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 CITY COUNCIL WORKSESSION 
February 19, 2015 

SUBJECT: Mid-year joint worksession with the Planning Commission to 
review and update the 2014-2015 Planning Commission work 
program.   

________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION: Review the status of the 2014-2015 Planning Commission work 
program. 

STAFF CONTACT: Scott Spence, City Manager  
Rick Walk, AICP, Community Development Director 
Ryan Andrews, Planning Manager 

ORIGINATED BY: Community Development Department 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Draft 2014-2015 Planning Commission work program 
spreadsheet

FISCAL NOTE: The 2014 and 2015 budgets established funds to address the city 
initiated work program items. No additional budget impact is 
identified for City funds. 

PRIOR REVIEW: City Council adopted current 2014-2015 Planning Commission 
Work Program at a joint meeting on September 4, 2014. 

BACKGROUND: 

2014-2015 Planning Commission Work Program:  A status briefing of the adopted work 
program will be provided at the City Council and Planning Commission joint meeting.  Both the 
City Council and Planning Commission will have the opportunity to ask questions, discuss the 
program schedule and add, remove or re-prioritize items on the work program.   Significant 
milestones achieved to date on the work program include: 

Land Use Element:  Foundational work by the Planning Commission has begun on the Land 
Use Element. 
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Economic Development Element:  Wahlstrom and Associates are under contract to develop an 
economic analysis for the City.  Work has begun with the consultants gathering information on 
the City and region from multiple sources and also are conducting interviews with community 
leaders, property owners, brokers, economic and financial professionals and developers.  
These interviews are on-going.   The economic analysis will provide the base information to 
inform the City’s Economic Element and economic strategy. 

Wastewater Plan:  The Planning Commission completed review of the City Wastewater Plan, 
held a public hearing last December.  After the public hearing, the Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the draft Wastewater Plan to the City Council.  The Wastewater Plan 
will be scheduled for Council review as part of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment 
packet in June of 2015. 

Utilities Element:  The Planning Commission is currently reviewing the draft Utilities Element of 
the Comprehensive Plan.   

Capital Facilities Plan:  The Planning Commission has completed review of the Capital Facilities 
Plan.  After holding a public hearing in January, the Planning Commission recommended 
approval to the Council of the requested amendments.  The Capital Facilities Plan is schedule 
for Council review in March of 2015. 

Sign Ordinance Amendment:  The review of the City of Lacey sign ordinance commenced in 
February of 2014.  Spearheaded by a sign ordinance committee, the sign ordinance was 
reviewed and amendments suggested that provided more flexibility, incentive and visibility for 
businesses within the City.  After several open house events with the community, the sign 
committee made recommendation of an amended sign ordinance to the Planning Commission. 
The Planning Commission reviewed the work of the committee, held the official public hearing 
and recommended approval of the new sign ordinance to the City Council. The City Council is 
scheduled to take action on the recommended sign ordinance on February 12, 2015. 

Woodland District Strategic Plan Implementation: 

 Multi-family Tax Exemption ordinance adopted by Council in December of 2015. 

 Form Based Code development is underway.  The second steering committee was held 
on February 9, 2015, and a four day charrette is scheduled for the week of March 23.   

 
                            

 
ADVANTAGES:  

  
1. Reviewing the status of the 2014-2015 Planning Commission provides an opportunity 

for Council to ask questions on specific planning topics and reprioritize the work 
program based on emerging or changing issues. 

 
DISADVANTAGES: 
 
1. No disadvantages identified 

 



 2014-2015 PLANNING COMMISSION WORK PROGRAM
08-25-2014

Proposed By: Description Anticipated Start - 
Completion Date Staff Lead

Priortiy 2014-2054 Plan Updates  

High Envision Lacey GMA

The community engagement and outreach for the Comprehensive Plan began in September of 2013.  The 
outreach is a continuing effort until the Comprehensive Plan is complete and adopted.  The outreach effort will 
take dedicated staff time from multiple departments to plan outreach efforts, coordinate graphics and 
information, staff open houses and community events and consolidate feedback.  While the Envision Lacey 
outreach effort is part of the comprehensive effort, it needs to be identified separately to ensure appropriate 
resources are dedicated for community engagement.

Start: In Process  
Complete: On-going Ryan Andrews

High Land Use Element GMA

While the Land Use Element has been reviewed as the other elements of the comprehensive plan have been 
adopted, this element will now be developed into it's final form.  Demographic information will be updated and 
reviewed.  An analysis of the UGA will be conducted to ensure established densities will achieve our projected 
growth and establish policies that will guide land use patterns, the built form, quality of life, and community 
prosperity informed by the other elements of the comprehensive plan.  The Land Use Element will take 12 
months of staff, Planning Commission and Council time to complete over the next two years.

Start: September 2014  
Complete: June 2016 Ryan Andrews

High Economic Development Element GMA

The economic development element will be informed by a community market study that will analyze the City's 
economic opportunities, gaps, leakages and opportunities related to industrial, office and retail sectors.  This 
analysis will be the first step in developing the economic development element. This effort is expected to begin 
this fall and be completed in June of 2015. 

Market Analysis started- 
complete: June 2015 Rick Walk

High CR2 Plan Council

The last step of the City's CR2 plan is to develop and adopt the community-wide strategy for carbon reduction.  
The draft plan currently guides the City as an organization to take steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
The next step is to bring the document to the general community through the Envision Lacey outreach effort and 
integrate the plan into the Land Use Element.  This plan will be completed concurrently with the Land Use 
Element.

Start: September 2014  
Complete: June 2016 Rick Walk

High Wastewater Plan GMA
The City's Water and Stormwater Plans have been fully updated.  The remaining City-provided utility Plan, 
Wastewater, will now be updated.  This will be an effort led by the City's Water Resources Department and will 
develop a sewer strategy and rate review that will meet the City's projected growth and land use patterns.

PC Recommendation 
December 2014

Brandon 
McCallister

High Utilities Element GMA

The Utilities Element focuses on private utilities such as electrical, natural gas, cable, telecommunications, etc.  
The update of this element will be straight forward but will require coordination with the City's private utility 
provides to ensure information is consistent and our respective plans, policies and projections are consistent 
and concurrent.

Start: September 2014  
Complete: June 2016

Associate 
Planner

High Capital Facilities Plan Update GMA
Update the capital facilities plan to include facility and infrastructure improvements identified by the recently 
adopted water and storm water comprehensive plans.  The annual update will start in September with the 
Planning Commission anticipating a recommendation to the Council for action in December.

PC Recommendation 
January 2015  Tom Palmateer

High Annual Six Year Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment                                   GMA Review and hold a hearing on 6 year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). This is a required item that will be 

scheduled for Council's action by July of each year.
Start: May 2014    
Complete: July 2015 Martin Hoppe

Low Depot District Sub-Area Plan City Council

Continue to develop the background information and inventories for the Depot District sub-area plan in 
preparation for community outreach coinciding with the public engagement plan of the overall Comprehensive 
Plan.  The community feedback will then start to define and refine the sub-area planning process that will be 
undertaken for the Depot District.  

