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II.  Profile

A.  Historical Context

The history of Lacey in many ways is similar 
to that of most undeveloped areas in Thurston 
County, with early dependence on farming and 
logging and later development of commerce and 
industry, particularly after World War II. The 
territory now known as Lacey was first settled 
in 1848 by David and Elizabeth Chambers.  
Their donation land claim is now Panorama City 
(Thurston County Pioneers before 1870: Bibliog-
raphy and historical data collected on 210 pio-
neers by the Washington State Library Historical 
Department).  Isaac Wood settled soon after in 
in 1852, in what is Old Lacey Historic area, and 
later established a brewery in Olympia  (Early 
History of Thurston County, Washington).

In 1889, a logger named Isaac C. Ellis built a 
large racetrack and stables on 100 acres of land 
just west of what is now Homann Drive (Deed 
Book #19, page 334).  The Northern Pacific Rail-
road, which had agreed to lay tracks into the area 
when the racetrack was finished, completed the 
railroad and station in 1891 (Morning Olympian, 
May 22, 1891). The Woodland Station, as it was 
named, was soon joined by a building originally 
built as a clubhouse that became the Woodland 
Hotel.  These structures served the many visitors 
to the racetrack.

Citizens in the area petitioned for a post office 
(documents in National Archives).  The applica-
tion was signed by George Warren Carpenter; 
copies of the application are on file at the Lacey 
Museum.  The name of Woodland could not be 
approved for the post office, as there was already 
a town named Woodland in Cowlitz County, less 
than a hundred miles away.  O.C. Lacey, who 
apparently was involved and later became an 
attorney, may have suggested his own name for 
the post office which was subsequently approved 
under the name of “Lacey”.  In 1903, the name 
of the railroad station was also changed to Lacey 
to avoid confusion.

Farming and logging were the primary occupa-
tions in the community.  The first mill at Long 
Lake was started by J.P. Allison and F.A. Col-

Lacey School

Lacey’s school circa 1905.  Early class in foreground.

Union Mills Loggers circa 1915
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lins in 1896.  Later the original Union Mill was 
erected on the northern tip of Long Lake.  St. 
Martin’s College, run by the order of the Bene-
dictine Monks, opened its doors the same year. 

The first school in Woodland (now Lacey) was 
built circa 1886 at the corner of Carpenter Road 
and Pacific Avenue approximately where the Al-
bertson’s grocery store is now.  It was a 14 x 20 
foot building which held 6 to 10 students.  Since 
Woodland was primarily a farming area, the 
children had to be available to 
help with harvesting and attended 
school for only six months out of 
the year.  

In 1892, David Fleetwood sold 
to the directors of School Dis-
trict #10 (which included George 
Warren Carpenter, H. M. Koordt 
and himself) one acre of land 
across Carpenter Road from the 
original schoolhouse.  A new 
slightly larger school was built 
on that acre.  Like the first build-
ing, it had only one room.  In 
1901, an addition was added to 
accommodate the growing num-
ber of students. 

By 1912, the school was again 
too small.  The old building was 
torn down and in its place was 
built a white one-room structure. 
Several additions were tacked 
on to the back during the 1920’s.  
The Daily Olympian of Septem-
ber 1, 1927 described Lacey’s 
fourth school building as a 
“modern...brick and frame struc-
ture.”  Designed by Jack Griffin, 
it opened in the spring of 1928 
and served as the Lacey School 
until 1967, when it became the 
administrative offices of the     
North Thurston School District.  

Until 1994, it stood at the corner of Carpenter 
Road and Pacific Avenue.

The Chambers family, some of the early settlers 
in the area, began the Chambers Packing Com-
pany for livestock breeders which was located 
where Panorama City is today.  Both Chambers 
Prairie and Chambers Lake were named after 
this family.  In fact, most of the lakes in Lacey 
were named for the families that first homestead-
ed near their shores.

Lacey’s school with class of 1945 in foreground

Lyman Fleetwood Sr., Melvin Heusman and George Amens in 
Fleetwood Gargage c. 1929
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Up until World War II, the primary residential 
neighborhood of Lacey consisted of a small 
concentration of homes where “Old Lacey” is 
now, north of Pacific Avenue and on the cur-
rent east city limits.  Individual residences were 
scattered throughout the rest of the community.  
After World War II, Lacey experienced a housing 
boom.  

A major contributing factor to this growth was 
the community’s proximity to Olympia and Fort 
Lewis.  The installation of the private Huntamer 
Water System, with its low water rates, and the 
availability of low cost land requiring little or 
no excavation and clearing, made Lacey a prime 
area for development. New industries were at-
tracted to the area, starting in 1950 with Lacey 
Plywood and Continental Can. In 1961, Lacey 
had its own Chamber of Commerce and in 1963, 

Panorama City was constructed on 50 acres.  
Other developments followed rapidly, including 
the opening of Lacey Village Shopping Center in 
1966.  By this time, Lacey had grown so tremen-
dously that Pacific Northwest Bell installed a 
Lacey exchange.
By 1965 the pressures of urbanization became 
so great that a change in status of the Lacey area 
was inevitable.  Problems of transportation, sew-
age disposal, utility service, police protection, 
drainage and other urbanization issues made it 
clear that only a City could provide the service 
necessary to satisfy the needs of the Lacey area.  
Annexation by Olympia or incorporation as the 
City of Lacey were seen as the only two viable 
alternatives in solving Lacey’s problems.  This 
period is an extremely interesting part of Lacey’s 
history as it is a time when the community faced 
some very significant choices that would have 
profound impact upon its future. The issue of 
incorporation or annexation and the responses 
to it by the various governmental entities and 
political figures of the time would shape Lacey’s 
destiny.

