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Project Analysis

Agency Name:    General Administration
Agency Code:    150
Project Number:   2006-117    CBS Number:     2008288
Project Title:   Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building
Agency Contact: Craig Donald
   PO Box  401011
   Olympia, 
   WA  98504-1011
   360-902-7344
 
Executive Offi ce Building

The 2006 Capitol Campus Master Plan notes that, “citizens expect to fi nd the appropriate state agency or 
elected offi cial quickly and easily when they need to.  They intuitively assume that the highest-ranking offi cials 
and elected leaders will be located at the center of state government – the Legislative building…”  

After the 2001 Nisqually earthquake in 2001 and the rehabilitation of the Legislative Building, several statewide 
elected offi cials were relocated temporarily from the center of government, the Legislative Building.  Under the 
preferred alternative, the Insurance Commissioner and staff, all currently in leased space, and the Treasurer’s 
staff, would be located in the Executive Offi ce building.  The Insurance Commissioner, per the master plan, would 
be considered a Tier 1 tenant and should be as close to the Legislative Building as possible.  

Heritage Center Building

Policy 1.3 of the Capitol Campus Master Plan speaks to the need to educate the public about our Heritage: 
“The State Capitol, then, presents a very rich environment for educating both adults and children, from our own 
state and from afar, about our democratic ideals, the process of democratic governance, and our State’s history, 
heritage, and cultures.”  

This is the overriding mission of the Heritage Center.  Other than the Legislative Building, there is no central 
place on campus to tell the story of Washington State.   By law the State Library (which includes the original terri-
torial library) must be located on the Capitol Campus.  The State Archives contain the original signed constitution 
of the State of Washington.  The Washington State Historical Society has many historical artifacts that are stored 
away from the public.  Under the preferred alternative, persons doing research would fi nd, for the fi rst time, ar-
chive and library materials at the same location.

Project Description
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Project Analysis  Prior Planning

This predesign review was requested in order to streamline programs and reduce costs in order for the projects 
to fi t within the funds available. In order to examine the possibilities to reduce scope and costs and maintain the 
project missions, we examined separating the projects on separate sites.  We looked at a total of 12 different 
possible sites for both projects.  Only the original GA building site could accommodate a combined project.

The sites examined were:
• Site #1 (westerly side of Masterplan Opportunity site 1)  represents the status quo or do nothing option.  
This is the original project on the original GA building site.  All indicators are that this site is still not affordable 
with the available projected revenues.

• Site #2 is also the GA site, but with a substantially reduced program.  This would also be a combined 
project with the Heritage Center Staff moving from the lower fl oors and into the offi ce tower.  The road would be 
relocated .  While the project costs are diminished, they are still outside of the affordable range and it is ques-
tionable if this reduced building is the highest and best use of this valuable site.

State Codes, Standards & Guidelines

The 2005 Legislature combined capital project and space requests from the Offi ce of the Insurance Commis-
sioner, the Secretary of State, and the Department of General Administration to create the Executive Offi ce 
Plaza/Heritage Center, also known as the North Capitol Campus Executive Offi ce Building(s).  At the completion 
of the predesign, the 2007 Legislature authorized a planning budget and moved the Heritage Center and the 
Executive Offi ce Building into the design phase.  

The site selected is the site of the existing General Administration Building.  The project consisted of the Heritage 
Center public areas including the museum, learning center, gift shop and café located on the main fl oor with the 
reading room and events center on the fl oor below.  Library and Archives storage and conservation areas were lo-
cated below the public fl oors along with the loading dock and museum support spaces.  The staff offi ces were on 
the exterior of the hillside facing Capitol Lake. The Executive Offi ce Building included four stories of offi ce space 
above the Heritage Center museum.  The Offi ce of the Insurance Commissioner occupied the top two fl oors with 
the Treasurer staff on the next fl oor down. There was one fl oor unassigned to a committed tenant. The project 
proceeded to move through design and into construction documents.  Faced with unprecedented economic 
turmoil, the 2008 Legislature re-assessed the project’s authorized budgets and determined that the assumed 
revenues for the Heritage Center could no longer support the proposed project and asked the team to revisit and 
reduce the scope of the Heritage Center to within the amounts the current funding would support.  The legisla-
ture also requested that the Executive Offi ce Building be adjusted to accommodate only committed tenants.

Project Mission & Strategic Plan:
o Improve public access to historic government materials and essential services 
o Reduce the quantity of leased space
o Collocate and consolidate scattered offi ces
o Improve customer satisfaction and commitment to government services
o Follow LEED principles in design and construction
o Provide effective design leadership in the context of the historic Capitol Campus 
o Work with the surrounding community

Prior Planning History
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Project Analysis  State Codes

• Site #3 (easterly side of Masterplan Opportunity Site 1) is across Columbia Street and replaces the 
Dawley building (1063) and the GA Garage.  Either the Heritage Center or the Executive Offi ce building could be 
located on this site, but not both.  For both the functions of the Heritage Center and the Executive Offi ce Build-
ing, this site is more connected to urban Olympia elements than the classic seat of government point of view.   
The cultural and physical separation from the capitol building makes this a less desirable site. This site might be 
more suited for a general offi ce building.  A considerable amount of parking would be lost and expensive replace-
ment parking required.

• Site #4 (Not identifi ed in the Masterplan) is attached to the existing archives building west of the High-
ways Licensing Building.  This would be a four to fi ve story building of about 80,000 gsf for the Executive Offi ce 
Building.  Pedestrians would enter from the Capitol Way side of the building.  There would be a direct visual con-
nection to the campus from this site.

• Site #5 (Masterplan opportunity site #7) is further south on Capitol Way at the old IBM building site.  The 
current building is occupied by a small contingent of ESD.  This would be a larger building that is currently on the 
site but would only accommodate the Insurance Commissioner.  This site addresses the east campus environ-
ment and not the best fi t for elected offi cials.

• Site #6 (not identifi ed in the Masterplan) is north of the IBM site.  This would also be a site for an execu-
tive offi ce building of approximately 80,000-90,000 gsf.  Both Sites #5 and #6 could conceivably expand and 
take advantage of Plaza Garage parking.  Because of the mature trees on this site which are few and far be-
tween, CCDAC requested that this site be removed from consideration.

• Site #7 (easterly side of Masterplan opportunity site #6)  is the current visitor center site.  This is under 
consideration for the Heritage Center only.  Public functions would be above ground with a Library and a portion 
of the Archives storage underground.  A pedestrian tunnel is proposed to link the plaza garage and the current 
Archive building to the Heritage Center.  This tunnel could be extended to other legislative buildings in the future.

• Site #8 is a renovation of the Pritchard building for the Library including the originally designed expan-
sion.  The Heritage Center would be built at the Pritchard parking lot site (Masterplan opportunity site #5 ) with 
below grade parking and library and archive storage.

• Site #9 (not identifi ed in the Masterplan) proposes a renovation of the Insurance building for the Insur-
ance Commissioner only.  A new location for the current tenants of the Insurance building would need to be 
developed.  
• Site #10 (also not identifi ed in the Masterplan) would relocate cherry lane to the west of the conservatory 
site and planned in the original design with a new building for elected offi cials on the site with a large parking 
structure underneath.

• Site #11(not identifi ed in the Masterplan) creates a new Executive Offi ce building on the west side of 
the legislative building as a mirror image to the insurance building.  This proposal would include relocating the 
Governor’s Mansion.  This completes the original Wilder and White master plan.

• Site #12 (Masterplan opportunity sites 3 and 4) is north of the Mansion and west of the legislative build-
ing.  Proposed is a two phased development of the mansion parking lot that would create an edge to the campus 
not unlike the Cherberg and O’Brien buildings confi guration.  The most southern building would be phase 1.  
Each phase would be a building of approximately 80,000 gross square feet.  
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Project Analysis  Site Comparison

Executive Offi ce Building
 In the original design was a 120,000 gross square-feet offi ce building for the Offi ce of the Insurance Commis-
sioner and Offi ce of State Treasurer staff and others.  There were approximately 35,000 gross square feet of 
unassigned space. Currently, the Insurance Commissioner and the Treasurers staff are committed tenants of the 
building.  A combined Heritage Center/Executive Offi ce Building can still be accommodated on sites 1 and 2 but 
neither are affordable without additional tenants.  The best sites for an effi cient offi ce building separate from the 
Heritage Center for statewide elected offi cials for these occupants can be accommodated on the original site, 4 
or 12.

These buildings are intended to be signifi cant buildings with a life span of over 100 years, similar to the historic 
capitol group.  The size and scale of the buildings are in keeping with existing structures.  On site 12 the building 
size, scale and height would be in keeping with the Cherberg and O’Brien buildings. Their appearance would re-
fl ect the character and stateliness of the adjacent west campus buildings, using the same organizing philosophy 
and Wilkinson sandstone employed on the monumental capitol group.  A few new materials would be expressed 
in these buildings to make them refl ective of “our time,” not simply imitations of existing buildings.  The land-
scaping and walks would be in keeping with the new Campus Landscaping masterplan and the Olmsted features 

These buildings would be energy effi cient and healthy for visitors and workers.  Products chosen for these 
structures will be sustainable, reusable, durable and good for the environment.  We would achieve a LEED silver 
certifi cation and we are optimistic we can possibly achieve LEED gold.  
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Site Comparison Matrix-EOB
12/2/2009 10:05  -Print Date

Costs Dec 2 2009-Preferred New Costs.xls  -File Name

Parking In Completion
Site GSF Cars Budget Year Pros Cons Comments

Site 1 119,994 0 No 2015 Both programs as originally conceived fit 
on one site. Too Expensive

(Original Design-EOB with HC) GSF of 
EOB Only Eliminates outdated building Requires Demo and relocation on existing 

Building

CD's are substantially complete Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Good views to the lake

Site 2 81,312 0 Possible 2015 Both programs adjusted downward fit on 
one site. Too expensive

(Original Reduced-EOB with HC) GSF of 
EOB Only Eliminates outdated building Requires demo of existing GA building and 

relocation of existing tenants.
Under utlizes the potential of the site

Good views to the lake Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Site 3 - (1063 Site-EOB Only) Gateway to downtown EOB would be remote from Leg. Building Not taken forward seen as too far 
from Leg Bldg

Improves underdeveloped corner. Eliminates parking or too expensive if 
parking is replaced
Eliminates existing building & tenants that 
would need to be relocated
Lease cost per SF is unaffordable

Site 4 81,450 0 Possible 2013 Helps define an edge along Capitol Way East side of Capitol Way

(Archives-EOB Only) Close to axis between east and west 
campus. Poor public access

Possible added archives storage in 
basement.

Need to build around Archives and garage 
operations.

Near parking

Site 5 - (IBM South-EOB Only) Southern gateway to campus Removed from west campus Not Taken Forward
Near Parking East of Capitol Way

Requires demo of existing building
Adjacent to residential neighborhood

Site 6 - (IBM North-EOB Only) Southern gateway to campus East of Capitol Way Not Taken Forward due to CCDAC 
concern of tree removable

Near west campus Displaces trees
Near Parking
Open site

Site 7 - (Visitor Center-EOB Only) High visibility and good front door for 
visitors to campus

Other possible conflicting development 
proposal Not Taken Forward for the EOB

Improves underdeveloped corner of 
campus Potential neighborhood issues

Proximity to core of west campus

Link to parking & Archives via tunnel

Site 8 - (Pritchard-EOB Only) Reuse existing historic building Very difficult to make executive offices work See Pritchard Study October 2006

Prominent axial relationship to Legislative 
Building Neighborhood issues Not Taken Forward for the EOB

Reduced cost due to building reuse Requires relocation of building tenants

Site 9 60,807 0 Possible 2013 Insurance Commissioner back to the 
Insurance Building

Requires relocation of existing building 
tenants

(Insurance Bldg-EOB Only) Proximity to the Legislative Building Area and configuration limited by existing 
building

Reduced cost due to building reuse Only fits Insurance Commissioner

Site 10 - (Conservatory-EOB 
Only) Prominent campus location Requires demolition of Conservatory & 

associated costs Rejected Strongly by CCDAC

Good proximity to Legislative Building Requires relocation of road & associated 
costs

Views to Capitol Lake Requires demolition of maintenance area & 
associated costs

Can accommodate ample parking below Poor soils

Site 11 - (Governor's Mansion-
EOB Only) Prominent campus location Requires moving the Governor's Mansion & 

associated costs Site added By CCDAC

Good proximity to Legislative Building Not taken forward because of cost to 
move mansion

Finishes the original campus plan

Site 12 Prominent campus location Phase 1 requires some  parking relocation. 
Phase 2 requires major parking relocation. Site added By CCDAC

(West Side Axis Site-EOB Only) Good proximity to Legislative Building

Phase 1 87,781 0 Possible 2013 Can help to improve the west edge of 
campus

Phase 2 109,095 0 Possible 2015 Phase 2 can add additional space if 
needed Proximity to Mansion

Will not hold both HC & EOB. Priority of use 
for HC.  If the HC is not located here, the 
EOB is a possibility.  It will then have 
potential negative neighborhood issues.

Additional staff occupancy will require 
additional parking or transportation solution 
to hold West Campus parking status quo.

Project Analysis  Site Comparison
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Heritage Center
The best sites identifi ed for the Heritage Center include sites 1 and 2, sites 3 and7.  The Heritage Center, origi-
nally programmed at approximately 204,000 gross sf is now being planned at approximately 116,000 gross sf.  
The space dedicated to the events center and its support spaces, learning center, and temporary exhibits gallery 
have been replaced with a single multi-function room that can be divided and scheduled to accommodate those 
activities. The café has been downsized to serve sandwiches and drinks.  

The original project on site #1 is still out of range of the available projected funds.  A reduced Heritage Center 
and Executive Offi ce building on that site does not fully optimize the potential and thus is not the best value. Site 
#3 while accommodating the very minimum program, does not accommodate enough archive storage .  Addi-
tionally, replacing the required parking puts the project outside of the range of available funds.   On Site #7 the 
archives space is also reduced to only the most accessed signifi cant documents.  A tunnel from the Heritage 
Center to the plaza garage will allow for access to the less requested documents that will remain behind in the 
existing archives building.  Site #7 is the only reasonable site that can accommodate the Heritage Center.

As with the Executive Offi ce Building, this building is intended to be a signifi cant building with a life span of over 
100 years, similar to the historic capitol group with  the size and scale of the buildings in keeping with existing 
structures.  None of the alternates exceed the height of the Cherberg and O’Brien buildings.  Their appearance 
would refl ect the character and stateliness of the adjacent west campus buildings, using the same organizing 
philosophy and Wilkinson sandstone employed on the monumental capitol group.  A few new materials would be 
expressed in these buildings to make them refl ective of “our time,” not simply imitations of existing buildings.  

These buildings would be energy effi cient and healthy for visitors and workers.  Products chosen for these 
structures will be sustainable, reusable, durable and good for the environment.  We would achieve a LEED silver 
certifi cation and we are optimistic we can possibly achieve LEED gold.  

Project Analysis  Site Comparison
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Site Comparison Matrix-Heritage Center
12/2/2009 10:05  -Print Date

Costs Dec 2 2009-Preferred New Costs.xls  -File Name

Parking In Completion
Site GSF Cars Budget Year Pros Cons Comments

Site 1 193,557 0 No 2015 Both programs as originally 
conceived fit on one site. Too Expensive

(Original Design-HC with EOB) GSF of HC 
Only Eliminates outdated building Requires Demo and relocation on 

existing Building

CD's are substantially complete Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Good views to the lake

Site 2 132,846 0 Possible 2015 Both programs adjusted downward fit 
on one site.

Too expensive for EOB in a 
combined building and too 
expensive for HC alone.

(Original Reduced-HC with EOB) GSF of HC 
Only Eliminates outdated building

Requires demo of existing GA 
building and relocation of existing 
tenants.

Good views to the lake Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Under utlizes the potential of the site
Will require either additional 
archives space or alternative 
operations methodology.

Site 3 142,896 132 Possible 2015 Gateway to downtown
Visitors are further from the 
Legislative Building than from Sites 
#1, #2, or #7

(1063 Site HC Only)

GSF of HC 
Only, not 
including 
parking 
area.

Improves underdeveloped corner.

Includes demolition of the GA 
Garage. That parking may need to 
be replaced. The cost of that 
replacement parking is not included 
in the current budget level.

Eliminates existing building & 
tenants that would need to be 
relocated this adds great risk of 
delay
Will require either additional 
archives space or alternative 
operations methodology.

Site 4 - (Archives-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 5 - (IBM South-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 6 - (IBM North-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 7 137,650 132 Possible 2013 High visibility and good front door for 
visitors to campus

Other possible conflicting 
development proposal

(Visitor Center-HC Only) Improves underdeveloped corner of 
campus Potential neighborhood issues

Proximity to core of west campus

Link to parking & and allows for easy 
sharing of Archives space due to 
tunnel. Sites #2 and #3 will require 
either additional archives space or 
alternative operations methodology.

Can be done within budget

Give possibility of joint development 
with adjacent historic neighborhood

Site 8 (Pritchard-HC Only) Reuse existing historic building Too removed for visitors, would have 
adverse traffic impact

Not taken forward due to 
concern about visitor 
experience, traffic impact and 
site logistics

Prominent axial relationship to 
Legislative Building Neighborhood Issues

Reduced cost due to building reuse Requires relocation of building 
tenants
Requires a larger building footprint 
for existing site plus additional 
footprint on the east parking lot.

Hillside soils have not been tested 
for the scope of construction this 
program anticipates.

Site 9 - (Insurance Bldg-HC Only) Not appropriate HC site Not Taken Forward

Site 10 - (Conservatory-HC Only) Removed as site by CCDAC Not Taken Forward

Site 11 - (Governor's Mansion-HC 
Only)

Too removed for visitors and would 
have adverse traffic impact Not Taken Forward

Site 12 - (West Side Axis Site-HC 
Only)

Too removed for visitors and would 
have adverse traffic impact Not Taken Forward

GSF of HC 
Only, not 
including 
parking 
area.

Project Analysis  Site Comparison
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Design & Construction
There are several public works project delivery methods available: traditional Design/Bid/Build, General Contrac-
tor/Construction Manager (GC/CM), and Design/Build.  The Department of General Administration has extensive 
experience in managing all of these methods.   Each of these methods have been considered and analyzed.

Design/Bid/Build (DBB):  In the traditional approach to construction the project, this is the prescribed method of 
delivery.  The owner (state) selects an architect/engineer (A/E) team to help defi ne the project, develop the de-
sign and bid documents and monitor construction progress.  The construction contract is awarded to the lowest 
responsive, responsible bidder to build the project. 
 
Advantages
• This process is well understood by all involved parties.
• Open competition. 
• Potential for high degree of control and involvement by the owner.
• Independent oversight of construction contractor by A/E.

Disadvantages
• Segments design, construction and operation and reduces collaboration.
• Linear process increases duration.
• Risks are primarily borne by the owner.
• Prone to disputes and creates opportunities for risk avoidance by the A/E and contractor.
• Low-bid contractor selection reduces creativity and increases risks of performance problems.
 
General Contractor/Construction Manager (GC/CM):  The GC/CM is selected at the beginning of the design 
process.  The A/E team and GC/CM work together throughout the design process.  The GC/CM role during design 
is to monitor and make suggestions relating to budget, constructability, and inter-discipline coordination.  The 
A/E team maintains full responsibility for the design.  The GC/CM will guarantee the construction cost during the 
design phase.  The GC/CM manages the bid process through competitive bid packages to subcontractors.  RCW 
39.10 limits the use of GC/CM to complex projects over $10 million.

Implementation Approach

Executive Offi ce Building
Two of the sites studied have proved to be excellent options for an Executive offi ce Building. Site 4 adjacent to 
the State Archives Facility, and Site 12 on the west axis of the main capitol group. Site 4 provides easy access 
to both the main capitol group and the Plaza garage for the offi ce workers. Site 12 provides some of the clos-
est offi ce space to the Legislative building on a vacant and under-utilized and rough edge of the formal campus 
grounds. This site is able to form the missing western edge to the Capitol group and enables to completion of the 
provisions of the campus landscape master plan. 

Heritage Center
The Visitor Center Block, site 7, has proved to be the best option for a Heritage Center. As as focal point to the 
major entry axis for visitors to the Capitol Campus this vantage is optimal for placement of the main campus 
visitor service features included in the Heritage Center. The site is also has excellent proximity to the main capitol 
group enabling quick access for visitors, including school age visitors who are the predominate visitors to the 
campus. 

Proposed Preferred Solutions

Project Analysis  Prefered Solutions
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Advantages:
• A more collaborative design and construction team is created.  
• The GC/CM is selected based on primarily qualifi cations and then on price, thus ensuring that the 
 contractor can manage the complexity of the project.  
• Schedule can be accelerated. 
• GC/CM shares risk for project by guaranteeing cost.. 
• Errors and omissions in the drawings are greatly reduced.
• Major subcontractors (mechanical electrical) may be pre-qualifi ed.

Disadvantages:
• There is a premium paid for preconstruction services.  
• Sub-contracting community has concerns about GC/CM unfairly burdening the subcontractors.
• All subcontracts must be competitively bid and awarded to the lowest responsive bidder.  
• Willingness of GC/CM to guarantee price in volatile bidding environment will favor setting MACC later in  
 the design process 

Design/Build (DB):  The design-build selection process is two-tiered.  The design-build team, consisting of ar-
chitects, engineers and contractors, respond to a Request for Qualifi cations prepared by the owner.  A panel of 
judges will evaluate the RFQ’s and develop a short list of candidates to respond to a request for proposals.  The 
RFP is a performance specifi cation outlining in detail the owner’s expectations for the project.  The panel selects 
the contractor/A/E team based on the best proposal, qualifi cations and price.  A contract is negotiated with 
the contractor for both the design and construction of the selected proposed design.  The contractor holds the 
contract with the architect.  RCW 39.10 requires that an honorarium be paid to the non-successful respondents.  
This process is also limited to projects over $10 million that do not require a large degree of owner input.

Advantages:  
• There is only one point of accountability for the owner to manage. 
• The construction cost is guaranteed at the award of the contract.  
• The majority of owner decisions are made prior to the contract award.  
• The contractor carries the risk of the project.  

Disadvantages:
• The RFP must be clearly written to include all owner expectations.  
• Design/build approach reduces owner control over design details.  Owner’s rejection of the design 
 details may entail change orders and delay claims.
• There is a high cost to design-build fi rms to compete, which may limit competition 
• The design team works for the contractor, not the owner.

Recommendation:
The nature of this project indicates detailed involvement by numerous entities and agencies throughout design.  
The political scrutiny expected by the locations on or near West Campus means that a ‘hands-on’ approach 
should be taken to manage this project.  These facts virtually eliminate the design-build approach.  This project 
is too large and phasing and coordination too complex to utilize design/bid/build with assured success. The GC/
CM option matches the size, complexity and schedule for this project.  

This project will be a multi-phased two pronged project that anticipates implementation over two or more bi-
ennia.  If the projects are separate buildings, one GCCM will manage both pieces of the project.    Having the 
contractor involved to provide input and coordination to construction sequencing during all phases of the design 
process will enhance the success of the project.  Constant constructability review will add value to design devel-
opment particularly in the earthwork category.  Coordination of the subcontractor bidding process is essential in 
order to reap the greatest benefi t of competitive bids.  Appropriate fees have been added to the budget to take 
advantage of the value added by the GC/CM process

Project Analysis  Implementation
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GA Project Staffi ng
This project will be managed by staff within GA with oversight and guidance by the State Capitol Committee 
(SCC), Capitol Campus Design Advisory Committee (CCDAC), and a Steering Committee consisting of stakehold-
ers from various agencies. If there is a separate Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building, each project will 
have its own steering committee. GA Executive Management will be actively involved and take a lead role in fi nal 
decisions for the project.  GA staff will provide additional consultative support in partnership with other agencies 
and stakeholders, including the areas of historic preservation and protection of cultural resources, barrier-free 
design, sustainable building practices, and maintenance and operations.  GA’s Facilities Division employs many 
licensed professionals with experience and expertise in building design and construction who may be called 
upon for consultation ‘as needed.’ 

The Project Director (PD) will have primary responsibility for the Project.  This position will manage the overall 
progress of the project and will have or obtain fi nal approval of scope, schedule and budget decisions.  The PD 
will interact regularly with General Administration Executive management and report to the Assistant Director of 
Facilities.  The other members of the project team will report to the PD.

Project Management

Project Steering
Committee(s)

Project Director
Overall Project Responsibility

Admin Assistant

Budget Manager

Oversight/Guidance
General Administration Executive Mgt.
State Capitol Committee (SCC)
Capitol Campus Design 
Advisory Committee (CCDAC)
Cultural/Historical Manager (GA/DAHP)
Barrier Free Facilities (GA)
Energy Program (GA)
Customer & External Relations (GA)

Project Manager
Responsible for

A/E
Contractors

Asset Manager
Responsible for
Temporary Space
Operations & Maintenance

Site Rep

Project Analysis  Project Managment
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The Project Manager (PM) is primarily responsible for managing the design and construction activity.  This person 
will organize and conduct the selection of the GC/CM and write the design and construction contracts.  The PM 
will follow through from design to construction to make sure that scope, schedule and budget is maintained.  The 
PM will report to the Project Director.

The Asset Manager will primarily be responsible for tenant and stakeholder co-ordination, furniture acquisition, 
and program development.  This person will be knowledgeable in building operations and their effects on the 
project budget. This person will report to the project director.

A Budget Manager will be brought on board early to monitor and maintain the fi nancial health of the project.  
This person will be responsible to track design, construction and owner costs for the duration of the project. This 
person will report to the Project Director.

Once construction commences, a GA Site Representative will be on board to monitor and document construction 
activity.   This person will be the eyes and ears on the ground on a daily basis.  The role is to report any construc-
tion irregularities and discrepancies to the project manager.

Supporting the project team will be an administrative assistant. This person will be responsible for maintaining 
the project record, making sure meetings are scheduled and all parties notifi ed.  This person will work closely 
with all members of the team as well as inside GA and outside GA stakeholders.  This person will report to the 
Project Director.

Oversight and Guidance for historical structures and landscapes as well as any cultural artifacts that may be 
uncovered during construction will be by GA’s Cultural /Historical Manager with input for the Department of 
Archeology and Historical Preservation.  Universal accessibility issues will be guided by the Barrier Free Facilities 
Coordinator.  At every design milestone, the design will be reviewed to ensure universal access for all.  Monitoring 
and advising the design and construction team on energy and LEED issues will be the GA Sustainable Building 
Manager.

Project Analysis  Project Managment
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There are a variety of scenarios for schedules and coordination of schedules dependent upon the combination of 
sites chosen.  Each scenario comes with its own level of risk and methods to mitigate that risk.  The over arching 
assumption is that both projects are funded and are built concurrently under the management of one GCCM.   

Unless the project picks up on site #1 where it was in 2008, design will use between 10 to 14 months. Overall 
governmental activities need to be accounted for as schedules are being fi ne tuned.  Review times for constitu-
ent groups, committees, and stakeholders must also be considered.  Because the proposed alternative project’s 
buildings are smaller (the site #1 building continues at its original size, but all other alternatives are smaller), 
construction will take between 18 and 24 months instead of the 26 to 30 months originally planned.  These time 
frames are extended if the buildings are not designed and constructed together.  

Since both buildings are to be constructed on or very near the West Campus, one GCCM will manage and co-
ordinate the entire project.  We anticipate that the critical path will be through bidding and early startup.  It is 
important to run activities concurrently, but also important, as an economy of scale, to somewhat stagger the 
bid packages so that work fl ows from one portion of the project to the other to avoid congestion and bottlenecks 
during the construction process.  

Site #1, #2, and #3 currently have tenants in the existing buildings and would need to be relocated prior to 
construction commencing. If some the tenants of the GA building were to move to the new DIS project and Pro-
Arts building, construction could not start until at least 2013 when the Pro-Arts would be complete, leaving a 
six month to a year gap between the end of design and the beginning of construction.  The largest tenant in the 
Dawley Building, the Hands on Children’s Museum, is tentatively scheduled to be in their new facility by the mid-
dle to end of 2012.  Vacating these buildings is beyond the scope and control of this project and adds to the risk 
of these sites.  Any setback of the DIS, Pro-Arts or Hands on Children’s Museum projects is also a direct setback 
to both the Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building in the case of sites #1 and #2, and to the Heritage Cen-
ter in the case of site #3 which will ultimately add signifi cantly to the overall cost of the project.

Scheduling around the activities of the Archives building and the diffi culty of access to the plaza garage will add 
time to construction at site #4.  While this does not impede the start date, it impacts the completion date.  Site 
#4 will take at least 22 to 26 months to complete once construction starts.  No evacuation of the Archives build-
ing is anticipated for this portion of the project.  However, the construction coordination with the neighboring 
offi ce buildings and parking garage will add complexity and risk to building on this site.

Sites #7 and #12 have the least schedule impacts to the project, but have the most complexity in scheduling 
around campus activities and legislative cycles. At the pre-design level, we can only do a broad brush assumption 
of construction schedules.  Very careful analysis will be needed by the GCCM during pre-construction to establish 
a precise schedule.  Fortunately, the legislative season ends just as the construction season begins.  If these two 
sites are chosen, it is even more important that the projects are constructed concurrently to shorten the overall 
disruption time for the west campus. 

Schedule

Project Analysis  Schedule
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Program Analysis

This Predesign Review Report reviews the size and location of a planned Heritage Center and Executive building 
that was planned to be located on the site of the existing General Administration.  That facility was based on a 
predesign titled “Predesign Executive Offi ce Plaza/Heritage Center Project #2006-117” dated September 2006, 
and the addendum to that report dated November 2007.  That predesign evolved to a point substantially through 
the development of construction documents when it was stopped because it was determined that the level of fi -
nancing available for the project was not what was originally believed.  This program analysis attempts to align the 
scope with the level of fi nancing that available revenues will support.  

This revised predesign specifi es that the Offi ce of the Insurance Commissioner and the Offi ce of the State Treasure 
occupy the Executive Offi ce Building.  These two offi ces meet the functional priority 1 under “Policy 2.1 – Location 
of State Government Function” to be located near the Legislative Building.  

The Heritage Center outlined in this report has been reduced to a size that the revenues will support and that size 
meets what is needed for the state library and exhibit space for historically signifi cant documents from the state 
archives and rotating exhibits from national, state, and local historical museums.

The previous predesign for these projects limited the site to the existing General Administration Building site and 
the site directly east; this review has looked at the original sites along with eleven other reasonable state owned 
sites.  The site analysis in this report reviews the pros and cons of these sites and this program analysis shows 
what the program would be on each site.

From these eleven sites we have narrowed the preferred sites to fi ve and those are as follows:

Site 2 Original Reduced - This is a reduced program for both the Executive Offi ce Building and the Heritage Center 
on the GA Building Site.

Site 3 Dawley Block - This is the Capitol Way Building (also known as the Dawley Building) site where both programs 
will not fi t together but each will fi t separately.

Site 4 Archives Building - This is the site of the existing Archives Building and is a site for the Executive Offi ce Build-
ing.

Site 7 Visitor Center Block - This is the site of the existing visitor’s center and is a site for the Heritage Center.

Site 12 West Side Axis - This is a site west of the Legislative building and west of the Governor’s Mansion lawn that 
would accommodate the Executive Offi ce Building

Program Assumptions
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Program Analysis  Existing Facilities

The original predesign document dated September 2006, reviewed the condition of the existing buildings on the 
GA Site referred to as site 2 in this report and the 1063 Capitol Way Building (also known as the Dawley Building) 
referred to Site 3 in this report.  

The Archives site, site 4 in this report, is extensively documented in a report titled “Addition Feasibility Study Ar-
chives Building Olympia, Washington” dated February 1998.  All other sites listed above that became possible 
sites involve demolition of minor structures or no demolition at all.  All this information was used in this program 
analysis.

Existing Facilities

PROCESS
The development of the program for this predesign review began with the design that was developed for the Heri-
tage Center and Executive Offi ce Building Project that was stopped in the spring of 2009.   This review looked at 
multiple ways that the cost of that project could be reduced.  

This revised project includes a Heritage Center with three major components, the State Library, Heritage Center 
areas that include exhibit space for historically signifi cant documents and rotating exhibits and Archives space 
that supports the research function of the Library and space to house those documents.  In addition it included an 
Executive Offi ce Building that will house the Offi ce of the Insurance Commissioner and some space for The Offi ce 
of the Treasurer.

In the original design both the Heritage Center and the Executive Offi ce Building were in one structure.  This ar-
range was designed to work but was not a required adjacency.  In this review site 2 option we use the same site 
and keep both functions in one building but make it smaller.  All the other sites were not large enough to house 
both the Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce on one site so they accommodate one or the other.

There is no functional requirement to have the Executive Offi ce in the same location or building with the Heritage 
Center so to have them on separate sites works very well.

There was a desire that the Executive Offi ce Building house more than one agency and in all sites we house both 
the Offi ce of the Insurance Commissioner and space for the Treasurer.  In several of the site locations we can ac-
commodate more executive offi ce than required by the two major tenants so we list in those cases that additional 
space a as available area.

SPACE NEEDS SUMMARY
The following square footage comparisons shows the net and gross areas for each of the sites listed above and 
how that area compares to our original design referred to Site #1. There are two comparisons one for the Executive 
Offi ce Building and one for the Heritage Center. 
There has been no area reduction for the Executive Offi ce Building tenants but some of the sites can hold ad-
ditional tenant space and that is shown as available.  Our mandate was to show only buildings sized to available 
tenants yet the fi nal buildings show buildings that can allow some additional space.  In the case of site #12 it is 
such a desirable site we have shown a second phase that could allow future tenants if the need arises.

Interrelationships and Adjacencies of Functions
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Executive Office Building Site #1 Site #2 Site #3 Site #4 Site #7 Site #12 Site #12

GA GA 1063 Archives Visitor Ctr West Axis West Axis
Original Reduced Phase 1 Phase 2

In HC+EOB In HC+EOB NA EOB only NA EOB only EOB only
Available Area

Available Area Total NSF 23,977 0 NA 0 NA 3,099 68,957
Available Area Total GSF 38,335 0 NA 0 NA 4,955 110,250

Insurance Commissioner
Agency Shared 8,708 8,708 0 8,708 0 8,708 0
Company Supervision 4,765 4,765 0 4,765 0 4,765 0
Consumer Protection 6,901 6,901 0 6,901 0 6,901 0
Executive 2,715 2,715 0 2,715 0 2,715 0
Fraud Unit 1,522 1,522 0 1,522 0 1,522 0
Legal Affairs 2,419 2,419 0 2,419 0 2,419 0
Legislation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Operations 4,915 4,915 0 4,915 0 4,915 0
Policy 1,598 1,598 0 1,598 0 1,598 0
Public Affairs 634 634 0 634 0 634 0
Rates & Forms 3,855 3,855 0 3,855 0 3,855 0

Insurance Commissioner Total NSF 38,032 38,032 0 38,032 0 38,032 0
Insurance Commissioner Total GSF 60,807 60,460 0 60,597 0 60,807 0

Treasurer
Accounting Services 910 910 0 910 0 910 0
Administration 648 648 0 648 0 648 0
OST Consultants 288 288 0 288 0 288 0
Cash Management 1,384 1,384 0 1,384 0 1,384 0
Info Services 1,916 1,916 0 1,916 0 1,916 0
Seasonal 187 187 0 187 0 187 0
Shared 6,915 6,915 0 6,915 0 6,915 0
Investments 794 794 0 794 0 794 0

Treasurer Total NSF 13,042 13,042 0 13,042 0 13,042 0
Treasurer Total GSF 20,852 20,852 0 20,852 0 20,852 0

Executive Office Building Total NSF 75,051 51,074 NA 51,074 NA 54,173 68,957
Executive Office Building Total GSF 119,994 81,312 NA 81,449 NA 86,614 110,250

Program Analysis  Interrelationships
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Heritage Center Site #1 Site #2 Site #3 Site #4 Site #7 Site #12 Site #12

GA GA 1063 Archives Visitor Ctr West Axis West Axis
Original Reduced Inc Tunnel Phase 1 Phase 2

In HC+EOB In HC+EOB HC Only NA HC Only NA NA
Archives

Collections - General 22,082 11,307 11,307 0 11,307 0 0
Collections - Maps & Plans 1,440 1,440 1,440 0 1,440 0 0
Division Management 1,131 1,131 1,131 0 1,131 0 0
Processing 2,877 2,877 2,877 0 2,877 0 0
Record Management 1,033 1,033 1,033 0 1,033 0 0
Research 486 486 486 0 486 0 0

Archives Total NSF 29,049 18,274 18,274 0 18,274 0 0
Heritage Center

Museum Exhibit Support 4,979 1,705 1,705 0 1,705 0 0
Museum Exhibit Space 15,767 9,252 9,252 0 9,252 0 0
Building Support 624 624 624 0 624 0 0
Business office 1,924 962 962 0 962 0 0
Conference Center 14,997 4,313 4,313 0 4,313 0 0
Common 20,793 19,058 19,058 0 19,058 0 0

Heritage Center Total NSF 59,084 35,914 35,914 0 35,914 0 0
Library

Administrative 883 883 883 0 883 0 0
Technical Services 2,267 2,267 2,267 0 2,267 0 0
Development 2,247 2,247 2,247 0 2,247 0 0
R&D 827 827 827 0 827 0 0
Branches 291 291 291 0 291 0 0
Public Services Staff 2,643 2,643 2,643 0 2,643 0 0
Public Services 510 510 510 0 510 0 0
PAS 2,194 2,194 2,194 0 2,194 0 0
Library Staff 369 369 369 0 369 0 0
Reading Room 9,915 9,915 9,915 0 9,915 0 0
Genealogy 2,369 2,369 2,369 0 2,369 0 0
Collections 10,835 12,836 12,836 0 12,836 0 0

Library Total NSF 35,350 37,351 37,351 0 37,351 0 0
Other Spaces

Visitors & Convention Bureau 0 0 0 0 616 0 0
Retail 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0

Total Other Spaces NSF 0 0 5,000 0 616 0 0
Heritage Center Total NSF 123,483 91,539 96,539 NA 92,155 NA NA
Heritage Center Total GSF 193,557 132,846 139,766 NA 138,913 NA NA

The Heritage Center has for all sites shown been reduced to an affordable size.  This reduction has happened 
mostly in the archives storage areas and a major reduction in meeting and exhibit space.  