Start: TBD  Complete: TBD Associate 
Planner

Plan Amendments



 2014-2015 PLANNING COMMISSION WORK PROGRAM
08-25-2014

Low Mixed Use High Density District Update 
(Urban Corridors) City Council

Building off of the Urban Corridor Task Force work and recommendations, this task will take a comprehensive 
look at the City’s Mixed Use High Density District along Martin Way.  It is anticipated that the City and the County 
Planning Commissions will jointly work on reviewing and updating the zoning code for the corridor, specifically 
focusing on facilitating mixed-use on larger parcels, mixed-use within the corridor and identifying strategic 
parcels for more intensive study.

Start: TBD  Complete: TBD Rick Walk       

2014-2015 Code Updates

High Sign Ordinance Updated City Council

A comprehensive review and update of the sign ordinance focusing on:
1) Improving storefront and business identity and recognition.
2) Improving opportunities for in line commercial spaces to project across parking lots to street (sandwich 
boards, special event signage, street side signage etc.).
3) Creating aesthetic character city wide and at District level (Woodland, HPBD, etc.).
4) Developing standards tailored specific to specific to commercial scale and audience such as pedestrian, 
collector (restaurants, personal services) , arterial (grocery, home improvement stores) and interstate signage 
(South Sound Center and HPBD).

Council Adoption 
February 2015 Ryan Andrews

High Woodland District Form Base Code City Council

Development of a hybrid form-based code to catalyze private development and investment consistent with the 
Woodland District Strategic Plan and integrated into the City of Lacey’s existing regulatory framework to ensure 
high-quality public spaces defined by a variety of building types and uses including housing, retail, mixed-use 
and office space. The new code will incorporate a regulating plan, building form standards, street standards 
(plan and section), use regulations as needed, and other elements needed to implement the vision for the 
Woodland District. Consultant selection will occur in September, project would start in October and is expected 
to be completed in 12 months.  Staff time will be necessary to manage the project, interact with the consultant 
and public engagement.

Started: November 2014                
Complete: October 2015 Ryan Andrews

High Woodland District Strategic Plan 
Implementation City Council

This will be an ongoing work item for the City.  As various implementation strategies are pursued and developed 
they will be scheduled before the Planning Commission to review and make recommendation to the City 
Council.  Examples of strategies include but are not limited to the development of a multi-family tax exemption 
ordinance, development fee incentives, College Street corridor study (funding contingent).

On-going                           
MF Tax Exemption 
Ordinance Adopted 
December 2015

Rick Walk/Ryan 
Andrews

High Stormwater LID Code Update Department of 
Ecology

Updates to City regulations to comply with the Phase 2 NPDES permit to integrate low impact development 
techniques into the Development Guidelines & Public Works Standards and land use regulations.

Start: September 2014  
Complete: December 2016

Samra 
Seymour/Doug 

Christensen

Low Hawks Prairie Business District Code 
Amendments City Council

As review of the Gateway Town Center master plan continues, there may be need for the Planning Commission 
to review the Hawks Prairie Business District Ordinance related to design and uses.  For example, should 
ground floor residential  or auto sales be considered and if so what kind of design parameters should be in 
place?  This item is a placeholder in case the need for review presents itself throughout the year.

Start: TBD  Complete: TBD Rick Walk

Low Code Updates Community 
Development

Updating the Municipal Code is another on-going work item for the City.  As the many plan elements are 
updated and adopted, implementation ordinances also require review and amendment to ensure consistency 
with the Comprehensive Plan.  Ordinances that are expected to be reviewed by the Planning Commission and 
acted upon by the Council include but are not limited to street development and connectivity, wetland rating and 
buffer standards, and housekeeping amendments.

Start: September 2014  
Complete: July 2015 TBA
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 LACEY CITY COUNCIL WORKSESSION 
February 19, 2015 

SUBJECT: 2015 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket Applications 

RECOMMENDATION: Move to add the private applications to the work program to be 
considered with the annual package of Comprehensive Plan 
amendments.   

STAFF CONTACT: Scott Spence, City Manager  
Rick Walk, Community Development Director 

Ryan Andrews, Planning Manager

ORIGINATED BY: Community Development Department 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Docketing Application submitted by Washington State 
Department of Enterprise Services on behalf of South Puget 
Sound Community College

2. Docketing Application submitted by Archdiocese of Seattle
3. Current Zoning Map
4. Aerial Photo

FISCAL NOTE: None. 

PRIOR REVIEW: January 5, 2015, Land Use Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

The Growth Management Act requires that the City’s Comprehensive Plan be amended 
only once per year.  As part of the annual cycle of comprehensive plan amendments, the 
City compiles all privately-initiated requests received in the previous year for processing in 
the following year.  The process, commonly known as docketing, allows the City Council 
discretion in determining which of those applications have merit to move forward for full 
consideration and which applications should be removed from the docket.  For 2015, the 
City received two applications that are for properties immediately adjacent to each other. 
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Former SPSCC Site 
 
The first application is from the Washington State Department of Enterprise Services on 
behalf of South Puget Sound Community College (SPSCC).  The property is a 54.5-acre 
site located at 3210 Marvin Road NE and was previously approved for a Lacey Campus of 
SPSCC.  Since SPSCC has revised their plans and is constructing a campus in the 
Woodland District, the property will be designated as surplus by the State of Washington.  
Therefore, the application request is for a Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezone 
request from Open Space Institutional to Light Industrial. 
 
In 2007, the property was re-designated by the City after request by SPSCC to the Open 
Space Institutional designation from Light Industrial.  This application is to essentially revert 
the Comprehensive Plan designation and zoning back to Light Industrial as it was in the 
early 2000’s.The surrounding properties are also zoned Light Industrial except for the 
property to the east which is zoned Open Space Institutional – School and owned by the 
Seattle Archdiocese.   
 
Seattle Archdiocese Site 
 
The second application received for the comprehensive plan amendment docket is the 
property zoned Open Space Institutional – School. This 42.82-acre property is located at 
3105 and 3145 Hogum Bay Road NE and was also part of a previous Comprehensive Plan 
amendment and rezone from Light Industrial to Open Space Institutional.  The property is 
currently owned by the Catholic Archdiocese of Seattle and was slated for the Pope John 
Paul II High School.  The property also contains Nutriom, a food products processing plant.   
 
Since the Pope John Paul II High School is located in the former Lacey Fire District 3 
headquarters on Pacific Avenue, the subject property is currently being used for Light 
Industrial purposes, and the Archdiocese is currently marketing the property for sale, there 
is merit in considering a Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezone request.  Rezoning 
would make both properties ultimately more marketable to larger light industrial-related 
users who may be looking to obtain and develop larger sites to support the current market 
for larger warehouse users.  
 
Work Program 
 
The anticipated impact by adding these applications to the Planning Commission work 
program would be relatively low.  Review of the applications is anticipated to be limited to 
one introductory briefing and one combined public hearing and worksession.  Similarly, 
processing the applications would not take a significant amount of staff time.  Staff time 
would be dedicated towards development of staff reports and analysis, which is estimated 
to take 24 hours.  Additionally, since the applications are for adjacent properties, there will 
be some time savings in being able to combine much of the analysis and supplemental 
materials. 
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Staff recommends adding the two requests for Comprehensive Plan amendment and 
rezone to the docket of annual comprehensive plan amendments. 
 
 

 
ADVANTAGES:  

  
1. Adding the two private amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment docket will 

allow the applications to move forward through the review process and be considered 
for re-designation.       

 
DISADVANTAGES: 
 
1. None identified. 
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 LACEY CITY COUNCIL WORKSESSION 
February 19, 2015 

SUBJECT: Hill-Betti Annexation  

RECOMMENDATION: Pass a motion of intent to annex and set a public hearing 
date for the Hill-Betti Annexation. 