Study of the incorporation efforts of the Lacey 
area provide a rich profile of local intergovern-
mental relations and politics.  Substantial turf 
issues were involved concerning the loss of a 
significant portion of the local fire district and 
the possible absorption or overlapping of the 
North Thurston School District with the Olympia 
School District.  The local fire district and the lo-
cal school district played more than a significant Lacey City Hall in c. 1968 

Lacey Village Shopping Center at College Street, Pacific Avenue, and Lacey Blvd. in 1968 
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role in determining the direction of the com-
munity.  In association with the Lacey Chamber, 
both entities shared the primary responsibility for 
influencing the community to vote for incorpora-
tion.  The specific political figures involved in 
the efforts, as well as the specific issues around 
which the incorporation arguments revolved, 
show that the efforts of these two organizations 
essentially gave birth to the City of Lacey.

Looking through old newspaper articles from the 
Thurston County and Pierce County area, it is 
easy to identify the rivalry that existed between 
the Lacey area and Olympia through the 1950’s 
and 1960’s.  One paper characterized the rela-
tionship as a game of “...cat and mouse over the 
spoils of growth...” (Greater Olympia:  A Tale of 
Three Cities, Editorial, 1966).  Considering the 
intense competition between Olympia and the 
Lacey area, the extensive growth and develop-
ment taking place in the area and the keen sense 
of identity of Lacey area residents, it is not sur-
prising that the argument dealing with incorpora-
tion vs. annexation became the dominant local 
issue in Thurston County in the middle 1960’s.

Review of the growth and development taking 
place in the Lacey area during the 1950’s and 
1960’s paints a textbook picture of urban sprawl 
and development of a suburban community.  
Along with this development came the growing 

pains that can be expected of young communities 
experiencing rapid urbanization.  Community 
residents became aware of problems of urban-
ization that required immediate action that the 
County was unable to deal with.  This situation is 
best described in an article by Robert Cummings 
appearing in the Tacoma News Tribune on Oc-
tober 13, 1966.  The article states in part:  “Less 
than 40 years ago, Lacey had no problems.  It 
was scarcely more than a railroad station built by 
the Northern Pacific Railroad to serve St. Mar-
tin’s College... Most of its residents were either 
farmers or people with at least an acre of ground 
that liked country living...It wasn’t until after 
World War II that residential developers took 
hold of the area and it really began to grow...
Most of the newcomers, like their predecessors, 
had some grievance, real or fancied, against the 
city where they earned their living...More and 
more people flocked to the area and the district 
couldn’t build schools fast enough to keep up....
Earlier this year, the multi-million dollar South 
Sound Shopping Center started to open up...The 
Country Cousins had become city folk and what 
once was suburbia now was decidedly urban...
During these past 20 years as Lacey was grow-
ing...problems were creeping in...In addition to 
wall-bursting school enrollments, there were 
problems of drainage, sewage and police protec-
tion”.

During the middle sixties, it became increasingly 
evident that the status of Lacey had to change.  
While the sentiment in the Lacey community 

Turner’s Market c. 1945 
Courtesy of the Tacoma Public Library 

Lacey City Hall employees, 1985 
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was decidedly anti-city, it became a common be-
lief that there were only two choices for Lacey’s 
future; incorporate or be annexed by Olympia.  
Robert Cummings described the threat of annex-
ation of the Lacey area to Olympia stating:  “Vot-
ers in the area...will be voting...on a proposal to 
incorporate, and the specter of piecemeal an-
nexation into...Olympia hangs... heavily over the 
area...”  Cummings goes on to state that:  “Lacey 
boosters...were catapulted into action sooner 
than they had expected by a new annexation 
move...Non-residents with substantial holdings 
in Lacey were circulating annexation petitions 
which would take the heart out of Lacey Market 
Square, the new rapidly expanding South Sound 
Shopping Center and most of Lacey’s industry..”  
(Cummings, October 12, 1966).  In another 
article a few days later, Cummings reinforced the 
inevitability of incorporation or annexation, stat-
ing  “...the proponents of incorporation say there 
is no middle ground...unless Lacey incorporates, 
annexation into the City of Olympia is inevita-
ble...The truth of this argument was indicated on 
October 7 when a group organized and adopted 
the name “Lacey Citizens for the Greater Olym-
pia Area”...this group’s avowed purpose is to 
seek annexation if incorporation fails...The argu-
ments attain the highest temperatures over which 
is the better choice, incorporation or annexation”  
(Cummings October 14, 1966).

It can be said that there were three basic posi-
tions on the issue of Lacey during the middle 
1960’s:  Annex the Lacey area to Olympia, 
incorporate Lacey, or leave the Lacey area as it 
is in the County.  These three positions were per-
haps best characterized by Layton in an article 
in the Daily Olympian on October 30, 1966 as 
follows:  “Lacey is a community of fine homes 
and thriving businesses, growing more prosper-
ous all the time, populated by people willing and 
able to create a city and thus solve all their own 
problems without any help from Olympia.”

“Lacey is a mess, a hodgepodge of homes and 
business laid out without plan, floating on a sea 
of sewage and desperately requiring the services 

that Olympia can offer.”
“Those two views with some 10,000 variations 
in between have provided the liveliest, and bit-
terest, poser to confront voters in this election 
year...A third plague on both your houses faction 
exists also, but its members...aren’t getting much 
mileage on their desire to stay as we are.” 