Program Analysis  Interrelationships
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Itemized Need 

The furniture needs of proposed tenant agencies are estimated by utilizing General 
Administration Space Standards. In the programming process, employees were as-
signed either Private Offi ces (PO1 through PO6) or Open Spaces (OS2 through OS6, 
there are no OS1’s). Other areas with furniture needs, enumerated in the program, 
include Reception Areas (RA1 through RA5) and Conference Rooms (CR1 through CR 
8).  Each category of space has typical furniture to which Correctional Industries Sys-
tem prices have been assigned.  The prices are inclusive of delivery and installation.   

The following trends are expected to impact furniture needs for the tenants of the 
buildings proposed in this predesign:

1. Move toward wireless instruments (phone as well as computers) and Voice Over 
Internet Provider (VOIP), which eliminates voice data wiring past the service entrance 
facility. A few fi ber bundles may snake through the buildings to reach relays on each 
fl oor, not the massive copper runs that we have now.   A few years ago wireless was 
considered too risky from a security standpoint.  Wireless systems should be manda-
tory in a 100-year building.

2. Acceptance of computers as recurring leased costs rather than fi xed capital costs.  
Telecommute arrangements may eventually preclude the need to provide a desig-
nated work station for each FTE

In addition, both the Heritage Center and the Executive Offi ce Building require some 
operational equipment in addition to the offi ce, conference and reception furniture 
outlined above.  That operational equipment includes compact shelving, library 
reading room furniture, audio visual equipment, lunchroom, break area and coffee 
bar equipment.  Please see Appendix XX for a summary estimate of that equipment 
[Note:  I have included those two sheets in the Landscape Pages Attached].

Budgeted Furniture and Equipment
Not all identifi ed furniture and equipment has been budgeted at this time.  Given the 
life cycle cost analysis it has been determined that ½ the compact shelving (enough 
for ten years use after building opening) needs to be purchased in the initial project 
budget.  The remainder should be purchased with cash or an equipment Certifi cate 
of Participation at the ten year point.  In addition, the Offi ce of the Insurance Com-
missioner recently purchased new modular furniture.  Discussions with the project 
architects indicate that furniture might be utilized in the new building.  Pending fi nal 
design the project assumes the existing offi ce furniture can be reused in the new 
Executive Offi ce Building.

Schedule
Correctional Industries estimates a six-month lead time for placing an order of this 
size. Depending on phases or the number of fl oors involved, this time could be stag-
gered and compressed into a shorter period.  Air quality considerations for off–gas-
sing were concurrent with the installation and commissioning exercises.

Major Equipment

Program Analysis  Major Equipment

Furniture

T o ta l$
P O  1 $3,810
P O  2 $3,640
P O  3 $4,560
P O  4 $5,250
P O  5 $5,890
P O  6 $6,700
S P $960
O S  1 $1,400
O S  2 $5,880
O S  3 $8,320
O S  4 $9,200
O S  5 $10,270
O S  6 $14,390
S W  2 $16,320
S W  4 $29,130
CA  1 $870
CA  2 $1,450
CA  3 $2,030
CA  4 $2,900
CR 1 $1,450
CR 2 $2,030
CR 3 $2,610
CR 4 $3,770
CR 5 $4,640
CR 6 $7,540
CR 7 $9,860
CR 8 $12,180
RA  1 $920
RA  2 $1,500
RA  3 $2,250
RA  4 $3,000
RA  5 $4,500
RR 3 $2,250
RR 4 $3,000
RR 5 $4,500
K B  1 $2,900
K B 2 $5,400
W R 1 $0
W R 2 $0
W R 3 $0
W R 4 $0
IR 1 $870
IR 2 $1,740

Micro  
(For more detail 
please see the 
Departmental Sum-
mary Sheets in Ap-
pendix 10)
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P O  1 290 690 580 0 0 0 920 350 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 120 120
P O  2 290 690 580 0 350 690 0 350 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
P O  3 290 690 580 0 350 690 0 350 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 920 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
P O  4 290 690 580 0 350 690 0 350 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 460 0 1150 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
P O  5 290 690 580 0 350 690 0 700 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 0 750 1150 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
P O  6 290 690 1740 0 350 690 0 350 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 120 460 0 1150 0 0 0 290 0 120 120
S P 0 690 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O S  1 0 690 0 0 0 0 0 350 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 0
O S  2 0 690 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4950 0 0 0 0 0 60 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O S  3 0 690 290 0 0 0 0 350 0 0 0 6450 0 0 0 0 120 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
O S  4 290 690 290 0 0 0 0 350 290 0 0 0 6750 0 0 0 120 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
O S  5 290 690 580 0 0 0 0 350 290 0 0 0 0 7590 0 0 60 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120
O S  6 290 690 580 0 0 0 0 1400 290 0 0 0 0 0 10310 0 120 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 120 120
S W  2 0 1380 0 0 0 0 0 0 580 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 360 0 0 0 0 0 13880 0 0 0 0 0
S W  4 0 2760 0 0 0 0 0 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 720 0 0 0 0 0 0 24370 0 0 0 0
CA  1 0 0 580 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0 0
CA  2 0 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0 0
CA  3 0 0 1740 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0
CA  4 0 0 2320 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 580 0 0
CR 1 0 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0 0
CR 2 0 0 1740 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0
CR 3 0 0 2320 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0 0
CR 4 0 0 2900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 870 0 0
CR 5 0 0 3480 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1160 0 0
CR 6 0 0 5800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1740 0 0
CR 7 0 0 6960 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2900 0 0
CR 8 0 0 8700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3480 0 0
RA  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 920 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RA  2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RA  3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RA  4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RA  5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RR 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RR 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RR 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K B  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K B 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
W R 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
W R 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
W R 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
W R 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IR 1 0 0 580 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 290 0 0
IR 2 0 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 580 0 0

Individual Furniture cost assumptions

No te s & Ex clu sio n s
E x c ludes  c ons truc t ion ident ified equipm ent s uc h as  light  fix tures ,  to ilets ,  etc .
Com puters  and c opy  m ac hines  ex c luded from  all c alc ulat ions
S tandard A V  A llowanc es .  S ophis t ic ated A V  (e.g. ,  theater quality  s ound, etc .) is  ex c luded and needs  to be s eparately  pric ed.
W hen tenants  ident ifed for unrented s pac e equipm ent needs  w ill be c alc ulated.
E x ludes  c om puter,  enhanc ed s ec urity  and P B X equipm ent.
E x c ludes  loading doc k  equipm ent
E x c ludes  Treas urer's  V ault

O ffice  
F u rn itu re

O th e r 
F u rn itu re  

(e .g .,  
re a d in g  

ro o m  
ch a irs)

Co p y & 
W o rkro o m

L u n ch ro o m , 
b re a k, 

co ffe e  b a r
AV  

Eq u ip m e n t

No n  
Co m p a ct 
S h e lvin g  

F il in g
Co m p a ct 
S h e lvin g

Bu ild in g  sh o p , 
m a in te n a n ce , 

b u ild in g  
a d m in . O th e r T o ta l

Ex e cu tive  O ffice  Bu ild in g
S upport $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000 $2,000 $5,000
Ins uranc e Com m is s ioner

IC  E x ec ut ive S taff $851,173 $3,554 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $854,727
IC S taff $1,492,529 $700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600 $1,494,829
IC S hared $71,460 $0 $3,500 $34,200 $25,000 $164,700 $0 $1,500 $1,000 $301,360

Treas urer $587,165 $0 $0 $9,700 $6,100 $119,400 $0 $0 $20,400 $742,765
Unrented S pac e $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

T o ta l Ex e cu tive  O ffice  Bu ild in g $3,002,328 $4,254 $3,500 $43,900 $31,100 $284,100 $0 $4,500 $25,000 $3,398,682

E x e c u tiv e  O ffic e  Bu ild in g  F u rn itu re  &  E q u ip m e n t
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General Introduction
The following section describes the evolution of the architectural and urban design thinking for the Heritage Center 
and Executive Offi ce Building projects.  A clear articulation of guiding design principles, along with an understand-
ing of the Capitol Campus’s rich heritage will give shape to the form of the buildings and their architectural char-
acter.

Guiding Design Principles
Two important documents were used to establish the guiding design principles.

1. The Capitol Campus Design Advisory Committee’s Design Opportunity Recommendations served as a guide for 
urban design and contextual issues.

2. Washington State’s Capitol Campus Master Plan (2005) served as a guide to open space and building design 
criteria.  Other iterations of the campus master plan were also referenced, including the Wilder and White’s original 
plan of 1911, the Olmsted Brother’s plan of 1928, and the West Campus Historic Landscape Preservation Plan of 
2009.

CCDAC’s Design Opportunity Recommendations
Purpose:  “To encourage Design Excellence”

Urban Design Issues (to be addressed)
•View corridors
•Axis
•Edges/Buffers
•Transition Zones
•Topography
•Pedestrian Circulation
•Vehicular Circulation
•City Zoning
•City Development Plans
•Arrival Sequence 
•Service Access
•Parking/Transportation
Contextual Issues
•Respect the architectural style and scale of the west campus
•Provide a transition in scale and massing to the city (project sites should have no “back”)
•Avoid creating a wall between Capitol Campus and downtown Olympia or the adjacent neighborhoods.
•Enhance the hierarchy of campus open space
•Building should refl ect its role within campus context (Leg Bldg. is the primary “monument”)
•Evaluate various approach sequences
•Evaluate role and function of city streets (street vacation?)
•Identify relocation options for displaced functions 
•Identify existing features which are sacrosanct (not to be impacted – view of capitol dome, etc.)

Program Issues
•Buildings should refl ect the public to private hierarchy (on exterior and interior)
•Public space should foster government and community life 
•Identify site parking capacity (identify available existing parking)
•Identify security issues
•Evaluate transportation needs/systems

Special Systems
Architectural Systems
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Concepts
•Create appropriately scaled buildings related to existing buildings, adjacent neighborhoods, and open space
•Incorporate existing hierarchy of campus organizing elements
•Develop sequenced exterior spaces
•Establish a hierarchy of campus open space
•Create a “public face” for each program component (i.e., Heritage Center, Exec. Offi ce)
•Refl ect the public/ceremonial to private function sequence
•Develop a formal edge to campus central space
•Relate to views, vistas and axes
•Refl ect the architectural thinking of our time (should not merely mimic historic style)

Capitol Campus Master Plan (2005)
Design
•Be consistent with the historical architectural context (i.e., the original capitol grouping)
•Complement the classically inspired spatial relationships between buildings

Capitol Campus Open Space
•Capitol Campus is created by buildings and landscaped open spaces between them
•Extend the concept of a “building group” (with strong spatial and design relationships)
•Goals:  
 Reinforce grandeur of natural setting
 Enhance view corridors
 Visually link different areas
 Develop campus perimeters (visual and physical transition to the adjacent neighborhoods)
•Historical capitol group - respect north/south axis 
•Campus lacks defi nition at the perimeter (needs defi nition at entry points)
•Street level retail or pedestrian uses along Capitol Way (to ensure street vitality)

Design at the Capitol Campus
•The aesthetic quality of state owned offi ce buildings shall…
   Possess a dignifi ed and formal character
 Have a sense of strength and permanence
 Refl ect the symbolic themes of pride in statehood and citizenship
•Goals:
 Keep original capitol group intact and the Legislative Building as the dominant architectural element
 New state buildings are of their era

Design Guidelines

General:
•All new buildings recognize the Legislative Building as the capitol’s predominant feature

Materials:
•Historically compatible
•Color/texture of Wilkinson stone
•Limit large areas of metal/glass
•No new contrasting materials

Color:
•Light sandstone colors
•No contrasting paint or materials

Program Analysis  Special Systems



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  3-10

Scale:
•Maximum height – height of O’Brien, Cherberg and Insurance buildings
•Approximately 4 levels above grade (+60 feet high)

Siting:
•Attention to axis between buildings
•Consider distance/volume between buildings
•Respect existing landscape patterns
•Create pedestrian scaled open space

Building Proportion:
•Geometric proportion in harmony with west campus buildings

Architectural Style:
•Blend with existing “style”
•Do not imitate
•Be representative of the time constructed
•Embody the spirit of west campus without copying

Additional Design Principles
•Strengthen the capitol’s connection to Olympia’s downtown core
•Create a campus that is world class in its design achievements
•Defi ne the campus edge (use building scale/design to ease transition to neighborhoods)
•Create campus gateways
•Provide visitor destinations
•Locate community/public uses along northern edge of campus (public transit, convenience to downtown)
•Locate lower public use facilities on southern edge of campus (minimize neighborhood impacts)
•Establish formal axes at campus core (Olmsted, Wilder/White legacy)
•Reduce visual impact of parking wherever possible
•Locate new state offi ce and visitor facilities in relation to public open spaces

Program Analysis  Special Systems
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One of our main goals in this predesign process was to respect and preserve the rich heritage of the Capitol Cam-
pus.

To understand the legacy of the campus, we studied Wilder and White’s original plan of 1911, the Olmsted Broth-
ers plan of 1928, and subsequent master plans:  Paul Thiry’s 1958 plan, Walker/McGough/Foltz’s 1970 plan, 
John Graham’s 1982 plan, ZGF’s 1991 plan, the current 2005 master plan, and the 2009 West Campus Historic 
Landscape Preservation Plan by Mithun. 

Over the last 50 years many of the same important issues have been repeatedly discussed and debated that di-
rectly relate to this project’s scope:
• New building locations on the west campus
• Open space preservation and enhancement
• Connections down to Heritage Park and Capitol Lake
• The conservatory’s location on campus
• The connection of 11th Avenue to Cherry Lane
• Parking garage locations and visibility
• Defi ned campus entry points

With an understanding of the past, this predesign looks to the future and addresses many of the same issues in a 
way that will preserve the heritage of the Capitol Campus for future generations.

Historical Analysis

Program Analysis  Special Systems
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Site Analysis Diagrams

Program Analysis  Special Systems

Site 1 & 2

Site 5 & 6

Site 3

Site 4
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Site 10

Program Analysis  Special Systems

Site 8

Site 7
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*

*

*

*

*
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Program Analysis  Special Systems

Site 11

Site 12
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Executive Offi ce Building

The Executive Offi ce Building is a four-story, approximately 80,000 square-foot building.  .  Sites that re-
main in consideration are the GA Building Site, the Archives Building Site, and the West Side Axis Site.

The Executive Offi ce Building would house primarily elected executive offi ces, including the Offi ce of the 
Insurance Commissioner and the Offi ce of the Treasurer.  The building’s prominent location, proximity to 
the Legislative Building, expansive views, and the quality of materials would provide space appropriate 
for these elected offi cials.  

The Executive Offi ce Building will reinforce the geometry of the original capitol group and provide ap-
propriate defi nition to the Olmsted Lawn.  The height, width and length of this building are similar to the 
Insurance Building and the Cherberg & O’Brien Buildings, respecting the mass and scale of the existing 
structures.  The interior organization will optimize the planning effi ciency using the GA’s space allocation 
standards, but with a view toward future workplace fl exibility.  

Dual Corridor
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Heritage Center

The Heritage Center is a four-story, approximately 134,000-square-foot building.  Sites that remain in 
consideration are the GA Building Site, the Dawley Block Site, and the existing Visitor Center Site.

The project would house the Washington State Library, a portion of the Washington State Archives, ar-
chives research facilities, a Visitors Center, an exhibit space, a café & gift shop, a multi-purpose meeting 
room, and administrative offi ces.   The prominent location will provide an enhanced entry point to the 
campus, creating a gateway and a threshold between the central campus and the adjacent urban or 
neighborhood context.  The Heritage Center building will reinforce the geometry of the original capitol 
group and provide appropriate defi nition to the Olmsted Lawn.  The height and massing of this building 
are compatible with the existing central campus architecture, and provide a transition of scale between 
the campus and the neighboring context.  The interior organization will optimize visibility and access to 
the public components of the program, and provide a prominent orientation to the capitol campus for 
new and returning visitors.  

NORTH - SOUTH SECTION

Level A
EL. +110’.

Level 1
EL. +122’.

Level B
EL. +98’.

Level 2
EL. +142’.

Level 3
EL. +156’.

Level 4
EL. +170’.

15th Ave.

SOUTH CAMPUS
NEIGHBORHOOD

Entry Plaza Circulation
Gallery

Exhibit Space

Terrace

Library
Reading Room

CENTRAL CAMPUS
EL. +184’  Cherberg / O’Brien Height Limit
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Building Exterior
Building Height 
All buildings facing the Olmsted lawn will be approximately four stories above adjacent grade (+/- 60-feet), i.e., no 
building will be taller than the base of the Legislative Buildingor the Cherberg and O’Brien buildings– as defi ned by 
Capitol Campus Master Plan (2005).

Scale/Proportion 
The building exteriors will be modulated and proportioned in relation to existing structures.  The base of the Legis-
lative Building, the Temple of Justice and the Insurance Building all have a distinct base, middle and top expressed 
on the exterior.  The fi rst fl oor is expressed as the “base.”  The second and third fl oors are grouped together acting 
as the “middle” and the fourth fl oor is pushed back slightly to lower the precluded height to create a terrace and 
give a distinctive “top” to the building .

The exterior window modulation is based on a 10-foot center-to-center dimension as are the signifi cant existing 
buildings.

Exterior Materials/Detailing
The primary exterior material would be Wilkinson sandstone to match the existing buildings on the west campus.  
The exterior material palette would be simple and restrained, essentially three materials – Wilkinson sandstone, 
bronze colored aluminum and clear glass. All aluminum panels and mullions would be bronze colored to match 
bronze metal elements on the existing buildings.

The buildings will generally have a “punched” window expression to relate to existing buildings.  However, certain 
elements such as primary entries, public circulation spaces and program elements that serve the public (such as 
the café)  could   be predominantly glass.

The design intent for the building exterior is not to copy the existing buildings, but to respect their scale, proportion 
and materiality.  They would be modern, 21st-century interpretations detailed and executed in a modern way.
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Building Interior

General
The level of interior fi nish for the Heritage Center and the Executive Offi ce Building would be commensurate with 
the typical public space and offi ce interiors found on the west campus.  

Executive Offi ce Building

Public Spaces – Entry, lobbies, main corridors, etc.
 Walls – Combination of stone panels, wood panels and veneer plaster.
 Floors – Stone, Terrazzo
 Ceiling –Acoustical wood panels and coved/soffi ted GWB.

Offi ce Space
 Walls – painted GWB with wood base
 Floors – Carpet tile over raised fl oor
 Ceilings – Acoustical ceilings with some perimeter GWB soffi ts

Heritage Center

Public Spaces – Entrance, primary circulation areas, and public spaces
 Walls – combination of stone panels, wood panels and veneer plaster
 Floors – Stone, terrazzo
 Ceilings –Acoustical wood ceiling, coved and soffi ted GWB

Offi ce Space
 Walls – painted GWB with wood base
 Floors – Carpet tile over raised fl oor
 Ceilings – Acoustical ceilings with some perimeter GWB soffi ts
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Universal Design

The Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building should embrace Universal Design concepts. The accessible fea-
tures of this project should be transparent, inclusive and attractive. The focus of Universal Design is not specifi cally 
on people with disabilities, but all people, and it should be an essential consideration in the design.

Principle 1 Equitable Use The building’s design should make it equally usable by everyone. Thus, the means by 
which people use the building should be the same (e.g., providing one entry to the building that works equally well 
for everyone). The buildings must never employ means that isolate or separate any group of users or enable one 
group over another. 

Principle 2 Flexible Use The building’s design should allow people to use its design features in more than one 
prescribed way (e.g., providing a countertop orientation map that is viewable from either a seated or standing po-
sition). Features should accommodate both right- and left-handed use and be adaptable to the individual user’s 
pace. 

Principle 3 Simple and Intuitive The building should make it easy for everyone to understand the purpose of each 
design feature and how to use it (e.g., providing washroom lavatory faucets that make their method of operation 
readily apparent and relatively easy). Wayfi nding should be intuitive and obvious. 

Principle 4 Perceptible Information The building should provide all essential information in a variety of modes (e.g., 
written, symbolic, tactile, verbal) to ensure effective communication with all users regardless of their sensory abili-
ties. The information provided must be presented with suffi cient contrast to surrounding conditions so that it is 
distinguishable from its context and decipherable in all its various modes of presentation. 

Principle 5 Tolerance for Error Ideally, the building’s design should eliminate, isolate or shield any design features 
that could prove hazardous or inconvenient to any user. The building’s design should anticipate accidental or un-
intended actions by any user to minimize inconvenience and protect users from harm.

Principle 6 Low Physical Effort the building’s designs should select and employ features that require little or no 
physical force to use them (e.g. opening a window or providing a smooth travel surface with minimal slope along 
the path of travel leading to the entrance). 

Principle 7 Size and Space for Approach and Use A building’s design features should provide an adequate amount 
of space that is appropriately arranged to enable anyone to use them (e.g. benches w/arms for transfers from 
wheelchairs; library stacks that do not require backing up to exit.)  
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Landscape Design
Landscape Components
The character and design of the new landscape open spaces for each potential building site will respond to the 
needs of the new building site and its users while complementing the character of the existing open spaces around 
Capitol Campus. The landscape development for each site as described herein will offer users, visitors and em-
ployees a variety of outdoor areas to accommodate everyday business, cultural activities, educational functions, 
ceremonies and larger events.

1. Planting
Plantings will be predominantly drought-resistant native and native-like plant species.  Careful consideration will 
be used in choosing plants for on-structure landscape areas.  Plant species will also be chosen to complement 
the existing plant palette on the Capitol Campus.  Planting will be further informed by research on the original Ol-
msted design documents and the current landscape planning and renovation for the West Capitol Campus being 
undertaken by the GA

2.Site Furnishings and Lighting
Site furnishings appropriately placed within the landscape may include elements such as benches and seat walls, 
bicycle racks, trash and recycling receptacles.  Site lighting will be coordinated and integral to the site and land-
scape design.  Fixture style, light source and coverage will accommodate the safety and aesthetics of the campus 
while addressing the energy effi ciency and light pollution issues for each project.

3.Irrigation
All landscaped areas will be irrigated with low volume, underground automatic irrigation systems.  Irrigation sys-
tems will be coordinated and linked with the campus-wide irrigation control station that is in place.  Applicable 
standards for materials and performance will be done in conjunction Capitol Campus grounds and operations 
requirements.

4.Maintenance
Design, materials and layout of the landscape will be undertaken to address the long term maintenance and op-
eration components of each project.  Maintenance of planting and landscape areas will minimize use of pesticides 
and herbicides.  Care will be taken to design planting areas to be easily accessed by maintenance crews.

5.Special Consideration 
Portions of certain sites will be landscaped in areas with below grade structures.  The following guidelines will be 
used to develop the design for planting, paving, and other landscape features on structure.
 
General Guideline Densities for Structural Loads:
Reinforced Concrete: 150 lb/cf
Structural Foam: 5 lb/sf
Soil (saturated):  100-125 lb/cf
Stone:   160-180 lb/cf
Water:   62.4 lb/cf (assume a typical basin depth of 18”)
Plant Material:  varies greatly
Groundcover:  2lb/sf
Med. Shrubs:  10 lb/sf
Trees:   500lbs-6,000+ lbs each
 

Note that one may be able to reduce live load requirements for shrub beds.  These are not “public gather-
ing areas,” and may often be reduced from 100lb/sf live loads to 40 lb/sf.  This assumption should be 
discussed early on with the structural engineer and authorities having jurisdiction. 
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Typically, plants grown in an on-structure condition rarely attain mature sizes.  Ultimate growth of the ma-
terial varies depending on water, nutrient availability, light intensity and quality, root morphology, planter 
volume and maintenance, among others.  Final loading should be reviewed once the design qualities re-
quired of the trees is better defi ned.

Site Access & Circulation
1.Vehicular
Vehicular and Service access to all building sites will be designed to minimize confl ict with pedestrian movement, 
safety and other operational factors.

2.Pedestrian
Pedestrian circulation will be designed to be ADA and / or universally accessible and will connect to and compli-
ment the adjacent pedestrian system.  Pedestrian circulation patterns will be designed to be consistent with the 
current Capitol Campus Landscape master plan and the intent of historic Olmsted designs.

3.ADA Access 
All access points to the building and outdoor gathering spaces will meet ADA requirements for pedestrian circula-
tion.

4.Bicycle
Bicycles can access the site at similar points as pedestrians.  Secure bicycle racks will be appropriately located 
within the complex.

5.Campus Wayfi nding
Appropriate pedestrian signage will be located around the site to direct visitors to each of the buildings and spaces.  
Vehicular signage will also be added to nearby streets to direct visitors to the parking garage and drop off areas.

Site 1 – Original GA Site and Site 2 – Reduced Original GA Site

1.Columbia Street Edge
The proximity of the project site to the corner of Union Street and Capitol Way was identifi ed as a “transition zone/
gateway” in the current Draft Master Plan for the Capitol of the State of Washington.  While serving as an entry 
to the Capitol Campus, this edge will also respond to the urban context of the adjacent Olympia neighborhood.  A 
forecourt plaza will be created at the corner of Union Street and Columbia Street.

2.Heritage Plaza
The Heritage Center/Executive Offi ce Building creates a framed open space at its south side.  It serves as the 
primary entry to the new building at elevation 98.  Patterned paving will defi ne and contrast the edges of the plaza 
against the building.  The Plaza will face the Olmsted’s West Campus Lawn and directly engage the new project 
site with the rest of the Capitol Campus.  A bus drop off area will be located within the Heritage Plaza along the 
south face of the building. 

3.North Green
The North Green will be located just north of the new building as a car park, drop off and entry plaza for the north 
side of the building at elevation 79.  This green space will serve as both a transitional amenity and buffer for the 
campus and neighborhood.  Seating areas and view points are integral to the west edge of the entry plaza. Street 
trees will be placed along Columbia Street on the east.  The north edge of the green will be a vegetated area to 
buffer the space for the adjacent neighborhood.

4.Olympic Terrace and Promenade 
This Olympic Terrace will be created on the roof of the below-grade Heritage Center west of the Executive Offi ce 
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Building.  This terrace space will offer expansive views to Capitol Lake, Heritage Park, and the Olympic Mountains 
beyond.  An overlook will be provided at the corner of Cherry Lane adjacent to the Law Enforcement Memorial 
which will incorporate a stair and landing system that provide other strategic points of access to the Regional Park, 
trail and open space system.

5.Olmsted Green Restoration
The Olmsted Green restoration will create an expansion to the originally designed Olmsted great lawn area by 
the re-alignment of Water Street to be in alignment with Cherry Lane.  Original Olmsted planting plans included a 
shrub layer that was never realized for much of the west campus.  This plan will implement a new shrub planting 
layer along with historically appropriate tree plantings to help begin to restore the original intent of the Olmsted 
brothers plans for the West Campus.

6.Vehicular Access
Water Street will be moved to align with Cherry Lane after the removal of the Capitol Conservatory and relocation 
of the campus maintenance facility. The realignment of this road will accomplish three important design objec-
tives: complete the symmetry of the campus road system around the Olmsted Lawn; allow a consistent grade 
(elevation 95/98) across the length of Heritage Plaza and address strategic utility replacement and relocation.

7.Pedestrian
Pedestrians can access the site from the West Campus by crossing 11th Avenue or Columbia Streets at a cross-
walks and entering the Heritage Plaza.  The North Green can also be accessed from the north along Columbia 
Street and Union Street.  From the corner of Union Street and Columbia Street pedestrians access the North 
Green.  Pedestrians will also be able to access the site from the southwest by following the pedestrian promenade 
along Cherry Lane.

Site 3 – Dawley Block

Heritage Plaza
Similar to the GA site, the Dawley Block creates south facing Heritage Plaza that is a framed open space with 
hardscape designed to accommodate pedestrian and vehicular movement, ceremonial activities, and circulation.  
It will serve as the primary entry to building at the fi nished grade elevation of 11th Avenue.  Seating components, 
bollards, lighting and patterned paving will defi ne this plaza a as both a civic place and important node component 
of the west campus.

Capitol Way Frontage
As the site engages Capitol Way, on its east side, this becomes its urban face with street trees and pedestrian 
orientation toward the city.  Additionally, the building engages the Capitol Way street frontage and Heritage Plaza 
at its southeast corner, marking it as a pivotal place for both pedestrians and vehicles passing by the West Cam-
pus.

Union Street Edge
The Union Street edge organizes this urban boundary of northwest campus area into a pedestrian/ sidewalk en-
vironment that respects building elevation and interior spaces of the building while forming an important edge 
at this transitional area of the campus.  Street trees and planting will be determined for appropriate species and 
placement.  Trees along this edge will provide seasonal color, and a scale to the building and street.
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Site 4 – Archives Building

Capitol Way / West Plaza
This Plaza will be built over existing Archives Building and will include renovation of the existing planting on the 
roof.  It is diagrammed to include the installation of paving, hardscape and planting that will accommodate a pe-
destrian environment and gathering area at this primary entry to the building.  Trees for this area will be placed 
in existing tree pits with built up soil and sub - base material to support the planting and surface improvements.  
Patterned concrete paving systems will occupy the pedestrian areas with site furnishings and amenities such as 
seating elements, lighted bollards, bike racks and trash receptacles to complement this area.  Shade trees and 
ground plane planting will be specifi ed to provide shade, seasonal interest and continuity between the East and 
West Campus landscape.

East Campus Edge
This includes lower, east side with building and garage access and is anticipated to be more of a service access 
and orientation in its layout and character.  A critical site relationship in this area is that of the upper south side 
of the building and site interface with the east campus garage ‘lid’.  With that, secondary pedestrian access will 
likely be required via stairs to from the lower side of the Archives addition to the upper, east campus edge at this 
point.

Site 7 – Visitors Center

North Heritage Plaza
The North Heritage Plaza embraces the southern edge of the central west campus as a primary vehicular drop off, 
building entry and pedestrian gathering area.  It will serve as a prominent civic space that will complement the 
Olmsted landscape while defi ning the transition between the Capitol Campus and South Campus neighborhood.  
Tree and planting placement will be tailored to integrate with both the specifi c site design and the Olmsted plan-
ning guidelines.

Columbia Street Access
The short piece of Columbia Street along the west side of this site will provide a link to the South Campus neigh-
borhood.  It will include vehicular access to the plaza and parking with street trees and a sidewalk to reinforce 
neighborhood scale and pedestrian nature of this edge.

South Campus Neighborhood Edge
The South Campus Neighborhood Edge is envisioned to be a planted and bermed solution that incorporates a 
building terrace and planted edge along the south side of the building. This concept reinforces the scale and char-
acter of the neighbor hood and pedestrian environment while providing a graceful solution to the topographical 
grade change between the north and south sides of the site.

Capitol Way Frontage
Street trees along the east side of the site will serve to continue the urban edge along Capitol Way while incor-
porating a sidewalk and pedestrian quality at the east face of building.  Recognizing this as a ‘gateway’ site, the 
landscape and site design along this edge will be more deferential to the building and the streetscape.
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Site 12 – West Edge

West Forest Native Edge
A central concept in the planning and landscape design of this site is it’s optimization of existing forest vegetation and 
topography on its west side.  Consideration for the scale and character of the new buildings is particularly important 
in relation to how these buildings defi ne this edge of the campus - as viewed from the south and west. Restoring dis-
turbed areas and ensuring the existing landscape is a continuing legacy of the Capitol Campus and an integral part of 
the building layout and program considerations.  Direct access and interaction between the building and landscape is 
anticipated to include seating and overlooks with potential pedestrian areas and walkways.

Contemplative Space
As part of the recent Olmsted guideline and planning direction, there is a special open area with sweeping views that 
has been incorporated into the northwest corner of the campus.  This is anticipated to serve a number of functions 
that include gathering and ceremonial activities for small and large groups with potential to incorporate site art or 
sculptural elements.

Central Campus Gardens
This building and site development are within the context of the West Campus Gardens.  While not necessarily part of 
the funding and implementation for this project, these areas will be designed and implemented per Olmsted Master 
Plan principles.  This includes feature areas, sunken gardens, monuments and ceremonial spaces.  The site design 
and landscape strategy for any development on this site will recognize this planning and design precedent. 

Entry Plaza
The Entry Plaza that is centered between the North and South buildings is anticipated to be a critical part of this area 
of the campus.  These considerations range from the aspect of vehicular and pedestrian access to vehicular drop off 
and design considerations given its proximity to the Central Campus Gardens.   Gathering for small groups or informal 
events and civic ceremonies will be an important part of the program, planning and design resolution.  Conceptually it 
will incorporate a balance of paved and planted areas with the potential for terraces and gently sloping topography.
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Structural Systems
Material      Standard
Concrete
 Concrete Structure     f’c = 5,000 psi, normal weight
 (Floor Slabs, Beams, Columns, and Walls)
 Slab on Metal Deck, Foundations,   f’c = 4,000 psi, normal weight
 and Slabs on Grade

Reinforcing Steel     ASTM A615, Grade 60
       ASTM A706, Special Ductile Quality

Welded Wire Fabric     ASTM A185

Structural Steel
 Wide Flange Shapes    ASTM A992, Fy = 50 ksi
 Typical, Unless Noted Otherwise  ASTM A572, Fy = 50 ksi
 Angles      ASTM A36, Fy = 36 ksi
 Pipes      ASTM A53, Type E or S, Grade B, Fy = 35 ks
 Hollow Steel Section Shapes   ASTM A500, Grade B, Fy = 46 ksi

Steel Composite Deck     ASTM A653, Grade A or C, 20 gauge minimum
 
Steel Roof Deck     ASTM A653, Grade A or C, 20 gauge minimum

LOADINGS
FLOOR AND ROOF LOADS
Live loads are in accordance with the 2006 Edition of the International Building Code (IBC).  Live loads vary with 
the defi nition of the fl oor area use as defi ned by the architectural layout.  The loading is presented in terms of 
pounds per square foot (psf).

Area       Loading
 Galleries     200 psf (slabs and beams)
       100 psf (columns)
 Offi ces and Corridors    80 psf (includes partitions)
 Public Spaces     100 psf
 Stairs/Lobbies     100 psf
 Loading Dock     250 psf or HS20-44
 Mechanical Equipment Rooms   150 psf, or 40 psf plus Equipment Weight
 Storage      125 psf
 Archives     300 psf (includes high-density storage systems)
 Roof      25 psf
 Parking      40 psf
 
SNOW LOADS
The snow load is 25 psf.

WIND LOADING
Wind loads are in accordance with the 2006 IBC.  The basic wind speed (3-second gust) is 85 miles per hour.  The 
importance factor is 1.15.  The exposure factor is B.  The building classifi cation is enclosed.  Topographic effects 
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are anticipated to be applicable at Sites 1, 2, and 12, the Original Design, Original Reduced, and the West Side 
Axis, respectively.  