STAFF CONTACT: Scott Spence, City Manager  
Rick Walk, Community Development Director 
Ryan Andrews, Planning Manager 

ORIGINATED BY: Community Development Department 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Annexation Petition
2. Annexation Report

FISCAL NOTE: None. 

PRIOR REVIEW: April 5, 2013, Utilities Committee Meeting 

BACKGROUND: 

The City has received a petition for annexation filed by the Hill-Betti Business Park, LLC 
using the 60 percent petition method (RCW 35A.14.120).  The petition has been signed by 
Stan Hill, President of the Hill-Betti Business Park, LLC and John Walsh, Executive Director 
of the Community Action Council.  It has been verified by the Thurston County Assessor’s 
office that the signatures represent not less than 60 percent of the assessed valuation for 
general taxation of the property for which the annexation has been petitioned (RCW 
35A.01.040).  Since the 60 percent ownership has been verified, the annexation is now 
ready to move forward for City Council review. 

The first step under the petition method of annexation is to pass a motion of intent to annex 
and schedule a public hearing.  Once the motion of intent to annex has been made, the 
application is then sent to the Thurston County Boundary Review Board for review.  If the 
Boundary Review Board declines to assert jurisdiction, then the application returns to the 
Council for final consideration in ordinance form. 



Page 2 of 4 

 
Proposed Annexation Area 
 
The area proposed for annexation is located in the Hawks Prairie Planning Area and within 
the Lacey Urban Growth Area generally east of Marvin Road NE, north of Hickory Stick 
Lane NE, and south of 33rd Avenue NE.  The area includes 150.0 acres in 20 separate tax 
parcels.  The 2014-2015 assessed value of these parcels is $22,608,400 of which the Hill-
Betti ownership represents $10,454,400 or approximately 46 percent of the assessed 
valuation.  The Community Action Council ownership represents $3,417,800 or 
approximately 15 percent of the assessed valuation.  A full annexation report is attached to 
this staff report that provides additional details related to the area to be annexed. 
 
The annexation area contains a variety of uses.  At the south end of the annexation area is 
property zoned Light Industrial/Commercial and Hawks Prairie Business District Business 
Commercial (HPBD-BC) that contains a variety of commercial uses including retail, 
commercial recreation, and light manufacturing.  This area also includes one existing 
residence.  To the north is zoning consisting of Business Park and Moderate Density 
Residential.  The Business Park property is primarily owned by the State of Washington for 
development of the future regional headquarters of the Washington State Department of 
Transportation.  The Moderate Density Residential zone contains an existing mobile home 
park and a multi-family housing complex operated by Community Action Council known as 
Tolmie Cove.  The total number of residential units in this area is approximately 97. 
 
Previously, the City had required that the property zoned Light Industrial/Commercial be re-
designated as Business Park upon annexation which was also previously identified on the 
zoning map.  In 2013, the applicant applied for and was granted a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment to keep the Light Industrial/Commercial designation and to have the note 
removed from the zoning map.   
 
There are very few identified critical areas in the area proposed for annexation with no 
identified water bodies, wetlands, or steep slopes.  The area around the east side of the 
area adjacent to Marvin Road is in a critical aquifer recharge area associated with the Betti 
well operated by the City of Lacey.  As properties develop in this area, certain land use 
restrictions apply to protect the aquifer. 
 
Annexation Boundary 
 
The area proposed for annexation includes the properties in the Hill-Betti ownership as well 
as adjacent properties to the north.  This boundary, as proposed, would connect to the 
current City limits to the south of the Raili May subdivision.  This configuration is a logical 
extension and would not create any islands or illogical boundaries. 
 
Utilities 
 
Most properties in the annexation area are served by City of Lacey water; however, there 
are three other water systems in the area.  The existing mobile home park and Tolmie 
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Cove multi-family housing complex operate their own private Class A water systems to 
provide their own water.  The north end of the Light Industrial Commercial area is served by 
Washington Water Service.  The City of Lacey service mains include a 14-inch water line in 
Marvin Road NE, an 8-inch line on Betti Lane NE and a 12-inch line on 32nd Avenue NE. 
 
City of Lacey sewer service in the area is relatively limited with connections only at the far 
south of the annexation area—all other areas are served by existing septic systems.  The 
Tolmie Cove multi-family project is currently on a septic system but does have a sewer 
connection at their property should they be required to connect at a future date. 
 
The area is also served by private utilities including Puget Sound Energy and Comcast.  No 
issues are expected concerning provision of these utilities to the area. 
 
Taxes and Fees 
 
As part of the annexation proposal, a full annexation study has been performed to outline 
all issues associated with the annexation including taxes and fees.  The annexation report 
outlines that when comparing City and County taxes, the County Road tax is generally 
commensurate with the City’s property tax levy meaning that property taxes would be 
generally equal. While City of Lacey B&O taxes would apply to any business operations 
within the City, this may be offset by benefits to property owners no longer having to pay 
higher rates on City of Lacey water and sewer as well as no longer having to pay the 
Thurston County road tax. 
 
Other Services 
 
The annexation area is currently served by Lacey Fire District 3.  Costs for fire protection 
either to taxpayers or the City would not change as a result of annexation.  The area is also 
currently served by the Thurston County Sheriff’s Office for police protection.  The 
annexation study provides an analysis of impacts to police resources.  The report shows 
that between January 2009 and August 2013, the Sheriff’s Department responded to 377 
calls and Lacey Police responded to 100.  It is expected that, based on the average 
number of calls received, an additional 7 calls per month will be added for the area to be 
annexed.  It is not expected that additional police coverage for this area will be a significant 
issue. 
 
Resolution 917 
 
Previous review of the annexation by the City Council Utilities Committee identified the 
potential issues associated with Resolution 917 related to water rights.  As a condition of 
the annexation moving forward, Resolution 917 needed to be rescinded prior to the 
annexation progressing any further.  On May 23, 2013, the City Council passed Resolution 
994, which rescinded Resolution 917 and no longer made water rights an issue related to 
annexations. 
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Process   
 
Using the petition method, property owners representing a minimum of 60 percent of the 
assessed valuation of the property proposed for annexation have submitted the petition to 
the City.  After filing the petition, the Thurston County Assessor’s Office has validated that 
the signatures gathered equal at least 60% of the ownership of the area to be annexed.  
The next step is for the City Council to approve a motion of intent to annex and set a date 
for a future public hearing.  Once this step has occurred, the application will be sent to the 
Thurston County Boundary Review Board.  The Boundary Review Board has 45 days from 
the day of receipt to review the application.  If no applicable party requests that the 
jurisdiction of the BRB be invoked, at the conclusion of the 45-day period, a notice is 
received from the BRB that the annexation can proceed.  Once that has concluded, the City 
Council can take final action on the annexation through passage of an ordinance approving 
the annexation.  
 
 

 
ADVANTAGES:  

  
1. Passing a motion of intent to annex and setting a public hearing will allow the Hill-Betti 

Annexation to proceed. 
 

2. Annexing the proposed area is a logical extension of city boundaries into an area that 
contains city utilities, that receives city services, and contains future economic 
development opportunities.      

