resoLutioN No. |HHO |

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE THURSTON COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, THE TUMWATER/THURSTON
COUNTY JOINT PLAN, THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
OLYMPIA AND THE OLYMPIA URBAN GROWTH AREA, THE
LAND USE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LACEY AND THE LACEY
URBAN GROWTH AREA, THE CITY OF YELM
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND JOINT PLAN WITH THURSTON
COUNTY, AND FULFILLING THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
WASHINGTON STATE GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT, AND
TO PROVIDE FOR OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATED
THERETO.

WHEREAS, Thurston County is required to plan under Chapter 36.70A RCW,
the Growth Management Act (GMA), which contains thirteen goals that are intended to
" guide the development and adoption of comprehensive plans, which relate to urban

growth, rural development, reduced sprawl, transportation, housing, economic
'deve]opment property rlghts ﬁgfrﬁfts ‘natural resource mdustnes open ‘space and
recreation, environment, citizen participation and coordination, pubhc facilities _and

~ services, and historic preservation; and -

WHEREAS, the GMA requires the comprehensive plan to demonstrate and
uphold the concepts of internal consistency, conformity, and concurrency; and

WHEREAS, the GMA also requires a process of early and continuous citizen
participation for amending comprehensive plans; and

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan must be
processed in compliance with the requirements of the State Environmental Pol_icy Act
(SEPA); and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) has made f'ndmgs of

fact relating to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and Joint Plan Amendments
referenced in this resolution supporting said amendments which are set forth below for

adoption.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF THURSTON COUNTY, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. For the purposes of effective land use planning, the
Board of County Commissioners of Thurston County adopts the following legislative

findings of fact:
A. GENERAL FINDINGS.
1. Thurston County is required to plan under Chapter 36.70A RCW, the Growth

Management Act (GMA), and has performed professional review, public notice, and
comment with respect to these amendments; and

2. The GMA requires counties to adopt county-wide planning policies to guide
the adoption of comprehensive plans. The principal purpose of these policies is to insure -
that the comprehensive plans of counties and the cities within them are coordinated and
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consistent with each other. The amendments to the Thurston County Comprehensive
Plan adopted by this resolution were prepared, considered and adopted in compliance
with the county-wide planning policies; and ‘

3. The Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, as amended, collectively includes
joint plans with the cities of Bucoda, Lacey, Olympia, Rainier, Tenino, Tumwater, Yelm,
and other sub-area plans, with chapters on land use, natural resource lands, housing,
transportation, capital facilities, utilities, economic development, the natural
environment, archeological and historic resources that govern development throughout
unincorporated Thurston County -and comply with GMA requirements for comprehensive

plans; and

4. The amendments to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan adopted by this
resolution were included on the 2009 Comprehensive Plan Official Docket as required by
Chapter 2.05 Thurston County Code (TCC), Growth Management Public Participation;
and ‘ .

5. The amendments to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan adopted by this
resolution were the subject of a series.of public hearings before the Thurston County
Planning Commission and the Thurston County Board of County Commissioners (Board)
and separate work sessions by each body as required by the GMA and the Thurston
‘County Code; and o - 7 )

6. In formulating its recommendations, the Planning Commission considered
public comments received through public hearings and the public process; and

7. The Board held duly noticed public hearings on April 22, 2010, May 27, 2010,
June 1, 2010, and June 7, 2010 for the changes contained in this resolution; and

8. In formulating its deéiéion, the Board considered public comments received
through public hearings and the public process; and

9. This resolution will amend the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and
related plans; and

10. In formulating the Comprehensive Plan amendments adopted by this
resolution, the Board has considered the goals contained in RCW 36.70A.020. The
Board has weighed the goals as they apply to the subject matter of this resolution; and

11. The County uses several methods to ensure early and continuous. public
participation and open discussion in the review of proposed amendments including but
not limited to direct mailing, email lists, internet information pages, and posted public
notices; and

12. The findings below and the record generated in the public hearing process and
at the adoption of this resolition show that this measure is consistent with the GMA
goals; and '

13. The Board believes adopting the amendments is necessary for the
preservation of the public health, safety, and general welfare of Thurston County
residents. T



B. FINDINGS

1-E, CITY OF TUMWATER 2025 TRAN SPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
TUMWATER/THURSTON COUNTY JOINT PLAN

1. The City of Tumwater and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Tumwater Urban Growth Area as requxred by the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies; and

2. The City of Tumwater adopted the Tumwater 2025 Transportation Plan, whieh
is an updated transportation element for the City of Tumwater Comprehensive Plan on
February 5, 2008 following a public process consistent with GMA; and

3. The Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan was adopted in 1995 by the City of
. Tumwater and Thurston County; and

4. Chapter 8 Transportation of the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan was last
A updated in 1998 and is out of date; and

5. The Tumwater 2025 Transportation Plan also mcluded planmng for the
- —unincorporated area of the City of Tumwater Urban-Growth Area; and-- - -

6. The Tumwater 2025 Transportation Plan must be adopted into the
-~ Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan-in order to"apply to'the unincorporated portion of
the Urban Growth Area; and

7. The Thurston County Planning Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the Tumwater 2025 Transportation Plan in consideration of the
GMA, the Thurston County. County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan and the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan; and

8. The Thurston County Planning Commission and City of Tumwater Planmng
‘Commission held a duly noticed joint public hearing on January 13, 2010; and

9. The proposed amendment was reviewed by the City of Tumwater through their
Comprehensive Plan docketing and amendment process; and :

10. The City of Tumwater Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
~ amendment-on February.9,2010 in its present form;-and- :

11. The City of Tumwater City Council recommended adoption of the
“amendment on March 16, 2010 following a duly noticed public hearing in its present
“form; and

12. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form; and

13. The Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the Tumwater/Thurston
~ County Joint Plan amendments on May 27, 2010, including the Tumwater 2025
Transportation Plan; and ' »

14. The Board considered recommendations by the City of Tumwater and the
Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including its goals, the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Tumwater/Thurston County Comprehensive
Plan, the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan, and other related plans; and
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15. The City of Tumwater served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter
43.21C RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment;
and

16. A determination of non-significance was issued by the City of Tumwater
under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on February 11, 2010 for the changes contained in
this resolution for the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan amendments; and

17. Thurston County adopted the City of Tumwater determination of non-
significance in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW).

C. FINDINGS

1-F, THURSTON - COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CHAPTER 4 HOUSING -
TO ENSURE CONSISTENCY WITH THE THURSTON COUNTY
CONSOLIDATED PLAN FOR HOUSING

1. The Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and the Consolidated Plan for
Housing in Thurston County (CPHTC) address housing needs in the County and the
cities; and

2. The CPHTC is a requirement of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development as.a.condition of receiving certain funding as specified in. Federal law; and

3. The CPHTC and the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan must be consistent
with each other; and

4. While the CPHTC addresses homeless encampments as required by RCW
43.185C.160, the Comprehensive Plan does not; and

5. The proposed text change would update the Comprehensive Plan to include
temporary homeless encampment goals and policies as well as other changes 1o ensure
consistency; and

6. The Thurston County Planning Commission held a duly advertised public
hearing on March 3, 2010 to take public testimony as required by Chapter 2.05 TCC
Growth Management Public Participation; and

7. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption -of the
amendment on April 7, 2010; and

8. The Board held a duly noticed public hearing for the proposed amendment on
June 1, 2010; and :

9. The Board considered public testimony and the recommendation of the
Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including its goals, the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the CPHTC, and other related plans; and

10. The Board believes adopting the housing and homeless encampment
ordinance is necessary for the preservation of the public health, safety, and general
welfare of Thurston County residents; and

11. Thurston County issued a determination of non-significance on June 10, 2010
for the proposed amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and homeless
encampment regulations in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW).
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D. FINDINGS

~ 2-A, MINERAL LANDS OF LONG TERM COMMEkCML SIGNIFICANCE
’ THURSTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

1. Thurston County is required to designate and conserve mineral resource lands
that are not already characterized by urban growth and that have long-term significance
for the extraction of minerals pursuant to the GMA (RCW 36.70A.040, 36.70A.060,
36.70A.131 and 36.70A.170); and

2. The county is required by the GMA to protect lands that are considered
Critical Areas (RCW 36.70A.060); and

3. Thurston County must balance the protection of critical areas and the
designation of mineral resource lands of long term commercial significance (LTCS); and

4. Thurston County has amended its comprehensive plan several times since its
__adoption. In 2004 the amendments were part of the “seven-year compliance review”
required by RCW 36.70A.130(1); and

- ——-- —=-§,~Concerns over the location of gravel mines and asphalt plants surfaced after .
the Board of County Commissioners (Board) reviewed arid expanded existing designated ;