As characterized by Layton above, the confron-
tation was between those who would scorn the 
Lacey area, doubt its ability to survive on its 
own and see annexation to greater Olympia as 
its only salvation.  Such a characterization is not 
unwarranted, as many articles appearing in local 
newspapers at the time support the idea of these 
emotional appeals being the basic foundation 
and thrust of the controversy.  Such an article in 
the Daily Olympian quoted a citizen heralding 
the cry for incorporation stating:  “As citizens 
of Lacey, we must decide on November 8 if we 
will be a city in our own right, retain our own 
taxes, govern ourselves, solve our own problems, 
and determine our future”  (“Pro Incorporation 
Group Sounds Off on Lacey Vote”, Editorial, 
October 14, 1966).  While these arguments are 
appealing as an explanation of the battles of the 
day, they do not tell the complete story.  Prob-
ing the extensive coverage of the controversy 
through the local newspaper articles written 
during this time one begins to ascertain deeper 
issues dealing with special purposes, districts 
and underlying governmental turf battles.

As suggested in an article in the Tacoma News 
Tribune, special purpose districts, specifically the 
local fire district and the North Thurston School 
District, were strong catalysts of the incorpora-
tion efforts.  The Tribune’s article quoted Henry 
C. Turner, the Chairman of Citizens for Incorpo-
ration of Lacey, stating:  “...some of the spokes-
men... working toward annexation to Olympia 
do not see fit to live in the Lacey area...We live 
in this community.  We are raising our children 
here.  We are sending them to excellent schools...
We have a progressive and energetic fire district 
that has been working constantly to upgrade the 
standards of the area...”  (“Lacey Incorporation 
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Leader Raps Opponents”,  Editorial, October 14, 
1966).  References to both the schools and the 
fire district were made by the chairman of the 
group that spearheaded the incorporation effort. 

The role of the Lacey Fire District in the incor-
poration efforts is clear.  Annexation to Olympia 
would have meant a loss of $39,000 in revenue 
to the District.  As stated by Cummings, “The 
loss in assessed valuation would cost Lacey 
Fire District $39,000 annual revenue...Since the 
Fire District stood to suffer the most immediate 

loss, the Lacey Fire Association took the initia-
tive”  (Cummings, October 12, 1966).  It is also 
noteworthy that the first Mayor of Lacey, who 
was elected at the same time as the incorpora-
tion election, was A.G. Homann, a principal 
organizer of Fire District 3 and a Fire District 
Commissioner for eight years.  Additionally, 
several of the first city councilmen elected dur-
ing the incorporation elections were also Fire 
District Commissioners or members of the Fire-
men’s Association  (“If Lacey Incorporates, City 
Fathers Will...”, Editorial, November 6, 1966) 
(Lacey Ordinance 1, 1967). 

While the role of the North Thurston School 
District may not have been as obvious at the 
time, it still played an important part in rallying 
the Lacey area in favor of incorporation.  The 
historical relationship between the North Thur-
ston School District and Olympia was one of 
tension and independence and is probably best 
described by Cummings, who relates the follow-
ing story in a 1966 newspaper article:  “Lacey 
residents sent their children to Lacey school as 
far as the 8th grade but their 9th...10th, 11th and 
12th to Olympia...The Laceyites complained 
that their students were treated as country cous-
ins... Right or wrong, feelings ran high when the 
well went dry at Lacey school.  The trunk line 
which carries the water...to the City of Olympia 
runs right past the front door of Lacey School...
It wouldn’t have been any problem for the 
school to hook onto the main and the city would 

A.G. Homman was Lacey’s first mayor, a principal 
organizer of Fire District 3 and a Fire District Com-

missioner.

A.G. Homann

Emil Johnson, Al Homann and Bob Christensen in 
front of Lacey Volunteer Fire Truck c. 1948 

Lacey Volunteer Fire Department c. 1948 
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have been glad to sell it the water.  Rather than 
be beholden to Olympia, however, the school 
directors voted to drill down 400 feet for another 
well of their own, despite the obvious excessive 
cost”  (Cummings, October 13, 1966).  Consid-
ering this level of independence, it is not sur-
prising that the School District openly resisted 
an annexation proposal by Olympia that might 
result in reduced independence by overlapping 
jurisdictional authority with Olympia, or worse 
- absorption and control by the Olympia School 
District.  In another article, Cummings remarked 
on the loyalty folks had for the School District 
and the impact it had when the battle lines were 
drawn.  Cummings states:  “Other outsiders fa-
voring incorporation are many residents of South 
Bay, Johnson Point, and Puget areas, which are 
outside the Lacey Fire District, but, like the 
others are in North Thurston School District...
Preservation of North Thurston School District is 
close to the heart of virtually everybody within 
the school district, including the residents of the 
Lacey Fire District”  (Cummings, October 15, 
1966).

The effort for incorporation of the City of Lacey 
thus found two powerful allies in the Fire Dis-
trict and the School District, but the alliance 
would not have been complete without the sup-
port of the Lacey business community.  Forming 
a public/private alliance, the Lacey Chamber of 
Commerce supported the effort, thus becoming 

the third powerful ally.  In support of incorpora-
tion, the Lacey Chamber ran several quarter-
page ads in the local newspapers strongly urging 
voters to vote for incorporation of Lacey  (Lacey 
Area Chamber of Commerce, October 16, 1966).  
The financial backing and organizing ability of 
the Chamber played a key role in the success of 
the incorporation efforts.

