

Residential/Sensitive Resource UGA 4 3 0 0 2 48 0 124 0 

Single-Family Low Density Residential City 319 205 292 216 215 530 2 2,736 0 

Single-Family Low Density Residential UGA 54 29 10 2 12 419 18 1,985 0 

Single-Family Medium Density Residential City 150 383 237 409 127 341 25 1,841 0 

Single-Family Medium Density Residential UGA 10 3 1 1 2 97 0 446 0 

Town Center Multifamily Residential City 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 11 33 

TOTAL  664 866 1,031 840 883 1,785 1,158 10,939 659 
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Appendix B.  

Household Income Forecast 
 

Introduction 
In 2019, the state Department of Commerce awarded a grant to the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater to develop a Housing Action Plan. The plan includes four components: 

• A Regional Housing Needs Assessment, with an inventory of the current housing stock, household 
characteristics, the population’s housing needs, and any gaps in housing availability. 

• A household income forecast to identify future housing needs 

• A survey of landlords and rental property owners to better understand housing costs 

• A Housing Action Plan—to be adopted by the cities—which provides a list of actions for the cities 
to implement to promote the development of a housing stock that meets the needs of current 
and future residents 

This report documents the methodology and results of the household income forecast, which provides 
jurisdictions with a projection of the number of households in different income brackets. This information 
can be used to identify actions that encourage development of housing over the next 25 years that is 
adequate and affordable to households of all incomes. 

Preparation of the household income forecast occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic 
resulted in high levels of unemployment and reduced wages for many residents of Thurston County. The 
baseline forecast uses pre-pandemic sources of data and assumes a full recovery. However, given the 
uncertainty around the long-term impacts of the pandemic, five scenarios were also prepared to look at 
alternative growth projections. 

 

What Factors Affect Income? 
Household income is complex and influenced by a number of factors. The household income forecast 
focuses on four factors. 

Total Employment by Industry 
Employment affects the number of wage earners 
in a county. 

Wages by Industry 
Wages affect how much individuals earn, and the 
amount of income they contribute to the 
households. 

Commuting 
The number of commuters impacts how much 
income is moved between counties. 

Population and Age 
The number of people in each age bracket 
reflects the size of the labor force versus the 
number of people too young to work or who 
have retired. 
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These factors are discussed in more detail below. 

 

Sources of Data 
Numerous data sources of data are available on population, age, employment, wages, and commuting. 
These include: 

• Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM): Population estimates and projections 
by age for counties. Statewide employment projections. 

• Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC): Employment projections for Thurston County. 

• Washington State Employment Security Department (ESD): Average annual employment counts 
and wages by industry. 

• U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 

• U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS): Estimates of population, age, 
employment, and earnings by county. 

• Census Transportation Planning Products (CTPP): County-to-county commute flows using a 
special tabulation of American Community Survey Data. 

TRPC used these sources were to develop 25-year projections for population, age, employment, wages, 
and commuting that were input into the housing income forecast. The following sections explore some of 
those topics and how they relate to income and wages. 

 

Employment by Industry 
TRPC projects that employment in Thurston County will add over 60,000 new jobs between 2015 and 
2045, a growth rate of about 1.4 percent per year. This is slightly faster than the state Office of Financial 
Management’s projections for Washington State (Table 1). 

The two fastest growing industries are projected to be educational services, health care and social 
assistance; and professional and business services. Both are projected to increase by about 1.6 percent 
per year. Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental leasing is expected to be a close third at 1.4 
percent per year. 

The industries seeing the largest growth in terms of total numbers are also the largest industries: 
educational services, and health care and social assistance; public administration and government 
employment; and professional and business services. 

 

 

Fastest Growing Industries in 

Thurston County (projected) 

• Educational services, and health care 
and social assistance 

• Professional and business services 
• Finance and insurance, and real estate 

and rental and leasing 

Largest Industries in 

Thurston County 

• Educational services, and health care 
and social assistance 

• Public administration (government) 
• Professional and business services 
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Table 1: Total Employment Estimates and Projections 

 
 Thurston County Washington State 

NAICS Industry 2015 2045 Rate 2015 2045 Rate 

11,21 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 3,321 3,700 0.4% 209,500 257,800 0.8% 

22,48-49 Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 3,053 4,000 0.9% 100,900 115,600 0.5% 

23 Construction 6,334 8,600 1.0% 173,300 219,800 1.0% 

31-33 Manufacturing 4,152 5,100 0.7% 291,900 299,300 0.1% 

42 Wholesale trade 3,857 5,300 1.1% 132,000 143,100 0.3% 

44-45 Retail trade 15,555 22,100 1.2% 355,000 463,900 1.1% 

51 Information 1,344 1,600 0.6% 114,400 157,000 1.3% 

52-53 Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing 10,028 15,300 1.4% 147,700 161,400 0.4% 

54-56 Professional and business services 15,951 25,400 1.6% 389,700 620,400 1.9% 

61-62 Educational services, and health care and social assistance 19,375 31,100 1.6% 448,500 630,400 1.4% 

71-72 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services 11,982 17,600 1.3% 310,100 409,500 1.1% 

81 Other services, except public administration 8,183 12,100 1.3% 115,000 120,800 0.2% 

 Government / Public administration 37,640 49,000 0.9% 562,000 778,700 1.3% 

 Total 140,775 200,900 1.2% 3,350,000 4,377,700 1.1% 

Sources: OFM; TRPC Forecast 
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Wages 
Wages make up about 71 percent of total income for Thurston County households. For lower-income 
households specifically, Social Security, Supplemental Social Security, and other forms of public assistance 
can make up over 30 percent of a household’s income. Figure 1 shows sources of income by household 
income level. 