...mineral lands of Long-Term Commercial Significance (LTCS) as_part of a seven year
review of the Comprehensive Plan; and

6. In response, the Board established an interim ordinance that prohibited the
designation of new mineral lands, permitting of new gravel mining operations, and
permitting of new asphalt plants outside the RRI zone; and

7. Thurston County amended the Thurston County Code on October 17, 2003
with Ordinance No. 13030 adopting interim regulations limiting the issuance of special
‘use permits for asphalt plants and gravel mines; and

8. Ordinance No. 13030 limited the issuance of special use permits for asphalt
plants and gravel mines intending to put mining on hold in environmentally sensitive and
hazardous areas. The current designation criteria used for mineral lands LTCS does not
include extensive environmental factors or location criteria, thereby potentially
negatively impacting critical areas and other environmentally sensitive areas; and

9. The Mineral Lands Task Force was established by the Board in the Fall of
2003 to address emerging concerns with the location of sand and gravel mines and
asphalt plants in Thurston County and to provide advice and input to thé County; and

10. After meeting 11 times to address, study, and develop policy changes, the
Task Force made recommendations to the Board on July 24, 2004 regarding siting and
permitting criteria for gravel mines, asphalt plants, and mineral lands LTCS based on
existing County policies and regulations, case law, scientific studies, maps and related
technical information, and from expert testimony on mining and asphalt plant regulations;
and

11. The amendments relating to development standards for mineral resource
lands satisfy the procedural requirements of, and are consistent with the GMA; and




12. The Thurston County Planning Commission held briefings on August 21,
2003, November 9, 2004, December 7, 2004, June 15 and 22, 2005, July 1, 2005, January
21, 2009, March 18, 2009, August 19, 2009, October 21, 2009, and November 4, 2009 to
consider changes in the Mineral Lands Element of the Comprehensive Plan; and

13. An open house on December 2008 was held to allow the public to comment
on approaches to designation and on mining issues and to allow staff to answer questions
interested parties had about the project; and

14. In addition, the Planning Commission formed a Sub-Committee in April 2009
to research the issues relating to the designation of mineral lands LTCS and the
permitting of gravel mines and asphalt plants. They made their final recommendation in
October 2009; and

15. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed revisions on
November 18, 2009, and follow up briefings on December 2 and 16, 2009 and February 3

and 17,2010; and

16. After considering the public comment received from the Mineral Lands Task
Force and staff, the Planning Commission formulated a recommendation for the Board on
"February 17, 2010; and

17. The Board held briefings on October 13, 2008, December 16, 2009, and
March 30, 2010 to consider changes to the Mineral Lands Element of the Comprehensive

Plan; and

18. The changes have been studied thoroughly by both the Planning Commission
and the Board. Several of the proposed changes in the amendment received a
considerable amount of public comment and consideration by the Planning Commission

and the Board; and

19. A 1,000 foot buffer has historically been used in Thurston County to separate
" mineral lands designation from residential uses; and

20. Several Washington jurisdictions studied by Thurston County use a 1,000
foot buffer to separate mineral extraction from incompatible uses; and

21. After considering public comment, the Mineral Lands Task Force and staff’s
recommendation, the Planning Commission recommended extending the types of
property being protected by the 1,000 foot buffer to include public parks and preserves,
national wildlife refuges, state conservation areas, wildlife areas, and government-owned

preserves as these are also considered incompatible uses; and

22. As alocal policy, the board finds it necessary to use the 1,000 foot buffer to
separate mineral lands designation from residential uses as well as public parks and
preserves, national wildlife refuges, state conservation areas, wildlife areas, and

government-owned preserves; and
23. Mineral extraction operations utilize heavy equipment, vehicles, and

machinery continually until the minerals are depleted. Noise, dust, vibrations, and view,
even within the bounds of the law, are inconstant with residential and natural settings;

and




24. These amendments are necessary for the preservation of the public health,
safety and general welfare of Thurston County residents; and

25. Thurston County is required by the GMA to protect the supply of limited
resources such as mineral resources in the County for future uses and to limit
incompatible uses from developmg in close proximity to the mineral-extraction activity;
and

- 26. In 2005, there were an estimated 111 million cubic yards of sand and gravel
designated in Thurston County. According to DNR, to meet 2025 population supply '
needs, the county would need approximately 45 million cubic yards of sand and gravel
designated. The County appears to well exceed this recommended 20-year supply of sand
and gravel and is close to the 50- year population supply estimate of 109.7 million cubic
yards; and-

* 27. Thurston County is required by the GMA to offer a balance between
‘desrgnated mineral_lands and forest lands;.and . o - :

28 Accordmg to the Comprehensrve Plan Chépter 2 Land Use the purpose of'
maintain and enhance resource-based industries, drscourage residential encroachment and
‘other incompatible development from long-term-forest lands; and-promote-and -protect
forestry and its dependent rural community through the enhancement, protection, and
perpetuation of of private and public forestry operations; and

29. According to the Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Natural Resource Lands
forest lands are a paramount economic resource for Thurston County and the State of
Washington. This valuable resource must be conserved and protected to ensure that the
production of timber and ferest products continues into the future. It is the State's policy
to encourage forestry and restocking of forests (RCW 84.33.010). It is through good
forestry management and stewardship that environmental benefits will be enhanced in the
areas of water quality, air quality, carbon sequestration, reduction of soil erosion,
lessening of storm and flood damage, protection of valuable wildlife habitats,
biodiversity, and the provision of scenic and recreational spaces; and '

30. .The Board received a letter from Weyerhaeuser.on April 4, 2005 asking that
mineral extraction be considered a primary use within long-term forestry zones; and

31. During the March 30, 2010 briefing, the Board expressed concern for. the co-
designation of mineral lands and forest lands LTCS, stating the importance of keeping the
designated forested lands intact and questioning the ability to return a mined forest land
to its original state. The Pacific Northwest’s unique characteristics that contribute to a
rich forest and the potential loss for carbon sequestering was a major reason for the

concern of co-designation; and

32. The Board held a public hearing on April 22, 2010 to take public comment on
the recommendations on the designated mineral resource lands criteria. The Board
received a letter from Granite Construction Company concerning the co- -designation of
mineral and forest lands; and

33. After the Public hearing, the Board held follow-up briefings on May 19,
2010, June 2, 2010, and June 16, 2010; and




34. During the May 19, 2010 briefing, The Board discussed the possibility of
both mineral lands designation and long-term forestry designation on a property.
Thurston County studied how mineral lands and long-term forestry lands are designated
in King, Snohomish, and Lane (Oregon) counties; and

35. The Board held a briefing on June 2, 2010 to further discus long-term forestry
and mineral lands co-designation. After considering public comment, the Mineral Lands
Task Force, staff’s, and the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the Board decided
to prohibit the co-designation of mineral lands and forest lands LTCS, in Chapter 3,
mineral resource in the Comprehensive Plan; and

36. The Mineral Lands Task Force initially recommended mapping all the known
mineral deposits and identifying where the designated mineral lands LTCS would be
located. This data is not available and to do the necessary research for such a map is out
of the County’s financial abilities; and

37. After considering public comment, the Mineral Lands Task Force, staff’s, and
the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the Board decided to allow the property
owner the opportunity to apply for designation. If the application is approved, all or part
of the property in the application may be designated and mapped; and

38. The Board feels it is necessary to-allow mineral extraction-special use permits
only on designated mineral resource lands to provide certainty as to where these activities
will be taking place; and

39. Thurston County has provided for public participation in developing the
proposed revisions in accordance with the state Jaw and the Thurston County code.
County staff used the information from comments submitted by interested citizens and
agencies to formulate a recommendation for a preferred approach to designation and
regulation of mineral lands; and

40. Thurston County has used a variety of means to involve the public in the
mineral lands planning project. As noted previously, a Mineral Lands Task Force was
appointed by the Board to provide input and direction as well as public meetings, news
releases, website updates, and email notifications, with additional opportunities for public
input during State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) comment periods and public
hearings; and

50. SEPA review on the proposal relating to the designation and conservation of
mineral resource lands was phased pursuant to WAC 197-11-060(5). SEPA documents
focused on environmental issues associated with the designation and conservation of
mineral resource lands while deferring analysis of site-specific issues associated with
future mining proposals until afier an application is received. A SEPA determination of
non-significance was issued on June 14, 2010; and

51. In formulating the Comprehensive Plan amendments adopted by this
resolution, the Board has considered the goals contained in Chapter 36.70A RCW. The
Board has weighed the goals as they apply to the subject matter of this Resolution; and

52. These findings and the record generated at the hearing and at the adoption of
this resolution show this measure is consistent with the GMA goals.