 
DISADVANTAGES: 
 
1.  None identified. 
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Parcel Number Site Address Owner Assessed 
Value

Total 
Acres

1 11802340300 2837 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $786,000 7.6

2 11802330100 7711 Betti Lane NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $4,582,100 18.8

3 11802320800 2901 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $1,871,750 6.5

4 11802320700 2929 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $994,050 5.0

5 11802320500 7530 Betti Lane NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $789,500 5.0

6 11802320600 none assigned Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $789,500 5.0

7 11803410000 7410 Betti Lane NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Hill-Betti Business 
Park LLC $1,619,750 20.0

8 11802320100 3017 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98506

Marvin Road Mini 
Storage LLC $738,550 3.6

9 11802320300 3015 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 D E Legacy LLC $328,350 2.5

10 11802320401 3105 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 O Rear Family LLC $1,023,800 4.4

11 11802320200 3011 Marvin Road NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 D E Legacy LLC $846,750 5.0

12 11803410100 none assigned WSDOT $1,145,700 20.0

13 11802230100 none assigned WSDOT $1,381,150 9.5

14 11803140100 none assigned WSDOT $554,350 4.8

15 11803140200 7245 32nd Ave NE  
Olympia WA 98516

Community Action 
Council $3,380,750 8.7

16 11803140201 7333 32nd Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Community Action 
Council $201,400 0.9

17 11803140300 7235 32nd Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Stevens, Jonathon A. 
and Theresa $204,000 4.8

18 11802230102 none assigned WSDOT $513,250 3.5

19 11803140400 7430 32nd Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98516 Harris Marek Co. Ltd. $1,274,600 4.8

20 11803140500 7300 32nd Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98516

Alpine MHC Holdings 
LLC $1,475,850 9.6

Totals $24,501,150 150.0

Parcels owned by Hill-Betti Business
Park proposed for annexation

Other parcels proposed for annexation

Parcel Information

Existing City limits

Proposed City limits
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Hill-Betti Draft Annexation Study

May 2014

Project Information

Project: Hill-Betti Annexation

Prepared for: Hill-Betti Business Park LLC

Reviewing Agency

Jurisdiction: City of Lacey

Project Representative

Prepared by: SCJ Alliance
2102 Carriage St SW, Suite H
Olympia, WA  98502
360.352.1465
scjalliance.com

Contact: Jean Carr, Principal

Project Reference: SCJ #1240.04
N:\Projects\1240 Stan Hill co Evelyn Betti Estate\1240.04 Annexation &
Development Plan Support\Annexation Report\Report\2014-0512 Hill Betti
Draft Annexation Study.docx
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Overview
The City of Lacey has commenced annexation proceedings for the Hill-Betti annexation.  The property
includes approximately 150 acres with a 2013 assessed valuation of $22,947,770.  Hill-Betti Business
Park LLC owns property assessed at $10,897,300, representing 47.49% of the assessed value, more than
the minimum 10% required to request consideration for annexation.  The proposal is to annex the
properties with the zoning identified on the City of Lacey zoning map. The City of Lacey evaluates
annexation requests on the basis of their short-term and long-term community impact.

1.2 Location
The proposed Hill-Betti Annexation area is located in the Hawks Prairie Planning Area of Lacey and
generally east of Marvin Road NE, north of Hickory Stick Lane NE, and south of 33rd Avenue NE.

Figure 1 illustrates the proposed annexation area.

Figure 1.  Hill-Betti Annexation Area

1.3 Background
Washington State’s Growth Management Act requires that counties designate urban growth areas to
include those areas within which urban growth is to be encouraged. Per RCW 35A.14.460 the area
proposed for annexation must be within the urban growth area and at least 60% of the boundaries of
the area must be contiguous to the annexing city. Approximately 83% of the proposed annexation area
boundaries are contiguous to the City of Lacey.  (Total boundary is 11,655 feet, with 9,680 feet adjacent
to city limits.)
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As a first step in the annexation process, a Notice of Intent to Commence Annexation Proceedings was
filed by Hill-Betti Business Park LLC.  The City verified that the ownership comprised more than 10% of
the assessed valuation of the properties for which annexation is required.  On April 5, 2013 the City’s
Utilities Committee reviewed the proposal to verify that the City can effectively provide utility to the
area and recommended approval to the full Council.

On April 25, 2013, the City Council was asked to consider the annexation request with the following
provisions:

1. Authorize the applicants to circulate a petition and gather signatures of property owners
representing at least 60% of the assessed value of the annexation property demonstrating their
consent to annex;

2. Require the assumption of all or of any portion of existing City indebtedness by the area to be
annexed;

3. The City will not adopt an ordinance to formally annex the area or make application to the
Boundary Review Board prior to the completion of an annexation study in accordance with the
City’s annexation policies;

4. The City will not adopt an ordinance to formally annex the area or make application to the
Boundary Review Board prior to the rescinding of Resolution 917;

5. Refer to the Planning Commission for formal review and recommendation to Council, the
request to remove the notation on the Comprehensive Plan indicating the property will be
annexed into the City under the Business Park zoning designation.

1.3.1 Resolution 917
On December 21, 2006, the City of Lacey passed Resolution 917 which instituted policies limiting the
availability of water for future water customers.  This was necessitated by limited water availability and
the need for the City to secure additional water rights.  In light of Resolution 917, annexation proposals
were not entertained by the City of Lacey unless the properties proposed for annexation provide the
City with additional water rights in an amount equal to offset the water needs of future development.

By Spring 2013, the City of Lacey had sufficient water rights and a funded Capital Improvement Plan to
allow it to meet current and future water demands in its designated service area.  On May 23, 2013, the
City of Lacey passed Resolution 994 which rescinded Resolution 917.

1.4 Current Status of Application
As noted in the section above, the requirement for the proposed annexation area to provide additional
water rights is no longer in effect.  Additionally, the Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments adopted
by City Council on July 25, 2013 removed the notation that stated the property will be annexed into the
City under the Business Park zoning designation.  The annexation request is to annex the properties
under the current zoning designations identified on the Lacey zoning map.

The City of Lacey has authorized the applicants to circulate a petition and gather signatures of property
owners representing at least 60% of the assessed value of the annexation property demonstrating their
consent to annex.
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2. ANNEXATION AREA CHARACTERISTICS

2.1 Demographics
Demographic information is from the US Census Bureau website and the 2007-2011 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2007-2011. The annexation area is located in the southern portion
of Census Tract 122.21 in Census Blocks 530670122213006, 007 and 008. Figure 2 illustrates the
location of Census Tract 122.21 and Figure 3 shows the location of the census blocks.

Figure 2.  Census Tract 122.21

Information on the City of Lacey and Census Tract 122.21 was drawn from the U.S. Census Bureau
website.  Additional information on the census block level was provided by the Thurston Regional
Planning Council (TRPC). U.S. Census Bureau data is provided in Appendix A.
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Figure 3.  Census Blocks

Census Tract 122.21 has a total estimated population of 4,821, or 1,760 households.  This compares to
the City of Lacey 2012 estimated population of 43,860 and 18,493 housing units. The census blocks
encompass an area that is much larger than the proposed annexation area.  Estimated population of the
three census blocks is:

Block Group #530670122213006 312
Block Group #530670122213007 29
Block Group #530670122213008 42

383

The Hill-Betti annexation area includes all of census block group 530670122213007 and
53060122213008 and a small portion of 53060122213006.
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Thurston Regional Planning Council’s model estimates the 2012 population of the annexation area to be
210 people and 100 dwelling units.  Based on this estimate, annexation would result in a population
growth of 0.0047% and a growth in number of households of 0.057%.