Average wage earnings for employed Thurston County 
residents are $54,500 (Table 2). Average wages vary widely by 
industry, from a high of $110,600 for the utility industry to a 
low of $20,700 for arts, entertainment, and recreation. 
Nominal wages (wages not adjusted for inflation) increased 2.4 
percent per year between 2001 and 2018. This is in line with 
inflation (Table 3). For many industries, wage increases can 
vary widely on a year-to-year basis making projections of 
future wages difficult. 

 

 

 

Table 2: 2019 Average Wage Earnings by Industry for Covered Employment 

NAICS Industry subsectors 
Thurston 
County 

Washington 
State 

Percent 
Difference 

11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting $39,800 $33,700 18% 

21 Mining 56,100 74,900 -25% 

22 Utilities 110,600 105,300 5% 

23 Construction 64,300 67,800 -5% 

31-33 Manufacturing 58,500 81,300 -28% 

42 Wholesale trade 73,600 82,400 -11% 

44-45 Retail trade 34,000 62,300 -45% 

48-49 Transportation & warehousing 45,900 64,700 -29% 

51 Information 92,700 207,000 -55% 

52 Finance and insurance 75,900 101,000 -25% 

53 Real estate, rental and leasing 43,000 58,400 -26% 

54 Professional, scientific, and technical services 75,600 104,000 -27% 

55 Management of companies and enterprises 76,600 123,400 -38% 

56 Administrative and waste management services 41,300 53,100 -22% 

61 Educational services 33,800 40,200 -16% 

62 Healthcare and social assistance 54,700 54,700 0% 

71 Arts, entertainment, and recreation 20,700 33,200 -38% 

72 Accommodation and food services 22,000 25,300 -13% 

81 Other services (except public administration) 46,000 42,600 8% 
 Government 66,200 66,900 -1% 
 Total $54,500 $69,600 -22% 

Source: ESD Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (2019 Annual Average) 

Thurston County Industries 

with the Highest Wages 

• Utilities 
• Information 
• Management of companies and 

enterprises 
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Figure 1: Sources of Income in Thurston County by Household Income Bracket 

 

Source: 2014-2018 ACS PUMS. AMI is the Area Median Family Income. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Average Annual Increase in Wages (2001-2018) 

NAICS Industry Average Minimum Maximum 

11, 21 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 6.5% -14.7% 63.7% 

22, 48-49 Transportation and warehousing, and utilities -0.8% -11.4% 5.9% 

23 Construction 2.3% -9.7% 31.9% 

31-33 Manufacturing 2.3% -3.5% 8.6% 

42 Wholesale trade 2.7% -22.0% 40.9% 

44-45 Retail trade 1.1% -11.6% 5.4% 

51 Information 2.4% -23.4% 24.3% 

52-53 Finance and insurance, and real estate, rental  
and leasing 

1.4% -12.6% 29.3% 

54 Professional, scientific, and management, and 
administrative and waste management services 

3.3%  -4.5% 
 

8.7% 
 

61-62 Educational services, and health care and social asst. 2.6% -6.7% 5.8% 

71-72 Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and  
accommodations and food services 

3.4%  -3.1% 
 

10.2% 
 

81 Other services except public administration 3.0% -3.4% 8.6% 

 Government / Public administration 3.0% 0.0% 7.8% 

 All Wages 2.4% 0.1% 4.4% 

 Inflation 2.3% 0.3% 4.2% 

Source: BEA tables CAEMP25 and CAINC5; Consumer Price Index for Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Less than 30% AMI

30-50% AMI

50-80% AMI

80-100% AMI

Greater than 100% AMI

Wages or salary Self-employment Interest, dividends, and net rental

Retirement Social Security Supplementary Security

Public assistance All other
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Commuting 
TRPC projects that between 2020 and 2045, the number of commuters to or from Thurston County will 
increase by about 40 percent. Out-bound commuters will continue to make up about 60 percent of all 
county-to-county commuters (Figure 2). 

The ratio of outbound commuters to inbound commuters affects how much income is brought into the 
County. More people leave Thurston County than commute to it for work which brings income to our 
communities. 

People tend to commute out of county for higher-wage jobs. Most out-of-county commuters have higher 
incomes that those who live and work in the same county (Table 4). Average wage earnings for Thurston 
County residents who work within the County is about $46,200. When outbound commuters are 
included, the average increases to $49,500. 

 

Figure 2: Commute Forecast 

 

Source: TRPC Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update) 

 

 

Table 4: Average Wage Earnings by Place of Residence and Place of Work 

 Place of Work 

Place of Residence 
Thurston 
County 

Pierce 
County 

Southwest 
WA 

Olympic 
Peninsula 

Northwest 
WA 

Eastern 
WA 

Total 

Thurston County 46,200 56,800 56,500 56,700 62,900 – 49,500 

Pierce County 51,300 45,700 – 60,500 60,200 – 49,800 

Southwest WA 41,100 – 43,400 – 64,500 43,000 43,500 

Olympic Peninsula 46,800 48,000 – 42,500 84,500 – 46,000 

Northwest WA – 55,200 – 54,300 64,800 – 64,600 

Eastern WA – – 49,400 – 71,000 43,100 43,400 

Total 46,700 47,300 43,700 43,600 64,700 43,200 55,500 

Source: 2014-2018 ACS PUMS. 
Note: Excludes out of state commutes and county pairs with fewer than 100 records  
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Age 
Age affects income in a number of ways, including: 

• The number of people in the labor force 
(generally age 18 through 65) 

• Length of employment, amount of job 
experience, and compensation 

• Type of employment and industry 
Thurston County’s working age population is projected to increase by over 44,300 people over the next 
25 years (Figure 3). Thurston County however, like most counties in Washington State, has an aging 
population. The population age 65 and older is expected to increase by over 65 percent between 2020 
and 2045. The main source of income for this group is retirement savings and Social Security, not wages. 