E. FINDINGS

2-D, WORKING LANDS STRATEGIC PLAN
THURSTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

1. The Thurston County Agricultural Advisory Committee was established in
1978 by the Thurston County Board of County Commissioners to represent farm and
family forestry landowners. In 2008, this group was charged with the development of a
Working Lands Strategic Plan (WLSP); and

2. Local forest and agricultural lands contribute to Thurston County’s culture and
economy and they provide important benefits to the community; and

3. The WLSP helps-to. ensure the economic viability of farm and forest land so
property owners are more likely to keep such lands in production rather than convert land
to other uses, and helps relieve urban growth pressures on the region’s working lands;

and :
7 4. Several changes areAnecessary to the goals, policies, and objectives in Chapter
3 Natural Resources of the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan to support the WLSP;
and

5. .The WLSP outlines nine (9). primary strategies. and_nine (9) secondary
strategies for the preservation of working lands; and

6. A Purchase of Development Rights Program is integral to the success of the
WLSP; and

7. The WLSP and the amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan
were developed between 2008 and 2010 by the Agricultural Advisory Committee, which
held 16 work sessions; and

‘8. The Thurston County Agricultural Advisory Committee held open houses on
July 31, 2009 and October 1, 2009; and

9. On January 28, 2010, the Thurston County Agricultural Advisory Committee
recommended adoption of the amendment; and

10. The Thurston County-Planning Commission studied the amendment-during
several work sessions in 2009 and 2010; and

11. The Thurston County Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing-on March 3, 2010 to take public testimony as required by Chapter 2.05 TCC
Growth Management Public Participation; and

12.  On March 16, 2010, the Thurston County Planning Commission
recommended adoption of the amendment in its present form; and

13. The Board held several work sessions on the WLSP and the amendment to
the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan between 2008 and June 2010; and

14. On June 1, 2010, the Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the
amendment; and




15. The Board considered public testimony and recommendations by the
Thurston County Agricultural Advisory Committee and the Thurston County Planning
Commission in light of the GMA, including its goals, the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan, the WLSP and other related plans; and

16. A determination of non-significance was issued by Thurston County under
SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on May 21, 2010 for the changes contained in this
resolution for Chapter 3 Natural Resources relating to the WLSP.

F. FINDINGS

2-F MAYTOWN LAND USE EVALUATION
THURSTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

1. The Maytown Land Use Evaluation includes the reassessment of the Thurston
County Comprehensive Plan land use designations and associated zoning for
approximately 2,423 acres of property generally located east of the intersection of Tilley
Road South and Maytown Road SE in south central Thurston County, which is divided
into two areas; and

2. Area One (1) is currently owned by the Mclntosh Family Estate/Robert
Mclntosh (Mclntosh), Maytown Sand and Gravel, LLC (MSG), Todd and Laurie Batten
(Batten), and the City of Tacoma Rail Mountain Division; and

3. The MSG property was owned by the Port of Tacoma prior to April 1, 2010;
and

4. Area Two (2) is currently owned by the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW); and

5. The Mclntosh Property includes Assessors Parcel Numbers (APN)
12601120000, 12601200000, 12602110000, 12602130000, 12602210000, 12602300200,
12602340100, 12735310200, 12735410000, 12735420100, 12735430000, 12735440000,
and 12736320000 totaling approximately 805 acres currently designated Rural
Residential and Resource One Dwelling Unit per Five Acres (RRR 1/5) on Map M-15
Future Land Use in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

6. Based upon Thurston County Assessors data, the Mclntosh Property is
currently used as a tree farm and is classified with the use code “88- Designated Forest”
under RCW 84.33; and

7. The MSG property includes APN 12602340100 totaling approximately 746

acres currently designated RRR 1/5 and Rural Resource Industrial (RRI) on Map M-15
Future Land Use in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

8. The Batien property includes APN 12602300200 totaling approximately 40
acres currently designated RRR 1/5 and RR] on Map M-15 Future land Use in the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and
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9. The City of Tacoma Rail Mountain Division property includes APN
12601300000 and 12602320700 totaling approximately 24 acres currently designated
RRR 1/5 in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan. The rail line and associated
property runs from west to east from just south of Maytown Road SW at Tilley Road
SW; and

10. The WDFW property includes APN 12601400000, 12602300100,
12603410101, 12611110300, 12611420000, 12612120100, 12612220000, 12612220100,
and 12612440100 totaling approximately 809 acres currently designated RRR 1/5 and
RRI on Map M-15 Future Land Use in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

11. The zoning for the above properties on the “Official Zoning Map Thurston
~County, Washington” adopted under TCC 20.06.010 of the Thurston County Zoning
Ordinance (Title 20 Zoning) must be consistent with the designations on Map M-15
Future Land Use in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan as required by the GMA .
(RCW 36.70A); and

12. The MSG, WDFW, and Batten properties were owned by Citifor, Inc. and
- were a part of the former Pacific Powder/Hercules explosives manufacturing facility; and

13. The Port of Tacoma and previous owners have conducted extensive clean-up
activities for hazardous waste-as-part-of -an “Agreed Order” (No. DE 6901-August-17,
2009) with the Washington State Department of Ecology pursuant to the authority of the
Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA), RCW 70.105D.080(1). The Agreed Order was
initially with Citifor, Inc., the property owner before the Port of Tacoma; and

14. According to the Agreed Order, approximately 100 acres in the north central
portion of the property were used for explosives manufacturing. From the early 1940’s to
1968, a portion was used for dynamite manufacturing, and from the late 1960°s to 1994,
it was used to manufacture ANFO (a mixture of ammonium nitrate and fuel oil) and
MEAN (monoethanolamine nitrate, a slurry explosive); and

15. The Batten property was not included in the area used for explosives
manufacturing and by itself does not appear to have been used for:industrial purposes
and

16. For property included in Area One (1), Map M-15 in the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan is proposed to be amended to change the land use designation from
its current designations of RRI and RRR 1/5 to Rural One Unit per Twenty Acres (R
1/20); and

17. For property included in Area Two (2), Map M:15 in the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan is proposed to be amended to change the land use designation from
its current designations of RR1 and RRR 1/5 to Public Parks, Trails and Preserves (PP);

and
18. Current legally permitted uses will not be impacted by the proposed land use
changes; and

19. On December 16, 2005, the Thurston County Hearing Examiner approved a
special use permit (SUPT 020612 Allen & Company, LLC) with conditions to permit a
gravel mining operation and several associated accessory uses; and
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20. The designation of 284+ acres as Mineral Lands of Long Term Commercial
Significance on the MSG property also approved by the Hearing Examiner will be
unaffected by a change in land use designation; and

21. According to the Hearing Examiner decision on the mining special use permit
(SUPT 020612 Allen & Company, LLC), when the mining operation is completed, the
site would be reclaimed as commercial forestland and recreational lakes for wildlife; and

22. In November of 2007, the Friends of Rocky Prairie (FORP) submitted a site-
specific comprehensive land use plan and rezoning proposal for the MSG and Mclntosh
properties to change the land use plan designations from RRR 1/5 and RRI] to R 1/20
which was placed on the preliminary docket for 2008; and

23. Between November 2007 and March 26, 2008, FORP submitted a list of over
2,000 names of persons in support of their proposal; and

24. According to Chapter 2.05 TCC Growth Management Public Participation,
Official Dockets may include other legislative amendment proposals initiated by the
Thurston County Board of County Commissioners or selected by the Board from the
preliminary docket for further consideration; and

25. On March 26, 2008, the Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the 2008
Development Code Preliminary Docket, which included this amendment; and '

26. Approximately 80 citizens were present at the hearing, many of whom
provided verbal and/or written comments. The majority of the comments, both written
and verbal, related to this amendment. Of the 20 verbal comments received at the public
hearing, 16 were in support of keeping the request on the docket and three were opposed.
Seven written comments were in support; and

27. In consideration of testimony received for the public hearing, on April 15,
2008 the Board placed the amendment request on the Official 2008 Development Code
Docket for consideration, however, it was not processed in 2008; and

28. Proposals not completed or processed are placed on the preliminary docket
for the following year; and

29. On April 15, 2008, the Board approved Ordinance No. 14046 which placed a
moratorium on new RR] uses on the portions of the MSG and Batten properties zoned
RRI to preclude new uses from occurring until such time as the RRI land use designation
could be re-evaluated; and

30. The RRI land use designation on the MSG, Batten, and WDFW properties
were designated in 1999 under Resolution No. 12108; and