Available data from TRPC at the block group level shows that 31% of the population within the
annexation area are minorities.  The median household income is $61,289 and 9.6% of the population
lives below poverty level. The table below shows how this compares to the City of Lacey as a whole.

Table 1.  Comparison of Demographic Data
City of Lacey (1) Annexation Area (2)

Median Household Income $59,572 $61,289
Percent Minority 25.8% 31.0%
Below Poverty Level 10.1% 9.6%

(1) Lacey (city) QuickFacts from US Census Bureau, 2007-2011
(2) Source:  Thurston Regional Planning Council

Within the proposed annexation area, there are only four parcels with residential uses as shown in the
table below.

Table 2.  Residential Uses in Annexation Area

Parcel No. Address Owner/Name
Type of

Residence
No. of
Units

11803140500 7300 32nd Avenue NE Alpine MHC Holdings/Alpine Mobile
Home Court Mobile Home 51

11803140200 7245 32nd Avenue NE Community Action Council/Tolmie Cove
Apartments Apartment 44

11803140300 7235 32nd Avenue NE Jonathon and Theresa Stevens Mobile Home 1

11803410000 7410 Betti Lane NE Hill-Betti Business Park LLC Single Family
Residence 1

Total: 97

The Community Action Council provides affordable housing and rental assistance for low income
families.  The Tolmie Cove apartments represent about 44% of the annexation area housing.

2.2 Zoning and Land Use
The property in the southern portion of the annexation area is zoned Light Industrial/Commercial, with
the southeast corner zoned Hawks Prairie Business District Business Commercial. This portion of the
proposed annexation area includes the Hill-Betti Business Park and a variety of commercial uses,
including retail, light manufacturing and commercial recreation.  An existing residence also remains in
this area on parcel 11803410000. The northwestern portion of the annexation area is zoned Moderate
Density Residential, which includes one single family residence, the Tolmie Cove Apartments, and The
Alpine Mobile Home Court.  The northeast corner is zoned Light Industrial.  This includes property
owned by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) for development of a future
regional headquarters.
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Table 3 below lists the existing commercial/warehouse uses and square footages as shown in the
Thurston County Assessor records.

Table 3.  Existing Commercial Uses
Parcel No. Address Current Use Size

11802340300 2837 Marvin Road NE J & S Gunparts 1.792 sf

11802330100 7711 Betti Lane NE Capitol Lumber
9 warehouse buildings totaling
92,900 square feet

11802320800 2901 Marvin Road NE

Gensco
PKMM Advanced Solutions
Summit Fence Co.

7 buildings totaling 48,000
square feet

11803410000 7410 Betti Lane NE
Tanglewilde Marine
Services & Repair 2 buildings totaling 3726 sf

11802320100 3017 Marvin Road NE Marvin Road Mini Storage
5 mini-warehouses totaling
9,200 square feet

11802320401 3105 Marvin Road NE O Rear Family
2 warehouse buildings totaling
15,744 sf

1802320200 3011 Marvin Road NE H D Fowler Co. 7,298 sf warehouse
11803140500 7430 32nd Avenue NE NW Processing 30,795 sf warehouse

The proposal is to annex the area with the zoning shown on the City of Lacey zoning map and Figure 4
below.

Figure 4.  Existing Zoning
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2.3 Environmental Aspects
A Field Reconnaissance Report:  Habitats and Species was prepared by Krippner Consulting, LLC for the
Hill-Betti Business Park properties in June 2013. The report identified three small wetlands on Parcel
1180232500 (7530 Betti Lane NE). At the time of the field visit, following several rainfall events,
standing water was present.  The report indicates that high groundwater levels may be present, but this
could not be confirmed and additional information will be gathered.  See Figure 5 for location of
potential wetlands.

Figure 5.  Approximate Wetland Locations
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Portions of the annexation area around the Betti well (Lacey Well S 19) is located within the wellhead
protection area (WHPA).  Within the WHPAs, careful management of land uses can reduce the risk or
contaminating groundwater, and land use restrictions will be applied to any development in order to
protect the well. The well is located on parcel 11802310201, across Marvin Road from the annexation
area. (See Figure 6.)

Figure 6.  Wellhead Protection Area
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2.4 Utilities
Most properties in the annexation area are served by City of Lacey water, with service mains in Marvin
Road NE, Betti Lane NE, and 32nd Avenue NE.  Both Tolmie Cove Apartments and Alpine Mobile Home
Court operate their own private Class A water systems.  Additionally, the Floating Bear Water Service
Area has five connections in the north portion of the Light Industrial Commercial area (APN
11802320100, 11802320300, 11802320401 and 11802320200). City of Lacey service mains include a 14-
inch line on Marvin Road NE, a 12-inch line on 32nd Avenue NE, and an 8-inch line on Betti Lane NE. See
Figure 7.

Figure 7.  Water Service Areas
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Most properties in the annexation are served by existing septic systems. On the north end of the
annexation area, the warehouse operation at 7430 32nd Avenue (APN 11803140400) is served by a
grinder system that goes to Marvin Road. Tolmie Cove Apartments are currently served by gravity
sewer through the Eagle Court development to the northeast. Three incubator warehouses at the south
end of the annexation area are also served by gravity sewer.  Figure 8 illustrates the properties in the
annexation area that are served by sewer.

Figure 8.  Properties Currently Served by Lacey Sewer

Private utilities, including Comcast and Puget Sound Energy also serve the area.

The City of Lacey Utilities Committee has reviewed the annexation proposal and verified that the City
can effectively provide utility service to the proposed annexation area.
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2.5 Roadway Condition
In September, 2013, City of Lacey staff performed a walking survey analysis of public streets in the
proposed annexation area.  A portion of 32nd Avenue NE between Marvin Road and Eagle Court that is
currently maintained by Thurston County would be owned and maintained by the City of Lacey following
annexation.

According to the Lacey assessment, the segment of 32nd Avenue in County jurisdiction is approximately
1,430 feet.  Half of it (approximately 730 feet) was repaved two years ago and is in excellent condition.
The remaining portion is 30-40 years old and has some minor defects but nothing that requires
immediate attention.  In comparison to other roadways, 32nd Avenue doesn’t have a high traffic volume
or much truck traffic, so asphalt deterioration will be slow.  Near the intersection with Marvin Road,
there is some edge cracking, but recent patching has taken care of the worst of this.

A few streets west of Marvin Road between 32nd Avenue NE and Britton Parkway are private roads and
will continue to be privately maintained once the area is annexed.

2.6 Crime and Law Enforcement
In the years between 2009 and August 2013, the Thurston County Sheriff’s Office and the Lacey Police
Department responded to 477 total calls in the proposed annexation area.  The area is served by the
Thurston County Sheriff’s Office, however, Lacey Police also respond to calls when asked to assist.  Of
the 477 responses in the last five years, the Sheriff’s Department responded to 377 and Lacey Police to
100.  35 of the 100 calls that Lacey responded to were traffic-related events on Marvin Road.

The following table lists the types of calls with the highest number of responses. Data for all the
annexation properties is attached in Appendix B.