As the baby-boomer population retires, many higher-wage jobs this will open up for the younger age 
cohorts. This is particularly true for state employment, which has an older workforce compared to the 
county average. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Percent of Population in Five-Year Age Cohorts 

  

Source: OFM Growth Management Act County Projections (2017)  
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Income Forecast Methodology 
TRPC modified microdata available from the U.S. Census Bureau to simulate a theoretical 2045 
population. This population could then be used to calculate the future median family income and number 
of households in defined income brackets. 

 

American Community Survey 
The U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing survey that collects data on all 
the drivers of income—place of work and residence, age, wages, and employment industry. Data are 
released on a yearly basis and are available as one-year or five-year averages, depending on the 
population for the geography of interest. 

 

Public Use Microdata Sample 
The Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) is a unique subset of ACS data. The Census Bureau releases the 
complete survey responses for about 5 percent of the population. Data are only available for unique 
geographies with at least 100,000 people – called Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs). The sample is 
chosen so that it is representative of the population as a whole, without identifying a single individual. 
Additional modifications are made to preserve the confidentiality of individuals’ responses. Each record is 
given a weight that identifies the estimated number of people it represents in the overall population. 

The advantage of the PUMS data is that they allow for summarization in ways that are not available 
through the standard pretabulated ACS tables. This gives researchers more flexibility in the types of 
analyses they can perform. 

 

Modifying the PUMS Weights 
For the income forecast, the weights were adjusted to represent a projected 2045 population. Weights 
were adjusted to control for two factors: 

• Total population by six geographic regions (Thurston County, Pierce County, Northwest 
Washington, Southwest Washington, Olympic Peninsula, and Eastern Washington) and five age 
brackets. Population estimates for 2045 came from the Office of Financial Management’s 2017 
Growth Management Act supplemental projections. 

• Total 2045 employment by 13 industry categories for Thurston County and the remainder of 
Washington State, plus the unemployed population. Statewide projections came from the Office 
of Financial Management. Thurston County projections came from TRPC’s Population and 
Employment Forecast. 

Since growth rates are different for each industry, population in each county, and population in each age 
group, iterative proportional fitting was used to ensure the expanded population matched the totals 
(marginals) in each county, age, and employment industry category. 
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“Stretching” the 2014-2018 ACS PUMS data to fit a 2045 population and workforce provides a 
conservative estimate of that population. It assumes no major changes in wage distribution of 
employment industries, employment industry chosen by different age groups, or commute patterns, for 
example. 

Table 5 shows the percent change in population for each of the county, age, and industry groups between 
the 2014-2018 American Community Survey data and 2045 projections. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Iterative Proportional Fitting 

Iterative Proportional Fitting — also known as IPF — is a statistical procedure used to estimate the 
values of a crosstab table when only the marginal totals are known. 

In the example below, the total number of people in each age group and employment industry is 
known. However, the number of people in age group employed in each industry is not known. What if 
the number of people age 30-45 who work in retail is needed? IPF can be used to estimate the missing 
data. 

Job 
Industry 

Age 
<30 

Age 
30-45 

Age 
45-60 

Total 

Services ? ? ? 52 

Retail ? ? ? 28 

Construction ? ? ? 11 

Resources ? ? ? 9 

Total 31 37 32 100 

IPF Example. The totals for each row and 
column are known, but not the individual 
cells. 

The accuracy of the procedure can be improved 
by “seeding” the table, for example, with survey 
data. Through an iterative process, the initial 
seed values are refined until they equal the 
known totals for each row and column. 

For the income forecast, the population growth 
in 30 place of residence/age group categories are 
the columns, and the rows are the employment 
growth in 27 employment industry/place of work 
categories. 2014-2018 PUMS data are used as 
the seed. 
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Table 5: Population Expansion Factors 

   Employment Industry NAICS Code 

Place of 
Residence 

Place of 
Work Age 1

1
-2

1
 

2
2
, 
4

8
-4

9
 

2
3

 

3
1
-3

3
 

4
2

 

4
4
-4

5
 

5
1

 

5
2
-5

3
 

5
4
-5

6
 

6
1
-6

2
 

7
1
-7

2
 

8
1

 

9
2

 

N
o

t 
 

E
m

p
lo

y
e
d

 

Thurston Thurston 0-19 20% – 51% 35% 50% 56% 25% 58% 68% 69% 66% 59% 40% 23% 

Thurston Thurston 20-34 -7% 9% 16% 4% 15% 20% -3% 22% 30% 30% 28% 23% 8% -5% 

Thurston Thurston 35-49 12% 31% 40% 26% 39% 45% 16% 47% 56% 57% 54% 48% 30% 14% 

Thurston Thurston 50-64 17% 37% 46% 31% 45% 51% 21% 53% 62% 63% 60% 54% 35% 19% 

Thurston Thurston 65+ 81% 112% 126% 103% – 134% 88% 138% 152% 153% 148% 139% 109% 85% 
                 

Thurston Other 0-19 31% 22% 38% 11% 16% 42% – 13% 71% 48% 45% 9% 51% – 

Thurston Other 20-34 1% -6% 7% -15% -10% 10% 15% -13% 32% 14% 12% -16% 16% – 

Thurston Other 35-49 21% 13% 28% 3% 8% 32% 39% 5% 59% 38% 35% 2% 40% – 

Thurston Other 50-64 26% 18% 34% 7% 12% 38% 45% 10% 66% 43% 40% 6% 46% – 

Thurston Other 65+ 96% 83% 107% 66% 74% 114% 124% 70% 157% 122% 118% 64% 126% – 
                 

Other Thurston 0-19 21% – – – – 54% – – 61% – 64% 52% 40% – 

Other Thurston 20-34 2% 20% 22% 11% 28% 27% 1% 24% 39% 39% 34% 34% 14% – 

Other Thurston  35-49 18% 28% 37% 24% 34% 42% 13% 43% 52% 54% 51% 50% 29% – 

Other Thurston 50-64 6% 25% 25% 16% 27% 39% 15% 42% 49% 47% 48% 46% 18% – 

Other Thurston 65+ 51% – 144% 107% 147% 147% – 162% 152% 143% 144% – 115% – 

Note: Table shows the percent increase in that group’s population between 2014-2018 and 2045. Employment Industry NAICS codes are shown in Table 2. 
“Other” includes five regions (Pierce County, Northwest Washington, Southwest Washington, Olympic Peninsula, and Eastern Washington) aggregated here for 
simplicity.  
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Results 