31. On March 20, 2009, the Board, representatives from United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, FORP, Capitol Land
Trust and County staff attended a site tour of the MSG property given by representatives
of the Port of Tacoma, which was the owner of the property at the time; and

32. On June 9, 2010, the proposal was placed on the 2009 Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Docket following the process required in Chapter 2.05 TCC Growth
Management Public Participation; and

12




33. The area under consideration was expanded during the 2009 docketing
process to include the Batten and WDFW properties which are adjacent properties with
RRI land use designations that were designated at the same time as the MSG property;

and

34. On September 22, 2009, a separate internet web page was formally
established for this proposal to disseminate information including staff reports and
attachments, presentations, public comments and other related information as it became

available; and :

35.. The proposed amendment, including a description of Area One (1), Area Two
(2), a map of the expanded boundaries, the proposed FORP amendment information and
the FORP SEPA checklist were sent to agencies, including the Port of Tacoma, for
comment on September 22, 2009; and

36. Between October 22, 2009 and April 7, 2010, the Planning Commission held
.a_number of work sessions to_.study the issues .and the proposed land use plan
amendment; and
= 37. On December 16,2010, the Planning Commission held a work session on the
proposed amendment where the Port of Tacoma, WDFW, the Friends of Rocky Prairie,
and Mr..Robert Mclntosh gave presentations to-the Planning Commission; and -

38. On March 10, 2010, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing; and '

39. On March 10, 2010, Mr. Todd Batten was provided time to give a
presentation to the Planning Commission; and

40. On April 7, 2010, the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of
the amendment to change Map M-15 Future Land Use to change the land use designation
from RRR 1/5 and RRI to PP for the WDFW property; and

41. On April 7, 2010, the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of
the amendment to change Map M-15 Future Land Use to change the land use designation
from RRR 1/5 and RRI to R 1/20 for the MSG, MclIntosh, and City of Tacoma Rail
properties; and

42. On April 7, 2010, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the
portion of the Batten property zoned RRI be changed to RRR 1/5 because it would
provide a uniform land use and zoning category and is consistent with the land use and
zoning for property to the west; and

43. The Board held a duly noticed public hearing on June 7, 2010 regarding the
Maytown Land Use Evaluation to receive public testimony; and

44, A Determination of Non-Significance with a comment period was reissued by
Thurston County under SEPA (chapter 43.21C RCW) on June 8, 2010 for the changes
contained in this resolution for the Maytown Land Use Evaluation; and
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45. The RRR 1/5 land use and zoning designations were created in 1993 for the
purpose of establishing lower rural densities in Thurston County outside of Urban
Growth Areas. The RRR 1/5 designation was amended in 1995 with Resolution No.
10896 and the zoning district in 1997 with Ordinance No. 11398 to make them consistent
with GMA guidance for rural areas; and

46. The approximately 2,403 acres being considered under this amendment were
designated RRR 1/5 in 1993; and

47. The RRI] land use and zoning designation was created in 1998 with the
adoption of Resolution No. 11866 and Ordinance No. 11867 to differentiate between
urban industrial uses and rural industrial uses and to reflect the limits provided in a 1997
update to the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.070 and RCW 36.70A.369). The
RRI1 designation provides for industrial Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural
Development (LAMIRD) in Thurston County as required by the GMA, but not including
Major Industrial Developments (RCW 36.70A.369). Industrial LAMIRDs must be
oriented toward resource uses, dependent upon a rural setting, and compatible with the
rural character of the area, pursuant to GMA; and

48. According to the GMA and the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, in
order for an industrial LAMIRD to be designated by Thurston County, the use must have
been in operation on July 1, 1990; and

49. The RRI zoning district limits more intensive uses to those that do not require
public facilities and that are within %% mile of an Interstate 5 interchange, accessed from a
county arterial or collector road or state highway with rail access available; and

50. LAMIRD criteria in the GMA (RCW 36.70A.070) cannot be used to permit a
major industrial development unless otherwise permitted as a major industrial
development under the GMA (RCW36.70A.365); and

51. The RRI land use category and zoning were approved for this site in 1999
with Resolution No. 12108 and Ordinance No. 12109, QJ-CPAM 990103 Citifor, Inc.
The boundaries include 300+ acres, which generally were intended to contain the core
industrial area and some of the historic use area; and '

52. The core industrial use area on site plans submitted for previous development

applications, timber harvesting, and for the Ecology agreed order did not show industrial
uses north of the City of Tacoma Rail Mountain Division rail line; and

53. The Batten property is located north of the rail line and does not appear to
have been used for industrial purposes; and

54. The approval of the RRI] designation was predicated on the need for more
rural industrial land and the history of the site for industrial use; and

55. In designating this site for RR], the County did not conduct a study to
indicate that a suitable location for proposed uses did not exist in an urban growth area;

and




56. While the location of the subject property designated and zoned RRI adjacent
to the City of Tacoma Mountain Division Rail Line may be desirable, the distance from
Interstate 5 is a significant limiting factor for future rural industrial development at this
location. This was acknowledged in the staff report for QJ-CPAM 990103 Citifor, Inc.
Without a variance, only resource-based industrial uses would be allowed; and

57. Currently, Thurston County has an adequate supply of industrial lands; and

58. If additional RRI land is found to be necessary in the future, a location closer
to Interstate 5 would be more appropriate as it would likely allow for a wider variety of
industrial uses to provide employment opportunities; and

59. While the historic industrial use, explosive manufacturing, is appropriate for
isolated locations away from population centers, this may not be the case for other
industrial uses permitted in the RRI district; and

60. The R 1/20 land use designation and zoning district were adopted into the
Thurston County Compréhensive Plan in 2007 with” Resolution 'No. 13885 and the
Thurston County Zoning Ordinance with Ordinance No. 13886 and were designed
~ specifically for environmentally sensitive lands and natural resource uses.  Mining is
considered a natural resource use; and

61. Resolution No. 13885 and Ordinance No. 13886 were a response to a
Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board decision that Thurston
County needed to increase the variety of residential densities in the rural county and other
issues; and

62. The land use and zoning for the residentially designated portions of the
subject property were considered for R 1/20 in 2007, however, the same land use and
zoning decisions were deferred until more site-specific analysis could take place; and

63. There are environmentally sensitive lands and species located on and nearby
the subject property; and

64. Prairies have been designated as a critical area in Thurston County since
1994. The last major update for prairie habitat in the Critical Areas Ordinance was in

1996; and

65. Since 1996 and 1999, new science is now known regarding prairie habitat and
the recovery of prairie habitat. In 2007, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
updated the prairie habitat definition in the Priority Habitat and Species List. The
dominance of native plant species is no longer a primary factor in determining prairie
habitat. Areas that have a predominance of invasive plant species with a substantial
understory of prairie plants are recoverable upon the removal of invasive species. Areas
dominated by invasive species in between isolated small prairie habitat areas provide
habitat connectivity, especially when near native prairie habitat. Many former prairies
dominated by invasive species such as Douglas-fir and Scot’s Broom are recoverable as
prairies; and

66. Only eight percent of the original Puget Sound prairie still supports grassland
vegetation and only about two to three percent is still dominated by native prairie
vegetation; and




67. Best Available Science in the record provides that the definition used in 1999
for Oregon white oak (Quercus garryana) in the Critical Areas Ordinance is no longer
valid. Smaller habitat areas down 1o one acre in size and areas with more widely spaced
oak trees are now considered a priority habitat. This may result in more accurate
identification of locations and larger areas being considered a priority habitat in Thurston
County, including this property; and :

68. 1In 2009, Thurston County adopted Ordinance No. 14246 for the reasons
stated therein, which are adopted herein by this reference. This put in place interim
regulations to protect prairie and Oregon white oak habitat. The need for native plant
species to be dominant on native outwash prairies was removed. This was a primary
factor in whether or not areas were considered native outwash prairies under the CAO;

and

69. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Comprehensive Wildlife
Conservation Strategy recognizes prairie and Oregon white oak habitat as an important
habitat type for at least ten animal species of greatest conservation need; and

70. Mima mounds are a unique geologic feature for Thurston County, which is a
formation found on prairies in Thurston County. Less than one percent of the remaining
Puget Sound prairie habitats are protected in parks or preserves. Areas with mounds are
considered environmentally sensitive lands in Thurston County; and

71. The far northeastern section of the Port of Tacoma property was dominated
by Douglas-fir and other invasive species until logging in the mid 1990°s. Trees in this
area were estimated to be about 45 to 60 years old. Previous habitat studies showed this
area as forested. Plant surveys for understory varieties were not included in the studies.
Recent surveys in 2009 by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the
Washington Department of Natural Resources have found prairie obligate plant, animal
and invertebrate species in this area and other areas of the MSG property. Mima mounds
have also been found in this area; and