Table 4.  Police Responses in Annexation Area

Call Type
Total Number of Calls

2009-August 2013
Emergency 911 67
Burglary Alarm 49
Follow-up (1) 41
Traffic stop of observed violation
initiated by officer 33
Business (2) 33
Burglary 27
Suspicious Vehicle 25
Threatened Suicide 20

(1) Recontact relating to an existing case or police issue to obtain evidence,
statements, effect an arrest, etc.

(2) Check on business initiated by officer

The City of Lacey Police Department responds to 38,000 incidents per year on average. From January
2009 through August 2013 (56 months), calls in the proposed annexation area that Thurston County
responded to averaged approximately7 per month, or 80 per year.  A City of Lacey staff report to City
Council dated April 25, 2013 states that based on the number of mutual aid calls the Lacey Department



SCJ Alliance Page 12 May 2014

already receives to this area, it is not expected that additional police coverage for this area will be a
significant issue.
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3. FINANCIAL EVALUATION OF ANNEXATION

This section outlines what tax implications, if any, the annexation would have on property owners within
the area to be annexed

3.1 Impact on Existing Interlocal Agreements
The City of Lacey and Thurston County entered into an Annexation Agreement in January 1990, in which
the two jurisdictions agreed to the following:

Compensation Formula
A formula was established to compensate the County and City for revenue lost and service obligations
incurred as a result of annexation of significant developed commercial and/or industrial land.  In these
cases, net revenues will be shared in accordance with the agreed-upon formula.

Annexation Support
Thurston County will send a letter to the Boundary Review Board and City of Lacey confirming that the
proposed annexation is consistent with the Urban Growth Management Agreement.

Subsequent Residential Annexations
This section establishes a formula for determining excess cost in the event that the cost of City services
for annexation of significant residential properties exceeds the revenue generated.  In such cases, the
excess cost will be deducted from the City’s payment obligation to the County.

Combined Annexations
If a proposed annexation contains both significant developed industrial/commercial property and
significant developed residential property, the compensation to be paid will be calculated taking both
elements into account.

Capital Projects Reimbursement
The City agrees to reimburse Thurston County for any major capital construction expenditures during
the ten years prior to annexation.  This section defines how valuation and value of the facilities is
calculated.

Continuation of Maintenance
Thurston County agrees to continue routine maintenance of facilities in the annexation area until the
effective date of the annexation.

Annexation of Adjacent Streets and Roads
Streets and roads adjacent to land to be annexed shall be part of the annexation.

Early Notice and Collaboration
Prior to acting on a petition for annexation, the City will notify the County.  The County agrees to
comment within 30 days.

Public Information
The City and County will jointly develop public information and data to provide interested and
potentially affected residents and property owners on the issues relative to the annexation.
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Groundwater Protection and Sewer Service Policies
This section refers to water quality within the McAllister Springs Geologically Sensitive Area and to
annexations of areas east of the Lacey corporate limits. It is not applicable to this annexation, which is
north of the existing City limits.

Administration
The Lacey City Manager and the Thurston County Chief Administrative Officer are responsible for
implementing this agreement.

Termination
The original term of the agreement was for three years and it has been automatically renewed for
subsequent three year terms since that time.  The City and County may agree to revise or terminate this
agreement at any time.

The above agreement remains in effect and the agreement will be honored by the City and County.  It is
unlikely that the industrial/commercial properties in the annexation area would be considered to be
significant and require compensation to Thurston County.  The annexation area is small and the
residential properties are not considered to be significant.

3.2 Property Taxes
Thurston County’s property tax rate is currently 1.99% higher than the City of Lacey’s rate.  The 2013
property tax levies are shown in Table 4 below.

Table 5. Comparison of Property Tax Levies Per $1,000 Assessed Value
City of Lacey Thurston County

City of Lacey 1.6064 n/a
County Road n/a 1.7282
Medic One 0.4007 0.4007
North Thurston School District 5.1482 5.1482
Port of Olympia 0.2043 0.2043
PUD #1 0.0105 0.0105
State of Washington 2.5100 2.5100
Thurston County 1.4978 1.4978
Timberland Library 0.4150 0.4150
Lacey Fire District 3 1.4587 (1) 1.6006

Total $13.2517 $13.5154

(1) Includes both assessment for fire and emergency medical services plus voter-approved General
Obligation bonds for construction and remodeling of fire stations and the purchase of equipment
($0.1103/$1000 Assessed Value).

3.3 Business & Occupation Taxes
The City of Lacey has a Business & Occupation tax (B&O) which has a rate of 0.001% of retail sales and
0.002% of services.  The tax is calculated on gross business receipts if over $20,000 per year or $5,000
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per quarter.  There is no B&O tax in Thurston County. A company with gross business receipts for
services provided of $150,000 per year would pay $300 B&O tax annually.

When comparing City and County taxes, the County Road tax is generally commensurate with the City’s
property tax levy. However, the City rate is a general tax levy, while the County Road tax is a specific
tax.

3.4 Amount of Bonded Indebtedness to be Assumed by the Annexation Area
The bonded indebtedness to be assumed by property owners in the proposed annexation area in 2013
upon annexation to the City of Lacey would be:

Fire Safety: $0.1103/$1000 Assessed Value
Parks: $0.1788/$1000 Assessed Value
Total: $0.2891/$1,000 Assessed Value

Pursuant to the approval of their respective voters, both the City of Lacey and LFD3 have issued tax
general obligation bonds for the construction and remodeling of fire stations and the purchase of
equipmet. The City’s General Obligation bond levies are shown above and also included in Table 4 in
Section 3.2.

3.5 Fire Protection
Lacey Fire District 3 (LFD3) serves the annexation area and the City of Lacey. The General Obligation
bond levy for the City of Lacey is included in Section 3.4 ($0.1103/$1,000 assessed value).  For the
annexation area in unincorporated Thurston County, the 2013 bond levy is $0.1419/$1,000 assessed
value. Under current law, if the city annexes territory from the fire district, that property would be
subject to the City’s regular levy, City’s bond debt, the fire district’s regular levy, and the fire district’s
bond debt (RCW 35.13.249, RCW 52.04.171).

However, the City of Lacey and LFD3 have an interlocal agreement that was entered into when the City
was annexed into LFD3.  With regard to bonded indebtedness, the District and the City both issued tax
general obligation bonds.  LFD3 agreed that the excess tax levy for retirement of the District
indebtedness will be restricted to portions of the District located outside of the City.  Upon annexation
to the City, it is understood that the annexation area would pay only the excess levies for retirement of
the City indebtedness.

RCW 35.13.095 and 35.13.125 allow for an annexation without the assumption of indebtedness as long
as it is specifically defined in the annexation.  The petition for annexation for the Hill-Betti annexation is
requesting that the Thurston County portion of the LDF3 bonded indebtedness be waived based on the
interlocal agreement entered into when the City of Lacey was annexed into LFD3.

A copy of the interlocal agreement and RCWs are attached in Appendix C.
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 LACEY CITY COUNCIL WORKSESSION 
February 19, 2015 

SUBJECT:  Land Use Element Policy Discussion 

RECOMMENDATION: Conduct a review of draft policies related to future city and 
UGA growth patterns and expectations. 

STAFF CONTACT: Scott Spence, City Manager  
Rick Walk, Community Development Director 
Ryan Andrews, Planning Manager 
Christy Osborn, Associate Planner 

ORIGINATED BY: Community Development Department 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Map of entitled properties, sewer lines, and transit routes

2. Residential development map

3. Map of potential neighborhood centers/nodes

FISCAL NOTE: None. 