SEISMIC LOADING
Seismic loads are in accordance with the 2006 IBC.  The Occupancy Category is III.  The seismic importance factor 
is 1.25.  The site class is D in accordance with the geotechnical report.  The seismic design category is anticipated 
to be D at each site.  For Sites 1 and 2, Original Design and Original Reduced, respectively, spectral response coef-
fi cients are in accordance with the Geotechnical Report:  SS = 1.16; S1 = 0.44.  Spectral response coeffi cients for 
the remaining sites are anticipated to be similar.

STRUCTURAL SYSTEMS
FOUNDATION
The foundation design for Sites 1 and 2, Original Design and Original Reduced, respectively, is based on the geo-
technical information outlined in the Conceptual Geotechnical Report dated October 19, 2007, prepared by Shan-
non & Wilson, Inc.  Foundation design, sub-base, and under-slab drainage assumptions at all remaining sites will 
require confi rmation via a complete Geotechnical evaluation.

The foundations are anticipated to consist of spread footings, spread footings bearing on “Geopier” ground im-
provement, or augercast concrete piles, or a combination of these systems, which will transfer all vertical and 
lateral loads to the ground.

The slabs on grade will consist of 4 to 8 inch-thick cast-in-place concrete slabs depending upon the loading.  The 
sub-base and under-slab drainage requirements outlined in the Geotechnical Report for Sites 1 and 2 should be 
anticipated at each site.

Perimeter foundation and retaining walls will consist of 12- to 28 inch-thick cast-in-place concrete walls which will 
vary by depth.

Temporary shoring likely will be required in order to construct below-grade levels, based on proximity to existing 
roads, structures, and site features.

Site 12 (West Side Axis) presents issues with shallow/deep seated stability, seismic hazards, permanent drainage, 
and deep foundation considerations similar to the Original Design (Sites 1 and 2) which will need to be reviewed 
and addressed by a Geotechnical engineer.

The excavation for Site 4 (Archives Building) may expose portions of the existing below-grade parking garage.  This 
may pose challenges with existing shoring, waterproofi ng, etc.

FLOOR AND ROOF FRAMING
Below-grade and at-grade levels will be concrete framed.  The above-grade levels and roofs will be steel framed.

Below-Grade Levels
Below-grade fl oors will be concrete framed.  The framing system will be a combination of one-way slabs spanning 
between beams and a two-way fl at slab with drop caps, depending on clear-span and program requirements.  Slab 
and beam framing systems are anticipated to be approximately 30 to 36 inches deep.  The fl at slab system is an-
ticipated to be approximately 15 to 20 inches deep (including the depth of the drop cap).

The fl at slab system will require approximately 30 foot by 30 foot bays.  The slab and beam system will require ap-
proximately 20 foot by 40 foot bays.  The slabs and beams will be supported on concrete columns varying in size 
from 18 inches square to 30 inches square.
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Above Grade Levels
Above-grade fl oors and roofs will be steel framed with a composite concrete and metal deck system.  Columns will 
be steel and should be carefully coordinated with below-grade levels to avoid column transfer conditions.  Typical 
framing bays will have beams spaced at 10 feet on center.

Site 4 Archives Building 
According to the Addition Feasibility study for the Archives Building dated February 1998, by Skilling Ward, Mag-
nusson, Barkshire, if the existing building is to support new loads from the addition, reinforcement of existing 
structural elements is anticipated.  The existing mat foundation may be the limiting factor for building up, since it 
may be impractical to strengthen it.   

LATERAL FORCE-RESISTING SYSTEM
Lateral forces due to wind, seismic, and unbalanced soil pressure will be resisted by special concentric braced 
frames, concrete shear walls (including the perimeter foundation walls), or a combination thereof.  The lateral 
loads will be carried by the concrete and metal deck fl oor framing systems to the shear walls and braced frames 
and ultimately be delivered to the foundations in proportion to their ability to resist lateral deformation.

The concrete shear walls and braced frames will be continuous from the roof to the foundation.  The thickness of 
the shear walls will vary from 12 to 24 inches.  The shear walls and braced frames will be distributed throughout 
the building around the circulation functions (corridors, stairs, elevators, and restrooms).

Site 4 Archives Building 
According to the Addition Feasibility study for the Archives Building dated February 1998, by Skilling Ward, Mag-
nusson, Barkshire, seismic upgrades of the existing building will be required, if they were not addressed at the 
time the report was written.  Some of the items mentioned in the report include adding drag struts at the roof, tie 
downs at the base of the perimeter walls, and wrapping the columns.  The lateral system in the addition could pos-
sibly be used to “brace” the existing building, which might mitigate some of the required strengthening.   
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Mechanical Systems

Natural Gas
Natural gas will be required for several kitchen appliances both in of the main kitchens.  A new gas 
service will be provided from the campus distribution loop.

Sanitary Sewer
The sanitary connections serving the building will be made to the sewer mains that exit the building.  
Drainage will be by gravity.  A grease interceptor will be provided to pre-treat any grease wastes from 
the kitchen service areas.

Domestic Water and Fire Protection
The domestic water service, estimated to be 4-inches, will be served off of the existing water main.  The 
fi re protection service to the building will be provided by an 8-inch fi re service routed to the building.  
The domestic and fi re services will each be protected by a Washington State Approved reduced pres-
sure backfl ow preventer assembly and a double check valve assembly respectively.  The 4-inch domes-
tic water service will include a 3-inch water meter to monitor water consumption within the building.  

Storm Water Drainage System
The building storm drainage system will include roof drains, terrace drains, area drains and an interior 
rainwater leader system. These will be routed to a storm water harvesting/retention tank system. The 
retained water will be fi ltered and pumped to be used for toilet and urinal fl ushing.  

Campus Steam
The building will be served by 100 psi steam line entering at the south side of the building from a utili-
dor.  Steam will be connected to shell and tube heat exchangers to provide domestic and heating hot 
water for the building. Condensate will be pumped back to the boiler plant.

Campus Chilled Water
Campus chilled water supply and return will be delivered to the building via a utilidor. Chilled water will 
be connected to plate frame heat exchangers to provide secondary chilled water for building cooling.

Electrical Service
The new project location will be served from the existing campus 12.47kV primary loop electrical distri-
bution system for normal power.  The primary loop is served by (4) primary circuits from Puget Sound 
Energy. 

Mechanical Utilities
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Design Criteria
Outdoor Design Conditions:
Summer: 87oF dry bulb (ASHRAE 0.4%).
67oF wet bulb (ASHRAE 0.4%).
Winter: 18oF dry bulb (ASHRAE 99.8%)
Elevation: 200 ft
Codes and Standards:
The following codes and standards are applicable, in addition to any other local code requirements.
2006 International Building Code with Washington State Amendments
2006 International Mechanical Code with Washington State Amendments
2006 Uniform Plumbing Code with Washington State Amendments
2006 Washington State Energy Code
2006 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contractors National Association (SMACNA)
Underwriters Laboratories (UL)
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE)
American Association of Balancing Contractors (AABC)
Air Movement and Control Association (AMCA)
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute (ARI)

HVAC Systems

Chilled Water Systems:
Campus chilled water supply and return will be delivered to the building via an utilidor. 
There will be three chilled water systems in the building:
High temperature chilled water at 60 degrees F to be used for the chilled beams. Sub loops will be created for 
each exposure on each fl oor for zone temperature control. Each sub loop will be provided with an inline circulat-
ing pump and mixing valve. 
Low temperature chilled water at 34 degrees to be used for the 24/7 systems and systems requiring lower tem-
perature supply air. 

The high temperature and normal temperature chilled water systems will be provided with separate thermal stor-
age tanks to store cooling energy at night for use during the day. This will reduce the impact on the peak capacity 
requirement of the Campus chilled water plant. The thermal storage tanks will utilize Eutectic material. 
Plate frame heat exchangers will be provided between the campus primary chilled water system and the second-
ary systems in the building. 

The low temperature chilled water system will include closed circuit cooling towers, chillers, pumps and distribu-
tion system. All the components of this system will be connected to the emergency power system for continuous 
operation. 

When outdoor temperatures permit, the condensing water system will be interconnected with the high tempera-
ture chilled water system to provide hydronic free cooling that can be stored during the nighttime hours. 
Heating Hot Water Systems:

Campus high pressure steam and condensate return will be delivered to the building via an utilidor.
The heating source for the building will be provided via two (2) shell and tube heat exchangers connected to the 
campus 100 psi steam loop. Heating hot water will be distributed throughout the building at 150�F by three 
circulation pumps (each sized at 50% of total capacity) with variable speed drives.

Heating, Ventilation, & Air Conditioning
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Hot water sub loops will be provided for the radiant heating panels in the fl oor. Each sub loop will be provided 
with circulating pumps and mixing valves to maintain the lower sub loop temperature. 
Condensate will be collected in a tank that will contain a tube bundle to pre heat domestic hot water. The con-
densate will then be pumped back to the campus boiler plant. 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning Systems:
System descriptions are as follows:

Chilled Beam – Overhead cooling source using chilled water in a passive element located either above a grille in 
the hung ceiling or exposed in spaces without ceilings. Room thermostats control chilled water fl ow through the 
elements for local temperature control. This system is planned for use in offi ce spaces and used in conjunction 
with Floor Air system. 

Floor Air – Constant volume supply air system using the raised fl oor for air distribution. The air system uses 
100% outside air to provide ventilation air to the space. The system will also provide heating the perimeter 
spaces using zone heating coils during the winter season. This system is planned for use in offi ce spaces and 
used in conjunction with the Chilled Beam system.
Radiant Floor – Hot water radiant heating system in the fl oor for space heating. The water temperature is modu-
lated to maintain room temperature setpoint. This system is planned for use in lobbies and used in conjunction 
with natural ventilation. 

CAV – Constant air volume system use for large single zone spaces that require special temperature and humid-
ity conditions or fi xed air quantities. This system is planned for use in archives and collection spaces. The fl oor 
air system also uses a CAV system to provide the fi xed ventilation supply to the offi ces and auditorium. 
VAV – Variable air volume system that provides for cooling and ventilation for areas requiring multiple tempera-
ture zones. This system is planned for use in the museum, maintenance area and miscellaneous offi ce areas. 
 
TWA Radiant Ceiling Panel
Each radiant ceiling panel has copper tubing attached to the back side in order to transfer energy to the alumi-
num surface and heat, or cool the space.  The panels are piped together in series and groups to cover a given 
area.  They can be specifi ed with perforations in order to provide sound absorbing characteristics.  Then the 
panels are zoned depending on perimeter and interior areas.  

Typical Exposed Radiant Ceiling Panel Installation
Each zone has a small in-line circulation pump and a three way valve for blending in chilled and heating hot wa-
ter as necessary to satisfy space temperatures (see schematic below).  The ceiling panel and chilled beam loops 
are heated, or cooled in order to maintain space setpoint.  
 
Radiant Ceiling Panel or Chilled Beam Zone 
Piping Schematic

An additional alternative to the radiant ceiling panels are chilled beams.  These devices use the natural convec-
tive forces of cool “heavy” air to circulate and cool the air within the space.  These systems would be used for 
interior spaces only since they do not work as effectively in heating mode, unlike the radiant ceiling panels

Chilled Beams Integrated with Lights
Kitchen Hood Exhaust Systems:
All kitchen exhaust ducts will be constructed using welded black iron, slope towards the intake hood and have 
gasketed access doors for inspection at all 90˚ elbows.  The kitchen exhaust ducts will need to be enclosed in 
rated construction, or wrapped in fi r wrap.  Assume 3M Fire Barrier Duct for quality standard.  Due to long runs of 
horizontal kitchen exhaust in all of these applications, the duct will need to be sloped to drain points as required 
to maintain minimum elevations.
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Conference Center Kitchen:
All of the kitchen exhaust will be collected to a central point and routed up to an exhaust fan located at the high 
roof.

Frozen Photo System:
Dedicated water-cooled split system will provide cooling for the frozen photo space that requires to be main-
tained at 14 degrees F. Redundant systems will be provided and be connected to the emergency power system. 
Toilet Ventilation Systems:
Each toilet room will be ventilated through a toilet exhaust system ducted to exhaust fan located at the high 
roof.  The system shall be capable of exhausting a minimum of 2 cfm/sf or 10 air changes per hour, whichever is 
greater.

Electric Closet Ventilation System:
The electrical closet on each fl oor will be ventilated using a transfer air fan.  Each electrical closet will be provid-
ed with a return air/make up air opening with fi re damper above the fi nished ceiling of the adjoining space.
Elevator Machine Rooms, IDF and MDF Rooms:
The elevator machine rooms and IDF and MDF rooms will be air-conditioned using fan coil units connected to the 
24/7 chilled water system.  Elevator machine rooms shall be constructed with smoke-proof enclosures for smoke 
management purposes.

Stairway and Hoistway Pressurization
All the stairways and elevator hoistways will be provided with pressurization systems in accordance with the high 
rise section of the building code. 

Automatic Temperature and Building Control Systems:
Requirements: Provide a BACNet based BMS computer based system capable of controlling central plant equip-
ment, fans, HVAC units, and designed for expandability by using plug-in modules.
Locate central BMS components in the building Engineer’s offi ce.
Provide local stand-alone fi eld control modules in each major mechanical room.
The BMS Subcontractor is responsible for all power wiring from designated circuits identifi ed in the electrical 
panel schedules.

System Overview: Provide a Direct Digital Control (DDC) system with full control of mechanical equipment.  
Provide BMS to monitor environmental data and control the function of the following equipment installed in the 
facility:
Boilers
Shell & Tube heat exchangers
Pumps
Air handling units
Exhaust fans
Lighting system (interior and exterior) time clocks
Ventilation systems 
Domestic hot water systems
Security system interface
Fire alarm system interface
Energy meters
Other designated functions/systems

The BMS system will be set up to easily trend logs and sequentially download them for long-term data storage.
Provide complete system of electronic PID control technology to automatically maintain and regulate environ-
mental conditions.
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Plumbing

Codes and Standards
This installation will comply with the Washington State Codes, Washington State adopted Uniform Plumbing 
Code, and will comply with Washington State Facilities Standards.

Water Supply
The building water supply will connect to the existing domestic water mains. The domestic service will be protect-
ed by Washington State Approved reduced pressure principle backfl ow preventer assemblies.   A duplex assem-
bly will be provided for the service.
Water pressure at the fi xtures will be limited to a maximum pressure of 75 PSI through the use of pressure re-
ducing valve assemblies as required.
Size domestic water systems using a maximum of 5-PSI pressure drop per 100 feet of pipe and a maximum 
velocity of 8.0 feet per second.
Civil Engineer will take the water lines from a point 5 feet from the building to the main water line.

Domestic Hot and Cold Water
The building’s service main size is anticipated to be 4-inches in diameter.  

A triplex variable speed water pressure booster pump system will be provided for the project.  The booster pump 
system will be confi gured such that the system will be capable of 100% of the total design fl ow with the loss of 
the largest pump.  

The water service entrance piping and domestic water piping 3-inches and larger will be schedule 10, type 304 
stainless steel with roll grooved joints.  Piping 2-1/2-inches and smaller will be type L copper joined with lead-
free, 95-5 type solder.

Provision will be made for future connection to the recycled water system which will provide water for toilet and 
urinal fl ushing.  This system will be piped in “purple pipe” for distinction from the potable water system.  Water 
from the storm water harvesting system will initially connect to the “purple pipe” system to provide water for 
fl ushing.

Domestic hot water will be supplied from centrally located water storage tanks using steam-to-water, heat 
exchangers to heat the water.  The system will be circulated throughout the facility to maintain the hot water tem-

Use system architecture with intelligent fi eld distributed control modules to communicate in both LAN/WAN and 
WEB confi guration communications.

Electric Motors:
All electric motors will be premium effi ciency type and suitable for use on inverter drive systems where applica-
ble.  TEFC motors will be required when located within the air stream.

Acoustics:
As part of the design development phase, all of the mechanical systems will need to be reviewed by the acous-
tical consultant to ensure the desired noise and vibration levels throughout the building meet project require-
ments.  Recommendations will be incorporated into the construction documents.

Critical items requiring acoustical evaluation include, but are not limited to, the following areas or systems:  cool-
ing tower, chillers, Auditorium, conference rooms, and other special rooms.
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perature and to assure that water and time are not wasted by occupants while waiting for hot water.  Water will 
be stored within the water heaters at 140 degrees F and reduced to 120 degrees for distribution through the use 
thermostatic mixing valves, installed in parallel in a manifold confi guration.  

As an augmentation to the conventional domestic water heating system, a solar assisted water pre-heating sys-
tem will be given consideration.
Natural gas system

A natural gas service with meter and pressure regulator will be provided by the natural gas purveyor at a location 
acceptable to the Owner.  Gas pressure will be 7 inch to 14 inch WC in the building.  
The building’s service main size is anticipated to be 3 inches diameter.
Primary design criteria will use the NFPA 54, the National Fuel Gas Code and NFPA Standards including any ap-
plicable state and Washington State facilities requirements.

Gas will be distributed in schedule 40 black steel piping with threaded malleable iron fi ttings.  The gas lines will 
be routed throughout the facility to gas fi red equipment and appliances, including gas-fi red cooking equipment 
within the kitchen service areas.

Sanitary Sewer and Waste System
The building’s service main size is anticipated to be 8 inches in diameter and will connect to the existing mu-
nicipal sewer system.  A complete sanitary waste and vent system will be provided in accordance with Uniform 
Plumbing Code (as adopted by Washington State) throughout the building, arranged for gravity fl ow.  Sewage 
ejectors will be provided where required when gravity drainage cannot occur.  Soil, waste and vent lines will be 
sized per UPC using good engineering practice.  The Civil Engineer will take the sewer lines from 5 feet point to 
the street sewer.

Sanitary waste and vent piping above and below ground will be service weight hub-less cast iron pipe.  Couplings 
for below ground installation shall be bolted and gasketed cast-iron and above ground shall be FM approved 
stainless steel couplings.

Storm Drainage System
Complete roof drainage systems with independent overfl ow drains and risers through the building will be provid-
ed.  System design based on 2.0 inches per hour rainfall intensity and on local code requirements.  The maxi-
mum velocity in the storm drainage system will be limited to 3 feet per second.
The storm drains will be routed to a storm water harvesting/retention tank system. The retained water will be 
fi ltered and pumped to be used for toilet and urinal fl ushing.

Additional Roof Drains, Terrace/Area Drains will be provided for areas located at building setbacks.
Building storm drain system will be run from the building and connected to the system 5 feet from the building 
line.  Civil Engineer will take the storm drain from 5 feet point to the street storm sewer.  The storm line will leave 
the building at the same locations as the existing storm service.

Hose Bibbs
Hose bibbs with vacuum breakers will be provided at a minimum in accordance with the following:
Mechanical equipment rooms
Non-freeze hose bibbs in boxes will be provided as one minimum on each exterior face.  Maximum spacing will 
not exceed 100 feet.
Each toilet room. 

Plumbing Fixtures
(Similar to American Standard)
All fi xtures will be selected for ultra low fl ow water consumption.
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Water Closets: Wall hung, low consumption, dual fl ush valve, and open front seat less cover.
Lavatories: Vitreous china counter top, with single handle mixing faucets.  All lavatories will have insulated offset 
waste.
Urinals: ultra low consumption, 1/8 gallon per fl ush, Wall hung, with fl ush valve.
Drinking Fountains.
Each water supply will be roughed in with an isolation valve at the fi xture.
Floor Drains
Drain will be provided at a minimum for the following, or as specifi ed by Code or local building authority.

Mechanical equipment rooms.
Each toilet room.
Each janitor’s closet
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Codes and Standards
This installation will comply with the Washington State Codes and Washington State Facilities Standards.
All Fire Protection design, products, and installation shall comply with the applicable provisions and recommen-
dations of the following jurisdictional codes, authorities and guidelines:
International Code Council
International Building Code, 2006 Edition
International Fire Code, 2006 Edition
State of Washington, Code Amendments
National Fire Protection Association
National Fire Protection Association Standard 13, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association Standard 14, 2006 Edition
National Fire Protection Association Standard 20, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association Standard 70, National Electrical Code, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association Standard 72, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 75, Standard on Information Technology equipment Protection, 2009 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 110, Standard for emergency and Standby Power Systems, 2007 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 232, Standard for the Protection of Records and Storage
National Fire Protection Association 909, Code for the Protection of Cultural Resources
Applicable FM GLOBAL Loss Prevention Data Sheets
FM GLOBAL Data Sheet 2-8 “Earthquake Protection for Water-Based Fire Protection Systems”
FM GLOBAL Data Sheet 2-8N “Installation of Sprinklers (NFPA)”
FM P7825a, Approval Guide Fire Protection, 2008
FM P7825b, Approval Guide Electrical Equipment, 2008
UNDERWRITERS LABORATORIES (UL)
UL 668, Hose Valves for Fire Protection Service, 2008
UL Building Materials Directory, 2008
UL Fire Protection Equipment Directory
Local Codes, Code Amendments and Requirements
Provide fi re protection products including valves, fi ttings and couplings, supports, anchors, fi re stops, sprinklers, 
fi re hose stations, hose valves, etc., that are Underwriters Laboratories listed/FM Global Approved, and accept-
able to the local Authority Having Jurisdiction.

Executive Offi ce Building Fire Protection Design Objectives
The executive Offi ce Building is intended to form general offi ce.  Therefore, the fi re and life safety requirements 
will generally follow at least those presented in the Fire Code and Building Code for commercial properties.  With 
the exception of Potential site #1, all other proposed locations are low rise structures and do not have code man-
dated requirements beyond those outlined for the specifi c facility occupancy.  

Fire safety objectives must be set for the facility. They must establish acceptable loss levels and subsequent 
protection levels for collections, the building and continuity of operations.

Life safety must not be less than prescribed by mandated local, state, provincial or federal codes and standards.
The fi re detection and alarm system must include ADA features and functionality.

Critical fi re safe aspects of the facility must include:
Water supply to the site and building.
Fire detection, fi re suppression and fi re alarms systems.
Properly rated construction and roof materials.
Fire rated doors.
Preventing fi re ignition from mechanical and electrical systems.

Fire Protection Design
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Preventing fi re ignition by selecting furniture and fi nishes that lower fl ame spread and smoke generation and are 
constructed with a low fl ame spread rating.
Isolating fi re and smoke to prescribed areas of a fl oor of the building.
Isolating fi re and smoke to the fl oor where the fi re occurs. 
Preventing fi re spread from an adjacent building or outside sources into the facility.
Smoke mitigation and Control

Based upon a technical risk analysis for critical records and electronic data processing equipment, a determi-
nation should be made for the need and extent of smoke mitigation that should appropriately be provided.  At 
the same time some additional considerations for passive fi re/smoke hardening of computer rooms to protect 
against exposing area fi re should also be evaluated.  Smoke extraction may not feasible in these spaces, since 
they may lack direct access to the outside vertically that would be needed in large area quantities to make ex-
haust effective.  However, pressurization schemes relative to surrounding occupancies could be made effective 
in preventing smoke infi ltration into critical rooms.  This evaluation and the selected strategy will have a direct 
impact on emergency power resource sizing.

Emergency Power and Critical Support Systems
A technical risk analysis versus exposure mitigation objectives should be conducted to determine the reliability 
and potential redundancy levels required to meet risk management, continuity of operations, and asset preser-
vation requirements with respect to emergency power support.  A risk analysis needs to be performed to deter-
mine desired levels of continuity for operations for such functions as ventilation equipment in electronic data 
processing areas.  This will include consideration of the routing of primary and secondary power supplies, physi-
cal separation of trains, fi re protection for each train, and need for redundant equipment/systems.  
NFPA 110 does not stipulate requirements for separation or redundancy of primary and secondary feeds for fi re 
pumps.  Similarly, neither this standard, nor the Fire Marshal require seismic considerations in preserving the 
feed connectors during an earthquake event.  However, good engineering practice with information technology 
or data processing facilities dictates consideration of the separate routing of primary and emergency generator 
lines, physical separation of each feed to prevent common mode failure, fi re resistant cable usage between the 
generators or primary source and the transfer switch.  Consideration should also be given toward the connection 
of the jockey (pressure maintenance pump) to both the primary and emergency power supply, as well.  

Fire and Smoke Resistive Construction
Any Building Code allowable building construction for the selected height and area is permissible with Occupancy 
Group B (Business) and A (Assembly) facilities.  As a result there are no special code related limitations for this 
type of building.

From a risk mitigation standpoint, additional fi re and smoke separations should be provided within museum and 
library facilities.  Conceptually, these wall and fl oor separations should include:
Parking to Offi ce Level ceiling/fl oor: 2 hr
Emergency Generator, Transfer Switches, Essential Power Control Centers, Critical HVAC: 2 hrs
Fire Pump Room: 2 hr with exterior door access
Maintenance Shops: 1 hr
MCC, electrical, and Communications Rooms: 1hr with approved automatic fi re protection
Information Technology Equipment (Computer Rooms, Server Rooms, etc.): 1 hrs
Commercial kitchens, restoration laboratories: 1 hr
Assembly: 1 hr
Corridors: 1 hr  

Heritage Center Archival Fire Protection Design Objectives
The Heritage Center is intended to service as a combined archival, archival restoration, museum display, library, 
and assembly occupancy in a low rise shell. The speed and totality of a fi re’s destructive forces represent one 
of the most signifi cant threats to archives. In a relatively short time period a fi re’s impact can cause serious 
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structural damage to the facility and may damage the collections beyond recovery. Archival, library, cultural, and 
museum facilities, because of their unique holdings, require a higher level of fi re safety than is normally required 
for commercial buildings. Consequently, the Society of American Archivists, “Archival and Special Collections Fa-
cilities - Guidelines for Archivists, Librarians, Architects, and Engineers” supplements the mandated building and 
fi re codes for commercial buildings.

Since fi re safety utilizes a holistic approach to facility features and systems, this section’s design narrative covers 
aspects of construction, occupancy, protection and exposures as an integrated arrangement to perform in a cost-
effective manner to meet both code mandated and risk management objectives. 

Fire safety objectives must be set for the facility. They must establish acceptable loss levels and subsequent 
protection levels for collections, the building and continuity of operations.

Life safety must not be less than prescribed by mandated local, state, provincial or federal codes and standards.
The fi re detection and alarm system must include ADA features and functionality.

Archives must be provided with a reasonable level of protection against damage or loss from fi re, combustion 
products and fi re suppression actions. This protection level may vary depending on the unique aspects of spe-
cifi c collections items and categories.

The facility must be provided with protection against catastrophic loss of integrity from fi re, combustion products 
and fi re suppression actions.

The archives program must be reasonably protected against operational downtime and impact from fi re, combus-
tion products and fi re suppression actions. The acceptable period of downtime must be defi ned by the archives 
administrator.

The archives facility must be designated a smoke-free building.

Fire Risk Assessment
A fi re risk assessment must be conducted when planning a new facility or major renovation to an existing facil-
ity. This assessment must identify potential fi re threats and their potential impact on the facility, collections, 
organizational mission and persons within the structure. It must also evaluate fi re protection elements identify-
ing appropriate solutions that achieve the desired fi re safety goals and objectives. It is recommended that a risk 
assessment be conducted for existing facilities every fi ve years to maintain a continued level of fi re safety. This 
risk assessment should be undertaken by a qualifi ed fi re protection specialist, experienced in archives, museum, 
library and cultural facility fi re safety and include the collaboration of the Owner’s fi re insurance loss control rep-
resentative, Owner’s Risk Management and Safety representative, Owner’s Security representative, fi re marshal 
and building offi cial for the local authority having jurisdiction.  Guidance for the conduct and preparation of a fi re 
risk assessment for new facilities is provided within NFPA 909, Code for the Protection of Cultural Resources.

Smoke Mitigation and Control
Based upon a technical risk analysis for high valued areas of the museum, library, and archives space, a deter-
mination should be made for the need and extent of smoke mitigation that should appropriately be provided.  
At the same time some additional considerations for passive fi re/smoke hardening of critical spaces to protect 
against exposing area fi re should also be evaluated.  Smoke extraction may not feasible in the sensitive spaces, 
since they may lack direct access to the outside vertically that would be needed in large area quantities to make 
exhaust effective.  However, pressurization schemes relative to surrounding occupancies could be made effec-
tive in preventing smoke infi ltration into critical rooms.  This evaluation and the selected strategy will have a 
direct impact on emergency power resource sizing.
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Emergency Power and Critical Support Systems
A technical risk analysis versus exposure mitigation objectives should be conducted to determine the reliability 
and potential redundancy levels required to meet risk management, continuity of operations, and asset preser-
vation requirements with respect to emergency power support.  A risk analysis needs to be performed to deter-
mine desired levels of continuity for operations for such functions as ventilation equipment in controlled atmo-
sphere archival areas.  This will include consideration of the routing of primary and secondary power supplies, 
physical separation of trains, fi re protection for each train, and need for redundant equipment/systems.  The 
ability to provide some form of smoke mitigation in high valued areas of the museum, library, and archives space 
also needs to be considered.

NFPA 20 and 110 do not stipulate requirements for separation or redundancy of primary and secondary feeds 
for fi re pumps.  Similarly, neither these standards, nor the Fire Marshal require seismic considerations in pre-
serving the feed connectors during an earthquake event.  However, good engineering practice with similar archi-
val and museum facilities dictates consideration of the separate routing of primary and emergency generator 
lines, physical separation of each feed to prevent common mode failure, fi re resistant cable usage between the 
generators or primary source and the transfer switch for the pump, and in the case where both a booster and fi re 
pump exist, separate primary and emergency power feeds for each.  Consideration should also be given toward 
the connection of the jockey (pressure maintenance pump) to both the primary and emergency power supply, as 
well.  Seismic considerations should be coordinated through a structural engineering and technical risk analysis 
for any fi re/booster pump emergency power feeds to reduce the potential for shear damage from movement or 
restraint.

Fire and Smoke Resistive Construction
The building provides the enclosure that safeguards the collections and related operations from weather, ad-
verse environmental conditions, and security threats. Protecting the archives, museum, and library from fi re 
damage is paramount. Construction requirements for the repository must comply with NFPA 232, Standard for 
the Protection of Records and Storage, NFPA 909, Code for the Protection of Cultural Resources and the local 
mandated building code. Where confl icts between the codes arise the most restrictive requirements must apply 
for archival facilities.

Critical fi re safe aspects of the facility must include:
Water supply to the site and building.
Fire detection, fi re suppression and fi re alarms systems.
Properly rated construction and roof materials.
Fire rated doors.
Preventing fi re ignition from mechanical and electrical systems.
Preventing fi re ignition by selecting furniture and fi nishes that lower fl ame spread and smoke generation and are 
constructed with a low fl ame spread rating.
Isolating fi re and smoke to prescribed areas of a fl oor of the building.
Compartmentalizing building spaces will prevent migration of fi re and will vary depending on how the spaces are 
used.
Isolating fi re and smoke to the fl oor where the fi re occurs. 
Preventing fi re spread from an adjacent building or outside sources into the facility.
Building Structure
It is preferred that all archives, museum, and library facilities be constructed of IBC Type IA or IB fi re resistive 
construction a comparison of fi re resistance requirements is shown as follows:

Building Element Type IA Type 1B
Structural Frame 3 hr 2 hr
Bearing walls  
Exterior   3hr 2hr
Interior   3hr 2hr
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Nonbearing walls and partitions 0 0
Floor Construction   2 hr 2 hr
Roof Construction   1 ½ hr 1 hr
Shafts and exist stairs   2 hr 2 hr

From a risk mitigation standpoint, additional fi re and smoke separations should be provided within museum and 
library facilities.  Conceptually, these wall and fl oor separations should include:
Parking to Museum Level ceiling/fl oor: 2 hr
Emergency Generator, Transfer Switches, Essential Power Control Centers, Critical HVAC: 2 hrs
Fire Pump Room: 2 hr with exterior door access
Maintenance Shops: 1 hr
MCC, electrical, and Communications Rooms: 1hr with approved automatic fi re protection
Archives, Controlled Atmosphere Storage, Book Stacks: 2 hrs
Library, museum, museum loading and support, collections, commercial kitchens, restoration laboratories: 1 hr
Assembly: 1 hr
Corridors: 1 hr

Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas (Critical areas)
Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas must have the highest level of fi re safe integrity. 
Stacks and areas housing archival materials must be constructed to resist the entry of fi re, smoke, water, and 
toxic gases.

Construction.  All walls, ceilings and fl oors of a book stack and archival area, as well as restoration and preserva-
tion areas must be constructed of masonry or reinforced concrete assemblies. Combustible materials shall not 
be used in any portion of these critical areas’ construction, fi nishes or any portion of the building’s structural 
members that support these areas. In addition, book stacks and all supporting structures must be designed and 
constructed to ensure that the structure will withstand all the conditions that a fi re may impose upon it for the 
entire fi re duration. The duration of the book stack and archival area fi re resistance must not be less than 1.5 
times the anticipated fi re duration of all combustibles within the stack. In the absence of accurate knowledge 
regarding the fi re duration, the stack enclosure should not be less than four hours. Stack and archival area fi re 
resistance must not be reduced if fi re suppression is provided even when permitted by the building code. All 
building structural members that support stacks and archival areas must have a fi re resistance rating at least 
equal to that of the stack or archival enclosure. In addition, the stack’s support structure must be of adequate 
strength to carry the full load of the building structure plus the wet weight of the stack structure and contents.
Spray on fi re proofi ng materials must not be used in stacks or archival areas.  Safes, fi le cabinets or record con-
tainers housing archival records that are housed outside of stacks must have a minimum fi re resistance of two 
hours.

Book Stacks, Archival Area, Restoration and Preservation Area walls must be free from penetrations except for 
openings that are required for essential systems. Conduit penetrations must have fi re rated seals through walls. 
Floors and roofs shall not be pierced for conduit.

Exterior walls must have the same fi re rating as interior walls and must be free from penetrations, with the ex-
ception of exterior openings that are required for proper ventilation and are fi tted with automatic fi re and smoke 
dampers that provide a fi re resistance rating equivalent to the wall. Smoke barrier walls with self closing doors 
must be provided for all multiple fl oor shelving systems in stacks to prevent vertical smoke migration.  Smoke 
barrier walls should be used for all museum, display, and library spaces as separations from common areas, 
major offi ce suites, and assembly areas.  

All stacks and archives greater than 500 ft² in area must be provided with means to extract smoke directly to the 
exterior. Extract can be mechanical or passive.
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All door openings must be protected with fi re rated doors with a fi re rating in hours equal to the classifi cation of 
the stack walls. Doors must be listed and labeled in accordance with ANSI/UL 155, Tests for Fire Resistance of 
Vault and File Room Doors. Stack doors must be equipped with automatic closing devices to maintain the door in 
a normally closed and latched position.

All other fi re doors in the repository or archives must be equipped with automatic closing devices and maintained 
in a normally closed position. Exception: Where closed doors interfere with normal business operations and a 
smoke detection is provided, they may be held open with magnetic devices that release and close the doors 
upon activation of the smoke detection system operation.

Shafts and Stairways.  Elevators, stairways, conveyors and other shafts must not open directly into Book Stacks, 
Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas. Exception: Stairways, elevators, conveyors and shafts that 
are located within these spaces and are exclusive for use of the respective space.
Climate Control.  Climate control for the Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas must 
be accomplished by fi xed systems. Portable heating, air conditioning or humidity control equipment must not be 
used in stacks. Exception: Equipment used for temporary stabilization and recovery may be used in emergency 
situations.

Boilers, furnaces, humidifi cation, de-humidifi cation, air conditioning and other climate conditioning equipment 
that serve the Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration or Preservation Areas must not be located within the 
critical area enclosure. In addition, all controls for utilities that serve critical areas must be located outside of the 
critical areas so that access to the controls does not require entry to the critical area.

Ducts and pipes that do not serve the Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration or Preservation Areas must not 
enter or pass through the stack. Any pipe that serves a critical area must have its point of penetration through 
the wall completely fi lled with cement or other approved grouting.

All mechanical ducts serving the Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas must be pro-
vided with an automatic, combined fi re and smoke damper that is equipped to completely close the duct opening 
and shut down fans that serve the duct in the event of fi re. The individual damper or combination thereof must 
provide equivalent fi re resistance rating to the stack wall.

Duct smoke detectors should be provided in the supply and return ducts of the air handling systems and be de-
signed to shut down the individual air handler unit if smoke is detected in the system.
There should be a main shut-off of the air handling systems. It should be possible to shut down the air handling 
system manually and override the automatic controls during a fi re emergency.
This shut-off switch should be located in the fi re control panel.