Median Family Income 
Median family income is the threshold at which half of family households earn more and half of family 
households earn less. Without accounting for inflation, median family income is projected to increase 1.3 
percent, from $82,400 to $83,400 in real 2018 dollars. This change is well within the margin of error, 
suggesting that future households’ income will not differ significantly from now. 

From the projected 2045 median family income, new income thresholds can be calculated. These values, 
which vary by household size, are shown in Table 6. 

 

Figure 4: Projected Income Distribution (All Households) 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2014-2018 ACS; TRPC Income Forecast 

 

Table 6: Income Limits in Real 2018 Dollars 

  1-person 2-Person 4-Person 

  2014-18 2045 2014-18 2045 2014-18 2045 

Extremely Low Inc.  30% AMFI $17,300 $17,500 $19,800 $20,000 $24,700 $25,000 

Very Low Income  50% AMFI $28,800 $29,200 $33,000 $33,400 $41,200 $41,700 

Low Income  80% AMFI $46,100 $46,700 $52,700 $53,400 $65,900 $66,700 

Median Income 100% AMFI $57,700 $58,400 $65,900 $66,700 $82,400 $83,400 

 120% AMFI $69,200 $70,100 $79,100 $80,100 $98,900 $100,100 

Note: AMFI is the Area Median Family Household Income. 2045 income limits are shown in real 2018 dollars. 
Nominal values will be higher due to inflation. Documentation on how HUD calculates income limits, including for 
household sizes not show here, is available at www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html.  
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Countywide Income Forecast 
With the projected median family income, the number of households in different income brackets can be 
calculated. By 2045, an additional 22,300 low-income households are expected, including 11,600 very 
low-income households, and 5,400 extremely low-income households (Table 7).  

 

Table 7: Households by Income Bracket 

 # Households % Households 

Income Group 2014-2018 2045 Change 2014-2018 2045 

Less than 30% AMI 12,400 17,800 5,400 11.5% 10.8% 

30 to 50% AMI 11,600 17,800 6,200 10.7% 10.8% 

50 to 80% AMI 19,400 30,100 10,700 18.0% 18.3% 

80 to 100% AMI 13,700 20,700 7,000 12.6% 12.6% 

100% to 120% AMI 10,500 15,800 5,300 9.7% 9.6% 

Greater than 120% AMI 40,500 62,200 21,700 37.5% 37.9% 

Total 108,100 164,400 56,300 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: AMI is the Area Median Household Income 

 

Since there is considerable uncertainty in what the future holds, especially given the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic, TRPC looked at five alterative scenarios: 

• COVID-19: 10 percent reduction in retail trade employment. 15 percent reduction in leisure and 
hospitality employment. 5 percent reduction in all other service employment 

• New and Emerging Industries: 5 percent increase in manufacturing. 10 percent increase in 
manufacturing wages 

• Decrease in Public Assistance: 10 percent decrease in public assistance (Social Security, 
Supplemental Social Security, and other Public Assistance) 

• Increased Government Wages: Government wages increased 10 percent over inflation 

• Minimum Wage: 25 percent increase in wage earnings if hourly wage is less than $12/hour 
The scenarios are included not to describe scenarios that are likely or expected, but to better understand 
how sensitive the forecast methodology is to possible changes and the relative importance of different 
inputs. 

Changes to median family income were within the margin of error of current estimates. However, the 
scenarios do show the importance of programs targeting the lowest-income households. Increasing the 
minimum wage showed the greatest reduction in the number of very low-income households (those 
earning less than 50 percent of the median). A 10 percent decrease in public assistance programs 
(including Social Security, Supplemental Social Security, and other forms of public assistance) saw the 
largest increase in the number of very low-income households.  

Table 8 shows a summary of the scenario results. 
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Table 8: Change in Income and Cost-Burdened Households for Scenarios 

 Change in 
Median 

Household Income 

Change in Number of Extremely Low 
and Very Low-Income Households* 

Number Percent 

COVID-19 − 0.7%  + 400 + 1.1% 

New and Emerging Industries + 0.2%  − 200 − 0.6% 

Decrease in Public Assistance − 1.2%  + 500 + 1.4% 

Increased Government Wages + 1.4%  + 200 + 0.6% 

Minimum Wage + 0.3%  − 900 − 2.5% 

Note: *Households earning less than 50 percent of the household median income 
Change in cost burdened households may be due in part due to a change in income thresholds. 

 

City/UGA Income Forecast 
The Dept. of Housing and Urban Development receives a custom data tabulation of ACS data from the 
U.S. Census Bureau. This dataset — known as the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 
data — are intended to demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs in communities, 
particularly for low income households. CHAS data include city-level estimates of households for the 
income brackets used in the Thurston County housing income forecast. 

Since the income forecast showed only small changes in the overall distribution of households by income, 
it was assumed that there would also be little change at the city level from the CHAS estimates. Numbers 
were adjusted so that the totals for each jurisdiction match TRPC’s 2045 housing forecast. 