72. Soils associated with prairie habitat are pervasive in all areas of the MSG
property, central and western portions of the Mclntosh property, and the northern and
eastern portions of the WDFW West Rocky Prairie Wildlife Area; and

73. The Spanaway-Nisqually Complex 2 to 10% slopes (SCS code 114) is one of
the predominant soil types on the subject property. Soils for Thurston County are
described in the Soil Survey of Thurston County, WA (1990). This soil type runs from
the western side of the MSG property to the east, then curving northeast across the
WDFW property onto other parcels. This soil type is largely based on the presence of
Mima mounds; and

74. The 1967 aerial photo and topography showed extensive Mima mounds in
areas that largely coincided with the Spanaway-Nisqually Complex 2 to 10% slopes (SCS
code 114); and

75. The 1941 map of Thurston County, Washington shows the general extent of

historic prairies in Thurston County. The borders of Rocky Prairie on this map roughly
coincide with the boundaries of the Spanaway-Nisqually Complex 2 to 10% slopes (SCS

code 114) soil type; and
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76. Logging, clearing, site development and other activities in the 1990’s have
caused the removal of Mima mounds from portions of the MSG propeity. This is
evidenced by the successive aerial photos from 1967 to 2009, and the 2002 LiDAR map,
which was available for use in 2003; and

77. An analysis of the 2002 LiDAR Hillshade map confirms the presence of
‘Mima mounds on the WDFW property, as well as the likelihood of continued Mima
mound presence on portions of the MSG property including in the area northeast of the
City of Tacoma railroad tracks. The LiDAR map was not used as evidence during
previous habitat and site evaluations; and

78. Precise delineation of Mima mounds requires onsite verification. Thurston
County, WDFW, and WDNR site visits in 2009 confirmed the presence of Mima mounds
northeast of the City of Tacoma Rail Line as well as along the eastern boundary of the
MSG property adjoining the WDFW property. However, the full site was not surveyed;
and

79. Wetlands have been part of the Thurston County CAO (TCC 17.15) since its
- — —inception-in 1994.with the-adoption of Ordinance No..10528. The wetland sections-of the
CAO were last amended in 1996 with the adoption of Ordinance No. 11200; and

- -80. The wetlands were last-evaluated ‘with the-gravel mine special use-permit
(SUPT 020612, Allen & Company, LLC) in 2005. The evaluation confirmed the
boundaries and classifications delineated in 1996 in the Wetland Delineation and
Analysis Report for the Pacific Powder Site, Thurston County, WA; and

81. The 1996 wetland report shows a large wetland on the WDFW property as
well as extensive wetlands north of the railroad tracks from the eastern half of the Batten
property to the eastern boundary of the MSG property; and

82. The wetland on the eastern half of the Batten property encompasses
approximately 13 acres of the 40 acre property, not including required buffers; and

83. According to information on Thurston County GeoData, the large wetland on
the Batten property is part of a larger wetland complex that extends approximately two
miles north and includes the areas around Pitman Lake; and

84. The proposed Reclamation Sequence Map for the gravel mine shows a series
of lakes intended to provide habitat. Future use of the property as.wildlife habitat is
consistent.with the R 1/20 land use category; and

85. The proposed change would increase the acreage designated R 1/20 and PP.
The decrease in land designated RRR 1/5 will not have a detrimental impact on the
supply of RRR 1/5 for future housing and other needs; and

86. The use of the WDFW West Rocky Prairie property as a preserve is
consistent with the Public Parks, Trails and Preserves land use category in the Thurston
County Comprehensive Plan; and

87. The use of the MSG property as future wildlife habitat and as a resource use
are consistent with the R 1/20 land use designation; and
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88. The use of the Mclntosh property as a resource use is consistent with the R
1/20 land use designation; and

89. The use of the City of Tacoma Rail Mountain Division rail line will not be
affected by the proposed amendment and should be designated similarly to properties on
the north and south sides; and

90. The Batten property also meets the criteria for the R 1/20 land use
designation and should be designated consistent with properties on the north, south and
east sides.

G. FINDINGS

3-A CITY OF OLYMPIA PARKS AND OPEN SPACE CHAPTER UPDATE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF OLYMPIA AND THE OLYMPIA
URBAN GROWTH AREA

1. The City of Olympia and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Olympia Urban Growth Area as required by the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies; and

2. The policy will clarify the definition in the Comprehensive Plan for the City of

Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area to include the entire Urban Growth Area
for the service area of special use parks, community parks and trails; and

3. The City of Olympia adopted this amendment in 2007 following a public
process consistent with GMA; and -

4. The policy must be adopted by Thurston County in order to apply to the
unincorporated portion of the City of Olympia Urban Growth Area; and

5. The Thurston County Planning Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the amendment in consideration of the GMA, the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and the
Comprehensive Plan for the City of Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area; and

6. The Thurston County Planning Commission held a duly noticed public Hearing
on March 3, 2010; and

7. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form; and

8. On June 1, 2010, the Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the
amendment; and

9. The Board considered public testimony and recommendations by the City of
Olympia and the Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including

its goals, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Comprehensive Plan for the City
of Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area, and other related plans; and

10. The City of Olympia served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter
43.21C RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment;

and
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11. A Final Environmental Impact Statement was issued by the City of Olympia
under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on April 14, 1994 for the Comprehenswe Plan for
the City of Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area; and

12. A Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was issued by the
City of Olympia under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on May 21, 2007 for the changes
contained in this resolution for the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Olympia and the
Olympia Urban Growth Area; and

13.  Thurston County adopted the City of Olympla Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) for
the changes in this resolution for the Comprehensive Plan for City of Olympia and the
Olympia Urban Growth Area.

H. FINDINGS

3-B YELM TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE
YELM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND JOINT PLAN-WITH THURSTON
COUNTY

1. The City of Yelm and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Yelm Urban Growth Area as required. by the Thurston County
" County-Wide Planning Policies; and S T
2. The amendments will update the future transportation plan projects in the

Comprehensive Plan for the City of Yelm and Joint Plan with Thurston County, which
also serves as the joint plan for the unincorporated portion of the City of Yelm Urban

Growth Area; and

3. The City of Yelm adopted the amendments in 2009 following a public process
consistent with GMA; and

4. The updated 20-Year Transportation Plan Map and Trail/Bicycle Map must be
adopted by Thurston County in order to apply to the umncorporated portion of the City of
Yelm Urban Growth Area; and

5. The Thurston County Planning Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the amendment in consideration of the GMA, the Thurston' County
County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and the Land
Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey UGA; and

_ 6. The Thurston County Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing
on March 3, 2010; and

7. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form; and

8. On June 1, 2010, the Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the
amendment; and
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9. The Board considered public testimony and recommendations by the City of
Yelm and the Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including its
goals, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Comprehensive Plan for the City of
Yelm and Joint Plan with Thurston County, the 2025 Thurston Regional Transportation
Plan, and other related plans; and

10. The amendment is consistent with the aforementioned plans; and

11. The City of Yelm served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C
RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment; and

12. A determination of non-significance was issued under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C
RCW) by the City of Yelm for this amendment to the Comprehensive Plan for the City of
Yelm and Joint Plan with Thurston County; and

13.  Thurston County adopted the Ciiy of Yelm’s Determination of Non-
Significance in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) for the changes in this
resolution for the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Yelm and Joint Plan with Thurston

County.
1. FINDINGS

3-D CITY OF LACEY UPDATES — LAND USE, HOUSING AND UTILITIES
LAND USE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LACEY AND THE LACEY UGA

1. The City of Lacey and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Lacey Urban Growth Area as required by the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies; and

2. The amendments will make the Land Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the
Lacey UGA and other elements of the Lacey Comprehensive Plan consistent with the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

3. The City of Lacey adopted the amendments in 2008 following a public process
consistent with GMA; and

4. The updated land use, housing, and utilities amendments must be adopted by
Thurston County in order to apply to the unincorporated portion of the City of Lacey
Urban Growth Area; and

5. The Thurston County Planni;ig Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the amendment in consideration of the GMA, the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and the Land
Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey UGA; and

6. The Thurston County Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing
on March 3, 2010; and

7. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form; and

8. On June 1, 2010, the Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the
amendment; and
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9. The Board considered public testimony and recommendations by the City of
Lacey and the Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including its
goals, the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Comprehensive Plan and the Land
Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey UGA, and other related plans; and

10. The City of Lacey served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C
RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment; and

11. A determination of non-significance was issued under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C
RCW) by the City of Lacey for this amendment (Lacey File Number CPA 08-004) to the
Land Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey UGA; and

12, Thurston County adopted the City of Lacey’s Determination of Non-
Significance in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) for the changes in this
resolution for the Land Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey UGA, and the
housing and utilities elements.