Electrical.  All Book Stacks, Archival Areas, Restoration and Preservation Areas wiring must be in conduit and 
installed in accordance with NFPA 70, National Electrical Code. All circuits that serve critical areas must be fi tted 
with arc-fault circuit interrupters (AFCI). Wiring within critical areas must be limited to those necessary for illu-
mination. Electrical and communications cabling that does not serve the respective critical area must not pass 
through the stack. Exception: Power limited circuits as defi ned by NFPA 70 for security, fi re detection and alarm, 
and temperature/humidity monitoring. Where a conduit or cable serves the critical area, the point of penetration 
through the wall shall be completely fi lled with cement or other approved grouting.

The electrical distribution equipment, including communications panels, must not be located within Book Stacks, 
Archival Areas, Restoration or Preservation Areas. Critical area electrical and lighting circuits must be arranged 
so that they are de-energized when the stack’s main lock is engaged. Automatic timers may be used to shut 
lights off after thirty minutes. Exception: Power limited circuits as defi ned by NFPA 70 for security, fi re detection 
and alarm, and temperature/ humidity monitoring may be used in critical areas.
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Lighting and electrical power within stacks must only be accomplished by fi xed systems.  Portable lighting and 
extension cords must not be used in stacks. Exception: Portable equipment used for temporary stabilization and 
recovery may be used in emergencies.

Water Supply
A detailed fl ow supply test and fi re protection water supply estimate calculation will need to be completed for 
each of the alternate locations selected.  Due to the variability in both pressure and fl ow available from the State 
Capital and City of Olympia underground fi re mains in and adjoining the potential sites, only limited generalized 
assumptions concerning water supply sizing can be made at this time.  Based upon the previous site surveys for 
Potential Location #1, it was determined that a booster fi re pump would be required.  
Based upon the IFC, a fi re pump is required in addition to the primary water supply when the building is classifi ed 
as a high rise.  A high rise is defi ned in the IBC as a structure with a height in excess of 75 ft as measured from 
the lowest fi re department access.  While the design team has operated under the assumption that the building 
is a high rise for Potential Location # 1, the height issue should be verifi ed by the architect.  Since the height limi-
tation may be close, the Fire Marshal has indicated a willingness to waive the fi re pump and tank requirement if 
an argument can be made that other building features and fi re department response factors will permit a level 
of fi re protection that is at least as effective as the prescriptive standard’s requirements.  If this can be achieved, 
the fi re pump may be eliminated from the project

However, since the other candidate locations are not high rise in nature a fi re pump and tank will not be required 
in these instances. 

A booster fi re pump was determined to be necessary to meet fi re protection demand for Potential Location #1.  
However, the need for and sizing of the booster pump for the other candidate locations must be hydraulically 
evaluated in light of the standpipe criteria and potential impacts form combined versus separate sprinkler and 
standpipe risers.
 
Based upon the fact that chlorinated potable water is deemed by the Department of Ecology to pose a threat to 
riparian stream beds when discharged directly into storm drains, if a proposed tank is used for collection of rain-
water, et al. for recycling; it can also be sized to accommodate annual full fl ow testing of the booster pump.  This 
feature will also make such testing easier and faster to conduct.
A double detector check valve assemblies will be installed to protect the water service from contamination.

Building Fire Protection
The building will be protected by a hydraulically calculated automatic wet sprinkler system.  Each fl oor will be 
considered as a separate sprinkler zone with its own sprinkler control valve assembly consisting of a supervised 
valve, fl ow switch, and drain valve.  Floor sprinklers will be served by at least two risers.
All equipment and devices shall be Underwriters Laboratories listed, Factory Mutual Approved and acceptable 
to the local Authority Having Jurisdiction.  Fire Protection Contractor shall sign and seal with a Washington State 
Fire Protection Designer Certifi cate of Competency all shop Drawings and hydraulic calculations prior to issuance 
to Building and Fire Departments for approval.  No work shall be installed without approved shop Drawings.
It shall be the responsibility of the Contractor to coordinate the location of all sprinkler heads with fi nal refl ected 
ceiling Drawings.

Fire sprinkler mains shall not interfere with the HVAC contractor’s ability to place HVAC main ducts tight to bot-
tom of fi re proofed structural elements.

The Contractor shall provide all offsets, drains and drain plugs for trapped piping, and drainage piping.  The Con-
tractor shall notify the Architect, in writing, of all discrepancies in sprinkler head locations where local codes are 
violated (i.e., allowable distance from walls or exterior glass, small room spacing, stairs, etc.).
Fire sprinkler mains shall not interfere with the HVAC contractor’s ability to place HVAC main ducts tight to bot-
tom of fi re proofed structural elements.
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System piping shall be hydraulically designed throughout all areas in accordance with the rules and regulations 
of the applicable standards.  Hydraulic calculations shall be in accordance with the Area/Density Method or 
other method approved for the application used, per NFPA 13 and FM Loss Prevention Data Sheets 2-8 and 2-
8N. The Owner’s Insurance Carrier shall be contacted to verify any additional requirements.
System piping shall be hydraulically designed throughout all areas in accordance with the rules and regulations 
of the applicable standards using the design densities indicated herein: 
 
Fire Sprinklers:  The fi re sprinkler hydraulic calculations shall include hose allowances as defi ned for the hazard 
for inside and outside hose streams as required to meet applicable standards. 
Hydraulically designed sprinkler systems should be designed for a supply pressure of at least 10 percent, but not 
less than 10 psi, below the supply curve.
The velocity of water through the fi re protection piping system shall not exceed maximum allowable velocities 
allowed by applicable standards. 

Standpipes:  Pipe sizes based upon providing the required fl ow rate at the most hydraulically remote fi re hose 
valve connection on the standpipe and at the top most hose outlet of each of the other standpipes at a minimum 
65 psi residual.  The minimum fl ow rate for the most remote standpipes shall be 500 gpm, and 250 for each ad-
ditional standpipe, with total not to exceed 1000 gpm for combined systems.
The hydraulic calculations shall be based on current fl ow data obtained from local water authority.  Confi rm fl ow 
data prior to design and layout of fi re protection systems. 

Wet Pipe Sprinkler Protection.  All sprinkler systems shall be hydraulically calculated. Sprinkler design area ad-
justment for quick response heads based upon ceiling height, per NFPA 13 Section 11.2.3.2.3 shall be permit-
ted.  In the event design criteria information from the project fi re insurance underwriter is unavailable at the time 
of initial design, the following minimum criteria shall be used:
Light Hazard:  Offi ces, data processing, restaurant seating area, library – exclusive of book stacks, non-exhibi-
tion assembly areas, and corridor - piping systems shall be sized to deliver a minimum 0.10 gpm/sq. ft. over an 
area of 1500 sq. ft. at the most remote location and 250 gpm for hose stream.  The protection area per sprinkler 
head shall be 225 square feet.  

Ordinary Hazard – Group 1:  Restaurant service area, exhibition assembly areas, shops, maintenance areas, 
mechanical rooms, and archival restoration areas - piping shall be sized to deliver a minimum 0.15 gpm/sq. ft. 
over 1500 sq. ft. at the most remote location.  Sprinkler head spacing shall be limited to maximum area of 130 
square feet. 

Ordinary Hazard – Group 2:  Retail areas, truck dock, storage areas and library book stacks, archives - piping 
shall be sized to deliver a minimum 0.20 gpm/sq. ft. over an area of 1500 sq. ft. at most remote location.  Sprin-
kler head spacing shall be limited to maximum area of 130 sq. ft.

 
Preaction System Density Requirements:
Sprinkler design area adjustment for quick response heads based upon ceiling height, per NFPA 13 Section 
11.2.3.2.3 shall be permitted.

Ordinary Hazard – Group 1:  Museum, Archives, Library, Archival Restoration, Information Technology Rooms 
(based upon fi re hazards assessment for risk management purposes) - piping shall be sized to deliver a mini-
mum 0.15 gpm/sq. ft. over 1500 sq. ft. at the most remote location for single interlock systems and 1950 sq ft 
for double interlock arrangements.  Sprinkler head spacing shall be limited to maximum area of 130 square feet.
The maximum area coverage per smoke detector shall not exceed: 120 sq. ft.
Group preaction systems into single zones per fl oor to achieve a net savings in installation costs, reduction in 
maintenance, reduction in the footprint occupied by multiple sprinkler system risers on each fl oor, and mainte-
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nance of the same level of reliability overall.

Where pendent heads are required dry pendent heads shall be used to permit more thorough drainage of water 
subsequent to a system trip.  This represents an installation cost increase, but signifi cant reduction in potential 
for plugging of sprinkler heads caused by cycling of preaction arrangement (dry/wet) from system trips, also 
reduction in damage from contaminated water residue otherwise trapped in pendent sprinkler drops and return 
bends.  No change in aesthetics of heads within the ceiling area.  

Use corrosion resistant piping (galvanized or stainless steel) for preaction systems – This incremental increase in 
material cost would be off-set by the reduction in potential contaminant damage from corrosion products devel-
oping within the preaction system piping.
Use an approved multi-cycling (FireCycle) system arrangement for the preaction arrangement to archive, book 
stack, museum, and library areas to provide a reliable on-off system operating capability during a fi re event to 
limit discharge.  The installation of a FireCycle Arrangement for preaction systems may be slightly more expen-
sive in design, but combines features to reduce potential for inadvertent discharge of water, with reduced water 
discharge during a credible fi re to mitigate damage without compromising reliability and code compliance. 
All pre-action piping shall be sloped back to drains and caps shall be strategically provided to facilitate water 
removal.   
 
Dry Pipe System Protection:
Ordinary Hazard – Group 1:  Parking Garage, and Canopies or Overhangs over 4 ft wide  - piping shall be sized to 
deliver a minimum 0.15 gpm/sq. ft. over the most remote 1950 sq ft.  Sprinkler head spacing shall be limited to 
maximum area of 130 square feet. 
The maximum area coverage per smoke detector shall not exceed: 120 sq. ft. 
All dry system piping shall be sloped back to drains and caps shall be strategically provided to facilitate water 
removal.
 
Standpipe Systems:
Class I systems automatic standpipes with 2 ½-inch hose valves. Base the arrangement upon a wet-manual 
confi guration, hydraulically designed in accordance with NFPA 14.
A 2½-inch fi re hose valve will be provided in the stairwell at each fl oor or as required by the local fi re department.  
A dedicated 4-inch drain riser will be required with 2-1/2 capped outlets on a 45-degree angle for testing the 
pressure regulating valves.  One 4-way fi re department connection will be provided at a location to be coordinat-
ed with the local fi re department.

Provide with drain risers adjacent to each standpipe equipped with 2½ inch internal threaded swivel fi ttings hav-
ing threads as designated by local fi re authority.
Provide 2½ inch pressure reducing type hose valve where pressure will exceed 175 pounds per square inch.
Zoning of the Fire Protection System:
Wet Sprinkler System:  Water fl ow detection zoning shall be per fl oor basis with areas not exceeding maximum 
allowable per NFPA.  
Elevator Machine Room Requirements: 
The sprinkler supply line to each elevator machine room shall be provided with an accessible shutoff valve with 
tamper switch.
Fire sprinklers installed in the elevator machine rooms shall be intermediate temperature rating. 

Elevator Pit Requirements: 
Install automatic sprinkler heads in elevator pits such that the water spray pattern shall not spray higher than 2 
feet above the pit fl oor, with a spray pattern directed level and down.  
An accessible sprinkler shut-off valve shall be provided outside of and near the pit.  The valve shall be normally 
open, with no provision to shut off elevator power. 
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Do not locate automatic sprinkler heads on a car entrance side or interfere with pit access.
Provide drain valve and plug at the lowest point of the automatic sprinkler piping in the pit and installed to avoid 
mechanical damage.  Piping shall enter the shaft at the fl oor level of the bottom landing and be wall mounted, fi t 
tight against the wall, and maintain proper clearance to the car and counterweights. In walk-in pits, sprinkler pip-
ing may enter the pit in an approved manner other than the fl oor level of the car’s lowest landing. 

Piping Arrangement
No pipes or other apparatus shall be installed so as to interfere in any way with the full swing of doors, building 
access doors, and access doors in ductwork.  The arrangement, positions, and connections of pipes, drains, 
valves, etc., shown on the Drawings shall be taken as a close approximation and while they shall be followed as 
closely as possible, the right is reserved by the Project Representative to change the locations to accommodate 
any conditions which may arise during the progress of the work without additional compensation to this Contrac-
tor for such changes, provided that the changes are requested prior to the installation of this Contractor’s work.  
Piping typically shall be installed concealed in or above building construction; i.e.; hung ceilings, and shall be so 
arranged that relocation of lighting fi xtures, or plumbing and mechanical systems, will not cause any interfer-
ence.

Coordinate with the fi re sprinkler and alarm trades to ensure full awareness of the location of all control valves, 
fl ow switches, tamper switches, and alarm and signal switches.
Hangers: Design shall be per NFPA 13, for pressures in excess of 100 psi, NFPA 13, 2-6 and 4-5.2.
Earthquake Sway Bracing: Design will be per NFPA 13 using UL listed or FM Approved components. The location 
of sway bracing and fl exible couplings shall be shown on all shop drawings submitted for approval in suffi cient 
detail to verify their location, preferred arrangement, and conformance to this standard.
Flushing Connections: Flushing connections shall be per NFPA 13,4-4.1.7.18.
Sleeves and Penetrations: All pipes penetrating concrete or masonry walls or fl oors shall be sleeved. All pipe pen-
etrations shall have minimum clearance as per NFPA 13, 4-5.4.3.4. Sleeves shall be caulked to retain the proper 
fi re-wall rating with an approved sealant. 
Sprinkler heads in fi nished area will be quick response type, chrome fi nish with white escutcheon.  
For all archival storage areas and the like, double interlock pre-action fi re suppression systems will be provided. 
Clean Agent Fire Protection
The selection of an appropriate clean agent (e.g.: watermist, FM 200, Inergen, etc.) shall be based upon a fi re 
hazards assessment by a qualifi ed fi re protection specialist.
Potential candidates for clean agent protection include, archives, rare book stacks, automated mobile shelving 
units, selected information technology equipment rooms.
Clean agent systems shall be installed in conjunction with an approved automatic sprinkler system throughout, 
rather than as a substitute.
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Electrical Design

 Codes and Standards
General Administration (GA) Facilities Standards.
National Electrical Code (NEC). 
International Fire Code (IFC).
Washington State Fire Marshal Requirements.
Washington State Energy Code.
American National Standards Institute (ANSI).
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE).
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IES).
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA).
National Electrical Manufactures Association (NEMA).
Underwriters Laboratories (UL).

Primary Distribution – Medium Voltage
The General Administration Campus owns its own 12.47kV primary power distribution systems with maintenance 
provided by Puget Sound Energy for utility power service.  PSE provides (4) 12.47kV primary circuits which are 
distributed and looped through the campus from the southeast corner along Cherry Street and 16th Avenue.  
The project buildings will be served by an extension of an existing primary circuit delivered to the new building 
from an existing switching vault.

Normal Power System
Each building will have a 480Y/277V, 3-phase, 4-wire low voltage switchboard (size TBD) with solid state circuit 
breakers group mounted, interrupt current rated at 100,000 AIC.
Secondary metering provision to be confi rmed with Campus and GA.
 
GROUP MOUNTED SWITCHBOARD
480V and 208V branch panelboards and associated step-down transformers will be distributed throughout in 
electrical rooms located on the fl oor of service or a mezzanine level above near the loads they serve.
Mechanical power distribution will be provided with dedicated distribution panels and/or MCCs located in the 
mechanical rooms throughout the facility.
Acceptable Manufacturers: Cutler Hammer, General Electric, or Square D/Group Schneider.

Emergency Power System
One radiator cooled, diesel fuel fi red standby engine generator set rated, 480Y/277V, 3-phase, 4-wire, 60 Hz, 
1800 rpm will be provided to supply power supporting all life/safety loads (egress and emergency exit lighting, 
fi re alarm systems, smoke removal fans, all elevators) and Owner-specifi ed optional loads (e.g. computers, UPS, 
HVAC, etc.) Thie size of these units has not yet been determined.
Auto transfer switches to be provided and to be designated to feed Emergency load, legally required standby 
loads and optional standby loads.. 

The generators will be located within the buildings with a 2-hour day tank adjacent or in a base mounted tank, 
an under ground fuel storage tank to be provided and sized to support the Owners requested 72 hours of full-
load operation.  A signal from any automatic transfer switch will start the engine and supply power to the emer-
gency distribution system in the event of failure of the normal power source.
Generator will be exercised per the requirements of NPFA 110.  Permanently installed load banks will be in-
stalled to meet these requirements.
Acceptable Manufacturer: Cummins/Onan , Caterpillar or approved equal
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Grounding System
A complete grounding system complying with National Electrical Code will be provided.  Grounding system shall 
consist of the following:
Main Grounding System.  The main building grounding system will consist of the following:
Bond to structural steel.
Bond to incoming water main.
Bondi to grounding rod for lightning protection system if provided.

Ground rods shall located in main electrical room or at building exterior below grade or unexcavated area and 
connected to main electrical room service grounding bus.
All the above will be terminated to a ground bus bar in the main electrical room. In addition, the service entrance 
neutral conductor will be bonded to the switchboard ground bus, the electrical room ground bus bar and the 
ground rod.

Ground Riser.  A ground riser will be provided in each electrical room with transformers and telecommunications 
room.  Each will consist of the following:
Bare copper conductor from the main building ground bus to a ground bus on each level.  Each ground bus will 
be bonded to the nearest building steel.

Each transformer neutral ground bar will be bonded to the ground bus in addition to the nearest building steel.
Branch circuit grounding.  The continuous metallic conduit raceway will serve as the ground path for feeders.  
Branch circuits shall be provided with an insulated grounding conductor run with the circuit conductors.  This 
grounding conductor shall be in addition to the ground path provided by the continuously grounded metallic race-
way system that encloses the phase and neutral conductors.

Equipment Connections
HVAC equipment.
Plumbing equipment.
Fire protection equipment.
Elevators.
Owner furnished equipment.
Motorized doors and gates.
120V power connections and empty conduit for irrigation control system.
Convenience and special purpose receptacles.
Food Service equipment

Program Analysis  Special Systems



Predesign Review Report 3-47

Fire Alarm Systems
Codes and Standards
This installation will comply with the Washington State Codes and Washington State Facilities Standards.
All Fire Protection design, products, and installation shall comply with the applicable provisions and recommen-
dations of the following jurisdictional codes, authorities and guidelines:
International Code Council
International Building Code, 2006 Edition
International Fire Code, 2006 Edition
State of Washington, Code Amendments
National Fire Protection Association
National Fire Protection Association Standard 70, National Electrical Code, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association Standard 72, 2008 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 75, Standard on Information Technology Equipment Protection, 2009 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 110, Standard for emergency and Standby Power Systems, 2007 Edition
National Fire Protection Association 232, Standard for the Protection of Records and Storage
National Fire Protection Association 909, Code for the Protection of Cultural Resources
Applicable FM GLOBAL Loss Prevention Data Sheets
FM P7825a, Approval Guide Fire Protection, 2008
FM P7825b, Approval Guide Electrical Equipment, 2008
UNDERWRITERS LABORATORIES (UL)
UL Fire Protection Equipment Directory
Local Codes, Code Amendments and Requirements
Provide fi re alarm products including smoke and heat detectors, fi re alarm control panels and annunciators, no-
tifi cation appliances, HVAC fan and damper interface, magnetic door release interface, conduit, wiring, supports, 
anchors, fi re stops, etc., that are Underwriters Laboratories listed/FM Global Approved, and acceptable to the 
local Authority Having Jurisdiction.

General
A fi re alarm system is required to be connected to the automatic sprinkler system to monitor valve tamper and 
water fl ow alarms.  The fi re alarm system must be connected to a constantly attended remote monitoring system 
or approved central station. A smoke detector must be provided with 10 ft horizontally of the fi re alarm control 
panel, in accordance with NFPA 72.

A fi re alarm system is required to be connected to the automatic sprinkler system to monitor valve tamper and 
water fl ow alarms.  The fi re alarm system must be connected to a constantly attended remote monitoring system 
or approved central station. A smoke detector must be provided with 10 ft horizontally of the fi re alarm control 
panel, in accordance with NFPA 72.

Automatic smoke detectors must be provided at each elevator lobby in accordance with the IBC and ASME A17.1 
for elevator recall.  When a fi re alarm system is provided, smoke detection for elevator landings it must be inter-
connected with the elevator landing smoke detection.

Where automatic closing fi re doors are installed in rated smoke or fi re separations are provided, smoke detec-
tion must be within 10 feet of each side of the opening and arranged through the fi re alarm control panel for 
coordinated release of the approved hold open devices.

Duct smoke detection must be provided for fan shutdown and fi re/smoke damper closure per the IBC and shall 
be connected to the fi re alarm control panel when provided.  Duct smoke detection will also require supervised 
visual and auditory signals to the fi re alarm control panel and a constantly attended location.

Accessible areas of refuge will require smoke detection and two-way communication between the area of refuge 
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and a constantly attended location, via the fi re alarm control panel. 

Any smoke pressurization, evacuation, or mitigation system shall be interconnected to the fi re alarm control pan-
el, in accordance with the IBC, IFC, and NFPA 90A and 90B.  Where it is determined that the fi re alarm control 
panel will also interface with the building management system, both control panels and their associated compo-
nents and devices must be cross-listed and compatible in accordance with UL 864 for fi re protection service.
Any building fi re suppression systems, including but not limited to automatic sprinklers, commercial cooking 
hood fi re suppression, preaction sprinkler systems, and clean agent fi re suppression systems shall be interfaced 
and supervised for trouble, detection operation, valve supervision, and agent release.

Audible/visual notifi cation appliances must be provided throughout the building in accordance with NFPA 72.  
If either of the buildings contains a fl oor for offi ce occupancy located 75 feet above the lowest level of fi re depart-
ment vehicle access, an automatic fi re alarm system, an emergency voice/alarm communication system and a 
fi re department communication system will be required.  Since only Potential Location #1 may be considered a 
high rise building, all other candidate sites and building confi gurations do not need to meet Section 907.9.2 of 
the IFC.  If Potential Location #1 is deemed a high rise, it will require a separate zone by fl oor for smoke detec-
tion, sprinkler water fl ow devices, manual fi re alarm pull stations, and other types of automatic fi re detection and 
suppression systems.  Open area smoke detection is required for all common areas, corridors, and lobbies, in 
addition to any duct smoke detection.  A fi re command center will be required for a high rise building.  
The fi re alarm systems will be the addressable type with each initiating device annunciated as an individual 
zone.  The Fire Alarm and Control Panel shall provide centralized control and annunciation of fi re alarm zones 
and associated annunciation with interface to fi re-fi ghter’s smoke control panel. Area smoke detectors shall be 
analog type to permit monitoring and calibration of smoke detector sensitivity from the FACP.
 
The fi re alarm system shall be fully supervised and include both manually and automatically actuated alarms 
consisting of:

Manual pull stations in each elevator lobby, entries to stairwells, main exit doors and intermediate locations to 
provide 200 feet maximum spacing between manual pull stations.
Connections to fi re sprinkler system water fl ow, tamper switches and pre-action system. 
Area smoke detectors in each mechanical, electrical, telephone, and elevator machine room, at each stair and 
elevator lobby door fi tted with magnetic hold open devices, and in each elevator lobby for elevator recall. Fire 
detectors in elevator shafts.

Duct type smoke detectors at the inlet of all return air duct stub outs, at main return air plenums, at the dis-
charge of each supply air fan and where required to operate a fi re/smoke damper.
Speakers and strobes per the IFC and the ADA.
Emergency voice/alarm communication.
 
Fire department communication.
 
Data gathering panels for Executive Offi ces F/A devices.
Annunciator and remote annunciators.
The fi re alarm LED annunciator shall provide indication of the fl oor of an alarm and the type of alarm, i.e., manu-
al, sprinkler fl ow, or smoke. The fi re alarm system shall be connected to an approved central monitoring service.
Remote annunciators will be located in Security Control rooms. 
 
The Executive Offi ce Center is primarily considered to be an IBC Group B (business) occupancy with some Group 
A (assembly) areas.  Where the anticipated occupant load exceeds 300 in assembly areas, 500 occupants total 
in business occupancy, or 100 persons above or below the level of exit discharge, a manual fi re alarm system 
is required.  Alternatively, manual fi re alarm pull stations may be omitted when an approved automatic sprin-
kler system is provided throughout the building and alarm notifi cation appliances are arranged to activate upon 
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sprinkler water fl ow.  The City of Olympia requires at least manual fi re alarm pull stations at each exit on every 
fl oor, regardless of the presence of approved automatic sprinkler protection throughout the building. The follow-
ing recommended additional level of smoke detection should be provided:
Provide spot type smoke detectors within common areas, corridors, conference rooms.
 
Provide air aspirating or spot type smoke detection for any clean agent systems determined by fi re hazard as-
sessment to be needed for property protection or operational continuity for information technology areas.
 
Provide heat detection within the emergency generator and the booster fi re pump rooms. 
Provide smoke detection in major electrical switchgear rooms and storage/records rooms.
Consider liquid spill monitoring interfaced with the fi re alarm control panel for critical records rooms, information 
technology rooms, and other areas highly susceptible to liquid damage.

The Heritage museum, archives, and library is considered to be primarily IBC Group A (assembly), with extensive 
storage (S), offi ce and restoration area ((B) support areas.  In addition to the level of fi re alarms required in the 
Executive Offi ce Center, it is anticipated that the assembly areas will account for an occupant load of 1,000 or 
more, which according to FC 907.2.1.1, requires an emergency voice/alarm system, equipped with or supplied 
from an approved emergency power source.  Where an atrium connecting two or more stories is provided, the fi re 
alarm system will also require interface with the smoke control system and voice/alarm communication, in ac-
cordance with 907.2.13. The following recommended additional level of smoke detection should be provided:
Provide spot type smoke detectors within common areas, corridors, conference rooms.
Provide beam or air aspirating smoke detection where ceiling heights exceed 15 ft. and more than twelve (12) 
spot type detectors would be required within any single zone or fi re area.
 
Provide air aspirating or spot type smoke detection for any clean agent systems determined by fi re hazard as-
sessment to be needed for property protection or operational continuity for information technology areas.
Where multi-cycling preaction systems are selected, approved heat detectors listed for the releasing system will 
be required in addition to smoke detection.

Provide heat detection within the emergency generator and the booster fi re pump rooms. 
Provide smoke detection in major electrical switchgear rooms and storage/records rooms. 
Consider liquid spill monitoring interfaced with the fi re alarm control panel for critical records rooms, archives 
rooms, museum below grade operations, art and valuable records storage, book stacks, and information technol-
ogy rooms, and other areas highly susceptible to liquid damage.

Interface archival vault, book stack, and valuable art storage area temperature and humidity alarms and control 
for supervision with the fi re alarm system. 
Acceptable Manufacturers to be confi rmed with GA.
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Luminaires
General
This section covers lighting in typical offi ce and support areas, equipment rooms, stairwells and other back of 
house spaces.  Lighting controls for these spaces will be provided in compliance with the Washington State 
Energy Code.  Single-occupant offi ces, restrooms, storage rooms, janitor closets and other small enclosed rooms 
will be provided with occupancy sensors to automatically control lighting and, as applicable, combined with dual-
level switching to allow occupant selection of lighting level.  Open offi ces, corridors, waiting areas, lobbies, and 
other large offi ce/offi ce support spaces will be controlled by a microprocessor-based lighting control panel with 
low voltage switch locations and astronomical timeclock programming.
Architectural lighting systems and specialty control systems will be provided in public areas and areas requiring 
specifi c lighting needs.  Preliminary design concepts apply to the following specialty areas:

Lobbies: 
Perimeter cove lighting shall provide indirect ceiling uplighting with accent lighting for highlighted entries, art-
work, points of interests.

Public Gathering Areas:
A combination of either recessed indirect lighting or downlighting and accent lighting.  
Auditorium and Conference Hall:
Dimmable downlighting and cove uplighting shall provide for task lighting to stage presence.  Step lighting pro-
vided for low level pathway lighting.

Galleries: 
Aimable downlighting and accent lighting shall provide both permanent and changing exhibit spaces.
Illumination will be in accordance with the recommendations of the Illuminating Engineering Society and Wash-
ington State Energy Code.
Lighting fi xtures will be provided in accordance with IES Illumination recommendation as follows:
Emergency egress lighting will be provided to achieve 1 fc along path of egress.
Equipment, Storage Rooms: illumination level: 30 foot-candles.
Stairwells and Utility Corridors: illumination level: 5 foot-candles.
Private and open offi ces: illumination level: 50 foot-candles.
Conference, training room (Executive Offi ce only): illumination level: 30 foot-candles.
Kitchen & Lunch room: illumination level: 30 foot-candles.
Shipping / Receiving area: illumination level: 30 foot-candles
Toilet and washroom: illumination level: 10 foot-candles
Energy code for lighting shall comply with Washington State Energy Code the as below:
Common area, corridors, toilet facilities and washrooms, 
elevator lobbies:    0.8 W/SF
Parking garages:     0.2 W/SF
Storage areas, warehouse:    0.5 W/SF
Offi ce / admin. Areas:    1.0 W/SF
Workshop:      1.4 W/SF
Cafeterias:      1.3 W/SF

Lighting systems shall utilize high effi ciency, low glare fi xtures. High power factor electronic ballast’s will be pro-
vided where available.
Internally illuminated exit signs will be provided as required for safe egress and as required by code.  Exit signs 
shall be edge-lit and high effi ciency utilize LED sources. Self powered (nuclear) type exits signs will not be permit-
ted. 

Lighting System
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Site Lighting
A layered approach to site lighting with pedestrian scale poles combined with low level lighting will provide safe 
and even light levels while highlighting architectural and landscape features.  Highlighting of features will provide 
visual cues as to destination and location on campus while providing vertical illumination to increase facial rec-
ognition.  Building entries will be highlighted to create a destination when viewing the building from a distance.  
Outdoor paved seating areas will be illuminated with a combination of  pedestrian scale light poles and low level 
bench and step light fi xtures.  Landscape areas will have minimal lighting with a few key trees or sculptures il-
luminated to provide view into the distance while retaining darks skies. Lighting at parking areas will be provided 
by full-cut-off LED light fi xtures equipped with high performance optics.  

Daylighting
Extensive daylight study will be performed and coordinated to maximize daylight penetration into interior spaces.  
The goal of daylighting of interior spaces will be to increase connection to nature and time of day changes while 
reducing electric lighting loads during daylight hours. Light fi xtures in the daylight zones will be equipped with 
dimming ballasts to allow for automatic electric light load shedding with no noticeable change in light levels.  
Photocells will be carefully placed to read daylight levels accurately, making the daylight control system automat-
ic and user-friendly.

Interior Lighting
Lighting will be designed to highlight the architecture and task areas while providing a highly energy effi cient 
lighting system.  A task/ambient approach to lighting will provide lower ambient light levels with higher light lev-
els at tasks provided by tasklights or directional light fi xtures.  Light fi xtures will be carefully placed to integrate 
with the daylight zones and the daylight control system.  Light sources will achieve energy effi ciency with a high 
lumen per watt ratio, have long lamp life to reduce replacement and maintenance costs and aid visibility by hav-
ing a Color Rendering Index of at least 80 CRI.  Light fi xtures shall utilize high effi ciency photometrics and provide 
low glare illumination. High power factor electronic ballasts will be provided where available. General lighting 
approach per major program areas is as follows.

Lighting Controls
A series of networked light panels will provide automatic control of the lighting system.  The lighting control 
panels will be connected to the Building Management System to allow lighting system energy use and outage 
monitoring.  Automatic sweep off of light fi xtures will be utilized with local override switches for after-hours use.  
Occupancy sensors will be used in all private offi ces, classrooms, meeting rooms, storage and support spaces 
to ensure light fi xtures are not on when the room is not is use.  Daylight photocell sensors will automatically dim 
light fi xtures in all daylight zones.  Exterior light fi xtures will be controlled via one central photocell and by the 
building time clock for further fi ne tuning of hours of operation.

Exit signs shall be edge-lit and utilize high effi ciency LED sources.  Emergency egress lighting will be provided to 
achieve a minimum of 1 fc along path of egress.

The lighting systems are being designed in accordance with the recommendations of the Illuminating Engineer-
ing Society and Washington State Energy Code.  The Lighting system will be designed to meet the following goals 
and guidelines for each program area:
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Area Target Illuminance Design Intent Lamp W/SF
Building Entries General         5 fc Light fi xture integrated into building overhangs 

and canopies to light the ground and architec-
tural features.

CFL
LED 
MH

.8

Exterior Seating General         2 fc
Accent           5 fc

Pedestrian scale poles used at open areas and 
paths.  Wall recessed steplight at stairs.

CFL
LED
MH

.2

Landscape General          .5 fc
Accent             1 fc

Low level area light fi xtures will light key land-
scape features.

CFL 
LED

.1

Parking General           2 fc Full cut off light fi xtures on 20’ poles. Pedes-
trian scale poles at path areas

LED .15

Lobbies General         15 fc
Task               30 fc

Indirect lighting will illuminate the architectural 
volume and vertical surfaces.  Feature materi-
als and tasks will be highlighted

FL
MH

.8

Exhibits General         20 fc
Accent           60 fc

A combination of light fi xture distributions will 
provide maximum fl exibility.  Downlights, pen-
dant indirect fi xtures and linear wallwashers will 
be used.

CFL 
FL

1.2

Library General         20 fc
Task               35 fc

The architectural volume will be highlighted 
and tasklight will be provided at all stacks and 
desks

CFL 
FL 
MH

1.5

Offi ces General         30 fc
Task               50 fc

Pendant mount indirect light fi xtures will provide 
ambient light levels. Tasklights will be mounted 
at desks.

CFL 
FL
LED 
task

1

Meeting Rooms General          30 fc
Accent            50 fc

A combination of indirect and directional light-
ing will provide a fl exible system with multiple 
light levels possible.

FL 1.2

Archive records General         20 fc
Task               40 fc

Lighting will be bright and even when needed. 
Controls will be used to turn lights off when 
rooms are not in use. Direct fl uorescent fi xtures 
will be used.

FL 1

Corridors General          10 fc Indirect lighting will used.  Intersections and 
destinations will be highlighted.

CFL
FL

.8

Shipping General          30 fc Even light levels will be provided by energy ef-
fi cient light fi xtures

FL .8

Restrooms General          20 fc Even bright light levels will be provided.  Vani-
ties will be lighted to a higher light level.

FL .8

Mech/Elec Rm General          30 fc Strip fl uorescent light fi xtures will be evenly 
spaced around mechanical and electrical equip-
ment

FL 1
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Telecommunication Systems
Introduction
This section is intended to defi ne the standards, criteria and assumptions used for the design, documentation 
and specifi cation of a telecommunications system to support the Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building 
to be located on the Washington State Capitol Campus in Olympia, WA. This narrative will form the basis for the 
design for the telecommunications system. 

This basis of design shall address pathways, spaces and media designs to support various information transport 
systems, including an administrative telephone system to support voice and voice grade services, local area 
network (LAN) systems, wide area network (WAN) systems and video distribution systems.
The specifi c areas covered by this section of this report are as follows:
Defi nition of a campus pathway system to connect the building to the Capital Campus Department of Information 
Services (DIS) network.
Defi nition of a building pathway and spaces system to house the data network and voice components and their 
associated telecommunications cabling system
Defi nition of a unifi ed signal grounding system.
Defi nition of building backbone cables and their distribution and termination methods.
Defi nition of workstation cables and their distribution and termination methods.
Defi nition of pathway, spaces and media identifi cation.
A discussion of the following systems is currently not included in this section of this basis of design and may be 
covered elsewhere:
Communication systems (telephony PBX, VOIP, radio, cellular, dictation)
Local and wide area network active components (servers, switches, routers, etc.)
Audio/visual system
Rooftop antenna systems
In Gallery electronics

Telecommunications Systems Related Codes and Standards
In addition to the previously noted codes and standards that have been adopted and/or amended by the State 
of Washington, the telecommunications systems will also be designed in accordance with the standards, regula-
tions and recommendations of the following entities:
Telecommunications Distribution Infrastructure Standard (TDIS)
American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)
Telecommunications Industry Association / Electronics Industries Association  (TIA/EIA)
Building Industry Consulting Service International (BICSI)
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE)
Underwriters Laboratories (UL)
American Standards Association (ASA)
Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
American Society of Testing Materials (ASTM)
In the event of confl icts, the more stringent provisions shall be applied.