The birth of the City of Lacey was due in part 
to stormy intergovernmental relations and turf 
struggles and the first two decades of its exis-
tence were a reflection of this heritage.  Many 
had hoped that intergovernmental relationships 
would strengthen and the City of Lacey and the 
City of Olympia would work out their differenc-
es.  In this spirit, an article in the Daily Olym-
pian wrote,  “Gov. Dan Evans Tuesday urged 
that the new City of Lacey work closely together 
to find ways for the two cities to cooperate”  
(Layton, November 15, 1966).  Other articles at 
the same time echoed this spirit, as the Olympian 
News stated, “The vote to incorporate...climaxed 
one of the bitterest campaigns in local history, 
but the new mayor of the new city, A.G. Ho-
mann, was ready to bury the hatchet.  He said he 
plans to call soon on the City of Olympia offi-
cials...to cooperate fully in working for the good 
of the entire area”  (“Lacey Gives County a Tri 
City Area”, Editorial, November 10, 1966).

While hopes were high for cooperation, old 
political differences and competition between 
the two jurisdictions only intensified.  The first 
couple of years were particularly trying as the 
young jurisdiction was immediately tested with 
an annexation move by Olympia to annex a 
significant portion of business along Martin Way 
and residential property to the west.  Lacey was 
unsuccessful in stopping the annexation and to 
this day Olympia holds a long narrow finger of 
high revenue commercial property that extends 
into the heart of the Lacey business community.

Lacey also rapidly became embattled in annexa-
tion attempts to extend its boundary to the east 
to include urbanized portions of the County that 

Mountain View Elementary School on the corner of 
College Street and 22nd Avenue c. 1966
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lie adjacent to its borders.  The pressure to annex 
these areas was particularly keen as the threat 
of Olympia annexing the area and encircling 
Lacey was seen as a very real possibility.  The 
fears were voiced in the Lacey Leader, stating:  
“The identity of the Greater Olympia Com-
mittee promoting the potential annexation of a 
large part of Thurston County east of Lacey...
remained a secret today...many...suspect that the 
City of Olympia is preparing to take in a large 
part of North Thurston County...”  (“Olympia 
Annexation Committee Still Secret”, November 
8, 1967).  Review of newspaper articles of the 
time paint a chess game relationship between the 
two neighboring jurisdictions, both attempting to 
outflank the other to preserve strategic positions 
for future growth and expansion.  It is clear that 
where there was once rivalry between the two 
jurisdictions, there was now heated competition 
for territory and prime tax base property.

The years following were little different than 
the first, with numerous annexation proposals 
and intergovernmental squabbles.  Throughout 
the 1970’s and into the 80’s, Olympia and Lacey 

maintained a highly competitive posture.
The City of Lacey was born and shaped as much 
by the intergovernmental forces and politics of 
the time as it was by necessity due to the tide of 
urbanization and accompanying growth pains.  
The Lacey community was inevitable, shaped by 
the forces of growth and development requiring 
massive change in a very few decades.  How-
ever, Lacey’s separate identity as a City was a 
phenomena that was due to the intergovernmen-
tal forces, personalities and politics of the time.  
Without the role played by the local Fire District 
or the North Thurston School District or even 
the support of the private sector, via the Lacey 
Chamber, the City of Lacey might never have 
come to be.  Refer to Appendix I for reference 
cited.

B.  Current Land Use Patterns
  
As discussed in the section on historical context, 
the City of Lacey has a heritage as a suburban 
community.  Land use patterns in the City of 
Lacey reflect this phenomena with a series of 
arterials that pass through the heart of Lacey’s 
downtown and extend through the length of 
the existing incorporated limits and Lacey’s 
urban growth area.  Since the 50’s during the 
baby boom, folks have moved to the Lacey area 
and generally commuted to work, either in the 
Olympia area or Fort Lewis.  This has resulted in 
a dispersed land use typical of suburban commu-
nities throughout the country, which have devel-
oped at somewhat lower urban densities - below 
four units per net acre, which is dependent upon 
the automobile as its primary mode of transpor-
tation.

Since the 50’s, the Lacey growth area has been 
typical of other suburban areas in the nation de-
pendent upon automobile traffic following a leap 
frog development pattern along the major arteri-
als, radiating out from the Olympia urban core.  
Lacey began developing in what is now identi-
fied as the Central Planning Area, with com-
mercial development in the Woodland District 
and Central Business District area.  Commercial 

Lacey’s designated historic area in Lacey Villas. This 
monument was constructed as a condition of the ap-

proval of the adjacent Albertson’s building in the early 
90’s.

Lacey’s designated Historic Neighborhood 
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development spread along the major arterials of 
Martin Way and Pacific.  In the 50’s and 60’s, 
residential development spread south of Lacey 
Blvd., and over the next two decades, began to 
move south along Ruddell and College in this 
same dispersed pattern.

In the mid 90’s development was done under 
Lacey’s first Growth Management Act (GMA) 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, adopted in 1994, 
which designated an urban growth boundary.  A 
year later a revised zoning code was adopted 
implementing the Plan for the Lacey incorpo-
rated area. Essentially the same zoning code, 
with a few changes to deal with County issues, 
was adopted by the County in 1996, applying 
to Lacey’s unincorporated growth area.  These  
documents and the urban growth boundary 
paved the way for development of a number of 
new subdivisions meeting GMA goals. Subdivi-
sions in the City generally began to be developed 
with smaller lots, higher densities, design review 
components, and narrower streets.   

A prominent feature in Lacey’s development has 
been a number of lakes and associated wetlands 
that include Chambers Lake, Lake Lois, Hicks 

Lake, Long Lake, Southwick Lake, and Pattison 
Lake.  Woodland Creek also runs through the 
City of Lacey watershed area to the Sound and 
the far east end of Lacey’s growth area is the 
Nisqually Valley.  Overall, Lacey is predomi-
nantly flat, adding to the desirability of develop-
ment.