J. FINDINGS

3-E CITY OF TUMWATER UGA RESIZING AND LAND USE ANALYSIS
TUMWATER/THURSTON COUNTY JOINT PLAN
THURSTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
1. The City of Tumwater and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Tumwater Urban Growth Area (UGA) as required by the Thurston
County County-Wide Planning Policies; and

2. In reviewing the -UGA resizing and land use analysis proposal, the Board
considered recommendations by the City of Tumwater, Thurston County Planning
Commission, the Urban Growth Management Subcommittee of the Thurston Regional
Planning Council taking into account the goals of the GMA, the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan, the Tumwater/Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Salmon
Creek Comprehensive Drainage Basin Plan, other related plans, and the evidence
presented during this amendment process and described herein; and

3. The Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan was adopted in 1995 by the City of
Tumwater and Thurston County and serves as the Comprehensive Plan for the
unincorporated portion of the City of Tumwater UGA; and '

4. The Tumwater Southwest UGA Land Use Analysis project includes the
reassessment of land use and zoning of properties in the study areas described below
taking into consideration flooding "and high groundwater hazard areas among other
limitations and associated text amendments to the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan;

and

5. According to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the County should
weigh the need to accommodate projected growth in a particular area against the potential
impacts of that growth on critical and other environmentally sensitive areas; and

6. The Thurston County Planning Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the land use plan and text amendment in consideration of the GMA,
the Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan and the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan; and
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7. The Thurston County Planning Commission and City of Tumwater Planning
Commission held a duly noticed joint public hearing on January 13, 2010; and

8. The proposed amendment was reviewed by the City of Tumwater through their
Comprehensive Plan docketing and amendment process; and

9. The City of Tumwater Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on February 9, 2010 in its present form; and

10. The City of Tumwater City Council recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 16, 2010 following a duly noticed public hearing in its present
form; and

11. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form due to public testimony from the
public hearing and evidence presented during the land use evaluation process; and

12. The Board held a duly noticed public hearing on the Tumwater/Thurston
County Joint Plan amendments on May 27, 2010, including this land use plan and text
amendments; and

13. The City of Tumwater served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter
43.21C RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment;
and

14. A determination of non-significance was issued by the City of Tumwater
under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on February 11, 2010 for the changes contained in
this resolution for the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan amendments; and

15. Thurston County adopted the City of Tumwater determination of non-
significance in accordance with SEPA (chapter 43.21C RCW); and

16. The Littlerock Road Study Area includes approximately 172 properties
totaling approximately 853 acres currently designated in the Tumwater/Thurston County
Joint Plan as Light Industrial (LI), Single Family Low Density Residential (4-7
Dwellings per Acre) (SFL), and Single Family Medium Density Residential (6-9
Dwellings per Acre (SFM); and

17. The 88" Avenue Study Area includes approximately 71 properties totaling
approximately 128 acres currently designated in the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint

Plan as SFL 4-7; and

18. The Littlerock Road Study Area and 88™ Avenue Study Area were designated
Rural Residential One Unit per Five Acres and Planned Industrial District as shown on
the 1994 existing zoning maps in the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan and the 1994
Official Zoning Map, Thurston County Washington prior to the adoption of the
Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan in 1995; and

19. Serious groundwater flooding and landslide conditions occurred in Thurston
County in the winter of 1998-1999 which led Thurston County to declare a local
emergency on February 22, 1999 with the adoption of Resolution No. 11890 for the
reasons stated therein, which was replaced on May 17, 1999 with Resolution No. 11931
for the reasons stated therein; and
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20. Thurston County adopted Ordinance No. 12010 in August of 1999, for the
reasons stated therein, which placed a moratorium on certain permits, including
subdivision, building, grading, filling and forest land conversion permits, on areas
determined to be affected by high groundwater until high groundwater regulations could
be adopted; and

21. The GMA includes Frequently Flooded Areas as a critical area. Frequently
flooded areas may include areas noted on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, as well
as other areas subject to flooding that pose a threat to health, safety, and general welfare.
Chapter 365-190 WAC Minimum Guidelines to classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands
and critical areas defines Frequently Flooded Areas as including areas subject to flooding
due to high groundwater; and

22. High groundwater flood hazard areas were added to the Thurston County
Critical Areas Ordinance as a special management area on February 7, 2000 with the
adoption of Ordinance No. 12155 for the reasons stated therein, whrch are mcorporated
herein by this reference; and

. 23.. OrdmancefNo,.lZ]‘SS also added high groundwater flood hazard areas as a
special flood hazard area in Chapter 14.38 TCC Development in Flood Hazard Areas.
Title 14 is the Bu1]dmg and Construction Code; and

24. High groundwater flooding occurs when subsurface geologlc conditions
prevent recharging waters from moving downward or laterally as fast as they enter the
" groundwater system. The result is a rise in the groundwater table and accumulation of
water on the surface. A high groundwater flood hazard area is an area subject to high
groundwater flooding on which proposed development would itself be threatened, or
would pose a risk of damage to neighboring property or threaten public health and safety;
and

25. Serious groundwater flooding conditions that occurred 'in the Salmon Creek
Basin in Thurston County in the winter of 1998-1999 also resulted in the “Salmon Creek
Basin Comprehensive Drainage Basin Plan Phase 11" adopted by Thurston County in
2004 with Resolution No. 13177 for the reasons stated therein, which are adopted herein
by this reference; and

26. The Salmon Creek Basin Plan was developed between 1999 and 2003 by the
Salmon Creek Basin Stakeholders Committee, an advisory committee representing basin
property owners, local jurisdictions and state agencies; and

27. The findings in the Salmon Creek Basin Plan concluded that on average,
flooding occurs in the Salmon Creek Basin approximately every 20 years and that it is
highly likely that periodic flooding in the basin will re-occur in the future; and

28. Recommendation 7.3.1 in the Salmon Creek Basin Plan called for the City of
Tumwater and Thurston County to re-evaluate the feasibility of supporting urban levels
of development in areas that are subject to high groundwater (surface flooding and
groundwater less than six feet from the surface). The plan’s analysis of land use found
that development would be severely limited by the presence of high groundwater, and
that areas designated for urban levels of development may not be able to support such
development; and
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29. In October 2009, the County’s licensed Hydrogeologist performed a
hydrogeologic analysis of the Salmon Creek Basin to provide an updated assessment on
groundwater hydraulic conditions observed in the last decade, specifically the exercise
was to confirm whether the 2001/2004 Salmon Creek Comprehensive Drainage Basin
Plan’s 1999 high groundwater elevations are still accurate; and

30. The analysis included but was not limited to groundwater flow direction, the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration precipitation record for Olympia from
1948 through 2010, historical groundwater elevation, and the updated Maytown Geologic
Map prepared by the Washington Department of Natural Resources and published in
February of 2009; and

31. The analysis performed was presented to both the Tumwater Planning
Commission and the Thurston County Planning Commission for their review; and

32. The analysis supports the high groundwater elevation maps as outlined in the
2004 (and 2001) Salmon Creek Basin reports; and

33. The Western Washington Growth Management Hearings Board’s
(WWGMHB) July 20, 2005 Final Decision and Order in 1000 Friends of Washington v.
Thurston County, case #05-2-0002, held that several parts of the County’s
Comprehensive Plan and development regulations were out of compliance with the
GMA, Chapter 36.70A RCW; and

34. The WWGMHB held, in part, that the County’s UGA failed to comply with
the GMA because they provided excess capacity beyond what was needed to
accommodate growth over the 20-year planning period without an explanation in the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

35. The WWGMHB ordered the County to achieve compliance with the GMA
pursuant to its decision; and

36. In response, on July 27, 2005, the County enacted Ordinance No. 13405,
which is a moratorium on new residential subdivisions including the two study areas
referenced herein. -Ordinance No. 13405 was amended and renewed eleven times as the
County worked through the issues with the UGA sizing as required by the WWGMHB;
and

37. In 2006, the City of Tumwater submitted a letter to Thurston County in
response to the UGA resizing analysis required by the WWGMHB calling out several

study areas for either removal from the UGA or that could have a lower density land use
designation. The letter included portions of the Littlerock Road Study Area and gg"

Avenue Study Area; and

38. The Board enacted Resolution No. 14034 amending the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan to remove an area from the Tumwater Urban Growth Area on
March 3, 2008 for reasons stated therein; and