Telecommunications Entrance Pathways and Spaces
Telephone and data network services for the project will be extended from the existing campus network back-
bone cabling pathway, a minimum of four 4-inch conduits shall be provided between the project and the nearest 
point of connection to the campus infrastructure.  All conduit facilities shall be run below grade.  Detailed design, 
routing and locations of conduits and any new maintenance utility vaults shall be coordinated with the Project’s 

Civil and Electrical Engineers.
Telecommunications Outside Plant Cabling
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Telephone and data network connectivity to the Campus network will be provided by outside plant cabling con-
sisting of a minimum of 500-pair copper UTP cables, 48-strands 50μm laser enhanced multimode optical fi ber 
and 48-strands singlemode optical fi ber.  
Main Telecommunications Room (MTR)

A main telecommunications room shall be provided on Floor C.  Depending on the fi nal determination of equip-
ment to be housed within the room, the room shall be sized at minimum 650 square feet.   A room with minimal 
dimensions of 20’ x 30’ is recommended.  The MTR will serve as the central networking, communications and 
computing center for the building and shall support network operations functions.  The space shall also serve as 
the entrance facility (EF) for the building with area dedicated for termination of incoming outside plant cabling. 
The room does not account for space for individual workstation areas, printers and paper storage.
The MTR shall be fully protected from water infi ltration by ensuring that all water, glycol and drainage piping serv-
ing air conditioners, lavatories, roof drains, etc. shall be run outside the MTR walls.  They shall only penetrate the 
room where necessary to serve equipment.

The MTR walls shall be of slab-to-slab construction to facilitate the outfi tting of the room for environmental 
conditioning and fi re protection / isolation of slab-to-slab construction.  All penetrations of rated wall shall be 
fi re-stopped in an approved manner to prevent the passage of fl ames, smoke and gases.  A minimum 2-hour fi re 
rated wall construction is recommended for the MTR.

Walls and doors shall be confi gured and located to provide secured access.  The number of entrances shall be 
minimized and provide for smooth operation and safety egress for personnel working within the space.  At a mini-
mum all doors should be provided with card key activated locks.

The MTR should be constructed without a suspended, lay-in ceiling so as to avoid the constraints of a fi xed grid 
structure and its limitations on locating and installing overhead cable trays and light fi xtures.
Air conditioning shall be provided with units specifi cally designed to serve the heat loads and humidity control 
requirements of the MTR.  Units shall be sized to maintain a temperature of 65-72 degrees Fahrenheit at 20-
55 percent relative humidity.  Environmental conditions shall be maintained on a 24 hour-a-day, 7 days-a-week 
basis.  The MTR shall also be equipped with hi-temperature alarms that report to the security and/or building 
management systems panels.   Sensors shall be placed 60” AFF.

Power requirements for the MTR shall be based on equipment lists provided by DIS; however load density shall 
be based on an average of 40-50 watts per square foot.  This number is based on a low density of fi le servers.  
Loads may escalate signifi cantly should a larger concentration of high density fi le servers be located within the 
MTR.

Lighting requirements shall be a minimum of 50 foot-candles maintained at 36” AFF.  Lighting fi xtures, motors, 
air condition, etc. shall not be powered from the same electrical distribution panel as the telecommunications 
equipment in the room.

The MTR shall be protected in accordance with all applicable codes and ordinances.  A pre-action fi re suppres-
sion system shall be provided.  Portable fi re extinguishers shall be provided at strategic locations within the MTR 
and shall be rated for all types of fi res.  A fi re alarm annunciator panel shall be located at the main entrance to 
the room.  At the fi rst activation of any sensor, both audible and visual alarms shall be sent to multiple areas 
within the MTR, positioned so that they can be installed noticed from anywhere, as well as to strategic locations 
outside the MTR.  A manual override shall be provided at the entrance to the room enabling an operator to delay 
charging of the sprinkler pipes by a fi xed time interval in order to attempt to extinguish the fi re manually.
A solid copper ground busbars shall be provided for signal ground connections.  The ground busbar shall be 
bonded to the appropriate ground conductor as described herein.

Telecommunications Room (TR)
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Telecommunications rooms shall be provided on each fl oor to facilitate distribution of voice and data station 
cables to the work area outlet.  The rooms shall be stacked vertically through the building.  In addition, they shall 
be located in an area on the fl oor plate which will ensure that the length of the installed workstation cables does 
not exceed 90 meters per TIA/EIA standards for telecommunications cabling.  If workstation cables can not be 
kept to within TIA/EIA standards, a second fl oor serving TR shall be provided.  Consideration may also be given 
to serve smaller fl oor plates, with limited telecommunications outlet locations, from a telecomm room above or 
below the smaller fl oor plate.  A discussion with DIS will be needed to confi rm applicability for this project.
Each telecommunication room shall be a minimum 100 square feet in area.  A room with dimensions of 10’ x 10’ 
is recommended.  Each TR shall support the horizontal distribution of station cables.  The dimensions indicated 
will provide space for up to three free standing telecommunications equipment racks with vertical wire manag-
ers.

The TR’s shall be fi tted to support the following types of systems and equipment:
Termination and patching facilities for workstation cables.
Termination and patching facilities for UTP backbone cables.
Termination and patching facilities for optical fi ber backbone cabling.
Hardware and racking for LAN switches.
Hardware for any wireless based telecommunications systems.
Wall space for mounting other low voltage systems such as CATV distribution components and electronic surveil-
lance and access control systems.

A typical TR shall be of slab to slab construction to facilitate the outfi tting of the rooms for environmental con-
ditioning and fi re protection / isolation.  A suspended ceiling should not be installed in the TR.  All penetrations 
shall be sealed to prevent the passage of fi re, smoke and gas.  A minimum 1-hour fi re rated wall construction is 
recommended for each of the TR’s.

TR’s shall be provided with sprinkler heads mounted on the sidewalls.  Sprinkler heads shall be provided with 
cages.  Wet pipes, either run overhead or along the walls shall not traverse the rooms.
Telecommunication rooms shall be furnished with 3/4” plywood on all designated walls installed 6-inches AFF.  
Plywood shall be void free and treated on both sides with two coats of fi re resistant paint.  Finishes in the room 
shall be light in color to enhance lighting.  Finishes shall be applied before room fi t out.  Concrete fl oors and walls 
shall be sealed and cured to eliminate dust.  Floors shall be covered with anti-static vinyl tiles

Telecommunication rooms shall be furnished with a single lockable door of at least 36” wide by 80” high.  Con-
sideration shall be made to electronically secure the spaces.

Environmental conditions shall be maintained on a 24-hours-a-day, 7-days-a-week basis.  Environmental limits 
for the telecommunication rooms are 64-75 degrees Fahrenheit and 30 55 percent relative humidity, non-con-
densing.  Telecommunication rooms shall be equipped with high temperature alarms that report to the security 
and/or BMS console.  Positive pressure shall be maintained within the room, with a minimum of one air change 
per hour.

Lighting levels within the telecommunication rooms shall be a minimum of 50 foot candles maintained at 36” 
AFF.

Power circuits for all telecommunications equipment located within any given telecommunication room shall be 
fed from an electrical panel dedicated to these loads.  The panel shall be fed from the stand-by generator power 
system.  UPS backup, if required, shall be fed from stand alone UPS units mounted within the equipment racks.  
Power circuit requirements for the room shall be based on equipment lists provided by the Owner, however a 
minimum of one 20A circuit shall be provided for each equipment rack installed within the room, plus one spare.  
Allowing for future equipment requirements, room load density may be estimated at a minimum of 40 watts per 
square foot.   Circuits may be brought to the equipment racks overhead and attached to overhead cable tray and 
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then stubbing down to a location coordinated with the Owner.

In addition to outlets dedicated to telecommunications equipment, electrical convenience outlets (120V, 20A 
duplex receptacles) shall be provided at 6-foot intervals within the telecommunication rooms.  A maximum of 
four duplex outlets shall be fed from a single 20A circuit.  All branch circuiting shall include a ground wire from 
the distribution panel’s ground busbar to all electrical outlets in the room. The outlets shall be used for testing 
equipment and power tools only, and not for network transport electronics.

Lighting fi xtures, motors, air conditioning, etc shall not be powered from the same electrical distribution panel 
as the telecommunications equipment in the telecommunication rooms.  Electrical transformers shall not be 
located within the room.

A solid copper ground bar shall be provided in each telecommunication room, for signal ground connections.   
The ground busbar shall be bonded to the appropriate ground conductor, as described herein.
Server Room

A discussion with DIS and the Owner will be required to determine programming requirements for any additional 
telecommunications spaces including server rooms.  Requirements shall be confi rmed and included with the 
base building design for build out of space. 

Building Backbone and Workstation Pathway Systems
All pathways shall be designed to provide the capacity and capability to properly install high performance un-
shielded twisted pair and optical fi ber cables to support the initial and subsequent requirements of the occu-
pants.

All pathway routes shall be coordinated with other building services (electrical, mechanical, plumbing, etc. to as-
sure proper clearances and accessibility.

The workstation cable distribution pathways shall be designed to accommodate cable changes as well as mini-
mize building occupant disruption when such pathways and spaces are accessed.
The pathway system shall be coordinated with the electrical distribution system in order to maintain a minimum 
48” separation from motors or transformers, 12” separation between parallel runs of telecommunication and 
electrical cabling and 5” separation from fl uorescent lights.  Where 12” separation is not possible; the telecom-
munication cabling shall be separated from electrical cables by a ferrous material to minimize potential interfer-
ence.  Where electrical and telecommunication cabling cross, it shall be at right angles only.
A minimum of six 4” conduits shall be provided between the MTR and lower level TR.  On fl oors with more than 
one TR, a minimum of four 4” conduits shall be provided between the two TR’s.
A minimum of six 4” sleeves shall be provided between each stacked TR.  Sleeves shall extend a minimum of 3” 
above the fi nished fl oor.

A minimum of four 4” conduits shall be provided in the side walls of each TR for the routing of workstation cables 
to the workstation areas.  Conduits shall extend to the nearest cable tray located in the corridor ceiling space.
A minimally sized 24”W x 4”D cable tray system will be provided in the accessible ceiling spaces to support 
installation of workstation cables.  4” conduits maybe needed in the ceiling areas of the building to create zones 
where cables are express routed from the zone back to the telecommunications room.  EZ path sleeves will also 
be utilized in areas where fi re rated walls are penetrated.
12” and 24” ladder type cable trays shall be provided in the ceiling areas of the MTR and TR’s to support the 
distribution of cables within the room.

Wall mounted telecommunications outlets (for voice/data) shall be provided with a 4” by 4” electrical box at the 
bottom of the minimum sized 1” conduit stub-up.  Where stub up extend horizontally more than 60”, 1-1/4” con-
duit stub ups shall be substituted.  Wall mounted telephone outlets, located at +48” AFF shall be provided with a 
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2” by 4” electrical box.  A 3/4” conduit stub-up may be substituted for wall mounted telephones.  Flexible cable 
supports shall be provided from the stub up locations to the nearest section of cable tray.
Due to conduit fi ll ratios and stressing of the cables during installation, conduits shall be limited to a total of 180 
degrees of bends or 100” between pulling points.

Uniform Telecommunications Grounding System
A uniform telecommunications grounding and bonding system shall be provided in accordance with J-STD-607A, 
Grounding and Bonding Requirements for Telecommunications in Commercial Buildings.  This system shall be 
designed in conjunction with the electrical power grounding system.  The following guidelines are provided for the 
design of the system.

The telecommunications grounding backbone shall consist of solid copper busbar and copper conductors inter-
connected in the following manner:

Main electrical ground to the telecommunications main grounding busbar (TMGB) located in the MTR.
The TMGB to individual telecommunications grounding busbars (TGB) in each TR.
The telecommunications grounding busbar in each of these rooms to the nearest point of grounding building 
steel, if available.

Where an electrical power panel board is located within the MTR or TR, the TGB shall be bonded to the panel 
board’s alternating current equipment ground (ACEG).
All bonding conductors shall be a minimum #3 AWG copper conductors.  The conductor jacket shall be green in 
color or marked appropriately, and installed in continuous lengths.  A grounding riser shall be provided up the 
telecommunication room riser path.

The TMGB shall be pre-drilled, a minimum of 1/2” thick x 4” wide solid copper bar, electro-tin-plated, and insu-
lated from their supports by a 2” separation.  The TGBs shall be pre-drilled, a minimum of 1/4” thick x 2” wide 
solid copper bar, electro-tin-plated and insulated from their supports by a 2” separation.
All metallic raceways, racks and cabinets entering or located with a room with a TGB shall be bonded to the TGB 
via a minimum #6 AWG bare copper conductor.

Telecommunications Cabling System
The telecommunications cabling system shall be designed to conform to the requirements of TIA/EIA-568B, The 
Commercial Building Telecommunications Cabling Standard.
Building backbone cabling shall consist of the following:
A 200-pair Category 3 UTP cable from the MTR to each TR.  Each end of the cable shall be terminated onto wall 
mounted 110-style termination blocks.

At a minimum, a 48-strand multi-mode optical fi ber cable and a 24-strand single mode optical fi ber cable shall 
be provided from the MTR to each TR.  Optical fi bers shall be terminated with connectors mounted in optical fi ber 
patch panels at each end.  Connector type will need to be determined in conjunction with DIS.

Workstation cabling shall consist of the following:
Workstation outlet locations shall be provided with a standard cable set consisting of TIA/EIA 568B, 4-pair, UTP 
Category 6 cables.   All cables shall be terminated at the workstation utilizing Category 6, 8-pin, modular con-
nectors with either T568A or T568B pinning at the workstation faceplate as determined by DIS.  Cables for voice 
network applications shall be terminated onto 110 termination blocks at the telecommunication rooms.  Cables 
for data network applications shall be terminated onto equipment rack mounted, 8-pin, modular patch panels in 
the telecommunication rooms.  In order to establish an applications independent cabling system, all cables may 
be terminated onto rack mounted, 8-pin, modular patch panels.  Standard cable set to be determined in conjunc-
tion with DIS.
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All wall phone locations shall be provided with one Category 6 cable.
Cable set for all other locations shall be coordinated with the building’s programming requirements.
Patching and cross connects between cable terminations and transport electronics shall be accommodated 
with the least amount of termination and cross connect hardware that is practical.  When feasible, connections 
between horizontal cable terminations and transport electronics will be made directly, through the use of an ap-
propriate patch cord.  Where necessary, connections between UTP cables terminated on rack mounted hardware 
and remote rack or wall-mounted equipment shall be made via the use of an intermediate “tie” fi eld adjacent to 
the rack mounted cabling terminations.

Connection between horizontal termination fi elds and tie fi elds, and from patch panels to equipment ports, shall 
be made through the use of pre-manufactured patch cords or punch down cross connect wire.
Pathways, Spaces and Media Identifi cation

An identifi cation system shall be developed to uniquely identify each equipment rack, pathway segment, tele-
communications room, rack, patch panel, and cable installed in the building.
All horizontal and backbone cables shall be assigned a unique alphanu¬meric designation for identifi cation pur-
poses.  Appropriately marked labels shall be provided at each end of each cable.
Labels having the appropriate cable designation shall be provided in the following locations for each cable:

On the outlet faceplate in the work area.
On the termination block or patch panels in the MTR or TR.
Cable designations shall be designed for easy identifi cation of serving closet and termination location.
Cable termination information shall form the basis for the development of a telecommunications / facilities 
administration system database.

Other Low Voltage Telecommunications Systems
Several other low voltage systems related to the telecommunications system will be installed as part of this proj-
ect.  These systems include:

Wireless Local Area Network (WLAN)
Provisions for a wireless local area network system will be provided as part of the telecommunications infrastruc-
ture.  Provisions shall include Cat6 cabling to be provided at regular intervals throughout a given fl oor plate to 
facilitate the placement of DIS provided wireless access points.  Cabling shall be installed from the fl oor serving 
TR out to the fl oor and left coiled up in the ceiling space.  Access points will be located approximately 60 feet on 
center throughout any given fl oor.  Coverage requirements for the WLAN will be determined by DIS.

Community Access Television (CATV)
Raceway infrastructure shall be provided for cable television signal outlets.  Amplifi ers, cabling, channel selector 
device, and receptacle devices will be provided by the Contractor and include coaxial cabling installed from the 
TR locations to each CATV outlet location.  Locations for CATV will be determined by DIS.
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Electronic Access Controls & Video Survellance Systems
Electronic Access Controls Introduction
All Fire codes and emergency egress requirements shall take precedence over the determination of which doors 
shall be secured by the electronic access control (EAC) system.  The basic components of an EAC system include 
master computer, control panels, peripheral devices such as card readers, door position switches, magnetic 
locks, electronic strikes, Request-To-Exit devices.  A discussion will need to occur with the Owner to determine 
the extent of and locations for electronically secured doors.

Master Computer
A master computer shall run the proprietary EAC software, manage the overall system parameters, maintain the 
system database and control all communications with the control panels.  The master computer shall be capable 
of tying back to the local area network for remote monitoring and integration with any existing  Campus wide 
deployed EAC system.

Control Panels
Located in telecomm rooms, controls panels will manage the activation of peripheral devices by turning the 
devices on or off in order to control people access into secured areas.  Media for communications between 
control panels and peripheral devices shall be via copper unshielded twisted-pair (UTP) cables.  Communications 
protocol between the control panels and peripheral devices shall be determined by the EAC system manufacturer 
requirements.

Card Readers (CR)
Card reader devices shall be located at all secured doors in the building.  Additionally, all elevators shall be 
provided with card readers to secure elevator usage as required by the Owner.  Devices shall be based on “Smart 
Card” technology utilizing the 13.56 MHz frequency range for wireless transmission.

Door Position Switches (DS)
Door position switch devices shall be recessed mounted and provide a standard gap no greater than ½”.  De-
vices shall be specifi ed as Form A (SPST) Reed type.

Magnetic Locks (ML)
Magnetic locks shall be direct-hold type, mounted to the doorframe opposite the metal plate or armature.  When 
energized, the lock bonds to the armature and locks the door.  All ML holding force shall be a minimum 1200 lb.

Electronic Strikes (ES)
Electronic strikes shall replace the strike where the lock latches to the frame of the door.  Upon application (fail 
secure) or removal (fail safe) of power, a solenoid electrically activates the keeper, allowing the lock’s latch bolt 
to pass.  All ES devices shall be UL 1034 listed and provide programmable unlock times between 8 and 11 sec-
onds.

Request-To-Exit (REX)
Request-To-Exist devices shall be located on the unsecured side of doors to allow for free passage from the se-
cured space into the unsecured space without hindering passage or causing an alarm.  REX devices shall utilize 
passive infrared technology to detect motion in their coverage area.

Motion Detectors
Motion detectors shall be dual technology (microwave and PIR) and be surfaced mounted at galleries and mu-
seum support spaces as identifi ed by Owner.

Video Surveillance Introduction
The primary application for a surveillance or closed-circuit-television (CCTV) system shall be for recording activi-
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ties for later local or remove reviews at a later date.  The CCTV system components shall consist of image cap-
ture devices (cameras), recording equipment (digital video recorders or DVR), and monitoring or viewing stations.  
A discussion will need to occur with the Owner to determine the extent of and locations for CCTV cameras.

Image Capture Devices
Color and night/day CCD cameras shall be provided as required.  The baseline criteria shall be night/day tech-
nology shall be deployed in low light environments or when lighting levels are expected to vary signifi cantly and 
regularly.  Color cameras shall only be located where suffi cient and consistent lighting levels exist so that camera 
performance is maximized.  Lens technologies for cameras shall be dependent on the application and required 
fi eld of view.  Fixed cameras shall be provided at locations where a single, unchanging, viewing area is present.  
Pan-Tilt-Zoom (PTZ) cameras shall be provided at locations where a 360° view of a given area is required.   Re-
mote viewing and control of the camera shall utilize Internet-Protocol (IP) based technology.  All cameras shall be 
provided with specifi c housings designed to prevent issues with moisture, dust, heat and vandalism.  Transmis-
sion media for camera signals shall be via balanced unshielded twisted-pair copper cables suitable for transmis-
sion of IP based video signals.  Cameras shall also utilize power-over-the-Ethernet (POE) technology.

Recording Media
All camera recordings shall be saved to digital format for the purposes of storage for later review.  Digital record-
ing storage shall be via storage-area-networks (SAN) and redundant array of independent disks (RAID) technol-
ogy at the MTR.  All recordings shall be accessible for remote viewing over the LAN.

Monitoring
Monitors or viewing stations for reviewing surveillance footage shall be provided at locations noted by the Owner.  
Viewing stations shall be based on liquid crystal display (LCD) technology with dimensions determined by the 
Owner
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Civil Description

A new Heritage Center and a new Executive Offi ce Building is proposed on the Washington State Capitol Campus.  
There are 12 potential redesign schemes proposed on the campus.  The four preferred sites were investigated.  
Information was gathered from the State Capitol Campus maps, City of Olympia storm system, sanitary sewer 
and water maps and as-built drawings obtained from the City of Olympia.  The fi ndings from our research on the 
storm system, water system and sewer system around these proposed sites is summarized below.

Site Option No. 1 and 2 – Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building 
This site has previously designed to a design development level.  Civil site plans have been completed.  
 
 Site Location
The building site is surrounded by existing streets, asphalt parking and other buildings.  Public access to the cur-
rent building is from 11th Avenue.  Parking lots located along the west and north sides of the GA Building provide 
parking for campus staff.  The parking garage located to the east provides public parking.  A receiving area is 
located at the northwest and lowest corner of the building. 
Proposed improvements will include a pedestrian drop off area adjacent to the new building along the north side 
of 11th Avenue.  All access points to the building and outdoor gathering spaces will meet ADA requirements for 
pedestrian circulation.

A large retaining/shoring system and steep slope borders the site on the west that continues down into Heri-
tage Park and Capitol Lake.  The northern half of the West Campus experiences a 30 foot elevation change that 
slopes down from the Winged Victory and Tivoli Fountain north to Union Street.  Therefore the project generally 
slopes northerly with a topographic relief of roughly 13 feet from 11th Avenue to Union Avenue.  
 
 Storm Drainage Systems
The project site contains and is surrounded by several storm drainage systems of varying sizes and pipe types. 
Some of these systems, located on the west and north sides of the site, will need to be relocated and/or im-
proved to accommodate the proposed development. The city sewer and storm drainage maps indicate that some 
roadway drainage is connected to the sanitary sewer system.  All new roadway, parking lot and building drainage 
will be connected to a new storm drainage system which will extend from Water St. and 12th Street to Columbia 
Street and approximately 10th Avenue.
Storm drainage for the campus is regulated by the City of Olympia Storm Water Manual dated January 2005.  
The regulation requires that quantity control be provided for new and redeveloped impervious surfaces.  How-
ever, the project site is located in a drainage basin that is exempt from fl ow control.  Therefore, detention will not 
be required.   

The storm water standards require that runoff from pollution generating surfaces be treated before being dis-
charged from the project site.  Treatment for paved areas subject to vehicular traffi c will be treated with the use 
of underground treatment systems.   Roof runoff is considered “clean” and does not require treatment before 
discharge to the city storm system.  

 Water Systems
Water service within the campus is currently provided by a city water main circulating throughout the campus.  
Portions of the water main are owned and operated by the State of Washington. According to city utility maps, 
a 12-inch diameter cast iron water main is located on the east side of Capitol Way. A 6-inch diameter cast iron 
water main is located within Union Avenue and Columbia Street.  Another water main is also located within 11th 
Avenue and is designated as a State Owned 10-inch diameter ductile iron pipe.  Fire sprinkler and domestic ser-
vice for the existing GA Building is provided from the 6-inch city water main in Columbia. 

Fire hydrants are currently located at the following locations:
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 On 11th Avenue at the intersections of Water Street and Columbia Street and Capitol Way.
 Northeast corner of the intersection of Union Avenue and Capitol Way
 Mid-block on Columbia fronting the existing GA Building
For the new Heritage Building and Executive Offi ce Building a new fi re service and domestic service will be pro-
vided. It is expected that the existing 6-inch water main located on Columbia Street between Union Avenue and 
11th Avenue will be replaced with a larger size pipe to improve fi re fl ow conditions.   One or two new fi re hydrants 
may be added to provide adequate fi re hydrant coverage for the new building.
 
 Sanitary Sewer Systems
Sanitary sewer service is provided by City of Olympia.  Sewer service for the existing GA Building is provided on 
the east side of the building by a 4-inch diameter cast iron pipe extending to a manhole located at the intersec-
tion of Union Avenue and Columbia Street.  An existing 8-inch diameter sewer main is located along the west side 
of the existing GA Building. This main continues northerly and westerly through the existing parking lot where it 
turns north within Columbia Street.  
The existing sewer located west of the site will require relocation to accommodate the proposed site and build-
ing improvements.  It will most likely be relocated to 11th Avenue and Columbia Street, along the south and east 
sides of the new building.  Sanitary service for the proposed building will be provided by extending new services 
from the existing main located within Columbia Street. Existing sewer services may be able to be used if it is con-
fi rmed that the services are in adequate condition, size and slope for the proposed use. 

 Soils
Soil conditions on the project site are not anticipated to present an insurmountable constraint during construc-
tion of the new facility. However, the steep slope and retaining wall to the west of the project are known to exhibit 
symptoms of instability.  The cause if this condition is known to have been due to fi ll soils being placed within the 
existing gully that crossed the campus. The fi ll was not placed in a dense condition and settlement/slumping has 
been an ongoing problem within the sloped zone.  

The recent geotechnical report recommends shallow foundations for the Executive Offi ce Building and either 
deep foundations or modifi ed foundations for the Heritage Plaza. Additional detailed geotechnical analysis will be 
required to establish fi nal design criteria for retaining walls and building foundations. As part of the soil stabiliza-
tion, exposed soils will be vegetated in a manner to quickly protect and stabilize slopes.   

Site Option No. 3 – Heritage Center 
 
 Site Location
The building site is bound on the north by Union Avenue, on the east by Capitol Way, on the south by 11th Av-
enue and on the west by Columbia Street.  The 1063 Building and a parking garage are currently located on this 
site.  Located to the west of the project is the General Administration Building.  

 Storm Drainage Systems
This project site is located within the Capital Drainage Basin.  Projects in the Capital Drainage basin are exempt 
from fl ow control.  Detention will not be required.   

A combination storm/sewer system is located in Capitol Way and fl ows to the north.  Discharge of stormwater 
into a combined storm/sewer is prohibited unless approved by the Executive Director of LOTT.  Under extra ordi-
nary circumstances, such as lack of direct discharge alternatives due to combined sewer service and stormwa-
ter, or other direct infl ow sources per the City of Olympia Municipal Code 13.20.05 combined discharge may be 
acceptable.  Storm drainage from the proposed building, improved frontage and site areas will be collected into 
a new storm drainage system which will connect to the dedicated municipal storm sewer at Columbia Street and 
10th Avenue.

The storm water standards require that runoff from pollution generating surfaces be treated before being dis-
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charged from the project site.  Treatment for paved areas subject to vehicular traffi c will be treated with the use 
of underground treatment systems.   Roof runoff is considered “clean” and does not require treatment before 
discharge to the city storm system.  

 Water Systems
There are waterlines located on all four sides of this project site.  To the north there is a 6” cast iron pipe.  To 
the east there is a 12” cast iron pipe located in Capitol Way.  To the south there is a 10” ductile iron pipe.  To the 
west there is a 6” cast iron pipe.  There is a hydrant located on the northeast corner of 11th Avenue and Colum-
bia Street and at the northeast corner of 11th Avenue and Capitol Way.

 Sanitary Sewer Systems
A sewer line currently is located on this site.  A 6” clay sewer line splits the site running from south to north. The 
line continues north into Union Avenue and then travels to the east.  The sewer line in Union Avenue is an 8” clay 
sewer line.  Another sewer system is located in the intersection of Union Avenue and Columbia Street.  This sys-
tem consists of an 8” clay pipe that fl ows to the north in Columbia Street.  Most likely a new side sewer will serve 
the building and connect to the municipal sewer in Union Avenue.

Site Option No. 4 – Executive Offi ce Building 
 
 Site Location
Site location 4 is located adjacent to the existing State Archives Building.  This building is located on the east 
portion of the Washington State Capitol Campus.  The existing State Archives Building is located to the east of 
Capitol Way between the vacated 12th Avenue and 13th Avenue.  The building is accessed from Washington 
Street which is located to the east.  To the north of the site is the Capitol Court Building and to the east is the 
Highways and License Building.  It is proposed to expand to the east and west of the State Archives Building 
footprint.
 
 Storm Drainage Systems
This site is located in the Moxlie Drainage Basin.  There is an existing combination storm/sanitary sewer con-
veyance system located in Washington Street.  This 8” clay line starts near the intersection of the vacated 12th 
Avenue and Washington Street and fl ows to the north.  This system connects with a system located in Union 
Avenue and then travels to the east.  Flow control will be required on the site.  Stormwater from the site cannot 
be discharged into the combination storm/sanitary sewer system located in Washington Street without approval 
of the Executive Director of LOTT.

The nearest dedicated storm system to the site is located at the intersection of 11th Avenue and Franklin Street, 
which is located approximately 2 blocks from the project site.  At this intersection there is a 21” concrete storm 
line that runs north to Union Avenue.  At Union Avenue the storm line travels to the east in a 24” concrete pipe.    

Treatment of stormwater prior to discharge will be required.  Stormwater from pollution generating surfaces will 
need to be treated by a stormwater treatment facility.  Direct discharge of stormwater from pollution generat-
ing impervious surfaces to groundwater is prohibited.  Enhanced treatment is required for pollution generating 
surfaces because the site is considered a commercial site.  Enhanced treatment facilities include treatment 
wetlands, a two facility treatment train (combination of two of the following with some exceptions: biofi ltration 
swales, fi lter strips, basic wetpond, wet vault, treatment wetlands, combined detention/wetpool) and manufac-
tured systems. 

 Water Systems
A 12” CI water line is located in Capitol Way to the west of the proposed site.  There is also a 12” DI in 12th 
Avenue vacated ROW located to the north of the existing State Archives Building.  A 10” DI water line is located to 
the south of the existing State Archives Building in vacated 13th Avenue ROW. A hydrant is located at the corner 
of Capitol Way and the vacated 13th Avenue.  A hydrant is also located at the northwest corner of Washington 
Street and the vacated 12th Avenue.  
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 Sanitary Sewer Systems
An 8” clay line is located in Washington Street located to the northeast of the proposed site.  This conveyance 
system is a combination storm/sewer system.  There is also a combination storm/sewer system in Capitol Way 
located to the west of the site.  This pipe is 15” clay and fl ows to the north.  Discharge of stormwater into a com-
bined storm/sewer is prohibited unless approved by the Executive Director of LOTT.  Under extra ordinary circum-
stances, such as lack of direct discharge alternatives due to combined sewer service and stormwater, or other 
direct infl ow sources per the City of Olympia Municipal Code 13.20.05 combined discharge may be acceptable.   

 Soils
 Soils are believed to be medium dense/medium stiff fi ne grained soils (silts, clayey silts and/or sandy 
silts) with occasional silty sand layers and/or lenses.  Various degrees of organics are listed in the boring logs 
and the density/stiffness increase somewhat with depth.  Deep foundations will likely be required.  Shoring of 
the excavation is possible using conventional methods.  Subsurface explorations varied from no groundwater 
observed to 25 to 45 feet depth with indications of possible perched water.  Depending on the groundwater loca-
tion and the depth of the building, dewatering may or may not be necessary.

Site Option No. 7 – Heritage Center 

 Site Location
Option 7 is located on the existing Washington State Visitors Center site.  There is also a parking lot on the site.  
The site is bordered on the north by Sid Snyder Avenue, to the east by Capitol Way, on the south by 15th Avenue 
and Columbia Street on the west.  The building is proposed to be located on the east side of the site along Capi-
tol Way.  

 Storm Drainage Systems
This site option is located within the Capital Drainage Basin.  A storm conveyance system is located on the 
proposed site.  There is a series of 4” PVC pipes and catch basins that collect and direct stormwater to the 
northwest corner of the site where it enters into a combination sanitary sewer storm water system located in Sid 
Snyder Avenue.  This system fl ows to the east and enters into the combination storm/sewer system located in 
Capitol Way and travels to the north.  There are also catch basins located in Sid Snyder Avenue that area con-
nected to this combination storm/sewer conveyance system.  Discharge of stormwater into a combined storm/
sewer is prohibited unless approved by the Executive Director of LOTT.  Under extra ordinary circumstances, such 
as lack of direct discharge alternatives due to combined sewer service and stormwater, or other direct infl ow 
sources per the City of Olympia Municipal Code 13.20.05 combined discharge may be acceptable.

Near the intersection of Sid Snyder Avenue and Capitol Way there is a storm conveyance system that collects 
some runoff from Sid Snyder Avenue and conveys it to the northwest to a storm system located in the South Di-
agonal.  The system located in the South Diagonal is a dedicated storm system.  This system conveys stormwater 
in a 12” CPP pipe to the northwest.  Pipe sizes increase traveling to the northwest and eventually connect with 
a 24”CMP pipe near the intersection of the South Diagonal and Cherry Lane.  This 24” CMP storm line travels to 
the west and outlets into Capital Lake.  Flow control would not have to be provided if the capacity in this pipe is 
confi rmed to be suffi cient because the pipe directly discharges to Capital Lake.

Treatment of stormwater prior to discharge will be required.  Stormwater from pollution generating surfaces will 
need to be treated by a stormwater treatment facility.  Direct discharge of stormwater from pollution generat-
ing impervious surfaces to groundwater is prohibited.  Enhanced treatment is required for pollution generating 
surfaces because the site is considered a commercial site.  Enhanced treatment facilities include treatment 
wetlands, a two facility treatment train (combination of two of the following with some exceptions: biofi ltration 
swales, fi lter strips, basic wetpond, wet vault, treatment wetlands, combined detention/wetpool) and manufac-
tured systems. 
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 Water Systems
A 6” CI water line is located in Columbia Street located to the west of the proposed site.  There is also a 10” DI 
pipe that is located in Sid Snyder Avenue to the north of the site.  This line connects to the 10” CI pipe located 
in Capitol Way which borders the site on the east.  A fi re hydrant is located at the southwest corner of Sid Snyder 
Avenue and Columbia Street.  There is also a hydrant located at the intersection of Sid Snyder Avenue and South 
Diagonal.

 Sanitary Sewer Systems
An 8” clay combination storm/sewer conveyance system is located in Columbia Street and fl ows to the north.  
This conveyance system also conveys stormwater/sewage from 15th Avenue.  The system connects with a man-
hole located at the intersection of Sid Snyder Avenue and Columbia Street.  Stormwater and sewage are then 
conveyed to the east to the main collection line located in Capitol Way.  There is a 12” clay combination storm/
sewer line that fl ows to the north located in the middle of Capitol Way.  The City of Olympia prohibits the storm 
and sewer systems be combined unless approved by the Executive Director of LOTT.  Under extra ordinary circum-
stances, such as lack of direct discharge alternatives due to combined sewer service and stormwater, or other 
direct infl ow sources per the City of Olympia Municipal Code 13.20.05 combined discharge may be acceptable. 

 Soils
 Soils are believed to be medium dense/medium stiff fi ne grained soils (silts, clayey silts and/or sandy 
silts) with occasional silty sand layers and/or lenses.  Various degrees of organics are listed in the boring logs 
and the density/stiffness increase somewhat with depth.  The parking garage across the street from site is on 
piles and the existing Achieves building is on a mat foundation.  Deep foundations will likely be required.  Shoring 
of the excavation is possible using conventional methods.  Subsurface explorations varied from no groundwater 
observed to 25 to 45 feet depth with indications of possible perched water.  Depending on the groundwater loca-
tion and the depth of the building, dewatering may or may not be necessary.

 Utility Depths for Tunnel
The building is proposed to be an elevation of 98 on the site.  Utilities in Capitol Way are proposed to be located 
above the tunnel.  The combination storm/sewer 12” clay pipe invert elevation under Capitol Way is approximate-
ly 7 feet below the surface elevations.  Water in Capitol Way is a 10” CI pipe with an assumed cover of 30 inches, 
so approximately 3.33 feet below surface elevations.  
Site Option No. 12 – Executive Offi ce Building 

 Site Location
Another proposed location for the Executive Offi ce Building is located to the northwest of the Governor’s Man-
sion.  The site is located at the far west end of the Washington State Capitol Campus.  The building is proposed 
to be situated along the top of the slope that leads down to Capital Lake angled to the northwest.  There is an 
existing parking lot and woods in this area currently. 