Railroads also help to define Lacey’s character.  
The Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way 
runs through the center of Lacey and Lacey’s 
growth area from east to west and along its 
southern boundaries northeast to southwest.  
This stretch of railroad, through the center of 
Lacey, was abandoned and is now a trail.   The 
abandoned Weyerhaeuser Railroad right-of-way 
runs north to south, along the west boundary 
of the City of Lacey. This was converted to a 
Regional trail in the early 90’s (Chehalis Western 
Trail).

C. Population Projections and Vacant Land Stud-
ies
  
Historical information shows that Thurston 
County’s population growth between 1960 and 
1970 was 40%, reaching 76,894 persons.  By 
1980, it had reached 124,264, with a growth of 
62%.  The 1990 census put the population of 
Thurston County at 161,238, a growth of ap-
proximately 36,974 persons, or almost 30%.  The 
Washiongton State Office of Financial Manage-
ment (OFM) shows a 2000 population for Thur-
ston County of 207,355, a growth of 46,117, or 
almost 29%; See Chart 1. 

According to OFM this rapid growth is fore-
casted to continue.  Estimates show a growth of 
population to 336,825 373,000 by the year 2025 
2030;  See Chart 2.  

Historical information indicates that the popula-
tion of the City of Lacey has been around 11% of 
the total Thurston County population.  2000 cen-
sus information and the OFM forecast indicate 
that Lacey’s percentage of the County population 
is 12%.  Lacey and Lacey’s growth area ac-

Side Street off of College

Typical early development in the 1940’s and 1950’s 
comprises  much of Lacey’s affordable housing oppor-

tunities, located just off College Street.
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count for approximately 28.3% of the population 
in Thurston County;  See Chart 3.  To allocate 
population, the City of Lacey utilized the Thur-
ston Regional Planning Population and Buildable 
Lands Report. The report analyzed vacant land 

resources both in and out of the urban growth 
area adopted in 1988.  Findings in this study 
were utilized to chart potential growth areas 
over the next 20 year period to generally allocate 
population increases for each area in five-year 
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Results of population studies show the Central 
Lacey area is close to capacity and will probably 
show only a small increase in population over 
the near future.  However, other planning areas, 
including a good amount of property outside 
Lacey’s current incorporated boundaries, show 
significant potential for growth. 

As can be shown from the comparison of plan-
ning area growth rates, the most significant 
growth is anticipated for Seasons, Meadows, 
Hawks Prairie, Horizons and Pleasant Glade. 
These are the areas that have the most vacant 
lands and the most potential for development.  
The Central Lacey area is extensively built out 
and only a limited amount of infill is expected.  
The Tanglewilde/Thompson Place area is also 
already built out, with only limited area for 
growth.  The Lakes area includes the more envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas, which is expected to 
limit potential for density.  However, the Lakes 
Planning Area is also the largest planning area 
and one of the more desirable areas consider-
ing its lake amenities, which could contribute 
to significant population increases in this area.  
Overall, the amount of vacant land resources 
identified within the UGMA boundaries support 

increments and to determine whether the adopted 
growth boundaries have adequate vacant land 
resources to accommodate anticipated growth 
over the next 20 year period.

Regional Planning prepared an estimate of popu-
lation growth for each urban growth area of the 
County. In addition, Regional broke population 
estimates down by Lacey’s individual planning 
areas. These planning areas are based loosely on 
transportation analysis zones, which derive infor-
mation from census blocks. The City has broken 
down Lacey’s Urban Growth Area into eight 
planning areas and has applied this information 
from the Regional study to the eight planning 
areas.  These planning areas are shown on Map 
1.  A profile of these planning areas relating to 
population growth estimates is shown in Chart 4.  
Under this scenario, Lacey and its Growth Area 
are expected to grow from the 2007 population 
of 69,110 to a total of 106,700 (Lacey: 51,650, 
Growth Area: 55,050)  by the year 2030; See 
Chart 5.

Chart 6 shows the projected percentage alloca-
tion of population to the Lacey Urban Growth 
Area in comparison to Thurston County as a 
whole.

Chart 3
Population Allocation 2007 between Lacey, Lacey's UGA 

and Unincorporated Thurston County
Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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the earlier assumption made in 1988, and again 
in 1994, that the boundaries can accommodate 
growth for the next 20-year period.  Subsequent 
studies discussed below further support this find-
ing.

D.  Land Use

Critical information required for preparation of a 
land use element includes existing land use
data. It is important to know how much property

Chart 4
Planning Area Population Projections 2007 to 2030

Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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Chart 5
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is currently devoted to various types of land uses 
and where such land uses are located.

The majority of Lacey’s commercial land use is 
located in the Central area, with a large Commu-
nity Commercial area in the Horizons Planning 
Area at the corner of College and Yelm. There 
are also two undeveloped Community Commer-
cial areas in the Hawks Prairie Planning Area at 
Marvin and Hawks Prairie Roads and on Wil-
lamette Dr. There is a large General Commercial 
zone in the Tanglewilde/Thompson Place  and 
Meadows Planning areas at the Martin Way and 
Marvin Road interchange area.  More recently, 
a significant amount of property has been desig-
nated and master planned for commercial devel-
opment in the Hawks Prairie Planning Area in 
the Hawks Prairie Business District.  
In order to identify existing land uses and future 
land use needs, the City is utilizing all of the 
Regional Buildable Lands Report of 2007.

Information from the Buildable Lands Report 
can be used to provide a profile of the City and 
growth area so land use assumptions can be 
made regarding future land use needs and re-
sources.

To ascertain the forecasted need for different 

land use types, it is recommended by the litera-
ture that, unless significant shifts in the commer-
cial and industrial bases are anticipated, a juris-
diction should aim for comparable percentages 
of land as what is currently utilized.  Based upon 
this expectation, the vacant land available should 
be allocated to maintain existing percentages.