39. The Board enacted Ordinance No. 14035 amending the Urban Growth Area

Boundary for the City of Tumwater, by amending the Official Zoning Map of Thurston
County on March 3, 2008 for reasons stated therein; and
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40. Resolution No. 14034 and Ordinance No. 14035 removed the properties
south of 93" Avenue SE between Hart Road SE and Old Highway 99 from the Tumwater
UGA. Resolution No. 14180 and Ordinance No. 14181 redesignated the same properties
to Rural One Unit per Ten Acres; and

41. The adoption of Resolution No. 14034 and Ordinance No. 14035 by the
Board resolved the WWGMHB decision and order, however, the action did not resolve
the land use issues identified in the Salmon Creek Basin Plan in relation to urban
densities in high groundwater hazard areas in the unincorporated portion of the City of
Tumwater UGA; and

42. On July 14, 2008, the Board renewed and amended Ordinance No. 13405 for
four areas with Ordinance No. 14092, including the Littlerock Road Study Area and 88"
Avenue Study Area to allow the County time to study the high groundwater and urban
densities issues; and

43. Ordinance No. 134057has been renewed and amended four times since the
adoption of Ordinance No. 14092. The adoption of this resolution will result in the work
plan.established under Ordinance No...14092, as amended. by subsequent ordinances,
being completed and it is the intent of the Board to lift the moratorium following the
. adoption of an amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan,
Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan and Official Zoning Map; and .

44. The SFL land use designation and zoning district was partially created to
provide areas for low density development and was used for properties that had periodic
surface flooding. Residential properties in the Salmon Creek Basin were largely
designated SFL in 1995-1996, prior to the flooding in 1998-1999 and the completion of
“ the Salmon Creek Basin Plan in 2004; and

45. Because of the evidence presented, the Board finds it necessary to remove
areas shown in Attachment J in the Littlerock Road Study Area from the UGA and
change the land use ‘designation from the current designations described above to
appropriate rural designations; and

46. If the areas in the Littlerock Road Study Area are not redesignated once they

are removed from a UGA, they have the potential to be developed at urban densities
outside of an Urban Growth Boundary; and :

47. During the rural rezoning project completed by Thurston County in 2007 with
the adoption of Resolution No. 13885 and Ordinance No. 13886, it was determined that
the existing land use and zoning designations in the rural area of the Salmon Creek Basin

were too intense; and
48. The Rural One Unit per Ten Acre (R1/10) land use designation and zoning
district were adopted into the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and the Thurston

County Zoning Ordinance in 2007 with the aforementioned actions and were developed
specifically for properties in the Salmon Creek Basin and other environmentally sensitive

lands; and

49. The R 1/10 land use designation is the primary rural designation in the
Salmon Creek basin and has been applied extensively to properties in rural areas within
the Salmon Creek Basin; and
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50. The portion of the Littlerock Road Study Area south of Littlerock Road is
located in the Salmon Creek Basin and is consistent with the criteria for the R 1/10 land
use designation in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan; and

51. Prior to 1996, the portion of the Littlerock Road Study Area that is north of
Littlerock Road was designated Rural Residential One Unit per Five Acres (RR 1/5); and

52. The RR 1/5 designation is only used in UGAs for smaller cities and towns
and the Nisqually Sub-Area planning area; and

53. Properties adjoining this portion of the Littlerock Road Study Area north of
Littlerock Road are designated Rural Residential/Resource One Unit per Five Acres
(RRR 1/5); and

54. This portion of the Littlerock Road Study Area meets the designation criteria
for the RRR 1/5 land use designation; and

55. The 88™ Avenue Study Area is too far inside the Tumwater UGA to remove
from the UGA without creating an irregular boundary, however, it contains the Walter
~ Court area which was inundated during the 1998-1999 flooding event; and

56. Because of the evidence presented and the aforementioned findings, the
Board finds it necessary to change the land use designation for the 88" Avenue Study
Area as shown in Attachment ) from the current designation of SFL to a lesser
designation; and

57. The Residential/Sensitive Resource Two to Four Dwelling Units per acre
(RSR) land use designation is the lowest density designation in the unincorporated
portion of the City of Tumwater UGA and was created to address environmentally
sensitive areas and as a method to preserve open space; and

58. The Board finds that the RSR land use category is also the most appropriate
land use designation for properties highly impacted by high groundwater in the
unincorporated portion of the City of Tumwater UGA where removal from the UGA is
not a viable option; and

59. The 88™ Avenue Study Area meets the goals and policies for designation as
RSR; and

60. The Board finds it is necessary to revise the text in the Tumwater/Thurston
County Joint Plan to clarify that the RSR designation and zoning district is appropriate
for areas that are impacted by high groundwater issues, or for areas partially developed at
urban densities that may cause an irregular boundary for the land use designation and
zoning district, and remain in the unincorporated portion of the City of Tumwater UGA;

and

61. According to GMA (RCW 36.70A.110), a UGA must contain enough area
and densities to accommodate growth management planning projections, including
employment forecasts and population, for the succeeding 20-year time period; and
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62. According to the Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies (CWPP),
when an area is removed from a UGA, there must be sufficient capacity remaining in the
UGA for future development over the succeeding 20-year time period, the reduced UGA
must be able to provide cost-effective public facilities and services and the reduction
must be compatible with designated resource lands and critical areas; and

63. The 2007 Thurston County Buildable Lands Report prepared by the Thurston
Regional Planning Council (TRPC) is the best available information for purposes of
analyzing the size of UGAs located in Thurston County and for projecting future needs;

and

64. According to the CWPP, the County is required to use TRPC analysis in
deciding on UGA sizing; and

65. In making this decision, Thurston County sought the advice of TRPC and
updated analysis to ensure the remaining size of the UGA would be sufficient to
- accommodate future population and employment growth; and:

66. The TRPC analysis from a February 9, 2010 memorandum shows that the
City of Tumwater UGA would be adequately sized; and~ =~ ’

67. The carrying capacity for future housing needs and employment growth of
the area being removed is heavily impacted by high groundwater hazard areas that are not
buildable; and

68. The UGA adjustment and land use map changes would reduce the capacity of
the Tumwater UGA by 140 to 280 homes by removing the 853-acre Littlerock Road
Study Area and lowering the density in the 128-acre 88™ Avenue Study Area; and

69. The UGA adjustment and land use map changes would reduce the reasonable
market factor in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan for the Tumwater UGA from
24 percent to 20 percent through 2028; and

70. The 20-year projected need for industrially designated land in the Tumwater
UGA is approximately 340 acres. In 2007, there were approximately 1,060 acres of
vacant or partially used land available in industrially designated areas for employment

growth; and

' 71. The 20-year projected need for industrially designate’d areas in all Thurston
County UGA’s is approximately 550 acres. In 2007, there were 1,850 acres of vacant or
partially used land available for employment growth; and

72. Approximately 128 acres of industrially designated land in the Littlerock
Road Study Area is proposed for removal, all of which is owned by the Federal or State
Government and is unlikely to be redeveloped; and

73. Approximately 118 acres of the industrially designated land referenced above
is part of the Washington State Department of Natural Resources Webster Tree Farm.
The County and the City of Tumwater have received a request from the Department of
Natural Resources to be removed from the UGA as they do not intend to sell and
redevelop their property to another use; and
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74. The development potential of the area being removed from the Tumwater
UGA is limited for the reasons stated herein. The obstacles of development create a
situation where it is very difficult, if not impossible, for development to reach a level of
intensity and density to have cost effective urban services provided by the City of
Tumwater; and

75. According to the Thurston County CWPP, the Urban Growth Management
Subcommittee of TRPC must review changes to UGAs in Thurston County to ensure that
they meet the CWPP and make a recommendation to the Board; and

76. On May 7, 2010, the Urban Growth Management Subcommittee of the TRPC
recommended that the amendment complies with the CWPP for reducing a UGA; and

77. The Board concurs with the findings of the Urban Growth Management
Subcommittee of the TRPC and finds that the removal of the Littlerock Road Study Area
complies with the CWPP; and

78. Further, the Board finds that lowering the density of the 88" Avenue Study
Area has a minimal impact on the capacity of the UGA because of the evidence presented
during the amendment process and referenced herein; and

79. The area remaining in the Tumwater UGA and all Thurston County UGAs
provides an adequate area for future population and employment growth as required by
the GMA.