Table 9 shows the current number of households in the five income brackets (2012-2016 average) 
compared to the projected number of households in 2045.  
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Table 9: Current and Projected Income Distributions by Jurisdiction 

2012-2016 CHAS Lacey Olympia Tumwater Remainder Thurston 

Less than 30% AMFI 1,690 3,300 1,175 5,900 12,065 

30 to 50% AMFI 1,860 2,680 850 4,400 9,790 

50 to 80% AMFI 3,590 3,500 1,440 8,850 17,380 

80 to 100% AMFI 2,170 1,880 1,015 6,470 11,535 

Greater than 100% 8,695 9,920 4,865 29,220 52,700 

Total 18,010 21,275 9,340 54,845 103,470 

      

2045 Projection Lacey Olympia Tumwater Remainder Thurston 

Less than 30% AMFI 2,200 5,200 1,900 8,500 17,800 

30 to 50% AMFI 3,000 5,200 1,700 7,900 17,800 

50 to 80% AMFI 5,500 6,500 2,800 15,300 30,100 

80 to 100% AMFI 3,500 3,600 2,000 11,600 20,700 

Greater than 100% 11,400 15,700 8,100 42,800 78,000 

Total 25,600 36,200 16,500 86,100 164,400 

      

2012-2016 to 2045 Change Lacey Olympia Tumwater Remainder Thurston 

Less than 30% AMFI 500 1,900 700 2,600 5,700 

30 to 50% AMFI 1,100 2,500 800 3,500 8,000 

50 to 80% AMFI 1,900 3,000 1,400 6,400 12,700 

80 to 100% AMFI 1,300 1,700 1,000 5,100 9,200 

Greater than 100% 2,700 5,800 3,200 13,600 25,300 

Total 7,600 14,900 7,200 31,300 60,900 

Note: AMFI is the area median family income. HUD combines the 100-120% and 120%+ AMFI categories in the 
CHAS dataset. 
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Appendix C.  

Detailed Source Information 
 

Chapter 2. Population Characteristics 

Figures 
• Figure 2-1. Thurston County population, 1980-2045 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Figure 2-2. Population in cities including their unincorporated urban growth areas, 2010-2045 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Table 3 

https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data 

• Figure 2-3. Age of Thurston County population, 2020 and 2045 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Figure 2-4. Racial and ethnic diversity in Thurston County, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B03002 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B03002 

• Figure 2-5. Disability status in Thurston County by age, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B03002 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101 

• Figure 2-6. Disability by age, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B03002 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101 

 

Tables 
• Table 2-1. Population, 2020 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Table 3 

https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B03002
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101
https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data
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• Table 2-2. Age of Population, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B01001 and B01002 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01002 

• Table 2-3. Age of Thurston County population as a percent of total, 2020-2045 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Table 2-4. Racial and Ethnic Diversity in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 2000 and 2014-2018 

average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B03002 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B03002 

• Table 2-5. Types of disability in the Thurston County population, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B18102 to B18107 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18102 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18103 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18104 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18105 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18106 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18107 

• Table 2-6. Disability by age, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B18101 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101 

 

Chapter 3. Household Characteristics 

Figures 
• Figure 3-1. Average household size in Thurston County, 1960-2018 

U.S. Census Bureau 1960 through 2010 Decennial Census Table H12 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.H12 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25010 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25010 

• Figure 3-2. Thurston County households by type, 1970-2018 

Historical: University of Minnesota IPUMS NHGIS 

Current: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001  

• Figure 3-3. Households by type, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01002
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B03002
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18102
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18103
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18104
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18105
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18106
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18107
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B18101
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&layer=VT_2010_050_00_PY_D1&cid=H012001&text=H12&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.H12&hidePreview=false&vintage=2010
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25010
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001
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• Figure 3-4 Households with children, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B11001 and B11004 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11004 

• Figure 3-5. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009 

• Figure 3-6. Thurston County household size by race and ethnicity, 2010 

U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Decennial Census Tables P28 and P28I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P28 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P28I 

• Figure 3-7. Population in group quarters in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater by facility type, 2010 

U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Decennial Census: Table P42 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P42 

• Figure 3-8. Population in group quarters in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 1980-2045 

Historical: University of Minnesota IPUMS NHGIS 

Table: AU9 Persons in Group Quarters by Group Quarters Type 

https://data2.nhgis.org/main  

Projections: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Special Query/Unpublished 

• Figure 3-9. Owner occupied households by census tract, 2014-2018  

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25003 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003  

• Figure 3-10. Ownership and tenancy, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25003 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003 

• Figure 3-11. Household size by tenure in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 

average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009  

• Figure 3-12. Tenure by race and ethnicity in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 2014-2018 

average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B25003 and B25003I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003I  

• Figure 3-13. Median family and household incomes, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B19013 and B19113 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19013 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19113  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11004
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P28
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P28I
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P42
https://data2.nhgis.org/main
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25003I
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19013
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19113
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• Figure 3-14. Percent of households by income, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B19001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001 

• Figure 3-15. Median household income by census tract, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B19013 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19013  

• Figure 3-16. Household income in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by race and ethnicity, 

2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B19001A to B19001I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001A 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001B 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001C 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001D 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001E 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001F 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001G 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001H 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001I 

 

Tables 
• Table 3-1. Average household size, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25010 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25010 

• Table 3-2. Average household size by race and ethnicity, 2010 

U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Decennial Census Tables P16, P16I, P18, P18I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P18 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P18I 

• Table 3-3. Households by type, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001 

• Table 3-4. Households with children, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B11001 and B11004 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11004 

• Table 3-5. Household size by location, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19013
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001A
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001B
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001C
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001D
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001E
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001F
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001G
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001H
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25010
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16I
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P18
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P18I
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B11004
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009
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• Table 3-6. Types of group quarters 

U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Decennial Census Tables P28, P28I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16 

• Table 3-7. Households by income, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B19001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001  

• Table 3 8. Household Income in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by race and ethnicity, 