 Storm Drainage Systems
A stormwater systems currently runs through the site and fl ows towards Capital Lake.  A 24” PVC pipe runs east 
to west from the north end of the loop located in front of the Temple of Justice towards Capital Lake.  A convey-
ance system is located in the parking lot located to the west of Pleasant Lane.  Eight inch pipes convey stormwa-
ter to the west towards Capital Lake also.  Because the site drains to Capital Lake, Minimum Requirement #7: 
Flow Control does not apply because it directly discharges to Capital Lake downstream of Tumwater Falls.  There 
is also a small conveyance system located in the Governor’s Garage driveway that collect stormwater and dis-
charge it towards Capital Lake.  This site is located in the Capital Drainage Basin.  

Treatment of stormwater prior to discharge will be required.  Stormwater from pollution generating surfaces will 
need to be treated by a stormwater treatment facility.  Direct discharge of stormwater from pollution generat-
ing impervious surfaces to groundwater is prohibited.  Enhanced treatment is required for pollution generating 
surfaces because the site is considered a commercial site.  Enhanced treatment facilities include treatment 
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wetlands, a two facility treatment train (combination of two of the following with some exceptions: biofi ltration 
swales, fi lter strips, basic wetpond, wet vault, treatment wetlands, combined detention/wetpool) and manufac-
tured systems. 

 Water Systems
There are a series of water lines that are near to the project area.  In Pleasant Lane there is a 4” CI line that runs 
north south from 12th Avenue to the entrance of loop in front of the Legislative Building and the Temple of Jus-
tice.  Between the Legislative Building and the Temple of Justice in the southern portion of the loop there is an 
8” CI and 10” DI water lines running to the east from Pleasant Lane. A 6” CI line tees off of the 10” DI line and 
runs south parallel to the Legislative Building. The 8” DI pipe also goes south along the west side of the legisla-
tive building.  A 2” CI line serves the Governor’s Mansion and is teed off of an 8” DI pipe located to the northeast 
of the mansion.  A 3” DI pipe is located in the north part of the parking lot and travels down to the Power House.  

 Sanitary Sewer Systems
An 8” concrete sanitary sewer system line fl ows from south to north up Pleasant Lane from south of the Legisla-
tive Building to 12th Avenue.  At the intersection of 12th Avenue and Pleasant Lane a 6” PVC line from the west 
(Power House) and the 8” concrete combine and fl ow to the east in an 8”PVC pipe.  A 4” DI force main comes 
from the Power House and is emptied into a 6” PVC located at the north end of the existing parking lot.  

 Soils
 This site location is adjacent to the limits of fi ll placed at the toe of the slope located to the southwest 
during the late 1800’s and early 1900’s.  Several slides have occurred to the east of the Governor’s Mansion 
located to the south of the proposed site.  There is evidence of creep and downed/leading trees along the slope 
to the northwest of the mansion.  Quoting Open File Report 96-3 by the Washington Department of Natural 
Resources: “On the slopes adjacent to the Governor’s mansion are two large slump-earthfl ows with steep head-
walls and hummocky slide debris at the base.  These failures formed debris that extend out into Capital Lake 
approximately 20 ft beyond the rest of the shoreline.  Springs and seeps are visible in the headwall areas as 
well as at the base of the slope in the slide debris.  Slope movement in this area has probably been sporadic 
with different portions moving at different times, making it diffi cult to estimate age of movement”.  The soils are 
poorly drained, with numerous springs fl owing almost year round.  Storm pipes have been observed discharging 
onto the slope.  Slide debris is likely 10 to 15 ft deep along the slope with both surface erosion and deep seated 
failures occurring over time.  Research conclusions identify episodic slope instability here is ‘likely’.  Issues with 
shallow/deep seated stability, seismic hazards, permanent drainage, and deep foundation considerations will 
need to be reviewed and addressed
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Geotech Description

The fl owing is a summary of a quick research review of the subsurface information we currently have for the pro-
posed Heritage Center EOB alternative sites Based on this quick review:

Site 12
The site will be adjacent to the limits of fi ll placed at the toe of the slope during the late 1800’s and early 1900’s.  

Several slides have occurred east of the Governor’s Mansion; with evidence of surface creep and downed/lean-
ing trees along the slope northwest of the mansion.  

Quoting Open File Report 96-3 by the Washington Department of Natural Resources: “On the slopes adjacent to 
the Governor’s mansion are two large slump-earthfl ows with steep headwalls and hummocky slide debris at the 
base.  These failures formed debris that extends out into Capital Lake approximately 20 ft beyond the rest of the 
shoreline.  Springs and seeps are visible in the headwall areas as well as at the base of the slope in the slide de-
bris.  Slope movement in this area has probably been sporadic with different portions moving at different times, 
making it diffi cult to estimate age of movement”.  

The soils are poorly drained, with numerous springs fl owing almost year round.  Storm pipes have been observed 
discharging onto the slope.

Slide debris is likely 10 to 15 feet deep along the slope with both surface erosion and deep seated failures oc-
curring over time.

Research conclusions identify episodic slope instability here as ‘likely’.

Site 12 is similar to that of the original location north of the Conservatory.  Similar issues with shallow/deep 
seated stability, seismic hazards, permanent drainage, and deep foundation considerations will need to be re-
viewed and addressed.

Sites 4 and 7
We do not have much information in house at these specifi c locations, but surrounding subsurface data leads us 
to believe the soils are similar along the top of the campus; medium dense/medium stiff fi ne grained soils (SILTs, 
clayey SILTS, and/or sandy SILTS) with occasional silty SAND layers and/or lenses.  Various degrees of organics 
are listed in the boring logs and the density/stiffness increases somewhat with depth. 

Courtesy of MKA, we found out that the parking garage across from street from Site 7 is on piles and that the 
existing Archive building is on a mat foundation.  Based on many factors, deep foundations will likely be required 
for the Heritage Center at both sites.

Shoring of the excavation is possible using conventional methods.  However, our limited information does not 
tell us much about groundwater in the vicinity.  Subsurface explorations varied from no groundwater observed to 
25 to 45 feet depth with indications of possible perched water.  Depending on the groundwater location and the 
depth of the building, dewatering may or may not be necessary.     
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Future Needs & Flexibility 

Sustainable Design / LEED Certifi cation

In July 2005 the State of Washington enacted Senate Bill 5509 requiring publicly funded major building projects 
to achieve LEED® “Silver Certifi cation” at a minimum.  To this end, an eco-charrette was completed as part of 
the predesign process to look at alternative designs for the building.  The table below is a preliminary illustra-
tion of the probable LEED® Version 3.0 credits attainable for this project to achieve LEED® Silver and possibly 
LEED® Gold. All of the proposed sites have the potential to achieve all of the points on the following scorecard.

Program Analysis  Future Needs

This section is covered in detail in the previous report “Predesign Executive Offi ce Plaza/Heritage Center Project 
#2006-117” from September 2006.
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Codes & Regulations
Code Summary:
The building is being considered one building of Type I construction.  

Relative to exiting and fi re alarms the structure is considered one building including the Heritage Center and 
Executive Offi ce Building.

The building is high rise construction when combined onto the GA Building site, the buildings are not high rise on 
the alternative sites.

Applicable Codes:       
2006 International Building Code (IBC), with state amendments WAC 51-50   
 Appendix D, Fire Districts       
 Appendix E, Sections 101 through 106
 Appendix G, Flood resistant construction
 Appendix H, Signs
 Appendix J, Grading
2006 International Mechanical Code (IMC), with state amendments WAC 51-52 
2006 International Fuel Gas Code (IFGC) 
2006 International Fire Code (IFC), with state amendments WAC 51-54
2006 Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC), with state amendments WAC 51-56 & 51-57, and the following:
 Appendix A, Pipe sizing
 Appendix B, Notes on combination waste/venting
 Appendix I, Installation Standards
 Appendix H, Grease Interceptors
2005 National Electric Code (NEC)
2003 Accessible & Usable Buildings & Facilities ICC/ANSI A117.1 (ICC A117.1) 
2006 Washington State Energy Code (WSEC) WAC 51-11 WAC
2006 Washington State Ventilation & Indoor Air Quality Code (WSVIAQ) WAC 51-13
Electrical Safety Standards WAC 296-46B    

Note: some of these codes are superceded by Washington State amendments    
This list does not include Ordinance provisions to regulate Grading and Clearing (OMC 16.48),  
Floodplain Development (OMC 16.04.030.20), Tree protection ordinances, etc.    
Structural Design Criteria:    
 Roof Snow Load:  30 PSF
  Snow load may not be reduced for roof slope pursuant to IBC 1608.4
  Rain on Snow Surcharge of 5 PSF if slope <1/2”  
 Basic Wind Speed:  85 MPH
 Exposure:  C in some locations near shoreline or on hills, B elsewhere
 Seismic Design Category:  D1
 Rainfall: 2”/hr
A geotechnical investigation is required for commercial projects pursuant to IBC Section 1802 
    
IBC Review:

Chapter 3: Use and Occupancy Classifi cation
Occupancy Groups : 
Group B This is the main occupancy group; see incidental and accessory uses below.
Group A-3 (Assembly spaces of 50-300 persons) includes heritage center, & library main reading room.Group A-2 
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(Assembly uses intended for food consumption) includes café & café seating
Group S-1 (Moderate-hazard storage) includes the archives and library collections

Incidental Use Areas (Table 302.1.1)
Storage Rooms greater than 100SF require 1-hour separation or fi re extinguishing system.
Note that with fi re extinguishing system smoke separation is still required (302.1.1.1)

Accessory use areas (section 302.2)
Accessory use areas not in table 302.1.1 and not Group H are not required to be separated if the accessory use 
area is less than 10% of the area of the fl oor on which it is located and does not exceed Table 503 values for 
such use group.
Accessory assembly areas less than 750SF are not considered separate occupancies.

Occupancy Separations (see section 302.3and table 302.3.2)
In general there is a 2-hour occupancy separation between type B and type A-3 occupancies with reduction to 
one hour permitted when sprinklers are provided. See note b. in table 302.3.2 for when occupancy separations 
are not required for storage areas within Group B

Mixed Occupancy (302.3): If classifi ed as a mixed occupancy building, the uses must be either Separated or 
Non-Separated and the allowable fl oor areas would be calculated accordingly:
Non-Separated Uses (section 302.3.1): Required construction type shall be determined by applying height and 
area limitations for each use group to the entire building and the most restrictive type so determined shall apply 
to the entire building.

Separated Uses (section 302.3.2): In each story, the building area shall be such that the sum of the ratios of 
fl oor areas of each use divided by the allowable area for each fl oor shall be less than one.

 
*Summary:
Primary Occupancy is Group B with some accessory A-3 and A-2 use groups.  

Based on construction Type I (see chapter 6 summary below), we anticipate that the building will be classifi ed as 
Mixed Occupancy with Separated Uses because S-1, A-3 and A-2 spaces fi ll more than 10% of the area of some 
levels and thus cannot be called accessory use to group B. Any other occupancy groups classifi ed as accessory 
or incidental use areas to the main occupancy group do not need to be considered different occupancy and only 
need to be separated with a fi re barrier if required as defi ned in incidental use areas. 

Chapter 4: Special Requirements Based On Use and Occupancy

See Section 403: High-Rise Buildings
Section 403.1 Applicability.  The provisions of this section shall apply to buildings having occupied fl oors located 
more than 75 feet above the lowest level of fi re department vehicle access.  (The Executive Offi ce Building and 
Heritage Center together are taller than 75 feet from the lowest level of fi re department vehicle access.  There-
fore this structure is considered a high-rise building except if alternate sites are used then structure is not con-
sidered a high rise)

See Section 404: Atriums.  
Section 404.3 – An automatic sprinkler system throughout would be required.  Buildings will be sprinkler pro-
tected.
Section 404.4 – Smoke control system shall be installed
Section 404.5 – Atrium spaces shall be separated from adjacent spaces by a 1-hr fi re barrier wall, or if not sepa-
rated, adjacent spaces must be considered part of the atrium volume when smoke control system is required.
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Section 404.8 – In other than the lowest level of the atrium, where the required means of egress is through the 
atrium space, the portion of exit access travel distance within the atrium space shall not exceed 200 feet.

See Section 406: Motor-Vehicle-Related Occupancies
 Section 406.4 Enclosed parking garages

Chapter 5: General Building Heights and Areas
Building area shall include exterior areas below projections of roofs or fl oors above (section 502.1)

Allowable Height and Building Area (see Table 503) 
Assuming Construction Type I-B (refer to Chapters 3 and 6):
Maximum area: no single story shall exceed allowable area/fl oor
Unlimited SF/fl oor for group A (x3 stories per 506.4)
Unlimited SF/fl oor for group A-3 (x3 stories per 506.4)

Maximum # stories:
11 stories for group B
11 stories for group S-1, A-3 and A-2
Maximum height: measured to average height of highest roof surface 
160 feet above “grade plane” for type IB construction
Grade Plane: Plane representing the average of fi nished ground level adjoining the building at exterior walls.  With 
building set into hillside, the approximate average grade plane can be averaged from the southeast corner to the 
northeast corner of the building as those are the highest and lowest points of grade.

Height and Area Modifi cations (Section 504 and Section 506):
May increase maximum height by 20’ and 1 additional story if protected with sprinkler system.
May increase maximum areas per calculations as part of the general area modifi cations (Section 506.1) if pro-
tected with sprinkler system.  This includes additions due to a frontage increase (Section 506.2).

Summary: 
For construction Type I-B:
Maximum Allowable Building area (Group B):
 Unlimited SF/fl oor
Maximum Allowable Building area (Group A-3):
 Unlimited SF/fl oor 

Maximum Number of Stories: 11+1story sprinkler modifi cation = 5 stories max. 
Max building Height: 160 feet +20 feet sprinkler modifi cation = 180 feet.  
*The Building is within maximum allowable area, maximum number of stories and maximum allowable height for 
construction type I-B.

Chapter 6: Types of Construction
Anticipated Construction Type: Type I-B.  
  
Type I construction is a type of construction in which all building elements listed in Table 601 are of non-combus-
tible materials.

Fire resistance-rating requirements of building elements, Type I-B (see Table 601):
Structural Frame:     2 hours
Bearing walls (interior and exterior):  2 hours
Nonbearing exterior walls (per table 602): 1 hours (w/ min. fi re separation distance of 10’)
Nonbearing interior walls:   0 hours
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Floor Construction:    2 hours
Roof Construction:    1 hours

Chapter 7: Fire Resistance-Rated Construction
This Chapter describes materials and assemblies to be used when required to be built of fi re-resistive rated con-
struction by the code.  Some fi re rated construction to note:

Stairway Enclosures   2 hr. when greater than 4 stories (see 1019.1)
Area Separation   2 hr. (none anticipated)
Shaft Enclosures (section 707)  1 hr. if less than 4 stories, 2 hr. if greater than 4 stories
Protected Elevator Lobby  Not required if building is sprinkler protected (707.14.1)
Corridors    See section 10.16 (not required if sprinkled)
Occupancy Separation    See chap 3 summary above
Building Elements   See chap 6 summary above

Table 705.4 – Fire wall fi re-resistance ratings:
Groups B, A, and S-1 all require 3 hour rating for fi re walls.  Each portion of a building separated by one or more 
fi re walls that comply with the provisions of this section shall be considered a separate building.

Table 715.3  – Fire door and fi re shutter protective ratings: 
   Firewalls and fi re barriers with 3-hour rating require 3-hour rated doors
 Firewalls and fi re barriers with 2-hour rating require 1.5-hour rated doors
 Shaft exit enclosures and exit passageways with a 1-hour rating require 1-hour rated doors
 Other fi re barriers with 1-hour rating require 0.75-hour rated doors
 Corridor walls requiring a 1-hour rating require 20min rated doors
 Exterior walls requiring a 2-hour rating require 1.5-hour rated doors

715.3.7 Fire doors shall be self-closing in accordance with this section

715.3.7.3 Requirements for automatic closing by actuation of smoke detector apply to the cross-corridor doors at 
exit stairs.

Chapter 8: Interior Finishes
Wall and Ceiling Finishes:  see section 803.1 for Class A, B, and C requirements for fl ame spread and smoke 
developed.
Flame Spread of fi nish materials per Table 803.5 for sprinklered buildings by occupancy group:
   Group A-3 and A-2 Group B  Group S-1
Stairways:  Class B   Class B  Class C
Exit ways:  Class B   Class C  Class C
Rooms:   Class C   Class C  Class C

Interior fl oor fi nishes per section 804

Chapter 9: Fire Protection Systems
Complying automatic sprinkler systems are defi ned in this chapter, and sprinklers are used as reason for a num-
ber of height and area modifi cations and other exceptions throughout the code.

Sprinklers are not required for occupancy group B  (See Section 903.2 ) 
Sprinklers are only required for occupancy group A-3  (See Section 903.2.1.3) if the A-3 fi re area exceeds 12,000 
SF or has an occupant load of 300 or is located on a fl oor other than level of exit discharge.  This requires the 
buildings A-3 occupancy spaces to be sprinkled.
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Sprinklers are only required for occupancy group A-2 (See Section 903.2.1.2) if the A-2 fi re area exceeds 5,000 
SF or has an occupant load of 300 or is located on a fl oor other than level of exit discharge.  This requires the 
buildings A-2 occupancy spaces to be sprinkled.

Sprinklers are required in occupancy group S-1 (See Section 903.2.9)

It is our intention to equip the building with automatic sprinkler systems throughout.

Chapter 10: Means of Egress
Minimum height of egress path: 7’-0” throughout, 6’-8” minimum at stairs

Occupant Load determination (Section 1004): the largest load number calculated by both designed occupant 
use as well as occupant load calculated per values given by table 1004.1.2.

Occupant Load Factors (Table 1004.1.2)
Assembly without fi xed seats: 
 Concentrated (chairs only not fi xed) 7net
 Standing Space   5net
 Unconcentrated (tables and chairs)  15 net
Offi ce& Business Areas:   100 gross
Kitchens, commercial:    200 gross
Parking Garage:    200 gross
Storage Rooms:    300 gross
Mechanical Rooms:    300 gross
Library Reading Room:    50 net
Library Stack Area:    100 gross

Do not sum up the fl oors.  Each fl oor is independent of the other.  (1004.4)

Egress width per person served (Table 1005.1)
Stairways   0.2” per person w/ sprinkler system, not less than 48” (1007.3)
Other egress components 0.15” per person w/ sprinkler system, not less than 44” at corridors

Door encroachment: no more than 7” when fully open (1005.2)

Accessible Means of Egress (1007.1): provides accessible route to an area of refuge, horizontal exit or public way 
(See section 1002) Accessible spaces shall have minimum of one accessible means of egress or two accessible 
means from a space required to have more than one exit.  See also 1007.3 – an enclosed stair can be consid-
ered part of accessible means of egress and per 1007.3 exception #3, a 48” required clear width and a defi ned 
area of refuge at enlarged landings is not required if building is fully sprinklered.

Buildings with four or more stories (1007.2.1): One accessible means of egress shall be via a complying elevator 
when a fl oor is four or more stories above or below an exit discharge.  

Areas of Refuge (1007.6): Sized to accommodate one wheelchair space of 30”x48” for each 200 occupants.  
When located within enlarged stair enclosure landings, the area of refuge shall not reduce the required exit 
width.  A two-way communication device is required at the area of refuge (1007.6.3).  Area of refuge is not re-
quired as noted in 1007.3 above.

Roof Stair: One stairway up to the roof is required in buildings 4 or more stories in height (1009.12) Roof stair-
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way access is required through a penthouse (walls, fl oor and roof) complying with section 1509.2  (1009.12.1)

Egress through intervening spaces (1013.2): Only permitted when intervening space is accessory to the area 
served.

Common path of egress travel (1013.3): Maximum 75’ travel before two means of egress are available.

Exit Access Doorways Required (Table 1014.1): Greater than 50 occupants requires two exit access doorways.

Exit Access and Travel Distance (Table 1015.1): With a sprinkler system, the maximum travel distance is 250 feet 
for A occupancy, 300 feet for B occupancy, and 400 feet for S-2 occupancy.

Corridors in group B, group A, and group S occupancies shall be 1-hour rated without a sprinkler system or 0-
hour rated with a sprinkler system (table 1016.1) 

Maximum dead end corridors: 20 feet.  50 feet with a sprinkler system in group B occupancy

Minimum Number of Exits (1018):
 Room or spaces with occupant load of 1-500 require access to 2 exits (Table 1018.1)
 Room or spaces with occupant load of 501-1,000 require access to 3 exits (Table 1018.1)
 Room or spaces with occupant load >1,000 require access to 4 exits (Table 1018.1)

 Occupied Roof shall have access to exits as required for stories (1018.1)
 

Vertical Exit Enclosures (1019): 
 2-hour rated when connecting greater than 4 stories
 1-hour rated when connecting less than 4 stories
Exterior walls of vertical exit enclosures shall be rated per 704 for exterior walls.  Where non-rated or unpro-
tected openings enclose the stair and are exposed to other parts of the building by less than 180degress, the 
building exterior walls within 10 feet shall be rated to minimum 1-hour to a point 10 feet above top most landing 
or the roof line whichever is lower.

Chapter 11: Accessibility
In addition to 2003 IBC and any Washington State amendments, it is also anticipated that the design team will 
discuss accessibility goals with the state that meet universal design standards that may be more stringent than 
required by any codes or regulations.

Chapter 12: Interior Environment
Applicable ventilation, temperature, lighting and sound transmission provisions.

Chapter 13: Energy Effi ciency
Refer also to mechanical and electrical systems narratives.
Applicable codes & guidelines to be reviewed with authorities having jurisdiction: 
 International Energy Conservation Code
 Washington State Energy Code.  
 Energy Life Cycle Cost Analysis (ELCCA) 
 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) per RCW 39.35 D
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Washington State Energy Code Minimum Building Envelope Requirements (Table 13-1)
Item     Minimum Thermal Performance
Roofs     R-21 or U=0.050
Opaque Walls    R-19 or U=0.14
Opaque Doors    U=0.60
Floors over unconditioned space R-19 or U=0.056
Slab on Grade    R-10 or F=0.54
Glazing (30% to 45% of wall area) Max U=0.60 and Max SHCG=0.4

Chapter 14: Exterior Walls
Applicable defi nitions: Stone (natural), concrete

Chapter 15: Roof Assemblies and Rooftop Structures
The enclosed mechanical area is considered a penthouse (Section 1509.2)

Chapter 16, 17 and 18: Structural requirements and standards. Refer to structural narrative

Chapter 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26: Building materials requirements and standards

Chapter 27: Electrical requirements and standards. Refer to electrical narrative.

Chapter 28: Mechanical requirements and standards. Refer to mechanical narrative.

Chapter 29: Plumbing Systems
Refer also to plumbing systems narrative.
Minimum number of Required Plumbing Facilities (Table 2902.1) 
Table 2902.1 has been amended by the State.  
“Average” fl oor +/- 50,000 sf  at 1 person/200 sf = 250 people
Assume 125 men – requires  5 toilets (or 3 urinals + 2 toilets)
     3 lavatories
Assume 125 women – requires 5 toilets
     3 lavatories

Chapter 30: Elevators and Conveying Systems
Hoist way Enclosure protection: see 3002.1
Elevator Car to accommodate ambulance stretcher required in buildings of 4 stories or more (3002.4)
Emergency Operations per section 3003
Hoist way venting required per section 3004
Elevator Machine Rooms per section 3006
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This Predesign Review has developed alternative approaches to address both the parking needs of visitors as well 
as the parking needs of employees1.  The following is a summary of the total parking need for the two projects 
given the alternate program sizes of each2.  

Parking Needs Analysis
Executive Offi ce Building Heritage Center

120,000 GSF 90,000 GSF 80,000 GSF 204,000 GSF
Total Stalls 267 202 180 298

Since the original predesign recommendation to build a 503 stall parking garage, there has been an effort to ana-
lyze alternatives to further construction of parking facilities.  

There is limited land available on either the West Capitol Campus or East Capitol Campus to be used for surface 
parking.  Because major areas of additional surface parking are not feasible on the Capitol Campus, other alterna-
tives such as off site surface parking, structured parking or transportation alternatives are being considered.

A below-grade parking garage with 560 stalls is offered as one alternative in this study.  The proposed location for 
this parking garage is at the site of the current Conservatory.  The garage is a combination of employee/staff park-
ing and visitor parking not only for this project but also to meet unaddressed needs for the West Capitol Campus.  

All ingress and egress from the garage for parking and loading is from a sloped ramp to a newly proposed access 
road that transverses to the west side of the current GA Building thence to the North of the GA Building to Union 
Avenue. 

Another alternative is the acquisition of suffi cient land with reasonable access to the Capitol Campus (e.g., either 
proximate land, near transit service or via some form of shuttle) to construct surface parking.  The cost of surface 
parking (including local land acquisition) is about 1/3rd the cost of below-grade parking structures.

A third alternative is the acquisition of suffi cient land, with reasonable access to the Capitol Campus, to construct 
an above-grade parking structure.  Assuming local land costs the cost of the combination of land acquisition and 
construction is about 2/3rd the cost of the proposed below-grade parking garage.

Additional alternative strategies are explored in the Transportation Alternatives Section 7 of this report.

Parking Needs

1 Please see Appendix 9 for detail regarding the number of stalls needed, in the absence of alternatives, for the two projects 
given the different size programs.
2  Note that these represent total need.  About 85 of the tenants of the proposed projects already park on either the East or 
West Capitol Campus so the net need for these specifi c projects is actually less.
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Site Analysis

The pre-design review process identifi ed, studied, and considered twelve sites to locate the Executive Offi ce 
Building and Heritage Center in order to bring the project within the budget’s capacity.  These sites are identifi ed 
in the fi gure below.  Some sites are well suited for Heritage Center functions and others work well for the Execu-
tive offi ces.  Only Site 1 and 2 have the capacity to hold both programs together.

Site Alternatives

Aerial Diagram Documenting Site Alternatives
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Site 1 refers to the original site and scope documented in the “Heritage 
Center & Executive Offi ce Building Project Final Design Development GA 
#2006-117.”  It is positioned north of 11th, between Water Street and 
Columbia Street, and is neighbored by an apartment complex to the north.  
The site is located on the western block of the property identifi ed by the 
2006 Capitol Campus Master Plan as Opportunity Site 1.  It is currently 
occupied by the General Administration building.

The existing 283,000 square-foot GA building was completed in 1953 and 
sits four fl oors above grade on the southern side that faces the Capitol 
Campus and fi ve fl oors above grade on the north side. A paved parking 
lot occupies the northern half of the site and is retained by a concrete 
wall along the north edge adjacent to a publicly accessible alley.  A narrow 
parking area and grass panel is located west of the GA building running 
parallel to the bluff. The site has a clear view of the Legislature Building 
and the potential for expansive views of Capitol Lake. 

The bluff overlooking Capitol Lake just west of the GA building site is generally populated by Big Leaf Maples and 
mixed under-story plants. It is stabilized by a shoring system that was installed around 1986. A linear lawn area 
and a large Sequoia tree sit atop the bluff.  This area is used by state workers and visitors to enjoy the view of 
Capitol Lake and relax in the narrow open lawn area. Views of the Legislative Building from this lawn are currently 
blocked by the Capitol Conservatory. 

Site 1: Original Project

Site Analysis  Site Alternatives

Site 2 refers to a scheme located on the GA building site with a reduced project scope.

Site 2: Original Project with Reduced Scope

Site 3 refers to the block immediately to the east of the original site, and 
is bounded by Columbia Street to the west, 11th Avenue to the south, 
Capitol Way to the East, and Union Avenue to the north.  The site is lo-
cated on the eastern block of the property identifi ed by the 2006 Capitol 
Campus Master Plan as Opportunity Site 1.  It is currently occupied by the 
GA Parking Garage on the west and the Dawley Building on the east.  The 
northeast corner of the site defi nes the edge of the Capitol Campus from 
the surrounding Olympia neighborhood. This corner has the opportunity 
to become an important gateway or entry to the Capitol Campus. This site 
also offers views to the Legislature Building.

The Dawley Building, constructed in 1932, is located at 1063 Capitol Way. 
Among its current tenants are the Hands-On Children’s Museum and Me-
coni’s Italian Subs. Over time, other fi rst-fl oor businesses have included a 
bakery, a café, a photography studio, a ballroom, a bowling alley, and the notorious Capital Bar & Grill. At one time, 
the north end had a series of food stalls that opened into the street. Past second fl oor tenants have included Dietz 
Business College, KGY Broadcasting, and the offi ces of prominent local attorneys. The building is on the Olympia 
Heritage Register. The GA Garage was built in 1960. Its companion to the south, the Columbia Garage, was built 
in 1973 in the same “brutalist” style of architecture.

Site 3: Dawley Block

3
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Site 4: Archives Building Site

Site 5 refers to the site currently occupied by the Old IBM Building, north 
of Maple Park Avenue, on the east side of Capitol Way.  The site is located 
on the property identifi ed by the 2006 Capitol Campus Master Plan as Op-
portunity Site 7.  The site contains 1.1 acres and is immediately adjacent 
to the East Plaza garage.  

The Old IBM Building is the fi rst state offi ce building the northbound traveler 
on Capitol Way encounters. The building is 14,200 square feet, two-story, 
and was constructed over 30 years ago.  Because the existing building is 
not in compliance with current life-safety codes and the land it occupies 
has greater value for other uses, both the 1982 and 1991 master plans 
call for its demolition.  The existing building is, by default, the south-side 
“gateway” to the campus.

Site 5: South IBM Building Site

Site 4 is the property located adjacent to the current State Archives build-
ing, on the northern edge of the East Plaza west of the Highway Licenses 
building.  The project would connect the eastern edge of the existing build-
ing.  The “Archives Building Addition Feasibility Study,” conducted by GA in 
1998 documents the viability of this concept.  The northern edge of the 
site faces the Olmstead lawn, offering views to the Legislature Building.  
The site has the potential to defi ne and improve the eastern edge of the 
Capitol Campus.

The existing Archives Building was constructed in 1962.  The three story 
structure is mostly below grade.  The roof is at the same elevation as Capi-
tol Way and covered with soil, grass, and trees in large concrete planters.  
The top story is exposed on the east side along the Washington Street 
entrance to the Plaza Garage and partially exposed on the north side.

The site east of the building is landscaped with grass and trees extending 
out to the Washington Street entrance of the Plaza Garage.  A small concrete block emergency generator building 
with fuel tank is located at the south end of the site, and a memorial tree at the north end. An underground utility 
tunnel connects the Archives building to the Highway Licenses building.  The driveway extending from the street to 
the existing loading dock of the Archives Building divides the east site in half. 

Site 6 is the property bounded by the Old IBM Building to the south, Capitol Way to the west, the 14th Avenue tun-
nel entry to the north, and the East Plaza Garage to the east.  Currently, the site is occupied by a bosk of trees.  A 
pedestrian pathway and bridge run across the north portion of the site and span Capitol Way to connect the east 
campus to the historic west campus.  An entry ramp into the East Plaza garage is located on the south portion of 
the site. The northern edge of the site faces the East Plaza, and has the potential to establish a direct linkage to 
the garage.

Site 6: North IBM Building Site

6
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Site 7: Visitor Center Block
Site 7 refers to the block located on the southwest quadrant of the inter-
section of 14th Avenue and Capitol Way, and is bounded by 15th Avenue to 
the south and Columbia Street to the west.  The site is located on the east-
ern portion of the property identifi ed by the 2006 Capitol Campus Master 
Plan as Opportunity Site 6, which describes the site as, “the primary ve-
hicular gateway to west campus.”  The site has high potential to function 
as a signature hub for visitors and other public activity on campus.  It is 
immediately adjacent to the Historic Olmstead Lawn, and is less than a 
three minute walk away from the Legislative Building.

This is the site of the existing visitor center and an 84-car surface parking 
lot. The Visitor Center was considered to be a temporary building when 
it was constructed in 1981.  It occupies the NE corner of the site and 
is readily visible to traffi c from this busy intersection.  Also on the north-
east corner of the site are two underground electrical vaults.  A pedestrian 
pathway that spans Capitol Way to connect the historic west campus to the 
east plaza enters the site mid-block along Capitol Way.

Across 15th Avenue, on the site’s southern border, is the historic South Capitol Neighborhood.  The neighborhood 
consists of approximately 400 well-preserved properties that showcase a wide variety of mid-century residential 
design.  The site offers the unique potential of transitioning between the Capitol Campus and the neighborhood 
with a lower density public facility dedicated to the preservation of the Washington State Capitol Heritage.

7

Site 8: Pritchard Building Site
Site 8 refers to the existing Pritchard building and the 99-car surface park-
ing lot to the east.  The site is bounded by 15th Avenue to the north, Water 
Street to the east, 16th Avenue to the south, and a forested bluff overlook-
ing the Capitol Lake to the west.  The parking lot block is identifi ed by the 
Capitol Campus Master Plan as Opportunity Site 7.  This site has the op-
portunity to bring revitalize an aging and underutilized building within the 
historic capitol building group.  The site offers views to Capitol Lake and the 
Legislative Building, and the potential of establishing a stronger connec-
tion to the South Capitol Neighborhood.

The existing 58,000 square-foot Pritchard building was completed in 1959.  
The building form takes a “T” shape in plan.  It is fronted by a 2-story glassy 
volume with one fl oor below grade, which takes the form of the top of the 
“T.”  A seven-fl oor solid block of collections space, with 8’-7” fl oor-to-fl oor 
heights, forms the base of the “T” in plan.  Although the building was con-
structed with modern sensibilities 31 years after the completion of the Leg-
islative Building, it has become an integral member of the historic capitol 
building group.

8
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Site 10: Capitol Conservatory Site
Site 10 is the property currently occupied Conservatory site bordering the 
northwest edge of the Olmstead Lawn.  The site comprises approximately 
6/10 of an acre, and is occupied by an existing building that houses both 
a greenhouse for visiting public and a grounds maintenance shop.  The 
site offers spectacular views to Capitol Lake, Heritage Park, Downtown 
Olympia, and the Capitol Dome.

The existing greenhouse structure was constructed in 1939 and expand-
ed in 1963. It is currently closed to the public, due to its poor structural 
integrity. Several studies by GA and the Department of Natural Resources 
have shown that the property was “created” by dumping large amounts of 
fi ll materials and debris into what was once a ravine that ran in a SE to NW 
direction. Severe settling in parts of the existing greenhouse is an indica-
tion that the fi ll was not compacted when placed. This site is currently the 
center of operations for grounds maintenance.

Site 9: Insurance Building
Site 9 refers to the Insurance building, which is sited south of the Winged 
Victory monument, north of Sid Snyder Avenue, and east of Cherry Lane on 
the southwest corner of the historic Olmstead Lawn. The 64,200 square-
foot building was constructed in the early 1920s, and was completed 
shortly after Temple of Justice.  It is a four-fl oor, neoclassical structure 
occupied primarily by the Offi ce of Financial Management, and providing 
some offi ce space for the Offi ce of the Insurance Commissioner and the 
Auditor’s Offi ce.  

9
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Site 11: Governor’s Mansion Site
Site 11 is positioned west of the Legislative building on property currently 
occupied by the Governor’s Mansion.  Locating a building on this site would 
complete the vision documented in the 1911 Wilder and White master 
plan that mirrors the insurance building across the Legislative Building’s 
north-south axis and would require the relocation of the Governor’s Man-
sion.

11
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Site 12: West Side Axis Site
Site 12 is located on the western edge of the Capitol Campus and is 
currently occupied by maintenance soil storage and surface parking.  Its 
edges are defi ned by the forested bluff to the north and west and Pleas-
ant Lane to the east.  The site includes property identifi ed by the 2006 
Capitol Campus Master Plan as Opportunity Sites 3 and 4, which com-
ments that the sites offer views that are “unmatched by any other portion 
of the campus.”  The development of Site 12 provides the opportunity to 
revitalize the west edge campus, and complete the historic capitol build-
ing group without moving the Governor’s Mansion.

Main utility lines enter the campus on the west edge of the hillside, and 
are buried under Site 12. The site has a signifi cant grade change that 
slopes down from the Governor’s Mansion to the north edge of the site.  
The site also contains a few large trees that would be documented and 
considered through design. 

12

Site Analysis  Site Alternatives



Predesign Review Report 4-7

Signifi cant Natural and Built Features
The Washington State Capitol Campus is comprised of several signifi cant natural and built features that every site 
must address in some way.  Although not all of theses features are directly adjacent to all of the sites, they all im-
pact every site in unique ways.  These features join together to create a single campus environment. 

Historic Capitol Group
The Historic Capitol Group is an architectural and cultural treasure that symbolizes Washington’s statehood.  The 
group includes the Temple of Justice (completed in 1920); the Insurance Building (1921); the Legislative Building 
(1928); Cherberg Building (1937); and O’Brien Building (1940).  These ceremonial buildings serve as workplaces 
for Washington’s elected offi cials and staff, and are a source of identity, character, and pride for the entire state 
and the local community.