Land demand for the Lacey Growth Area has 
been estimated in the Regional Buildable Lands 
Report, and is discussed in section II-4 and II-8 
of that document, as well as the technical sec-
tion. The reader is referred to this document for a 
more thorough analysis of this issue. 

E.  Vacant Land Resources and Sizing of the 
Urban Growth Area (UGA)

While the UGA has adequate vacant land re-
sources to accommodate anticipated growth for 
the next 20-year period, existing incorporated 
land, when considered alone, does not. Given the 
Growth Management Act’s emphasis on slowing 
sprawl, an important issue is whether the exist-
ing incorporated area can accommodate expected 
growth and if it can’t, how much bigger must 
the growth management area boundary be? To 
properly review this issue, a discussion of pur-
pose and intent for establishment of the growth 

Chart 6

Projected Population Allocation 2030 
between Lacey, Lacey's Urban Growth 
Area and the rest of Thurston County

Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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boundary, as well as the background for develop-
ment of the UGA in north Thurston County is 
required.

The proposed urban growth management bound-
aries were established in 1988, with the excep-
tion of one proposed change in the Hawks Prairie 
area to include a vested development.  In 1988, 
the Regional Urban Growth Management Sub-
committee of the Thurston Regional Planning 
Council drew the boundaries based primarily on 
what areas were already urbanized, considering 
developed and vested sites, current and proposed 
zoning and land use designations, and the re-
gional sewer phasing plan.

The primary emphasis in establishing the growth 
boundaries was to stop sprawl into County areas 
and, in particular, those areas with agricultural 
or forest land resources.  In drafting the urban 
growth management boundaries, agricultural 
areas and forest areas were protected.

The other major emphasis in drafting of the 
boundaries was to consider those properties al-

ready developed out to urban densities that were 
on septic tank and drain field and those areas 
that had vested projects expected to develop 
that were going to be on septic tank and drain 
field.  This was of particular concern, as the 
Lacey area is very sensitive considering aquifer 
protection, and is considered at high risk for 
contamination of groundwater resources, re-
sources that provide 100% of the area’s potable 
water.

If already urbanized areas or vested projects 
are put within the urban growth area, those 
areas can be serviced with sewer, eliminating a 
primary cause of potential groundwater con-
tamination.  If they are drawn outside the UGA, 
they will likely not be provided with sewer.  An 
example of this is the McAllister Park devel-
opment in the Seasons Planning Area, which 

was vested through Court action for develop-
ment of several hundred units on septic tank and 
drain field.  If the UGA boundary was drafted to 
exclude this development, it could have legally 
been allowed to develop and build out at full 
densities on septic tank and drain field.  It was to 
the County and City’s benefit to provide sewer to 
this development to ensure that these units were 
hooked to sewer, as opposed to utilizing septic 
tank and drain field.  This issue was particularly 
significant, since McAllister Park is adjacent to 
the McAllister Springs Geologically Sensitive 
Area.

After the initial establishment of the growth 
boundaries, a vacant land study was accom-
plished by Regional Planning, with assistance 
from the City of Lacey, to better identify vacant 
land resources in the Urban Growth Area.  Ad-
ditionally, subsequent follow-up studies were 
undertaken by Lacey with Thurston Geographic 
Information Facility staff.  Graphic results of 
these vacant land studies were shown in the land 
use map provided in the 1994 Comprehensive 
Plan, where developed parcels were shown with 
a color coding corresponding to an assessor’s 
land use, and vacant lands were shown as white.  
This map also showed the current City limits for 

Thurston Regional Senior Planner Holly Gilbert was 
lead staff for Regional’s Buildable Land Program and 

published reports completed in 2002 and 2007.

Holly Gilbert
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graphic representation of vacant lands within the 
City and within the County growth area.

The new most recent Buildable Lands Report 
released in September of 2007 refines informa-
tion provided in these earlier studies with new 
information and data, and identifies proper-
ties inside and outside the City proposed to be 
designated for residential, as well as other land 
uses.  This report shows that in the baseline year 
of the data (first quarter of 2006) approximately 
123 208 vacant acres in the City are proposed to 
be were designated for high density residential, 
206 214 acres for moderate density residential, 
and 1522 774 acres for low density residential.  
Chart 7 and Table P1 shows the number of build-
able and developed acres in various land use 
zones in Lacey.  Map B1 is the Lacey portion of 
the map published in the Buildable Lands Re-
port.  It shows information used in the buildable 
land analagies.  Chart 8 shows the percentage of 
buildable acres in Lacey by percentage in each 
general land use zone. Chart 9 shows the per-

centage of developed acres in Lacey in various 
land use zones.

In the County, there are an additional 102 89 
acres for High Density, 313 280 acres for Mod-
erate Density, 1394 1319 for Low Density, and 
832 566 in the McAllister Springs Geologically 
Sensitive Area.  Chart 10 shows the number of 
buildable and developed acres in various land 
use zones in the Lacey UGA.  

Charts 11 and 12 show the percentage of build-
able and developed acres in the Lacey UGA in 
the various land use zones, respectively.

Chart 13 combines both the City and UGA data 
to provide an overall picture.

To analyze what types of uses are actually devel-
oped, the Thurston County Assessor’s informa-
tion was reviewed for use type on each devel-
oped parcel.
Chart 14 shows the percentage of actual specific 

Grandfathered in by court action, Lacey provided sewer to help protect what was designated at the time as McCal-
lister Springs Geological Sensitive Area. The development provides upper income homes in the Seasons Planning 

Area.