2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B19001A to B19001I 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001A 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001B 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001C 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001D 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001E 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001F 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001G 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001H 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001I 

 

Chapter 4. Unique Housing Needs 

Figures 
• Figure 4-1. Thurston County senior population, 2020 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Figure 4-2. Thurston County senior population, 2045 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Figure 4-3. Percent of population 65 or older by census tract, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B01001 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01001  

• Figure 4-4. Senior households in Thurston County by tenure, 1980-2018 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25007 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25007  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=DECENNIALSF12010.P16
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001A
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001B
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001C
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001D
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001E
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001F
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001G
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001H
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B19001
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067.140000&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B01001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25007
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• Figure 4-5. Senior households in Thurston County by type of dwelling, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

2014-2018 PUMS Data: Special Query/Unpublished 

• Figure 4-6. Adult family homes in Thurston County offering specialized care, 2020 

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services 

https://fortress.wa.gov/dshs/adsaapps/lookup/AFHAdvLookup.aspx 

• Figure 4-7. Homelessness in Thurston County, 2015-2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

Point-In-Time Homeless Census Reports for Thurston County 

https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html 

• Figure 4-8. Where the homeless shelter in Thurston County, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

Point-In-Time Homeless Census Reports for Thurston County 

https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html  

• Figure 4-9. Chronic homelessness in the Thurston County homeless, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

Point-In-Time Homeless Census Reports for Thurston County 

https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html  

• Figure 4 10. Age of those experiencing homelessness in Thurston County, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

2019 Thurston County Homeless Housing Summary 

• Figure 4 11. Disability among those experiencing homelessness in Thurston County, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

2019 Thurston County Homeless Housing Summary 

• Figure 4 12. Types of disabilities among those experiencing homelessness, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

2019 Thurston County Homeless Housing Summary 

• Figure 4-13. Household type for college students, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

2014-2018 PUMS Data: Special Query/Unpublished 

• Figure 4-14. Residents enrolled in college, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B14004 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B14004  

 

Tables 
• Figure 4-1. Thurston County senior population, 2020-2045 

Washington Office of Financial Management 

2017 Growth Management Act county projections 

https://fortress.wa.gov/dshs/adsaapps/lookup/AFHAdvLookup.aspx
https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html
https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html
https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/sscp/reports.html
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B14004
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https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-

projections/growth-management-act-county-projections 

• Table 4-2. Adult family and nursing homes in Thurston County, 2020 

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services 

https://fortress.wa.gov/dshs/adsaapps/lookup/AFHAdvLookup.aspx  

• Table 4-3. Military personnel and veterans, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B21001 and B23025 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B21001  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B23025  

• Table 4-4. Race and ethnicity of those experiencing homelessness in Thurston County, 2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

Homeless Management Information System: Special Query/Unpublished  

• Table 4-5. Poverty rate for Thurston County college students, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

2014-2018 PUMS Data: Special Query/Unpublished 

 

Chapter 5. Housing Supply 

Figures 
• Figure 5-1. Estimated and projected housing units in Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and their UGAs, 

2010-2045 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Table 4 

https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data 

• Figure 5-2. Occupied housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by building type 

and tenure, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25032 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25032  

• Figure 5-3. Housing types permitted in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater, 2000-2019 

Thurston Regional Planning Council: Annual Population Estimates Work Program 

https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data (Table 6) 

• Figure 5-4. Density of new residential development, 2000-2019 

Thurston Regional Planning Council: Buildable Lands Work Program 

Special Query/Unpublished 

• Figure 5-5. Occupied housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by number of 

bedrooms and tenancy, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25042 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections
https://fortress.wa.gov/dshs/adsaapps/lookup/AFHAdvLookup.aspx
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B21001
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B23025
https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25032
https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042
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• Figure 5-6. Housing units built in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by number of 

bedrooms, 1980-2019 

Thurston County Assessor Office: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Figure 5-7. Average number of bedrooms in housing units by decade 

Thurston County Assessor: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Figure 5-8. Home size in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined, 1980-2019  

Thurston County Assessor: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Figure 5-9. Average home size by decade 

Thurston County Assessor’s Office: Assessors Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Figure 5-10. Average housing unit sale price in Thurston County, 2018 

Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

Special query provided for Thurston Regional Planning Council 

https://www.trpc.org/455/Thurston-County-Home-Sales 

• Figure 5-11. Housing units sold in Thurston County, 2018 

Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

Special query provided for Thurston Regional Planning Council 

https://www.trpc.org/455/Thurston-County-Home-Sales 

• Figure 5-12. Median home sale price in July, 2010-2020 

Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

Special query provided for Thurston Regional Planning Council by Mark Kitabayashi 

• Figure 5-13. Thurston County Homeownership Affordability Index, 1995-2020 

University of Washington 

Washington Center for Real Estate Research: Housing Market Report 

http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/ 

• Figure 5-14. Median home sale price (adjusted for inflation), 2006-2019 

University of Washington 

Washington Center for Real Estate Research: Housing Market Report 

http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/ 

• Figure 5-15. Average rent in Thurston County (inflation-adjusted), 2001-2020 

University of Washington 

https://www.trpc.org/455/Thurston-County-Home-Sales
https://www.trpc.org/455/Thurston-County-Home-Sales
http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/
http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/
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Washington Center for Real Estate Research: Apartment Market Survey 

http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/ 

• Figure 5-16. Median gross rent, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25064 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25064  

• Figure 5-17. Apartment vacancy rate in Thurston County, 2018-2020 

University of Washington  

Washington Center for Real Estate Research: Housing Market Snapshot 

http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/ 

• Figure 5-18. Thurston County income limits for receiving federal housing assistance, 2020 

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html (See Data/Income Limits) 

• Figure 5-19. Subsidized housing units in Thurston County by owner, 2020 

Housing Authority of Thurston County 

Data provided for Thurston Regional Planning Council by Craig Chance 

 

Tables 
• Table 5-1. Occupied housing units by building type, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25024 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25024 

• Table 5-2. Occupied housing units by number of bedrooms, 2014-2018 average 

Thurston County Assessor: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Table 5-3. Housing units built in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by number of 

bedrooms, 1980-2019 

Thurston County Assessor: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

• Table 5-4. Housing units in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater combined by home size and decade  

Thurston County Assessor: Assessor’s Property Table Extended (6/12/2020) 

Special Query/Unpublished 

Note: Excludes manufactured homes and apartments with five or more units. 