PRIOR REVIEW: The City Council and Planning Commission have held several 
Worksessions throughout the update of the land use element and 
the Envision Lacey process. 

BACKGROUND: 

Since 2013, the City has been updating its Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the 
state-mandated deadline of June 30, 2016.  In 2013, a draft Land Use Element was 
released and extensive public participation was undertaken using the “Envision Lacey” 
campaign to receive community input.  Community input included booths at Military Family 
Day at Cabela’s, a booth at the Lacey Community Market as well as outreach at Children’s 
Day in Huntamer Park.  These events culminated with a well-attended open house in mid-
October 2013 at Lacey City Hall.  Throughout the community events, staff gathered 
surveys, feedback, and input related to the first draft of Envision Lacey. 

Since that time, staff has taken what has been learned throughout the Envision Lacey 
feedback process, and has begun updating the draft Land Use Element to more closely 
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align with the community vision.  Staff has been working with the Planning Commission to 
identify some draft goals and policies that can act as a minor course correction, which will 
assist the community’s desire to transition the existing land use distribution into a pattern 
that can accommodate future growth pressures, accommodate growth that can be 
effectively and efficiently provided with services (utilities, transit, etc.) while growing the 
economy to provide jobs and services in proximity to our residents.  
 
As part of this discussion, staff is providing some history related to how the City’s urban 
growth area (UGA) was established; the issues associated with current development 
patterns, key questions to consider, and draft goals and policies identified by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Establishment of Urban Growth Area 
 
The City’s UGA was established in 1988—before the Growth Management Act.  In 1988, 
the regional Urban Growth Management Subcommittee 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 land use designations, and 
the regional sewer phasing plan.  In 1993, under GMA, the 1988 boundaries were used to 
establish the UGA.  Because this boundary was used, Lacey adopted a growth boundary 
that was equally as large as the city limits and included property from the easterly city limits 
to the Nisqually Bluff and south to the McAllister Springs Geologically Sensitive Area.  
Property around Pleasant Glade Elementary was also included.  The reasoning for such a 
large UGA is described in the City’s 1994 Land Use Element which states: 
 

“As best can 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 drainfields.  Boundaries also 
reflect the task of stopping sprawl to protect County resources of agricultural, 
timber and environmentally sensitive areas.  And boundaries also provide 
room for a full range of housing options and some competition to help 
affordable housing goals and policies…At expected build out (at least 
required minimum densities), we should be able to comfortably accommodate 
the next 20 years of growth.” 

 
The unincorporated UGA largely grew out of pre-existing development patterns of the 
1950s and 60s.  Neighborhoods such as Tanglewilde, Tanglewilde East, Thompson Place 
and the Seasons, which developed at suburban densities but with sub-standard utilities 
were included in the UGA because they were at the boundary of Lacey’s corporate limits.  
Other areas such as McAllister Park were included in the UGA because of vested 
development that allowed for larger lots at the periphery of the UGA.  Other properties were 
included because of environmental sensitivity, including Woodland Creek and associated 
wetlands in the Pleasant Glade planning area, and the McAllister Springs Geologically 
Sensitive Area for the protection of groundwater.  This is memorialized in the 1994 Land 
Use Element: 
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 “The other major emphasis in drafting of the boundaries was to consider those 

properties already developed out to urban densities that were on septic tank 
and drainfield and those areas that had vested projects expected to develop 
that were going to be on septic tank and drainfield.  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, 
resources that provide 100% of the area’s potable water.” 

 
Issues: 
 
In the twenty years since, the UGA was established under the Growth Management Act, 
several key issues have risen to consider as we move forward with the latest update to the 
Land Use Element.  A primary issue is that most of the larger greenfield development sites 
in the City have been developed.  Attached are maps that show the developments that 
have been entitled (land use permitting approval granted) or are in the entitlement process.  
Most of the existing residential property is either currently entitled or built on, meaning that 
development within the city limits in the next twenty years will move from greenfield 
development to redevelopment and infill. 
 
In the Urban Growth Area, the story is somewhat different because of the available vacant 
land resources.  Although there are many entitled projects within the Urban Growth Area, 
there is more capacity in the UGA to handle future greenfield development than within the 
city limits.  This means that it may be easier to develop these greenfield sites in the Urban 
Growth Area than doing redevelopment or infill in the city and ultimately pushes much more 
development to the UGA in the next planning horizon. 
 
Another key issue is, now that the city limits are nearing build-out, where can we expect 
redevelopment and infill to occur?  New growth will be focused in our core areas including 
the Woodland District and possibly some of our older neighborhoods that have an aging 
housing stock such as the area between Lacey Boulevard and Panorama (commonly 
known as the Golf Club neighborhood).  Additionally, growth will need to be focused in our 
nodes and urban corridors.  Attached is a map showing various commercial centers and 
nodes.  The nodes (within the city) and the urban corridor are well served by utilities and, 
with the exception of the nodes located north of I-5, are served by transit. 
 
In the city limits, the available primary form of residential development will be multi-family.  
Since 2007, the City has not received any applications for multi-family development.  This 
means that all residential development since then has been single-family residential on 
individual lots.  At the current rate of construction, this means that development of all of the 
single-family residential lots will be completed within the next planning horizon.  However, 
in the Urban Growth Area, significant capacity for single family lots still exists.  Meaning 
that builders could shift to develop single-family lots available in the UGA rather than 
building infill or redevelopment projects in the city. 
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Key Questions, Goals, and Policies 
 
Given the type of development that we are expected to see in the city limits and the 
unincorporated urban growth area, there are several key questions that the Planning 
Commission has been asked to ensure these areas develop as envisioned.   
 
Key Question #1:  In order to ensure that the development within the city limits continues 
under the densities that are needed to accommodate growth, should a course correction be 
made within the UGA to ensure future development compliments development patterns 
within city boundaries? 
 
Key Question #2:  Have the patterns of development in the UGA already been determined? 
 
Key Question #3:  If annexations are pursued, how would properties be brought into the city 
limits from the UGA?  Would the City require properties served by city sewer to annex? 
 
Staff has considered the discussion conducted by the Planning Commission related to the 
key questions and has come up with some goals and policies that will act as a minor 
course correction to ensure that the vision of the city limits and the Urban Growth Area is 
achieved.  These goals will be presented to the City Council at the worksession to ensure 
that the direction of the Land Use Element meets the community vision for future 
development. 
 
Goal #1: 
To encourage density, efficient provisions of services, and infill within the Lacey City Limits; 
development within the Lacey Urban Growth Area should meet the City’s vision related to 
providing a diversity of housing types and high quality development. 
 
Policies: 

 Consider raising minimum density requirements for Moderate and High Density 
Residential zoning districts to prevent the over-proliferation of single-family 
residential lots within these zones. 

 Require all new development to be served by city sewer within the Lacey Urban 
Growth Area. 

 Require septic systems that have failed to connect to city sewer within certain 
distances of an existing sewer line. 

 Areas of the urban growth area should be designated as an “urban holding area”, 
specifically within the Pleasant Glade and McAllister Geologically Sensitive Area, 
which would not be developed until such time that sewer service should be 
available.  Should development in this area not be anticipated during the next 20-
year planning horizon, the city should consider removing the property from the urban 
growth area. 
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Goal #2: 
The City should strategically pursue annexations that provide financial benefit, are 
presently provided city services (or have requested services), and protect groundwater 
resources. 
Policies: 

 The city should analyze future potential annexation areas and prioritize them 
accordingly.  Any prioritization report should identify that any annexation the city 
pursues is optional and doesn’t make the identified annexation a requirement. 