McAllister Park
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Note: The Buidlable Lands Report is based upon data from the first quarter of 2006.  The 2007 
Buildable Lands Report was also based upon a capacity analysis that does not easily translate to land 
in acres.  However, to provide the reader another measure, land in acres is shown for consideration.

Developed & 
Undevelopable Buildable Total Acres

Lacey Historic Neighborhood 74                   25            99                         
Low Density Residential (LD 0-4) 2,176              412           2,588                    
Low Density Residential (LD 3-6) 782                 337           1,119                    
Moderate Density Residential 705                 214           919                       
High Density Residential 199                 208           407                       
Mixed Use High Density Corridor 57                   21            78                         
Mixed Use Moderate Density Corridor 6                    22            28                         
Urban Center 5                    8              13                         
Hawks Prairie Business District 177                 380           557                       
Neighborhood Commercial 13                   23            36                         
Community Commercial District 58                   51            109                       
Office Commercial 3                    -           3                           
Central Business District 1,003              112           1,115                    
General Commercial 206                 67            273                       
Business Park 104                 153           257                       
Light Industrial/Commercial 42                   1              43                         
Light Industry 570                 412           982                       
Mineral Extraction 43                   1              44                         
Cemetery 49                   -           49                         
Open Space Institutional 1,330              -           1,330                    
Open Space Institutional/Park 14                   -           14                         
Open Space Institutional/School 39                   -           39                         

Table 1P  
Developed and Buildable Land Resources in the City of Lacey

Data from the Thurston Regional Planning September 2007 Buildable lands Report



2-19



2-20

Chart 8 
2007 Buildable Land in Lacey 

Shown as a Percentage of Land In General Land Use Categories 
Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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Chart 9
2007 Developed & Undevelopable Land in Lacey 

Shown as a Percentage of Land in General Land Use Categories
 Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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land use types developed in both Lacey and the 
Urban Growth Area.  This gives a more accurate 
picture of the balance of various land uses.  The 
reader can see that what a property is zoned does 
not necessarily tell what has actually developed.  
The developed commercial zones, for instance, 
account for 19% of the developed land resources 

in Lacey and 9% for both Lacey and the UGA.  
However, when this is matched against assessor 
records we see that only 5% of developed uses 
are actually commercial and only a portion of 
those are retail.  This has significant implications 
when considering our retail tax base. displays all 
of the developed land in specific land use zones 

Char t  11 
B ui l dabl e Land Reso ur c es i n t he Lac ey  Ur ban Gr o wt h A r ea ( UGA )  2007 

Sho wn as a P er c ent age i n eac h Gener al  Land Use Cat ego r y  
Dat a P r o v i ded B y  Thur st o n Regi o nal  P l anni ng
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with the percentage of buildable land reserves 
still available.  Chart 15 and Table 2P show 
buildable and developed land resources in both 
Lacey and the Lacey UGA by zoning district. 

Chart 16 shows estimated residential capacity in 
the Lacey and the Lacey Growth Area to the year 
2025 buildable land as a percentage of land re-
sources.  This data and the existing land use map 

Chart 13  
2007 Developed Land Resources in Lacey and the Lacey Growth Area as 

a Percentage in Each General Land Use Category 
Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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Chart 14
Land Resources in Lacey and Lacey Urban Growth Area 2007

 Shows Percentage of Developed Land in General Zoning Categories 
and Percentage of Land Resources  Still Buildable

Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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Note: The Buidlable Lands Report is based upon data from the first quarter of 2006.  The 2007 
Buildable Lands Report was also based upon a capacity analysis that does not easily translate to land 
in acres.  However, to provide the reader another measure, land in acres is shown for consideration.

Developed & 
Undevelopable Buildable Total

Agricultural 64                 155           219        
McAllister Springs Geologically Sensitive Area 1,037             566           1,603     
Lacey Historic Neighborhood 74                 25             99          
Low Density Residential 0-4 6,040             1,043        7,083     
Low Density Residential 3-6 1,765             1,025        2,790     
Moderate Density Residential 1,090             495           1,585     
High Density Residential 259               297           556        
Mixed Use High Density Corridor 210               83             293        
Mixed UseModerate Density Corridor 43                 44             87          
Urban Center 5                   8              13          
Village Center 69                 63             132        
Neighborhood Commercial 28                 43             71          
Community Commercial District 58                 51             109        
Office Commercial 3                   -            3            
Central Business District 1,004             122           1,126     
General Commercial 206               67             273        
Hawks Prairie Business District 177               380           557        
Business Park 104               153           257        
Light Industrial Commercial 75                 71             146        
Light Industrial 781               438           1,219     
Mineral Extraction 61                 1              62          
Opens Space Institutional 1,784             -            1,784     
Opens Space Institutional Park 81                 -            81          
Openspace Institutional School 39                 -            39          

Table 2P
Developed and Buildable Land in Lacey and the Lacey UGA shown in Acres
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Pete Swenson, a senior planner for Thurston Regional, 
utilizing a software program that he developed, has 

been responsible for local  population 
projections since February of 1974.

Pete Swenson

provide some understanding of the vacant land 
resources available in the proposed UGA and it 
is possible to calculate potential ability to ac-
commodate population growth.  Chart 17 shows 
estimated residential capacity in Lacey and the 
Lacey Growth Area to the year 2030.  However, 
it is important to understand that figures can be 

misleading without understanding how they were 
prepared and some important limitations and 
considerations.
One of the major limitations is the forecasting 
of densities that will develop.  The proposed 
Comprehensive Plan has an emphasis on pro-
viding a full range of housing choices and 
responding to market needs and conditions.  The 

A member of Thurston Geodata’s GIS team, Earnest 
Moore, provided special GIS studies for Lacey’s 1994 

GMA Plan and the 2003 update.