 

Chapter 6. Local Workforce Characteristics 

http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25064
http://wcrer.be.uw.edu/archived-reports/
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25024
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Figures 
• Figure 6-1. Thurston County employment, 1980-2045 

Historical: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Table CAEMP25 

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1 

Projections: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Table 1 

https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data 

• Figure 6-2. Thurston County total employment by industry, 2017 

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Table CAEMP25 

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1 

• Figure 6-3. Thurston County average wage, 2002-2019 (adjusted for inflation) 

Employment Security Department Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) 

https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment 

• Figure 6-4. Median earnings, 2014-2018 average 

Employment Security Department Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) 

https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment 

• Figure 6-5. Annual average unemployment for Thurston County 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics: Local Area Unemployment Statistics 

https://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/dsrv?la 

• Figure 6-6. Place of work for residents of Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and Thurston County, 2014-

2018 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Tables B08007 and B08008 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B08007  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B08008  

• Figure 6-7. Commutes from Thurston County (outbound), 2002-2017 

U.S. Census Bureau LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES7) 

https://lehd.ces.census.gov/data/  

• Figure 6-8. Commutes to Thurston County (inbound), 2002-2017 

U.S. Census Bureau LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES7) 

https://lehd.ces.census.gov/data/ 

 

Tables 
• Table 6-1. Thurston County covered employment and wages, 2019 

Employment Security Department Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) 

https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment 

• Table 6-2. Wages (per adult) needed for self-sufficiency, 2020 

University of Washington Self-Sufficiency Standard 

http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/Washington 

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1
https://www.trpc.org/480/Population-Housing-Employment-Data
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1
https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment
https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment
https://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/dsrv?la
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B08007
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B08008
https://lehd.ces.census.gov/data/
https://lehd.ces.census.gov/data/
https://esd.wa.gov/labormarketinfo/covered-employment
http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/Washington
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• Table 6-3. Unemployment rate, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B23025 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B23025 

• Table 6-4. Average wage earnings by county of residence and county of work, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 

2014-2018 PUMS Data: Special Query/Unpublished 

 

Chapter 7. Gap Analysis 

Figures 
• Figure 7-1. Cost burdened households in Thurston County, 2012-2016 average 

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development: CHAS Data 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• Figure 7-2. Cost burdened households by jurisdiction, 2012-2016 average  

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development: CHAS Data 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• Figure 7-3. Current and projected 25-year housing need  

Current Need: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development: CHAS Data 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

Projected Need: Thurston Regional Planning Council: Housing Income Forecast (Appendix B of this 

report) 

• Figure 7-4. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater by tenure, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009 

• Figure 7-5. Number of bedrooms in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater dwelling units by tenure, 2014-

2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25042 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042 

• Figure 7-6. Household size in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25009 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009 

• Figure 7-7. Number of bedrooms in Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater dwelling units, 2014-2018 

average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25042 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042 

• Figure 7-8. Plumbing facilities in occupied Thurston County dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25049 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25049 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B23025
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25009
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25042
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25049
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• Figure 7-9. Kitchen facilities in occupied Thurston County dwelling units, 2014-2018 average 

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Table B25053 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25053 

• Figure 7-10. Thurston County households leaving a housing program to a permanent housing 

situation, 2015-2019 

Thurston County Public Health and Social Services 

2019 Thurston County Homeless Housing Summary 

 

Tables 
• Table 7-1. Cost burdened households by jurisdiction, 2012-2016 average 

U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development: CHAS Data 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• Table 7-2. Maximum rent and housing costs at various income levels, 2020 

Income limits for extremely low, very low, and low-income households are the U.S. Dept. of Housing 

and Urban Development’s FY2020 Income Limits for four-person households. 

(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html). The remaining fields were calculated using the 

following assumptions: 

o Hourly Wage: Assumes one person working a 40-hour work week for 52 weeks a year 

o Monthly Rent: 30 percent of yearly income divided by twelve 

o Home Value 20 percent down: Value of a home with a monthly mortgage payment equal to 

30 percent of yearly income divided by twelve, assuming a 20 percent down payment and 

3.5 percent fixed interest rate over 30 years.  

o Home Value 10 percent down: Value of a home with a monthly mortgage payment equal to 

30 percent of yearly income divided by twelve, assuming a 10 percent down payment and 

3.5 percent fixed interest rate over 30 years. 

• Table 7-3. Number of households by income range, 2045 projection 

Thurston Regional Planning Council: Housing Income Forecast (Appendix B of this report) 

 

Chapter 8. Land Capacity Analysis 

Figures 
• Figure 8-1. Developable land 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Special Query/Unpublished 

 

Tables 
• Table 8-1. Residential capacity by generalized zoning district, 2017 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Special Query/Unpublished 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?g=0500000US53067&tid=ACSDT5Y2018.B25053
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html
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• Table 8-2. Residential capacity by type of developable parcel, 2017 

Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Population and Employment Forecast (2018 Update): Special Query/Unpublished 
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Housing Action Plan Implementation

Deliverables Deliverables Deliverables Deliverables Deliverables
Project Website  Draft Regional Housing Draft Olympia Housing Action  Final Housing Action Plan Update Comprehensive Plan
Housing Needs Assessment    Action Plan Framework SEPA determination   Housing Element (2022)
Income Forecast 
Rental Housing Survey Various
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  development code   Partnerships

Public Engagement Public Engagement Public Engagement Public Engagement Public Engagement
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v. Oct 8, 2020

Housing Needs Assessment Public Process Timeline

* Advisory Boards: Olympia Planning Commission, Coalition of Neighborhood, Home Fund Advisory, Regional Housing Council, Thurston Thrives 
Housing Action Team, Thurston Thrives Homeless Housing Hub
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Over the past decade, the cost of housing in Thurston County has
increased faster than household incomes. Currently, over 30% of
households are cost-burdened—spending more than a third of their
income on housing—and roughly 800 residents are homeless.