 Annexation applications should include a full analysis of each area including a 
financial feasibility to ensure city services delivered to the area are reimbursed 
through either property or sales tax revenue. 

 Annexations should be approved for properties on city sewer or, once developed, 
will be served by city sewer. 

 Priority areas for annexation would be those that are contiguous to the existing city 
limits and are developed consistent with city standards and are connected to sewer. 

 
Goal #3: 
Infill areas should be the primary areas where growth within the city limits and urban growth 
areas are focused. 
 
Policies: 

 Infill and redevelopment should be prioritized around existing neighborhood centers, 
recognized nodes, and the urban corridor in areas served by city utilities and transit. 

 The city should consider incentivizing development in these areas including reducing 
utility connection fees, transportation mitigation fees, and multi-family tax 
exemptions. 

 
Goal #4: 
Ensure a diversification of employment opportunities in Lacey so Lacey residents can work, 
live, shop and play all within close proximity. 
 
Policies: 

 Develop  and implement strategic goals and plans that support and promote 
diversity of employment opportunities  within Lacey. 

 Work with the providers of higher education to ensure that education programs 
are matched with in-demand skills. 

 Work with JBLM to ensure that the housing, business, and recreation needs of 
those who are associated with the base are being met. 

 
The joint work session will be an opportunity for the Planning Commission and City Council 
to jointly discuss proposed goals and policies to incorporate into the Land Use element 
related to priorities and ensuring that these goals and policies more closely align with the 
community vision. 
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ADVANTAGES: 

  
1. The Worksession will help identify Council priorities and expectations related to future 

growth in the City and UGA. 
 

2. The Worksession will assist in making a slight course correction to future plans and 
policy documents, including updates to the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan, to be in line with the community vision. 

      
DISADVANTAGES: 
 
1.  None identified. 
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Property Development Status Properties with Entitlements
Sewer Line > 4"
Undeveloped Properties

1 - Hawks Prairie Phase 3, 424 lots
Vested Applicaton
2 - Hawks Prairie Phase 2 Units 13&14, 108
lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
3 - Campus Peak, 90 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
4 - Campus Estates, 172 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
5 - Campus Ridge, 67 lots
6 - MF 5&6, 81 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
7 - MF 7, 89 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
8 - Briton Pl ace,  248 lot s
Preliminary Plat Approval
9 - Edelweiss Village, 76 lots
Vested Applicaton
10 - Lacey Village, 62 lots
Vested Applicaton
11 - Sleater View, 28 units
Vested Applicaton
12 - Woodland Meadows, 37 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
13 - Aspen Ridge, 57 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
14 - Burton Ray Gardens, 36 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
15 - Long Lake Retreme nt  Cooages,  45 l ots
Preliminary Plat Approval

16 - Steilacoom Ridge, 320 lots
Vested Applicaton
17 - Nisqually Bend, 73 lots
Vested Applicaton
18 - Cantergrove, 76 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
19 - McCallister Meadows, 93 lots
Vested Applicaton
20 - McCallister Spring, 323 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
21 - Freestone Ridge, 1,168 lots
Vested Applicaton
22 - Sunset Hollow, 32 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
23 - Freestone Crossing, 18 lots
Vested Applicaton
24 - Freestone Place, 19 lots
Vested Applicaton
25 - Townhouses at Long Lake, 43 units
Preliminary Plat Approval
26 - Summerwalk, 205 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval
27 - Kellington Oaks, 35 lots
Vested Applicaton
28 - Horizon Pointe Divsion 7, 69 lots
Preliminary Plat Approval



Southwick Lake Estates
23 Lots

Lakeview Meadows
89 Units

Schilter Farms
142 Lots

Stonegate at Avonlea
162 Lots

Golf Club Townhomes
10 Lots

6th Avenue Place
101 Units

Gateway Residential Div. 1
72 Lots

Burton Ray Gardens
30 Lots

Carrington Place
45 Lots

Lacey Village
62 Lots

Pleasant Acres
21 Lots Edelweiss Village

78 Lots

Aspen Ridge
57 Lots

Britton Place Apartments
210 Units

Dakota Apartments
156 Units

Wood's Glen Cottage Housing
33 Lots

Woodland Meadows
37 Lots

Britton Place
248 Lots

Eagle Court
84 Lots

Raili May
155 Lots

Jaylee
143 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Units 5, 6 & 8
183 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 9
240 Lots

Silver Hawk
300 Lots (Not UGA)

Hawks Prairie Phase 2 Unit 15
61 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 2 Unit 10
138 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 2, Unit 11
186 Lots Hawks Prairie Phase 3

212 Lots
Hawks Prairie Phase 2 Unit 12
43 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 2 Units 13 & 14
108 Lots

Campus Prairie
31 Lots

Woodstone
24 Lots

Madison Apartments
175 Units

River Ridge Apartments
10 Units

Nisqually Bluff
64 Lots

Nisqually Bend
73 Lots

Steilacoom Ridge
298 Lots

Pinecrest II
32 Lots

Pinecrest 1
35 Lots

Townhouses at Long Lake
43 Units

Cantergrove
76 Lots

McAllister Spring
323 Lots

Evergreen Heights Phase 1
88 Lots

Evergreen Heights Phase 2
89 Lots

McAllister Meadows
93 Lots

Mullen Heights
59 Lots

Madrona Estates
48 Lots

Courtney View Estates
129 Lots

Brianna Meadows
58 Lots

Puget Meadows West
79 Lots

Southlake
64 Lots

Village at Hicks Lake
20 Lots

Kellington Oaks
35 Lots

Catherine Estates
32 Lots

College Pointe Apartments
12 Units

Kensington Division 2
149 Lots

Kensington Division 1
91 Lots

The Pointe
88 Lots

Summerwalk
205 Lots

Summerwalk Division 1A & 1B
181 LotsHorizon Pointe Division 4B

246 Units

Horizon Pointe Division 4A
94 Lots

Horizon Pointe Division 5
101 Lots

Horizon Pointe Division 7
69 Lots

Horizon Pointe Divisions 1-3
844 Lots

Links at Indian Summer
93 Lots

Pleasonton
55 Lots

Lancaster
114 Lots

Pacific Place Apartments
59 Units

Campus Estates
172 Lots

Campus Highlands Division 5
71 Lots

Campus Meadows
168 Lots

Campus Highlands Division 1-4
122 Lots

Campus Highlands North
52 Lots

Campus Glen
172 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 7
159 Lots

Campus Pointe
106 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 4
101 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 3
98 Lots

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 2
74 Lots

Campus Ridge
67 Units

Hawks Prairie Phase 1 Unit 1
99 Lots

Campus Willows
50 Lots

Freestone Station Div. 2
196 Lots

Freestone Station Div. 1
99 Lots

Freestone Place
19 Lots

Freestone Crossing
18 Lots Freestone Ridge

1168 Lots

Campus Peak
90 Lots

Campus Reserve
81 Lots

Campus Springs
83 Lots

Trailside Estates
62 Lots

Sunset Hollow
32 Lots

Sleater View
28 Units

Oak Springs
89 Lots

Puget Meadows East
37 Lots

Gateway Res. Div. 2
464 Lots
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