Design by Wilder and White, the Capitol Group’s massing and confi guration focuses on the Legislative Building, 
the activity center of the group. The Legislative Building is complemented by auxiliary buildings on all sides.  Court-
yards between the buildings are scaled to encourage pedestrian fl ow in and out of the buildings as well as around 
them.  The general orientation of the group is confi gured about the north-south axis centered on the Legislative 
Building.   The Temple of Justice, O’Brien, and Cherberg are also sited along this axis.  North of the West Campus, 
the axis is anchored by the City’s Heritage Park Fountain and extends to the Puget Sound and the Olympic Moun-
tains beyond.

West Campus Lawn & Heritage Trees
Designed by the Olmsted Brothers in 1928, this open green space dominates the West Campus with its organized 
pattern of streets, sidewalks, and landscape spaces.  Two “Heritage trees”, an English Oak (Quercus Robur) and 
an American White Elm (Ulmus Americana) and the World War II Memorial reside in the lawn area along 11th Av-
enue.  The American white elm grew from a cutting derived from the historic Elm that General George Washington 
stood under when fi rst taking command of the Continental Army in Cambridge, Massachusetts. The English Oak 
is the largest of its species in Washington State.  The World War II Memorial was dedicated in 1999. The design 
features a star-like cluster of fi ve, 14-foot high bronze blades engraved with the names of nearly 6,000 Washington 
residents who lost their lives in WWII.

East Capitol Campus
The East Capitol Campus is comprised of large, state-owned offi ce buildings that are sited around the East Plaza.  
Buildings include Capitol Court Building, State Archives Building, Highway - Liscenses Building, Natural Resources 
Building, Offi ce Building Two, Transportation Building, Employment Security Building, and the Old IBM Building.  
Opposite Capitol Way from the Olmstead Lawn, the plaza occupies approximately four city blocks. It sits on top of 
the 2,400-car Plaza Garage and straddles 14th Avenue.  A 2005 redesign and restoration provided broad walk-
ways and formal landscaping to create visual and pedestrian connections between offi ce buildings and the garage 
below.  This portion of the Capitol Campus terminates the east-west axis established by the Olmstead Lawn with 
an offset open space of approximately the same scale. 

Major Public Artwork and Installations
The beauty, history, and symbolism of the state’s capitol grounds are not only shaped by the architecture and open 
spaces, but also by the numerous monuments and artworks.  These installations have the power of recalling the 
stories of history, and add to the cultural richness and meaning of the ceremonial Capitol Campus.  The campus 
has identifi ed 18 of these landmarks, including the Winged Victory, the Tivoli Fountain, the World War II Memorial, 
and the Korean War Memorial.  These installations are sited along key axes and at important nodes in a way that 
reduces the scale of the built environment to that of a pedestrian, encourages visitors and staff to refl ect on ideas 
and events larger than themselves, and provides landmarks around which people can congregate.

Site Analysis  Signifi cant Natural and Built Features
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Adjacent Olympia Neighborhood
The neighborhood bordering the northeast edges of sites 1-3 is zoned Downtown Business (DB) and is made up 
of a mix of commercial and residential land use.  Columbia Street which bisects the project site is a direct route to 
downtown Olympia.  

South Capitol Neighborhood Historic District
Located just south of the Capitol Campus and immediately adjacent to sites 5-8, is the South Capitol Neighbor-
hood Historic District.  This historic register neighborhood consists of approximately 400 well-preserved properties 
that showcase a wide variety of mid-century residential design.  Within this neighborhood resides the historic Lord 
Mansion, one of Olympia’s few genuine mansions, which was built in 1923 and currently houses the State Capitol 
Museum.

In recent history the neighborhood has observed the growing presence of non residential uses eroding away at the 
character and integrity of the neighborhood.  Any development on the Capitol Campus, no matter its adjacency to 
the South Campus Neighborhood, must be sensitive to this historic place and consider the ways that the project 
will impact this sensitive community of homes.  Traffi c and parking issues are among the neighborhood’s con-
cerns. 

Site Analysis  Signifi cant Natural and Built Features

Capitol Lake & Heritage Park
The western bluff that defi nes the west edge of the Capitol Campus overlooks Capitol Lake and Heritage Park.  
Capitol Lake is a 260-acre reservoir.  It was created in 1951 when the state constructed an earthen dam, 80-
foot concrete spillway and bridge along 5th Avenue in Olympia.  The dam blocked the tidal fl ow of Budd Inlet and 
changed the mudfl ats of the Deschutes River estuary into a lake.  The lake was created to serve as a refl ecting 
pool for the Capitol buildings, to improve the link between east and west Olympia, and for recreation purposes.  Al-
though the lake is no longer open for swimming, the lake and adjacent Heritage Park attract visitors and residents 
of Olympia year round.  The park is considered the northern extension of the West Capitol Campus, connecting the 
campus to the city of Olympia.  Currently, the Lake and Park can only be accessed from Capitol Campus via a gravel 
switchback path which begins at the Law Enforcement Memorial.

Site Comparison Matrices
The following matrices provide a comparison of sites in terms of area, parking, budget, pros, and cons.  These 
charts provide a useful tool to compare the way that the different sites accommodate the Heritage Center and 
Executive Offi ce Building programs.  Through a series of meetings with the offi ce of General Administration, the fu-
ture building occupants, and the Capitol Campus Design Advisory Comity, the team used these matrices to narrow 
its focus to a total of fi ve viable alternative sites for the Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building.
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Parking In Completion
Site GSF Cars Budget Year Pros Cons Comments

Site 1 193,557 0 No 2015 Both programs as originally 
conceived fit on one site. Too Expensive

(Original Design-HC with EOB) GSF of HC 
Only Eliminates outdated building Requires Demo and relocation on 

existing Building

CD's are substantially complete Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Good views to the lake

Site 2 132,846 0 Possible 2015 Both programs adjusted downward fit 
on one site.

Too expensive for EOB in a 
combined building and too 
expensive for HC alone.

(Original Reduced-HC with EOB) GSF of HC 
Only Eliminates outdated building

Requires demo of existing GA 
building and relocation of existing 
tenants.

Good views to the lake Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Under utlizes the potential of the site
Will require either additional 
archives space or alternative 
operations methodology.

Site 3 142,896 132 Possible 2015 Gateway to downtown
Visitors are further from the 
Legislative Building than from Sites 
#1, #2, or #7

(1063 Site HC Only)

GSF of HC 
Only, not 
including 
parking 
area.

Improves underdeveloped corner.

Includes demolition of the GA 
Garage. That parking may need to 
be replaced. The cost of that 
replacement parking is not included 
in the current budget level.

Eliminates existing building & 
tenants that would need to be 
relocated this adds great risk of 
delay
Will require either additional 
archives space or alternative 
operations methodology.

Site 4 - (Archives-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 5 - (IBM South-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 6 - (IBM North-HC Only) Difficult to cross Capital Way Not Taken Forward

Site 7 137,650 132 Possible 2013 High visibility and good front door for 
visitors to campus

Other possible conflicting 
development proposal

(Visitor Center-HC Only) Improves underdeveloped corner of 
campus Potential neighborhood issues

Proximity to core of west campus

Link to parking & and allows for easy 
sharing of Archives space due to 
tunnel. Sites #2 and #3 will require 
either additional archives space or 
alternative operations methodology.

Can be done within budget

Give possibility of joint development 
with adjacent historic neighborhood

Site 8 (Pritchard-HC Only) Reuse existing historic building Too removed for visitors, would have 
adverse traffic impact

Not taken forward due to 
concern about visitor 
experience, traffic impact and 
site logistics

Prominent axial relationship to 
Legislative Building Neighborhood Issues

Reduced cost due to building reuse Requires relocation of building 
tenants
Requires a larger building footprint 
for existing site plus additional 
footprint on the east parking lot.

Hillside soils have not been tested 
for the scope of construction this 
program anticipates.

Site 9 - (Insurance Bldg-HC Only) Not appropriate HC site Not Taken Forward

Site 10 - (Conservatory-HC Only) Removed as site by CCDAC Not Taken Forward

Site 11 - (Governor's Mansion-HC 
Only)

Too removed for visitors and would 
have adverse traffic impact Not Taken Forward

Site 12 - (West Side Axis Site-HC 
Only)

Too removed for visitors and would 
have adverse traffic impact Not Taken Forward

GSF of HC 
Only, not 
including 
parking 
area.

Heritage Center  Site Comparison
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Site Analysis  Site Comparison Matrices

Parking In Completion
Site GSF Cars Budget Year Pros Cons Comments

Site 1 119,994 0 No 2015 Both programs as originally conceived fit 
on one site. Too Expensive

(Original Design-EOB with HC) GSF of 
EOB Only Eliminates outdated building Requires Demo and relocation on existing 

Building

CD's are substantially complete Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Good views to the lake

Site 2 81,312 0 Possible 2015 Both programs adjusted downward fit on 
one site. Too expensive

(Original Reduced-EOB with HC) GSF of 
EOB Only Eliminates outdated building Requires demo of existing GA building and 

relocation of existing tenants.
Under utlizes the potential of the site

Good views to the lake Cannot be done within a reasonable 
timeframe

Site 3 - (1063 Site-EOB Only) Gateway to downtown EOB would be remote from Leg. Building Not taken forward seen as too far 
from Leg Bldg

Improves underdeveloped corner. Eliminates parking or too expensive if 
parking is replaced
Eliminates existing building & tenants that 
would need to be relocated
Lease cost per SF is unaffordable

Site 4 81,450 0 Possible 2013 Helps define an edge along Capitol Way East side of Capitol Way

(Archives-EOB Only) Close to axis between east and west 
campus. Poor public access

Possible added archives storage in 
basement.

Need to build around Archives and garage 
operations.

Near parking

Site 5 - (IBM South-EOB Only) Southern gateway to campus Removed from west campus Not Taken Forward
Near Parking East of Capitol Way

Requires demo of existing building
Adjacent to residential neighborhood

Site 6 - (IBM North-EOB Only) Southern gateway to campus East of Capitol Way Not Taken Forward due to CCDAC 
concern of tree removable

Near west campus Displaces trees
Near Parking
Open site

Site 7 - (Visitor Center-EOB Only) High visibility and good front door for 
visitors to campus

Other possible conflicting development 
proposal Not Taken Forward for the EOB

Improves underdeveloped corner of 
campus Potential neighborhood issues

Proximity to core of west campus

Link to parking & Archives via tunnel

Site 8 - (Pritchard-EOB Only) Reuse existing historic building Very difficult to make executive offices work See Pritchard Study October 2006

Prominent axial relationship to Legislative 
Building Neighborhood issues Not Taken Forward for the EOB

Reduced cost due to building reuse Requires relocation of building tenants

Site 9 60,807 0 Possible 2013 Insurance Commissioner back to the 
Insurance Building

Requires relocation of existing building 
tenants

(Insurance Bldg-EOB Only) Proximity to the Legislative Building Area and configuration limited by existing 
building

Reduced cost due to building reuse Only fits Insurance Commissioner

Site 10 - (Conservatory-EOB 
Only) Prominent campus location Requires demolition of Conservatory & 

associated costs Rejected Strongly by CCDAC

Good proximity to Legislative Building Requires relocation of road & associated 
costs

Views to Capitol Lake Requires demolition of maintenance area & 
associated costs

Can accommodate ample parking below Poor soils

Site 11 - (Governor's Mansion-
EOB Only) Prominent campus location Requires moving the Governor's Mansion & 

associated costs Site added By CCDAC

Good proximity to Legislative Building Not taken forward because of cost to 
move mansion

Finishes the original campus plan

Site 12 Prominent campus location Phase 1 requires some  parking relocation. 
Phase 2 requires major parking relocation. Site added By CCDAC

(West Side Axis Site-EOB Only) Good proximity to Legislative Building

Phase 1 87,781 0 Possible 2013 Can help to improve the west edge of 
campus

Phase 2 109,095 0 Possible 2015 Phase 2 can add additional space if 
needed Proximity to Mansion

Will not hold both HC & EOB. Priority of use 
for HC.  If the HC is not located here, the 
EOB is a possibility.  It will then have 
potential negative neighborhood issues.

Additional staff occupancy will require 
additional parking or transportation solution 
to hold West Campus parking status quo.

Executive Offi ce Building  Site Comparison
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Proposed Design Alternatives

Site Analysis  Proposed Design Alternatives
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Site 2: Original Project with Reduced Scope
The Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building would be co-located on the site of the existing GA build-
ing, and built along the hillside edge with views toward Heritage Park and Capitol Lake.  The eight-story 
building includes two fl oors of Heritage center program partially below grade and terraced down the hill-
side. The ground fl oor accommodates the main building entry, a circulation gallery, the Heritage Center 
exhibit space, and other public program elements, such as the café and gift store.  The upper four fl oors 
are designed to accommodate the Executive Offi ce Building program of the Insurance Commissioner 
and the Treasurer.  The primary face of the building addresses the south and frames Olmstead’s west 
campus lawn. The south façade of the building also defi nes a new plaza that visually extends the formal 
open space of the Olmstead Lawn and serves as the primary vehicular and bus drop off for the project.  
Library and archives collections are housed in two levels of below grade storage space with high-density 
shelving systems.

An estimated 40-50 parking stalls will be provided in the new parking lot at the north end of the project 
site.  This lot will be planted with a grid of trees to provide shade and soften the character of the space.  
The parking lot will be accessed from a driveway on the south edge of the lot at the corner of Columbia 
St. and Union Ave.  The existing garage east of Columbia Street will serve this project, as it has served 
the GA building.

As part of this project scope, it is recommended that Water Street be moved to align with Cherry Lane 
after the relocation of the Capitol Conservatory. The realignment of this road would complete the sym-
metry of the campus road system around the Olmsted Lawn.  
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Site 3:  Dawley Block
The Dawley Block, on 11th Avenue between Capitol Way and Columbia St., could accommodate the 
Heritage Center program.  The building’s massing would express the public and private components of 
the program.  A four-level wing along Capitol Way, (fi ve-levels at the north-east corner, due to the slope 
of Capitol Way), responds to the city zoning and provides an urban edge to the downtown arterial.  The 
upper fl oors would house the administrative offi ces for library and archives staff.  A three-level building 
at the center of the block stacks the library reading room above the Heritage Center exhibit space.  An 
open and transparent circulation gallery faces south and welcomes visitors to the Heritage Center.  This 
light-fi lled space connects visitors to the café, gift store, and the exhibit entry.  A plaza along 11th Avenue 
visually extends the formal open space of the Olmstead Lawn and serves as the primary vehicular and 
bus drop off for the project.  Library and archives collections are housed in two levels of below grade stor-
age space with high-density shelving systems.

This site can accommodate over one hundred parking spaces in a two-level below grade garage, with en-
try off Union Street on the north side of the block.  A few additional parking spaces are defi ned at grade.  
Replacement of the parking spaces lost due to the demolition of the existing GA garage is not a part of 
this project scope.
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Site 4:  Archives Building Site
This site, along the east side of Capitol Way and just east of the existing State Archives Building, could ac-
commodate the Executive Offi ce Building program.  The simple fi ve-level massing of the building provides 
an edge to the tree bosque along capitol way and helps frame the east side of the Olmsted Lawn.  The 
primary entry to the building could occur at a new plaza space within the tree grid.  A lower level entry and 
loading bay on the east side of the building accommodates the existing State Archives function, which 
could remain beneath the tree bosque and partially below the new offi ce building.  

The existing access drive to the parking garage below the East Campus Plaza is to remain, and would 
provide easy access to parking for the offi ce building tenants.  No new parking spaces are created within 
this project scope.
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Site 7:  Visitor Center Block
This site, on the corner of Capitol Way and Sid Snyder Avenue could accommodate the Heritage Center 
program.  Similar to the design proposed on Site 3, the building’s massing would express the public and 
private components of the program.  A four-level wing along Capitol Way responds to the city zoning and 
provides an urban edge to the downtown arterial, housing the library and archives administrative offi ces 
on the upper fl oors.  A three-level building at the center of the block stacks the library reading room 
above the Heritage Center exhibit space.  The height of the building mass steps down to addresses the 
smaller scale of the residential South Capitol Neighborhood.  An open and transparent circulation gal-
lery faces north and welcomes visitors to the Heritage Center. This light-fi lled space connects visitors to 
the café, gift store, and the exhibit entry.  A plaza along Sid Snyder Avenue visually extends the formal 
open space of the Olmstead Lawn and serves as the primary vehicular and bus drop off for the project.  
Library and archives collections are housed in two levels of below grade storage space with high-density 
shelving systems.

This site can accommodate over one hundred parking spaces in a two-level below-grade garage, with 
entry off Columbia Street on the west side of the block.  A few additional parking spaces are defi ned at 
grade.  Replacement of the parking spaces that currently occupy the surface lot on the Visitor Center site 
is not a part of this project scope.
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Site 12:  West Side Axis Site
This site, to the west of the Legislative Building and positioned along the edge of the hillside could ac-
commodate the Executive Offi ce Building program.  This site affords the opportunity to position a pair of 
buildings fl anking the primary east-west axis of the central campus.  The four-story massing of the build-
ings (fi ve stories on the west side, facing the forested bluff) recall the size and scale of the Cherberg and 
O’Brien buildings and clearly defi ne the west edge of the campus.  The current program for the Executive 
Offi ce Building, including the Insurance Commissioner and the Treasurer, would fi ll the southern building 
as a fi rst-phase project scope.  The second building, the one positioned to the north of the central axis, 
could be built in a second phase to accommodate the needs of other tenants as required.  The primary 
entries could occur at a new plaza space positioned between the pair of buildings and along the central 
axis, celebrating the uninterrupted view to Capitol Lake.  This project would include landscape improve-
ments to the area between the Legislative Building and the new Executive Offi ce Buildings that help to 
realize the vision of the West Campus Historic Landscape Preservation Plan.

The phase-one Executive Offi ce Building does not signifi cantly disrupt the surface parking that exists to 
the west of the Temple of Justice and on the north edge of the plateau.  No new parking spaces are cre-
ated within this project scope.

The Executive Offi ce Building would provide a stronger defi nition to Governor’s Residence lawn and in-
cludes improvements to the security perimeter, as well as a new garage for her vehicle fl eet.
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Site 12:  West Side Axis Site
This site, to the west of the Legislative Building and positioned along the edge of the hillside could ac-
commodate the Executive Offi ce Building program.  This site affords the opportunity to position a pair of 
buildings fl anking the primary east-west axis of the central campus.  The four-story massing of the build-
ings (fi ve stories on the west side, facing the forested bluff) recall the size and scale of the Cherberg and 
O’Brien buildings and clearly defi ne the west edge of the campus.  The current program for the Executive 
Offi ce Building, including the Insurance Commissioner and the Treasurer, would fi ll the southern building 
as a fi rst-phase project scope.  The second building, the one positioned to the north of the central axis, 
could be built in a second phase to accommodate the needs of other tenants as required.  The primary 
entries could occur at a new plaza space positioned between the pair of buildings and along the central 
axis, celebrating the uninterrupted view to Capitol Lake.  This project would include landscape improve-
ments to the area between the Legislative Building and the new Executive Offi ce Buildings that help to 
realize the vision of the West Campus Historic Landscape Preservation Plan.

The phase-one Executive Offi ce Building does not signifi cantly disrupt the surface parking that exists to 
the west of the Temple of Justice and on the north edge of the plateau.  No new parking spaces are cre-
ated within this project scope.

The Executive Offi ce Building would provide a stronger defi nition to Governor’s Residence lawn and in-
cludes improvements to the security perimeter, as well as a new garage for her vehicle fl eet.
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Other Design Considerations
The following design issues would apply to both the Heritage Center and the Executive Offi ce Building, 
regardless of the site selected for each project.

Landscape Components
The character and design of the new landscape open spaces will respond to the needs of the structures 
and its users while complementing the character of the existing open spaces around Capitol Campus.  
The spaces will offer visitors and employees a variety of outdoor areas to accommodate everyday activi-
ties and larger events.

Planting
Plantings for this project will be predominantly drought-resistant native plant species.  Careful consider-
ation will be used in choosing plants for on-structure landscape areas.  Plant species will also be chosen 
to complement the existing plant palette on the West Campus.

Site Furnishings
Site furnishings appropriately placed within the landscape may include benches, bicycle racks, trash and 
recycling receptacles.

Irrigation
All landscaped areas will be irrigated with automatic irrigation systems.

Maintenance
Maintenance of planting areas will minimize use of pesticides and herbicides.  Care will be taken to de-
sign planting areas to be easily accessible to maintenance crews.  

Special Consideration 
Portions of the site’s landscaped areas may be over below grade structures.  The following guidelines will 
be used to develop the design for planting, paving, and other landscape features on structure.

General Guideline Densities for Structural Loads:

Reinforced Concrete: 150 lb/cf
Structural Foam: 5 lb/sf
Soil (saturated):  100-125 lb/cf
Stone:   160-180 lb/cf
Water:   62.4 lb/cf (assume a typical basin depth of 18”)
Plant Material:  varies greatly
Groundcover:  2lb/sf
Med. Shrubs:  10 lb/sf
Trees:   500lbs-6,000+ lbs each

If the structure is post-tensioned it greatly infl uences sleeving for the mechanical systems.

Water feature weight should add concrete structure (pool fl oor, walls, coping, etc.) in with the typical 
water depth noted above.  Typically, the water feature waterproofi ng will be a secondary system ap-
plied over a concrete structure, and concealed with a veneer of tile, stone, brick, metal, etc.
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ADA Access 
All access points to the building and outdoor gathering spaces will meet ADA requirements for pedestrian 
circulation.  

Bicycle
Careful consideration will be given to providing safe access to the site for bicycle riders.  Secure bicycle 
racks will be appropriately located within the complex.  Showers and changing facilities will be provided 
to accommodate employees of the building who bicycle commute.

Campus Wayfi nding
Appropriate pedestrian signage will be located around the site to direct visitors to each of the buildings 
and spaces.  Vehicular signage will also be added to nearby streets to direct visitors to available parking 
and drop off areas.  

Insert heading re: Site Lighting?

Site Art Opportunities
Each project site will include opportunities for the integration of public art.

Note that one may be able to reduce live load requirements for shrub beds.  These are not “public 
gathering areas,” and may often be reduced from 100lb/sf live loads to 40 lb/sf.  This assumption 
should be discussed early on with structural and Authorities Having Jurisdiction.  Plan on a 30” min. 
soil depth for shrub areas and 48” depth for small trees.  For larger specimen trees, assume a 72” 
min. soil depth.

Typically, plants grown on-structure such as this never attain mature sizes.  How stunted the material 
remains varies depending on water, nutrient availability, light intensity and quality, root morphology, 
planter volume and maintenance, among others.  The above numbers should be safe, conservative 
values.  Final loading should be reviewed once the design qualities required of the trees is better 
defi ned.
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Project Budget

Project Description
This predesign review is to conduct a predesign review to: 

•Align the scope of the project with the level of fi nancing that available revenues will support. 
•Specify the tenants of the executive offi ce building, based on the capital campus master plan criteria: and 
•Reduce the size of the heritage center to what is needed for the state library and exhibit space for historically 
signifi cant documents from the state archives and rotating exhibits from national, state, and local historical mu-
seums.

To that end the predesign review updated the original design’s costs.  It also examines alternate designs and 
sites for facilities with reduced programmatic scope and reduced square feet. 

The following estimates give costs for six site and building confi guration alternatives.  

Option Site 1. This alternative is the original project scope for a combined 204,000 square foot Heritage Center 
– Executive Offi ce Building  on the current GA Building site.  It would entail the demolition of the General Adminis-
trative Building. 

Option Site 2 The second alternative is to reduce the size of a combined Heritage Center- Executive Offi ce 
Building to 214,000 square feet.  The project would be built on the current GA Building site. It would entail the 
demolition of the General Administrative Building.

Option Site 3 The third alternative is to construct a 140,000 square foot Heritage Center on the Dawley Build-
ing site.  This option entails the demolition of the Dawley Building as well as the GA Garage.

Option Site 4 This alternative is to construct a 80,000 square foot Executive Offi ce Building to the east of the cur-
rent Archives Building.

Option Site 7 This alternative anticipates the construction of a 140,000 square foot Heritage Center on the site 
of the current Visitor’s Center.  This option will entail the demolition of the current Visitor’s Center.

Option Site 12This alternative anticipates the construction of a 90,000 square foot Executive Offi ce Building at 
the site of the Soils Shed.  This option will entail the demolition of the Soils Shed and the relocation of its func-
tions.

Option $/SF Total
Option Site 1 $490.74 $154,440,000
Option Site 2 $487.81 $104,468,989
Option Site 3 $340.89 $65,228,244
Option Site 4 $417.60 $34,013,427
Option Site 7 $340.07 $64,975,107
Option Site 12 $426.30 $37,421,047

Detailed Construction Cost Estimates

Detailed construction cost estimates totals are found in 
the Appendix Section 10.  A summary of those con-
struction costs follows:
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The following is a summary of the total project costs as shown on the OFM Capital Budget System (CBS) forms 
contained in Appendix 10 for each of these alternatives.  The total project costs include design, construction of 
capital improvements, equipment and calculated an estimated future cost.  Total project costs exclude the costs 
of ongoing operations (e.g. utilities and custodial services), fi nancing costs (e.g. the cost of issuance of a Certifi -
cate of Participation), and leasing costs (e.g., temporary housing during construction).  The operational, fi nancing 
and leasing costs are included on the OFM Form C3 and in the Life Cycle Costs section below

Option

Design & 
Consultant 
Services

Construction 
Contracts Equipment Art Work Other Costs

Project 
Management

Total Project 
Cost

Option Site 1 $7,726,149 $201,967,177 $19,619,001 $756,530 $3,648,602 $7,153,640 $240,871,099
Option Site 2 $9,763,110 $136,244,271 $19,619,001 $516,284 $2,794,860 $6,195,840 $175,133,366
Option Site 3 $7,300,048 $82,235,661 $17,369,571 $281,139 $1,463,778 $3,844,255 $112,494,452
Option Site 4 $4,653,206 $42,258,829 $1,235,079 $159,665 $869,053 $2,655,405 $51,831,237
Option Site 7 $6,802,195 $80,465,747 $17,070,692 $273,197 $1,584,437 $3,775,249 $109,971,517
Option Site 12 $4,863,985 $46,702,384 $1,242,176 $176,406 $917,642 $2,655,405 $56,557,998

Summary of Total Project Cost

Total Project Costs (Construction, Design & Project Mangment)
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Life Cycle Costs

This section summarizes the fi ndings on the OFM Form C3’s in Appendix XX.  There are six categories of expense 
that make up the life cycle portion of the analysis:

Total Project cost (listed above) amortized over 25-years - including fi nancing and interest costs.
Temporary Housing costs during construction based on prevailing market lease rates plus limited tenant im-
provements.
Permanent Housing is included in those cases where the alternative does not fully address the program need as 
addressed in the preferred alternative – this is included so accurate cost comparisons can be made.  Permanent 
housing is based on prevailing market lease rates plus tenant improvements.
Replacement Cost is an estimate of the cost to replace an asset that has a useful life of less than the planning 
horizon of 50-years.  The present worth replacement cost is calculated using the Joint Legislative Audit and 
Review Committee’s (JLARC) Life Cycle Cost Model “residual value” calculation and is based on construction cost 
only.
Operating Cost (see C3 form Operating Cost detail) include costs such as utilities, custodial, repairs and mainte-
nance, management services and a capital replacement reserve.
Residual Value related to ongoing operation of the owned buildings beyond the 50-year horizon to the end of 
building life is included as a “negative cost” (or credit) – the residual value is 90% of the JLARC model depreci-
ated value in order to recognize an imputed cost of disposal.  

The following is a comparison of the six alternatives on a cash basis and a net present value basis.  This demon-
strates how much will be expended on the alternatives over a 50-year period.1

Option

Estimated Life 
Cycle Cost    
(50-Years)

Present Worth 
Cost        

(50-Years)
Option Site 1 $878.0 $384.6
Option Site 2 $613.4 $265.2
Option Site 3 $472.3 $190.6
Option Site 4 $206.9 $84.3
Option Site 7 $446.9 $174.9
Option Site 12 $225.9 $93.0

Summary of Life Cycle Cost Analysis
 (Forms C3 - $Millions)

 

1 The bottom line total includes the residual value as a negative cost
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Financing Alternatives
Article VIII, of the state Constitution defi nes state debt and its limitations.  In addition to having the power to 
issue debt, under RCW 39.94,  the state has the power to enter into fi nancing contracts.  For projects such as 
the Heritage Center – Executive Offi ce Building project the fi nancing contract includes fi nancing leases and 
lease-purchase contracts for the use and purchase of real and personal property.  Payments for these fi nancing 
contracts are made from appropriated funds.  Financing contracts are special limited obligations that are pay-
able solely from certain identifi ed sources and are subject to limitations such as non-appropriation clauses.  Typi-
cal fi nancing contract vehicles include Certifi cates of Participation (COP) and IRS rule 63-20 Financings (63-20).  
This section will investigate the impact of three alternate modes of fi nancing for these projects – General Obliga-
tion (GO) Bonds, COP and 63-20 contracts.

Revenue Sources
Assuming these projects are fi nanced using GO Bond fi nancing, the repayment of the bonds pledges the full faith 
and credit of the state and is payable from funds constituting “general state revenues.”  As such, the revenue 
sources are not subject to the same rigor as is the case with COP or 63-20 fi nancing.  In the case of COP and 63-
20 fi nancings the revenue fl ow over the bond repayment period must be equal or greater than the amount that 
needs to be repaid.  

The entirety of the Executive Offi ce Building’s revenues will originate from space leases.  The tenants have 
committed to a starting fully serviced (all costs including operating, maintenance, capital and furniture) rate of 
$56.25 per square foot (or less in 2013 dollars).  The beginning lease rate can increase by 6.5% every biennium.  
The total revenue that source will generate, over the 25-year bond period, is $ $207,516,060 (for 120,000 
square feet), $155,637,045 (for 90,000 square feet) and $138,344,040 (for 80,000 square feet).

The Heritage Offi ce Building is fi nanced via multiple sources of revenue.  It is fi nanced using a $2.00 per docu-
ment fi ling fee on County Auditor fi ling documents, a $5.00 per document fi ling fee on all Corporate fi lings in 
the state and revenue from leases for the Library and Archives spaces.  In the case of the Library and Archives 
the lease rate for their offi ce and operational spaces (not storage space) will be a starting fully serviced (all 
costs including operating, maintenance, capital and furniture) rate of $56.25 per square foot (or less in 2013 
dollars).  For storage space the fully serviced cost per square foot will start at $20.60.  The beginning lease 
rates are assumed to increase by 3% per year throughout the bond repayment period (22-years).  The project 
County Auditor Filing Fee revenue during the term of the repayment of bonds (assuming a 2013 occupancy) is 
$137,607,328.  The projected Corporate Filing Fee revenue during the term of the repayment of bonds (assum-
ing a 2013 occupancy) is $7,031,900.  Assuming a 204,000 square foot project the lease space revenue will 
total $146,829,339.  Assuming the downsized Heritage Center of approximately 140,000 square feet the lease 
space revenue will be $128,829,862.

Offi ce of State Treasurer Bond Capacity Estimate
Using the revenue estimates the Offi ce of the State Treasurer estimated Certifi cate of Participation bonding 
capacity given interest rate, fi nancing cost assumptions and operating costs as outlined in the Maintenance and 
Operations section of this report.  The following represent the range of their estimates given the various timings 
and square feet of the options outlined above.
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Square Feet 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015
80,000 $110,587,844 $117,781,065 $43,997,186 $46,860,234 $56,612,284 $60,291,398
90,000 $124,401,200 $132,458,664 $49,495,252 $52,721,459 $63,685,286 $67,841,921
120,000 $165,868,266 $176,671,597 $66,006,337 $70,305,131 $84,927,512 $90,461,955

 

Square Feet 2013 2015 115% Coverage No Coverage 115% Coverage No Coverage
142,300 $217,750,417 $82,825,448 $94,179,768 $104,533,364 $119,128,424
142,300 $232,413,957 $94,810,181 $106,955,577 $118,087,725 $133,665,083
204,000 $218,873,373 $90,034,996 $101,452,261 $111,962,255 $126,615,006

Calculation of Heritage Center Bond Proceeds 

Net Revenue Bond Proceeds Available
Long Term Interest Rate Assumption Sensitivity Analysis

Bond Proceeds Available
Sensitivity AnalysisLong Term Interest Rate Assumption

Net Revenue

Calculation of Executive Office Building Bond Proceeds 

As noted these represent the bond proceeds available assuming Certifi cate of Participation fi nancing.  The 
alternative of utilizing 63-20 fi nancing was not studied in detail, however past studies have indicated that 63-20 
fi nancing interest rates art about 14 basis points higher than Certifi cate of Partricpation rates.  In addition, there 
is an annual operating fee of about ½% of the annual repayment cost that accrues to the not-for-profi t entity.  
The net impact of these two additional costs will reduce the bond proceeds as noted above by approximately 2% 
overall.  Thus, assuming 63-20 fi nancing the Heritage Center Bond Proceeds available (given a 140,000 square 
foot building constructed in 2013) would range from $81.2 million to $116.7 million.  
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Master Plan & Policy Coordination

The Master Plan for the Capitol of the State of Washington – 2006 was approved by the State Capitol Commit-
tee on June 15, 2006.  This Master Plan provides a set of principles and policies that guide the decision-making 
process for major development or redevelopment of state capitol properties such as proposed by this predesign.

State Policy

While all 7 principles and all 24 policies of the Master Plan will have some level of infl uence on the predesign, 
there are some that will have signifi cant infl uence.  These are:

• Principle 1, Policy 1.4  Accessibility for All
• Principle 2, Policy 2.1  Location of State Government Functions
• Principle 3, Policy 3.2  Transportation Demand Management
• Principle 3, Policy 3.3  Environmental Stewardship
• Principle 4, Policy 4.1  Preservation of State Capitol Buildings, Grounds and Collections
• Principle 5, Policy 5.1  Capitol Campus Open Space
• Principle 5, Policy 5.2  Design at the Capitol Campus
• Principle 5, Policy 5.4  Universal Access
• Principle 5, Policy 5.5  Commemoratives and Artwork on State Capitol Grounds
• Principle 6, Policy 6.1  High Performance Buildings
• Principle 7, Policy 7.1  Financing Strategies

With regard to Policies 1.4 and 5.4:  All aspects of this project are expected to meet national standards for acces-
sibility and to the extent practicable, are expected to comply with the goals of universal access.

With regard to Policy 2.1:  The proposed occupants of the new buildings have been carefully measured against 
four criteria, one of which is the criteria established in this policy.  The policy states that “functions most closely 
affi liated with the lawmaking process, ceremonial activities of statewide elected offi cials, and public ceremonial 
and educational functions” should be given location priority 1 – closest to the Legislative Building.  There are 8 
development sites that are relatively close to the Legislative Building.  They are Opportunity Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 
and 7 (as well as land to the north of opportunity site 7).  All these sites were considered in the planning for the 
Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings.  In addition, an additional site to the east of the State Archives 
was considered for development of the Executive Offi ce Building.

With regard to Policy 3.2:       This predesign report contains a Transportation Alternative section that provides for 
alternatives to building parking facilities.  The Transportation Alternatives section outlines strategies to reduce 
the number of cars traveling to the Capitol Campus during the legislative session (the time when the demand for 
parking is greatest).  In addition, these projects, on their own, accommodate and encourage alternative modes 
of transportation by providing bus loading and unloading zones, by setting aside portions of the parking areas to 
vanpool and carpool vehicles, by providing secured areas for bicycles, and by providing easy pedestrian pathways 
from transit stops.  Additionally, one alternative calls for the construction of a tunnel under Capitol Way between 
the Plaza Garage and the new Heritage Center – thus enhancing the use of the existing Plaza Garage. 

Master Plan Policy
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Master Plan & Policy Coordination  Opportunity Sites

With regard to Policy 3.3:  The facilities constructed under this project will meet or exceed the highest standards 
of environmental protection, both during and after construction.

With regard to Policy 4.1:  One of the alternatives of this predesign calls for the demolition of either the 1063 
Building or the GA Building.  There are some elements of the GA Building that are of historic signifi cance and 
those will be saved and incorporated into the new buildings.  The most important of these is the mosaic mural 
in the lobby of the GA Building.  Additionally, both buildings will be documented in accordance with guidelines 
provided by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties prior to demolition.