Median
Household

Income

+2.
8%
Increase per

Year

 Median
Home Sale

Price

+4.
0%
Increase per

Year 

 Average
Rent

+5.
0%
Increase per

Year
2010-2018

Products Stakeholder Meetings

Rural Transit

The Profile

Farmland Zero Net Loss

Housing Action Plan

Enable Google

Translate

Create an Account - Increase your productivity, customize your experience, and engage in information you care about.   Sign In

https://www.trpc.org/
https://www.trpc.org/Search/Results
https://www.trpc.org/27/About-Us
https://www.trpc.org/101/Plans-Projects
https://www.trpc.org/31/Maps-Data
https://www.trpc.org/9/Get-Involved
https://www.trpc.org/
https://www.trpc.org/101/Plans-Projects
https://www.trpc.org/401/Community-Interests
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/460
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/834
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/456
https://www.trpc.org/325/Rural-Transit
https://www.trpc.org/391/The-Profile-2015
https://www.trpc.org/632/Farmland-Zero-Net-Loss
https://www.trpc.org/MyAccount/ProfileCreate
https://www.trpc.org/MyAccount
https://www.trpc.org/MyAccount


Housing Action Plan | Thurston Regional Planning Council, WA

https://www.trpc.org/1002/Housing-Action-Plan[10/15/2020 11:44:46 AM]

2010-2018 2010-2018
Housing Needs Assessment and Household Income
Forecast (PDF)

Landlord Survey Summary (forthcoming)

Housing Action Plan (forthcoming) 

What is TRPC doing?

TRPC is working with the cities of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater to
develop a Regional Housing Action Plan. The goal of the plan is to
encourage the construction of additional affordable and market-rate
housing in a greater variety of housing types, and at prices that are
accessible to a greater variety of incomes. The plan will include:

A housing needs assessment, including a 25-year projection
of housing affordable at different income levels

A list of specific actions that Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater
can take to increase the affordable housing stock

A rental survey, to better understand what residents are
paying for rent and how rents are changing

The plan will be completed in 2021.

Homelessness

Thurston County’s 5-Year Homeless Housing Plan (2019-2024)
identifies the region’s response to the homeless housing crisis. The
goal of the Housing Action Plan is to identify strategies to build
affordable housing for people of all incomes, without duplicate work
done to reduce homelessness.

2019-2024 Homeless Housing Plan

Funding

Funding for the Housing Action Plan was provided by the state
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legislature through HB 1923 and awarded by the Dept. of
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Land Use & Environment Committee

Shoreline Master Program Periodic Review -
Status Update

Agenda Date: 10/22/2020
Agenda Item Number: 6.B

File Number:20-0798

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 - Status Update

Recommended Action
Committee Recommendation:
Not referred to a committee.

City Manager Recommendation:
Receive a briefing on the Periodic Review of the Shoreline Master Program. Information only. No
action requested.

Report
Issue:
Whether to receive a briefing on the Periodic Review of the Shoreline Master Program (SMP), as
required by law every 8 years.

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 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 (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.
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Ecology provides technical assistance, guidance documents, and grant funding for this work.
Ecology’s grant contract requires completion of five tasks, designed to ensure local governments
complete the required Periodic Review. The primary task is to review the SMP and draft revisions, if
needed.  Ecology provides a checklist to conduct the review, which includes three main parts:

a. Review amendments to chapter 90.58 RCW and Ecology rules that have occurred since the
Shoreline Master Program was last amended. Determine if local amendments are needed to
maintain compliance.

b. Review any changes to the comprehensive plan and development regulations to determine if
the SMP policies and regulations remain consistent. Document the consistency analysis to
support proposed changes to the SMP or note that Findings of Adequacy would be
appropriate.

c. Conduct additional analysis if deemed necessary to address changing local circumstances,
new information, or improved data.

The City used Ecology’s checklist and determined that some changes are needed.  This analysis was
reviewed by Ecology for their input.  The outcome of that review, known as the Gap Analysis, then
became the minimum scope of work for the update.

The draft amendments will be available for public review in October.  Once issued, staff will work with
the consulting team to update the public participation plan to focus more on online participation
opportunities. The existing public participation plan was developed prior to the Covid-19 outbreak and
we will update it to provide for meaningful input opportunities while limiting the need for people to
gather in-person.

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.  A public participation plan was developed, and the City’s
Shoreline Master Program webpage has been updated to reflect this work.

In mid-August the City issued an E-Newsletter to the Planning and Development listserv and sent an
email to parties of record to inform people about the Periodic Review process, that the Gap Analysis
is available for review and comment, and to let people know how to get involved in the process.
Once the public draft of the revisions is available, additional outreach will be provided.

Options:
Information only, no action required.

Financial Impact:
The City entered into a 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 hired The Watershed Company for professional services to conduct the review, draft
required updates, and to assist in the process.
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Attachments:

Project webpage
Gap Analysis
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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.

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
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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.
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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  
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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
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 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. 



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

 

20 
 

# 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.   
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APPENDIX A 

Planning Staff Comments  



#

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



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



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



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



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



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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