Ernest Moore 

Chart 16 
Buildable Land In General Land Use Zones for Lacey and the Lacey 

UGA 2007 
Data Provided By Thurston Regional Planning
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Planning Commissions felt it was impossible 
to predict exactly how densities might develop.  
In the past, we have seen where moderate den-
sity properties have actually developed out at 
low density because of market forces.  While 
the proposed Comprehensive Plan has density 
minimums it still provides for a range of options, 
i.e., low density 0-4 or 3-6, moderate density 

6-12, high density 6-20.  Because of an unknown 
market, the range of density options seems rea-
sonable. 
 
The Planning Commission did not want to re-
quire higher density minimums than described 
above for fear that the market would not bear 
that amount of high density property.  We must 
remember that not everybody wants to live in 
apartments.  Additionally, for the last decade in 
the Lacey area banks have been reluctant to loan 
on multifamily projects.  If minimums are set too 
high for the market to support, significant prop-
erties in strategic locations could stand vacant 
and not develop.  Under this scenario, zoning a 
significant amount of property for moderate and 
high density, with unrealistic minimum densities 
that the market cannot support, would do little 
except to accelerate large lot sprawl throughout 
the County and increase the cost of housing, 
which would be in conflict with affordable hous-
ing goals of the Housing Element.  

To analyze probable buildout of the remain-
ing vacant lands in the growth area the 2007 
Regional Buildable Lands Report looked at our 
zoning designations and vacant land, and made 
some assumptions relating to estimated density.  
A description of these assumptions and meth-

Veena and Pete

Veena Tabbutt, a planner for Thurston Regional, 
discusses demographic information with Pete Swen-
son, a senior planner for Thurston Regional. Veena 

provided the demographic 
material used in plan updates.
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odology for the study are provided in the 2002 
2007 Buildable Lands Report in the technical 
documentation section. The reader is referred to 
this document for a more thorough discussion of 
methodology involved in the study.

Results of the review found that generally it is 
expected that the growth area contains enough 
vacant property buildable land to accommodate 
20-year growth projections under the minimum 
density scenario.  Under the most intensive sce-
nario, where full densities are utilized (a scenario 
that has not been borne out by past experience), 
vacant land resources could accommodate a 
much longer time span. The caveat on all as-
sumptions is that these figures expect full utiliza-
tion of all vacant lands. 

Review of the existing land use map with vacant 
acres indicates vacant land resources are not 
unusually high, considering existing vested proj-
ects, ownership, configuration of vacant land, 
and the need for sufficient property to provide 
for healthy competition and a full range of hous-
ing opportunities.  A major potential problem is 
the threat of under-estimating the need for vacant 
land and unnecessarily driving up the cost of 
land.  Drawing the growth boundary too tight, 
with unrealistic assumptions on infill and not 
enough land to provide adequate competition, 
could have significant undesirable consequences. 

Tighter growth boundaries could result in even 
further escalation of cost of properties within 
the UGA, encouragement of 5-acre sprawl, and 
the collapse of affordable housing.  The effect 
of limited vacant land resources and potential 
impacts on market value are borne out by expe-
riences that Lacey staff have had at the permit 
counter when dealing with potential developers.
  
As far back as the early 1990’s, shortly after 
adoption of the growth boundary under GMA, 
a respected developer  looking for an area to 
develop a larger project (40 acres+) could only 
find two potential sites within the growth area 
with utilities available.  One was difficult to de-

velop because of sensitive area limitations, and 
the other was locked up in contract to another 
developer before he could get a contract on it. 
Other sites were said to have skyrocketed in ask-
ing price based upon perceived increase in value 
as a result of GMA impacts on the market.  This 
has significant implications for affordable hous-
ing goals.

As can best be determined, the existing urban 
growth boundaries properly consider the full 
range of needs and resources in the planning 
area.  UGA boundaries reflect consideration of 
existing urban and vested development currently 
outside the City on septic tank and drain fields.  
Boundaries also reflect the task of stopping 
sprawl to protect County resources of agricul-
tural, timber and environmentally sensitive areas.  
The boundaries also provide room for a full 
range of housing options and some competition 
to help affordable housing goals and policies, 
although perhaps not enough. 
In addition, the growth boundaries also accom-
modate a reasonable market factor for reasons 
discussed in Appendix 5 of the 2007 Buildable 
Lands Report.  The market factor used in the 
Buildable Lands Report of 2007 ranged between 
0 and 25 percent.  Lacey market factor for 2028 
projections was 24% and for 2030 projections 
15%.  Market factors account for “vagaries of 
the real estate market supply” and at a minimum 
take into account that not all land suitable for de-
velopment will be available for development in 
the 20-year planning horizon.  Some land owners 
will choose not to put their vacant or partially-
used land on the market, or choose not to rede-
velop developed properties.  

In 2007 Thurston County and the cities and town 
began working together in a joint planning ef-
fort to develop suitable market factors for each 
jurisdiction and the adjacent unincorporated 
urban growth area.  A reasonable market factor 
may also provide for some competition to help 
affordable housing goals and policies, although 
perhaps not enough.  
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In summary, the growth boundaries provide a 
reasonable balancing of all the above-referenced 
factors.  At expected buildout (at least required 
minimum densities), we should be able to com-
fortably accommodate the next 20 years of 
growth.  If market forces change and our goals 
and policies are effective in encouraging higher 
densities along corridors, we will be able to uti-
lize our vacant land resources even more effec-
tively and have vacant land that will last past the 
20-year projection.