K. FINDINGS

4-E ZORAD SITE SPECIFIC LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT
TUMWATER/THURSTON COUNTY JOINT PLAN

1. The City of Tumwater and Thurston County jointly plan for the unincorporated
portion of the City of Tumwater Urban Growth Area as required by the Thurston County
County-Wide Planning Policies; and

2. The Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan was adopted in 1995 by the City of
Tumwater and Thurston County; and |

3. Mark and Teresa Zorad, owners of approximately 2.18 acres of property
located at 3040 93 Avenue SW (Assessors Parcel Number 17216330302), have
proposed to redesignate and rezone their property from Single Family Low Density
Residential 4-7 Dwelling Units Per Acre (SFL) to Light Industrial (L1); and

4. The Thurston County Planning Commission has held several work sessions to
discuss the merits of the land use plan amendment in consideration of the GMA, the
Thurston County County-Wide Planning Policies, the Thurston County Comprehensive
Plan and the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan; and

5. The Thurston County Planning Commission and City of Tumwater Planning
Commission held a duly noticed joint public hearing on January 13, 2010; and

6. The proposed amendment was reviewed by the City of Tumwater through their
Comprehensive Plan docketing and amendment process; and
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7. The City of Tumwater Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on February 9, 2010 in its present form; and

8. The City of Tumwater City Council recommended adoption of the amendment
on March 16, 2010 following a duly noticed public hearing in its present form; and

9. The Thurston County Planning Commission recommended adoption of the
amendment on March 17, 2010 in its present form; and

10. The Board held a duly noticed public hearing- on the Tumwater/Thurston
County Joint Plan amendments on May 27, 2010, including this land use plan
amendment; and

11. The Board considered recommendations by the City of Tumwater and the
Thurston County Planning Commission in light of the GMA, including its goals, the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the Tumwater/Thurston County Comprehensive
Plan, and other related plans; and

12. The properties to the south and east are also designated Light Industrial and
..appear to have transitioned from residential to. light industrial uses as planned.in the
Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan; and

13. 93" Avenue SW is identified in the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan as
a major east/west transportation route, and is a 50 miles per hour roadway. This property
takes access directly from 93" Avenue SW; and

14. Due to the industrial nature of nearby properties, the roadway can also
experience heavy truck traffic; and

15. The property does not appear to have a history of environmental constraints
such as wetlands or high groundwater; and ,

16. Conditions have changed since the designation of the property in 1996 to
Single Family Low, and are changing such that it is in the public interest to encourage
redevelopment, or a change in land use for the area; and

17. Because of the reasons state herein, the area no longer meets the intent of the
SFL designation; and '

18. The City of Tumwater served as the Lead Agency under SEPA (Chapter
43.21C RCW) for the changes contained in this resolution relating to this amendment;
and

19. A determination of non-significance was issued by the City of Tumwater

under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) on February 11, 2010 for the changes contained in
this resolution for the Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan amendments; and

20. Thurston County adopted the City of Tumwater determination of non-
significance in accordance with SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW).

SECTION 2. 2025 TUMWATER TRANSPORTATION PLAN. In accordance with
the provisions of this resolution, Chapter 8 Transportation in the Tumwater/Thurston
County Joint Plan is hereby amended to incorporate the 2025 Tumwater Transportation
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Plan as shown in Attachment A to this resolution, and repeal the previously adopted 20-
year City of Tumwater Transportation Plan.

SECTION 3. THURSTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CHAPTER 4
HOUSING. In accordance with the provisions of this resolution, Chapter 4 of the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan is hereby amended as shown in Attachment B to

this resolution.

SECTION 4. MINERAL LANDS OF LONG TERM COMMERCIAL
SIGNIFICANCE. In accordance with the provisions of this resolution, Chapter 3 of the
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan is hereby amended as shown in Attachment C to
this resolution.

SECTION 5. WORKING LANDS STRATEGIC PLAN. In accordance with the
provisions of this resolution, Chapter 3 of the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan is
hereby amended as shown in Attachment D to this resolution.

SECTION 6. MAYTOWN LAND USE EVALUATION. In accordance with the
provisions of this resolution, Map M-15 Future Land Use in Chapter 2 of the Thurston
" County Comprehensive Plan is heréby amended as shown in Attachment E to this
resolution. '

SECTION 7. CITY OF OLYMPIA PARKS AND OPEN SPACE CHAPTER
UPDATE. In accordance with the provisions of this resolution, the Comprehensive Plan
for the City of Olympia and the Olympia Urban Growth Area is hereby amended as
shown in Attachment F to this resolution.

SECTION 8. YELM TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE. In accordance with the
provisions of this resolution, the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Yelm and Joint Plan
with Thurston County is hereby amended as shown in Attachment G to this resolution.

SECTION 9. CITY OF LACEY UPDATES. In accordance with the provisions of this
resolution, the Land Use Plan for the City of Lacey and the Lacey Urban Growth Area
and other elements of the Lacey Comprehensive Plan regarding housing and-utilities are
hereby amended as shown in Attachment H to this resolution.

SECTION 10. CITY OF TUMWATER UGA RESIZING AND LAND USE
ANALYSIS. In accordance with the provisions of this resolution, Maps M-14 & M-15
of the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and Maps 3-1, 3-4, 3-10, and 3-7 in the
Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan are hereby amended as shown in Attachment 1 to

this resolution.

SECTION 11. ZORAD SITE SPECIFIC LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT. In
accordance with the provisions of this resolution, Maps 3-1, 3-4, 3-10, and 3-7 in the
Tumwater/Thurston County Joint Plan are hereby amended as shown in Attachment J to
this resolution.

SECTION 12. LAND USE ALLOCATION TABLES. In accordance with the
provisions of this resolution, Table 2-1 Population Allocation and Table 2-1A Percentage

of Land Allocated for Rural Uses in Chapter 2 Land Use in the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan is hereby amended as shown in Attachment K 1o this resolution.
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SECTION 13. SEVERABILITY. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase
or other portion of this resolution or its application to any person is, for any reason,
declared invalid, illegal or unconstitutional in whole or in part by any court or agency of
competent jurisdiction, said decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions hereof.

SECTION 14. EFFECTIVE DATE. This resolution shall take effect immediately
upon adoption.

| ADOPTED;AMM@(_Z_@/O

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Thurston County, Washington
A 3ondloy . (P 95505

Clerk of&@ Board l

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

EDWARD G. HOLM | ars %
PROSECUTIN 7TTOR Vice-Chair ‘
ancher M L 2-»0&_,——\
put secutmg Attomey Commissioner U
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in the general stewardship of
public spaces.
PAR 7.5 Solicit financial support from
recreation sports leagues for field
development, renovation and
maintenance. (Ordinance #5661,
12/26/96)
PAR 7.6 Minimize or eliminate the use of
pesticides or herbicides in the
maintenance of City parks.
PAR 7.7 Develop and implement a
maintenance management system
and create a fund to finance
recurring major maintenance
needs in parks.

Park Planning, Funding and
Administration

GOAL PAR 8*, When feasible,
encourage provision of parks and recreation
facilities consistent with target outcomes and
community recreation needs.

Park Planning,
Administration

Funding and

POLICIES
PAR 8.1* Through the Capital Facilities
Plan, support neighborhood parks
and urban trails which are basic
to preserving and enhancing the
quality of neighborhoods in
Olympia and its growth area.
PAR 8.2 Encourage private individuals,
non-profit  organizations and
businesses to develop recreation
facilities for neighborhood and
community use, which are
available for public use.

PAR 8.3* Consider, where appropriate, a
regional approach to funding
major recreation facilities, for
instance swimming pools and
tournament-level ball fields.

PARKS, ARTS AND RECREATION- PAGE 11

342

342

Work with Thurston County to
identify future park and open
space sites within the urban
growth area.

PAR 8.4*

PAR 8.5* Create an inter-jurisdictional
committee to coordinate Capital
Facility Plan projects with
adjoining  municipalities, as
required by the  Growth
Management Act.
PAR 8.6 With the Port of Olympia, jointly
improve public recreation
facilities on the East Bay, West
Bay, and the Port peninsula.
(Ord. #5971, 12/14/99)
PAR 8.7 When feasible, plan, fund and
construct a park system based on
park definitions and target
outcomes.
PAR 8.8 Update the capital facilities plan
every year to reflect changing or
unforeseen needs.

PAR 8.9 Define the service areas of
community parks, open space
and special use parks as being
city-wide and also including all
of the City’s urban growth areas.

GOAL PAR 9. Develop an
outreach program for parks, arts, and
recreation with neighborhood associations,
the business community, and other groups in
planning design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of Olympia’s park system.
Maintain an open process using objective
criteria for making decisions regarding land
acquisition, park development and park
renovation.

POLICIES:

PAR9.1 Regularly  inform  citizens,
especially  neighborhood and
park and recreation groups, of the
city budget process and
requirements of the process.

PAR 9.2 Develop standard financial and

programmatic criteria to make

October 10, 2003
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