With regard to Policy 5.1:  One of the primary design goals for the West Capitol Campus alternatives is to bring it 
more into the fabric of the West Campus.  The open spaces between and around the proposed new structures 
will be designed to extend the character of West Campus.  Additionally, the organizing axes used by Wilder and 
White and the Olmsted Brothers to create the basic layout of West Campus will be extended to the project site 
and used to control the placement and orientation of the new structures.  Existing view corridors will be carefully 
examined and protected and view opportunities created by the new structures will be maximized.

With regard to Policy 5.2:  This policy stresses the importance of aesthetic quality and architectural character of 
buildings located on the West Campus.  It provides guidelines on materials, color, scale, and design which will 
be carefully followed.  It also establishes the goal for new state offi ce buildings to be “the best architectural and 
technical examples of the era in which they are created”.  This will be the major design challenge – to create 
modern structures that are in harmony with the historic character of existing West Campus buildings.  For the 
Executive Offi ce Building alternative at the Archives Building site on East Campus the design guidelines for the 
East Campus will be followed.  Those guidelines call for following a contemporary architectural character, light 
sandstone coloration, building heights no greater than existing buildings and quality contemporary materials.

With regard to Policy 5.5:  The new buildings proposed by this predesign will include opportunities for major pub-
lic art.

With regard to Policy 6.1:  The highest standards will be employed to ensure energy effi ciency, healthy indoor 
environment, security of workers in the buildings as well as visitors to the buildings, and the latest technology 
in communication systems.  Sustainable and green building standards will be incorporated.  A LEED® rating of 
“silver” will be the minimum standard to be achieved for these buildings and a rating of “gold” will be the goal 
wherever possible.

With regard to Policy 7.1:  How the construction of these new buildings is fi nanced will be critical to both the pros-
pect of acquiring the necessary funds as well as to achieving the quality envisioned. 

One of the options anticipates the construction of a single building to house both the Heritage Center and the 
Executive Offi ce Building.  This project is identifi ed in the Master Plan as Opportunity Site #1.  See Master Plan 
map number M-10.  The opportunities and constraints described for this site have been taken into consideration 
and are refl ected in the preferred alternative.  They are:
• This site is a “gateway” from the city into the Capitol Campus
• Commanding views in all directions
• Steep bank on the west side

This predesign review has also considered additional sites for stand-alone Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce 
Buildings.  For the Heritage Center, Opportunity Sites 6 (eastern block that currently houses the Visitor’s Center) 
and 1 (eastern block that currently houses the Dawley Building and the GA Garage) are considered.  For the Ex-
ecutive Offi ce Building, Opportunity site 4 and the site east of the Archives Building are considered.

Master Plan Opportunity Sites
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There are a number of Revised Code of Washington codes applicable to this project:

RCW 27.04.045 (7) – Duties of state librarian – (7) Maintaining the library on the State Capitol Grounds.
RCW 39.35 High-performance public buildings.
RCW 39.42 State bonds, notes, and other evidences of indebtedness.
RCW 39.94 Financing contracts
RCW 43.01.091  Departments to share debt service costs. 
RCW 43.01.225 Commute trip reduction -- Parking revenue -- State vehicle parking account. 
RCW 43.01.240  State agency parking account -- Parking rental fees -- Employee parking, limitations. 
RCW 43.17.050  Offi ce at capital -- Branch offi ces. 
RCW 43.19.455 Purchase of works of art -- Procedure. 
RCW 43.19.668 Energy Conservation – Legislative Finding – Declaration
RCW 43.19.682   Energy conservation to be included in landscape objectives. 
RCW 43.34.040  Buildings – Erection -- Improvements
RCW 43.34.080  Capitol campus design advisory committee -- Generally. 
RCW 43.82.010 Acquisition, Lease, and Disposal of Real Estate for State Agencies – Long-range Planning – Use 
of Lease as Collateral or Security – Colocation and Consolidation – Studies – Delegation of Functions --- Exemp-
tions
RCW 43.82.035 Predesign process for requests to lease, purchase, or build facilities for state programs — Ap-
proval of plans for major leased facilities
RCW 43.82.056 Long-term facility needs – Six-year facility plan
RCW 46.08.172  Parking rental fees -- Establishment. 
RCW 79.24.300  Parking facilities authorized -- Rental. 
RCW 79.24.530 Department of general administration to design and develop site and buildings -- Approval of 
capitol committee. 
RCW 79.24.710 Properties identifi ed as “state capitol public and historic facilities.” 
RCW 79.24.720 Dept of General Administration’s responsibilities (for public and historic facilities of the state 
capitol)

State Codes, Standards & Guidelines
Application of Revised Code of Washington

Capitol Campus Design Guidelines

Section C of the General Requirements section of the “General Administration Facilities Design Guidelines and 
Construction Standards” (January 2008) states:

Consultants are required to comply with all applicable codes and ordinances. General Administration owns build-
ings throughout the State.  Projects at any location shall comply iwht applicable codes and ordinances of the 
local Authority Having jurisdiction (AHJ). (p. 00021-01)
  
The proposed projects will need to comply with the Capitol Campus Design Guidelines.  As noted in the Service-
ability section:

The initial design and construction is a small fraction of the facility’s life cycle cost.  The true value of an improve-

Master Plan & Policy Coordination  State Codes
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ment is measured by its ability to accommodate users and provide low cost operations and maintenance.  Build-
ing services must be effi cient, and ideally, transparent to the occupants and public.  Service access and mainte-
nance considerations must be given fi rst priority to keep life cycle costs low. (p. 00022-01)  

The implication is that the construction of buildings in accordance with the guidelines might result in a higher 
fi rst cost but will result in a building that has a relatively longer service life and lower operating costs – thus low-
ering life cycle costs.

Sustainibility Guidelines
Sustainable design and construction assures (to the extent possible) building materials, systems and methods 
promote environmental quality, economic vitality, and social benefi ts during construction and during the ongoing 
operation of the buildings.  The entire lifecycle of the building is considered (including operation and demolition). 

Related to High Performance Green Building, State facilities will now be designed and built to the LEED®  Silver 
standard.   LEED®  is a Green Building Rating System developed by the US Green Building Council.  The appli-
cable statute is RCW 39.35.D.  The pertinent sections in RCW 39.35D reads as follows:

39.35.D 030  (1) All major facility projects of public agencies receiving any funding in a state capital budget, or 
projects fi nanced through a fi nancing contract as defi ned in RCW 39.94.020, must be designed, constructed, 
and certifi ed to at least the LEED® silver standard.  This subsection applies to major facility projects that have 
not entered the design phase prior to the effective date of this section and to the extent appropriate LEED® 
silver standards exist for that type of building or facility.

Applicable to this Predesign SRG completed the GA Pre-Design/Schematic QA Submittal and associated forms 
and information after an “eco-charrette.”  A LEED® Checklist was prepared (see Section 3).  This submittal in-
cludes an Environmental Design Considerations form and LEED® Checklist along with the GA LEED® QA Submit-
tal

Master Plan & Policy Coordination  Sustainibility Guidelines
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies



Predesign Review Report 7-3

Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  7-6



7

Predesign Review Report 7-1

Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies



Predesign Review Report 7-3

Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  7-4

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262



Predesign Review Report 7-5

Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  7-4

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262



Predesign Review Report 7-5

Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 
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B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Transportation Alternatives

As the Washington State Capitol City, Olympia houses most of the headquarters offi ces for state government.  
State employment, according to the Thurston Regional Planning Council, in Olympia is approximately 12.210 with 
approximately 6,050 on the Capitol Campus1.  Some headquarters offi ces are located in Tumwater and Lacey.  
This predesign anticipates moving the Insurance Commissioner and the State Library back to Olympia from 
leased buildings in Tumwater.  In addition, the new Heritage Center will draw many new visitors to the Capitol 
Campus.  In order to meet the needs of these additional visitors and employees, parking garages have been 
requested at a cost of $44 million (for about 700 stalls).  

Meeting the immediate parking needs for these facilities could be a paralyzing dilemma in terms of fi nancial 
planning and infrastructure issues.  However, there are alternatives to building additional parking – especially 
given that anecdotal counts of parking usage indicate that there is ample parking on the East and West Campus’ 
to meet the additional needs of the proposed Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Buildings during non-session 
times of the year.  

In June 2009 the Thurston Regional Planning Council completed a draft report entitled “Capital Community Mov-
ing Forward (CCMF).”  This report “provides a broad view of how visitors and state employees travel to, around, 
and between state facilities in Thurston County.  The report includes over forty recommendations to encourage 
Commute Trip Reductions and to help meet new Climate Change goals.  This section does not dwell on the rec-
ommendations in that report, but its focus is on concrete suggestions that meet certain cost and benefi t prin-
ciples.    

According to CCMF during the Legislative Session there is an increase in parking demand on Campus.  During 
the session, there are over 15,000 visitors per month to the Capitol Campus.  During session there are an ad-
ditional 600 employees on campus.  This puts a strain on the available campus parking during that time.  But, 
during the remainder of the year the overall supply of parking on Campus exceeds overall demand.  Furthermore, 
even during session there is plenty of parking available during the day between 5 PM and 8 AM2. 
   
In this section alternate strategies, to meet the “during session demand” for parking within the existing supply, 
will be evaluated.  Managing parking demand and single occupant vehicle travel to Campus during the session 
might well provide a more cost-effective way to meet people’s needs.  Many of the CCMF recommendations 
ought to be considered to help address the during session supply-demand imbalance.  This section will explore 
those recommendations with special merit as well as additional recommendations (not included in the CCMF 
Report) that might also provide parking relief during the Legislative Session.  The list of recommendations will 
include rough order of magnitude cost estimates (with an eye toward fi nding solutions that have a life cycle cost 
less than the parking garages but that have a greater overall environmental benefi t).

Introduction

1 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009) there are 5,658 employees during non-ses-
sion time and 6,234 during the session (an increase of 576).
2 According to the Washington State Capitol Campus Parking Study (April 2009)
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Transportation Alternitives

Alternate Strategies are developed and evaluated some principles should be kept in mind.  Among the principles 
we should consider are:
•Existing infrastructure and services should be adequately maintained, preserved, and optimized before new 
infrastructure is added.
•Multiple traveling consumer choices should be encouraged rather than limiting choice.  
•Alternative investments should be directly linked with measurable benefi ts.
•Alternate strategies should be demonsratably cost effective (life cycle costs) in addressing identifi ed problems.

The most effective strategy for reducing vehicle trip demand is parking pricing.  An increase to employee parking 
costs during session months to a level at which employees will reduce demand.  This may be accompanied by a 
lower rate during the rest of the year.  Thus, if the per employee charge is currently $25 per month, this alterna-
tive might implement a charge of $20 per month during non-session months (nine months a year) but $75 per 
month during the session months (three months a year).  Under such a scenario those giving up their parking 
during session months would retain their parking priorities during non-session months.

An alternate to the forgoing strategy is a “parking cash out” program during the Legislative Session.  During 
the session, those employees who give up their employee parking stalls not only don’t have to pay the $25 per 
month fee, they receive an additional $150 subsidy (this would have to be accompanied by an strict enforcement 
of parking limits in the South Capitol Neighborhood).  

Another variation on this strategy is through price differentiation to encourage “all day” parking during sessions 
to locate at periphery areas beyond campus.  To facilitate this, frequent shuttles (every fi ve minutes or less) 
between major gathering centers on campus and the peripheral parking areas would be required between 7 AM 
and 9 AM and between 4 PM and 6 PM.  The periphery parking should be surface lots close enough to enable 
shuttle trips of less than fi ve minutes. One might also consider moving all but daily use agency vehicles out of 
Campus lots during session.  This will require surface periphery lots outside the campus zone.  It will also require 
some form of on-demand shuttle service to those lots.

Another mode is to set length of parking stay differential rates that encourage short-term parking and discourage 
long-term parking.  Such a plan might have a charge of $0.50 per hour for the fi rst hour, $1.50 per hour for the 
second and third hour and a total charge of $20 for daily parking beyond three hours.

Some current uses  of existing parking structures might be better supplied in less costly facilities.  For instance, 
the proposal to construct and additional 560 car garage will cost $35.4 million – or $188 per gross square foot.  
If replacement leased covered storage cost $9 per gross square foot per year it is cost effective to move that 
storage, thus freeing up the parking spaces for actual parking rather than storage. Making it convenient, com-
fortable, and cost-effective to travel without an
automobile

Current parking arrangements are all self-parking of vehicles.  Valet parking has the ability to increase capacity.  
But, it is operationally expensive, it requires cultural adjustment and does not work optimally during peak loading 
times.  Valet parking has been shown to increase vehicle capacity by between  30% and 40%.  Thus, assuming 
the Mansion Parking  lot was transferred to a valet lot during sessions, the parking capacity might be increased 
by about 100 from the current 316 stalls.  Valet services during the hours of 6 AM through 8 PM during week-
days during the session would add about $100,000 in employee cost.  Valet parking services that charged $2 
per hour would generate about $200,000 in revenue offsetting staff and insurance costs.  Constructing 100 
fewer stalls will save $6.3 million in project costs.  

Alternate Strategies
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Parking Analysis
According to Olympia Municipal Code Section 18.38.100 – Vehicular and bicycle parking standards — parking 
is based on the gross square feet of building area (unless otherwise noted in Section 18.38.160).  The Capitol 
Campus is located within the “Downtown District” (Figure 38-2).  Based Section 18.38.100, the following is the 
calculation of the required parking, according to the gross square feet of building proposed:

Standard
• Offi ces, Government – parking spaces standard is three and a half (3.5) spaces per one thousand   
 (1,000) square feet.  Bicycle parking standard is one per15 auto stalls with a minimum of two.
• Libraries and Museums – parking spaces standard is one space per 300 square feet of public fl oor area.   
 Bicycle parking standard is one per 20 auto stalls with a minimum of 2.
• Warehouse Storage – for warehouse storage over 20,000 square feet the standard is 18  spaces plus  
 0.50 for each additional 1,000 square feet beyond 20,000.  Bicycle parking standard is 1 per 40 auto  
 stalls with a minimum of one.

However, the Capitol Campus is exempt from the Municipal Parking Code.  But we can use the code to help guide 
decision making.  The challenge is to balance the identifi ed need with the amount of parking that can be accom-
modated by existing and available parking and transportation alternatives.

The total parking planned for the two projects is outlined below:

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 204,000 140,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 153 153
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 155 155
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 155 155
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 31 31
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 38.75 38.75
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 23.25 23.25
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor S talls 195.5 45.5
Handic apped S talls 3 3
Delivery  S talls 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 285 135
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  per C ity  of O ly m pia Code 454 330
TDM  Reduc t ion 113 82
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 51 37
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 62 62
V is itor 225 63
Handic apped S talls 9 7
Delivery  S talls 5 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 352 172
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 62 62
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 23 23
V isito r S tal ls 200 50
Han d icap p ed  S talls 9 7
Delivery S talls 4 3

T o ta l 2 9 8 1 4 5

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r H eritag e  C en ter 



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  7-4

B uild ing Rentable S quare F eet 120,000 90,000 80,000 
E s t im ated E m ploy ees  B as ed O n A naly s is 320 235 205
W o rkin g  F ro m  DO T  S ta n d a rd s Ap p lyin g  T DM
E s t im ate Us ed for P ark ing A naly s is 325 240 210
P ark ing S tall P er E m ploy ee 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total P ark ing S talls  B efore Calc ulat ions 325 240 210
Zoned P ark ing Reduc t ion 65 48 42
TDM  Reduc t ion of 25% 81.25 60 52.5
P refered P ark ing for CTR Us ers 48.75 36 31.5
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 130 96 84
V is itor S talls 32.5 24 21
Handic apped S talls 7 5 4
Delivery  S talls 3 2 2
T o ta l S ta l ls 221 163 143
W o rkin g  F ro m  City o f O lym p ia  M u n icip a l S ta n d a rd s 
S talls  @  3.5/1000 s tandard 420 315 280
TDM  Reduc t ion 105 79 70
P referred P ark ing for CTR Us ers 47 35 32
Total S ingle O c c upanc y  S talls 213 160 142
V is itor 42 32 28
Handic apped S talls 8 6 6
Delivery  S talls 4 3 3
T o ta l S ta l ls 315 236 210
Plan n ed  Park in g

Reg u lar E m p lo yee Park in g 170 130 115
Preferred  Park in g  fo r CT R Users 49 36 32
V isito r S tal ls 37 28 25
Han d icap p ed  S talls 8 6 6
Delivery S talls 3 2 2

T o ta l 2 6 7 2 0 2 1 8 0

P ark in g  An a lys is  fo r E xecu tive  Office  B u ild lin g  

However, some of the tenants that will occupy these new buildings are already on campus and their parking need 
is currently met by existing resources.   A preliminary analysis of the Executive Offi ce Building tenancy indicates 
that there are currently about 80 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using the TDM reduction, that means the 
total needs for Executive Offi ce Building parking can be reduced by about 61 stalls.  A preliminary analysis of the 
Heritage Center tenancy indicates that there are currently about 20 workers parking in existing facilities.  Using 
the TDM reduction, means the total needs for the Heritage Center can be reduced by about 15 stalls.

Some of the buildings proposed for demolition currently house workers and visitors who currently park on cam-
pus as well.  For instance, if the GA Building is demolished some 800 workers plus visitors to the offi ces housed 
in the GA Building will park elsewhere, thus relieving their demand on the GA and Columbia Garages.  

But, each option may also result in the demolition of existing parking.  The following are the parking stalls that 
might be displaced by each of the preferred sites.

Sites 1 and 2
GA surface parking lot  122
Total displaced stalls  122

Site 3
GA Garage   238
1063 Building     24
Total displaced stalls  262
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Site 4
Archives parking lot   10
Total displaced stalls   10

Site 7
Visitor’s Center Lot   84
Columbia on-street parking    6
Total displaced stalls   90

Site 12
Soils shed area stalls   12
Total displaced stalls   12

It would be diffi cult to construct the total number of required parking stalls plus any demolished stalls on some 
sites without impacting a number of other important elements, from cost to aesthetics.  Therefore, a section of 
this report analyzes the transportation alternatives that might be considered in conjunction with the develop-
ment of these projects.
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Facility Operations & Maintenance

There are two ways to look at operating costs – actual expenses and what is actually paid for service.  Actual 
expenses represent the amount of operating costs that will be added to state costs for the facility.  These costs 
represent staff, materials and contracts that what will need to be added to the budget to operate and maintain 
the facility.  What is actually paid for operating an individual building on the Capitol Campus is different than the 
actual expense for that building.  On the Capitol Campus the rates charged (and that the agencies pay) for all 
the buildings on campus are calculated based on the total costs of all buildings divided by the total square feet 
on campus.  Each individual building is then charged based on the average rate times the square feet in that 
specifi c building.  Thus, these new buildings might well have a lower actual operating cost than other buildings 
on campus, but their rate per square foot will be the same as the other buildings on campus

Intro

Based on the square feet to be added, the functionality of the buildings and the proposed building’s proposed 
materials and systems, the following is the proposed staffi ng to operate and maintain the Heritage Center and the 
Executive Offi ce Buildings (showing the costs for each relative alternative size studied) once they open: 

Heritage Center
204,000 GSF

Added Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng
Position FTE
Construction & Maintenance Project Supervisor 0.40
Electrician 0.40
Carpenter 0.40
HVAC Technician 0.40
Facilities Sr. Planner 0.20
Custodian 1 8.16
Custodian 2 0.40
Maintenance Mechanic 2 0.40
Grounds & Nursery Services Specialist 3 0.40
Total Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng 11.16

Actual Added Staffi ng & Operating Costs
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Facilities Operations & Maintenance  Added Costs

Heritage Center
142,000 GSF

Added Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng
Position FTE
Construction & Maintenance Project Supervisor 0.30
Electrician 0.30
Carpenter 0.30
HVAC Technician 0.30
Facilities Sr. Planner 0.20
Custodian 1 5.20
Custodian 2 0.30
Maintenance Mechanic 2 0.30
Grounds & Nursery Services Specialist 3 0.40
Total Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng 7.60

Executive Offi ce Building
120,000 GSF

Added Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng
Position FTE
Construction & Maintenance Project Supervisor 0.30
Electrician 0.30
Carpenter 0.30
HVAC Technician 0.30
Facilities Sr. Planner 0.20
Custodian 1 4.80
Custodian 2 0.30
Maintenance Mechanic 2 0.30
Grounds & Nursery Services Specialist 3 0.30
Total Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng 7.10
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Executive Offi ce Building
90,000 GSF

Added Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng
Position FTE
Construction & Maintenance Project Supervisor 0.20
Electrician 0.20
Carpenter 0.20
HVAC Technician 0.20
Facilities Sr. Planner 0.20
Custodian 1 3.60
Custodian 2 0.20
Maintenance Mechanic 2 0.20
Grounds & Nursery Services Specialist 3 0.30
Total Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng 5.30

Executive Offi ce Building
80,000 GSF

Added Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng
Position FTE
Construction & Maintenance Project Supervisor 0.20
Electrician 0.20
Carpenter 0.20
HVAC Technician 0.20
Facilities Sr. Planner 0.20
Custodian 1 3.20
Custodian 2 0.20
Maintenance Mechanic 2 0.20
Grounds & Nursery Services Specialist 3 0.30
Total Maintenance & Operations Staffi ng 4.90

Facilities Operations & Maintenance  Added Costs
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Individual operating starting operating cost rates (2009 base) are based on recent experience with our GA costs 
(rates charged by our providers), the units used at the recently completed Edna Goodrich Building in Tumwater 
and recent fi gures developed by the Offi ce of Financial Management using the Whitestone Buildings Operations 
Experience.  

Edna Lucille Goodrich Building
Operating Costs Per RSF Per Year
Expense Category  Cost Per Rentable Square Foot (as of July, 2009)
Utilities    $1.91
Custodial Services  $1.51
Repair and Maintenance $2.00
Contracts (Incl. Security) $0.75
Insurance   $0.50
Building Administration  $1.98
Parking Maintenance  $0.10
Total    $8.76

Note that the Edna Lucille Goodrich building is fi nanced using 63-20 fi nancing.  The negotiations for that form 
of fi nancing included an annual fee to be paid to the not-for-profi t entity.  That fee as of July 2009 represented 
$0.20 per RSF.  Taking that amount out of the operating cost would leave an estimate of $8.56 for a Certifi cate 
of Participation fi nancing project.

Whitestone Facilities Operations Cost Reference 
(Per RSF Per Year)
Category   09-11 Biennium
Utilities    $1.98
Custodial Services  $1.90
Repair and Maintenance $2.94
Contracts (Incl. Security) $0.45
Building Administration  $0.52
Parking Maintenance  $0.17
Total    $7.96

Note that the Whitestone Facilities Operations Cost Reference Report estimates (as provided by the Offi ce of 
Financial Management) do not include insurance costs.  For comparison purposes, adding $0.50 per RSF for 
insurance will increase the Whitestone number to $8.46 per RSF.

For the purposes of the C-3 calculations the 2009 base operations and maintenance cost will be estimated at 
$8.50 per RSF adjusted for infl ation.

Facilities Operations & Maintenance  Added Costs
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Infl ation assumptions are based on the Whitestone Facilities Operations Cost Reference Report fi gures currently 
used by the Offi ce of Financial Management.  The following are the fi gures for the upcoming two biennia:

Whitestone Building Operations Infl ation Estimates 
Category   Infl ation to 11-13 Biennium Infl ation to 13-15 Biennium
Utilities    4.1%    5.1%
Custodial Services  4.5%    5.1%
Repair and Maintenance 4.1%    4.0%
Contracts (Incl. Security) 4.1%    5.1%
Building Administration  4.5%    5.1%
Parking Maintenance  4.5%    5.1%

For calculation purposes beyond these two biennia it is assumed that operations and maintenance infl ation 
will be 2.5% per year (5.06% per biennia).

Infl ation Assumptions

The following is the 09-11 Biennial Facilities and Service Rates for the Capitol Campus (excluding the Capital 
Project Surcharge).  These rates represent what will need to be paid per rentable square foot for occupied space.  
Once again a 60% adjustment to custodial and utilities costs for library and archives storage space will be made. 

09-11 Facilities & Services Rates
Updated to 11-13 and 13-15 Biennium’s
Using OFM’s Whitestone Infl ation Indices
Category   09-11 Rate per RSF 11-13 Infl ated Rate 13-15 Infl ated Rate
Custodial/Refuse & Recycle $2.65   $2.77   $2.91
Utilities    $2.40   $2.50   $2.63
Construction & Maintenance $1.31   $1.36   $1.42
Cash Recovery Revenues $0.80   $0.84   $0.88
Contracts (Incl. Security) $0.75   $0.78   $0.82
Building Access/Steam Plant $0.66   $0.69   $0.73
Bldg Systems Support  $0.55   $0.57   $0.60
Parking Management  $0.52   $0.54   $0.57
Indirect Charges  $0.39   $0.41   $0.43
Other Direct   $0.30   $0.31   $0.33
Sign Shop   $0.19   $0.20   $0.21
Paint Shop   $0.11   $0.11   $0.12
Total    $10.63   $11.09   $11.63

For the purposes of calculating the balances available from the revenue stream that can be applied to COP 
payoff, the Facilities and Services Rates (adjusted for infl ation) will be used.  

Facilities & Service Rates

Facilities Operations & Maintenance  Service Rates
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Company Supervision Administration Deputy Ins. Com SA 250 1 250 250 250 250 0
Company Supervision Comp. Lic. & Spec. Proj. Contract Employee OS-3 64 5 320 299 320 320 0
Company Supervision Comp. Lic. & Spec. Proj. Contract Employee OS-3 64 5 320 256 256 0
Company Supervision Comp. Lic. & Spec. Proj. PPA 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Comp. Lic. & Spec. Proj. Special Deputy (Co Lic Mgr SA 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Files File cabinet, lateral 4 drawe FLA4 10 14 140 0 0 0 0
Company Supervision Files File cabinet, vertical 4 draw FVA4 8 8 64 0 0 0 0
Company Supervision Files File Room SA 750 1 750 496 236 236 0
Company Supervision Files Storage cabinet 2 door SCA3 15 3 45 0 0 0 0
Company Supervision Financial Analysis Examiner 2 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Company Supervision Financial Analysis Examiner 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Financial Analysis Examiner 4 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Company Supervision Financial Analysis Chief Fin. Analyst PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Automated Systems Exami OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Office Asst. Sr. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Professional OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Field Exam Prof. OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Field Exam Prof. OS-5 96 3 288 288 192 192 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Sr. Office Asst. 1 OS-5 96 0 0 41 0 0 0
Company Supervision Financial Exam Chief Examiner PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Holding Co. Analyst 1 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Holding Co. Manager PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis FPA-3 OS-5 96 5 480 480 480 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis FPA-4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis Ins. Tech. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis Chief Market Analyst WMS2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis Manager Exempt PO-3 145 1 0 0 0 0 0
Company Supervision Market Analysis Market Conduct Oversight M PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Company Supervision Work Area Imaging SA 96 1 96 0 145 145 0
Company Supervision Work Area Work Counter WCA2 14 2 28 0 0 0 0

Total NSF Company Supervision Total 5666 5424 4765 4765 0
0

Consumer Protection Administration Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 100 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Administration Deputy Commissioner PO-5 250 1 250 250 250 250 0
Consumer Protection Agency File cabinet, lateral 5 drawe FLB5 12 12 144 0 0 0 0
Consumer Protection Agency File room SA 595 1 595 1000 165 165 0
Consumer Protection Agency Counters SA 0 0 0 142 131 131 0
Consumer Protection Agency Work Table WTA1 25 2 50 0 0

754

700

288

758

Executive Office Building Program Comparison
11/23/2009 12:05  -Print Date

Areas  Costs Nov 18 2009-Preferred New Costs.xls  -File Name

Department Name Occupancy Use Area Count

Office of the Insurance Commissioner
Agency Shared Lunch Room Lunch Room BR-2 500 1 500 524 536 536 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Building Conference RM CR- 1400 1 1400 932 0 0 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Conference Room, Seats 8 CR-3 168 1 168 173 256 256 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Conference Room, Seats 8 CR-3 168 1 168 226 250 250 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Conference Room, Seats 1 CR-5 240 1 240 167 246 246 0
Agency Shared Computer Room Cmptr Training Rm CR-6 660 1 660 609 415 415 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Conference Room, Seats 2 CR-7 336 1 336 335 723 723 0
Agency Shared Conference Rooms Training Room CR-8 800 1 800 796 1121 1121 0
Agency Shared First Aid Rooms First Aid Rooms FA 80 1 80 91 0 0 0
Agency Shared First Aid Rooms First Aid Rooms FA 80 1 80 111 93 93 0
Agency Shared Interview Rooms Interview Rooms INT-1 100 1 100 0 0 0 0
Agency Shared Interview Rooms Interview Rooms INT-1 100 1 100 94 77 77 0
Agency Shared Coffee Bars Coffee Bars KB-1 36 1 36 71 23 23 0
Agency Shared Coffee Bars Coffee Bars KB-1 36 1 36 43 46 46 0
Agency Shared Coffee Bars Coffee Bars KB-1 36 1 36 38 16 16 0
Agency Shared Coffee Bars Coffee Bars KB-1 36 1 36 36 20 20 0
Agency Shared Coffee Bars Coffee Bars KB-1 36 0 0 34 20 20 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Secured Vestibule RA 140 0 0 605 814 814 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Secured Reception RA 675 1 675 268 333 333 0
Agency Shared Mail Room Mail Storage Room SA 100 1 100 100 0 0 0
Agency Shared Computer Room Computer Repair Room SA 140 1 140 140 135 135 0
Agency Shared Computer Room Elec Control SA 450 1 450 453 344 344 0
Agency Shared Mail Room Mail Room/Imaging Area SA 460 1 460 575 588 588 0
Agency Shared Storage Room Storage Room ST 100 1 100 179 131 131 0
Agency Shared Storage Room Storage Room ST 100 1 100 179 322 322 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (Rates WR-1 168 1 168 168 324 324 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (Cons WR-1 168 1 168 231 298 298 0
Agency Shared Storage Room Storage Room ST 168 1 168 187 205 205 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (CP S WR-1 168 1 168 162 572 572 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (Opera WR-1 168 1 168 264 168 168 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (Legal WR-1 168 1 168 177 231 231 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (SIU) WR-1 480 1 480 117 165 165 0
Agency Shared Copy/Storage Rooms Copy/Supply Rooms (Exec/ WR-4 280 1 280 168 236 236 0

Total NSF Agency Shared Total 8569 8253 8708 8708 0

Company Supervision Administration Admin. Asst. 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Company Supervision Administration Insurance Tech. 1 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0

Predesign 
Program 
Net Area

SD Net 
Area

DD Net 
Area

Revised 
Predesign

DD to RPD 
Delta

296
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Executive Office Building Program Comparison
11/23/2009 12:05  -Print Date

Areas  Costs Nov 18 2009-Preferred New Costs.xls  -File Name

Department Name Occupancy Use Area Count

Predesign 
Program 
Net Area

SD Net 
Area

DD Net 
Area

Revised 
Predesign

DD to RPD 
Delta

Consumer Protection Agency Library - 0 0 0 83 131 131 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advoc. Manager WMS3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advoc. Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 101 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advoc. Ins. Pol & Comp Analyst 2 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy L & H Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy L & H Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy L & H Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy L & H Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy P & C Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy P & C Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy P & C Ins Pol & Comp Analyst 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advocacy P & C Professional OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advoc. Professional OS-5 96 1 96 0 0 0
Consumer Protection Consm. Advoc. Special Project OS-5 96 0 0 0 0 0
Consumer Protection Investigation / Examinations Market Conduct Examiner OS-4 96 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consumer Protection Investigation / Examinations Ins. Tech 1 OS-3 64 3 192 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Investigation / Examinations Ins. Tech 1 OS-3 64 2 128 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Investigation / Examinations MRG WMS 2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 1 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 2 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 3 OS-5 96 3 288 285 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Ins Tech 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Professional OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection Licensing & Education Manager WMS2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Consumer Protection Licensing Equipment SA 0 0 0 264 172 172 0
Consumer Protection Education FPA-3 PO-3 145 2 290 238 192 192 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Secretarial OS-4 80 1 80 96 96 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Admin Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA CC4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA FRA 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Health Ins. Adv. 1 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Superviser HIA2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Professional OS-5 96 0 0 192 192 0
Consumer Protection SHIBA Program Manager WMS3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Consumer Protection Support Services Ins. Tech 3 OS-3 64 1 64 288 96 96 0
Consumer Protection Support Services Customer Service Spec 2 OS-3 64 0 0 0 192 192 0

288

282

586

576

311

288

288

Consumer Protection Support Services Investigator OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Consumer Protection Support Services Office Supv. 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 96 0

Total NSF Consumer Protection Total 6597 8062 6901 6901 0
0

Executive   Executive Office Executive Assistance PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Executive   Executive Office Executive Assistance PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Executive   Executive Office Chief Deputy Commissione SA 290 1 290 300 320 320 0
Executive   Executive Office Insurance Commissioner SA 500 1 500 500 689 689 0
Executive   Hearings Hearing Examiner PO-3 120 1 120 116 145 145 0
Executive   Hearings Hearing Examiner Professio PO-3 145 1 120 120 96 96 0
Executive   Hearings Hearings File Room ST 120 1 0 0 120 120 0
Executive   Office Support Kitchenette KB-2 77 1 77 95 105 105 0
Executive   Office Support Conference Room CR-7 560 1 560 560 538 538 0
Executive   Waiting Area Chair (Storage) CSA1 12 2 24 30 0 0 0
Executive   Waiting Area Sofa, Seats 3 (Reception) CSA1 36 1 36 504 395 395 0
Executive   Waiting Area Coat Rack MIDI 12 1 12 0 0 0 0
Executive   Office Support WC WC 0 0 0 50 67 67 0
Executive   Waiting Area Antique Cabinet SA 12 1 12 0 0 0 0

Total NSF Executive Total 1991 2515 2715 2715 0
0

SIU Fraud Unit Work Room WR-1 165 165 0
SIU Fraud Unit Evedence Storage SA 185 185 0
SIU Fraud Unit Admin Asst. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
SIU Fraud Unit Research Analyst OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-3 145 1 145 145 159 159 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-3 145 145 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-3 145 145 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-3 145 145 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-3 145 145 0
SIU Fraud Unit Manager WMS PO-2 120 1 120 120 145 145 0

Total NSF SIU Total 553 561 1522 1522 0
0

Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Legal Sec. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Paralegal OS-5 96 1 96 192 192 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Investigator OS-5 96 4 384 394 384 384 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0

293

296
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Operations Open Area Bookcase, 6 Shelves BCA6 10 13 130 0 0 0 0
Operations Open Area File Cabinet, Lateral 5 Drw FLB5 12 4 48 0 0 0 0
Operations Open Area Micro Film Reader SA 96 1 96 0 0 0 0
Operations Public Records AA3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Public Records Forms&Records Analyst OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Operations Public Records Office Asst. Sr. OS-3 64 3 192 288 288 0
Operations Public Records Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Public Records Mgr. WMS 1 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0

Total NSF Operations Total 4658 5063 4915 4915 0
0

Policy Policy Sr. Health Policy Advisor OS-4 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Sr Policy Analyst OS-4 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Admin. Reg. Analyst OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Economic Policy Analyst OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Leg./Projects OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Professional OS-5 96 2 192 0 0 0
Policy Policy Research Analyst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Policy Policy Sr. Policy Analyst OS-5 120 1 120 96 96 0
Policy Policy Task force coordinator PO-3 145 0 0 120 145 145 0
Policy Policy Staff Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Policy Policy Rules Coordinator PO-2 120 1 120 120 145 145 0
Policy Policy Deputy Commissioner SA 250 1 250 250 250 250 0
Policy Legislation Deputy Commissioner SA 120 0 0 120 145 145 0

Total NSF Policy Total 1499 1605 1598 1598 0
0

Public Affairs Open Area Bookcase, 4 Shelves BCA4 10 8 80 0 0 0 0
Public Affairs Division Admin. Comm. Outreach Coord. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Public Affairs Division Admin. Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Public Affairs Division Admin. Public Info. Off 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Public Affairs Division Admin. Public Info. Proj. Mgr. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Public Affairs Division Admin. Deputy Commissioner SA 250 1 250 250 250 250 0

Total NSF Public Affairs Total 714 657 634 634 0
0

Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Act. Analyst 1 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Act. Analyst 2 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Act. Analyst 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0

576

673

485

206

159

407
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Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Attorney PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Managing Attorney PO-4 167 167 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Storage ST 0 1 0 138 364 364 0
Legal Affairs Division of Legal Affairs Deputy Commissioner PO-5 250 1 250 250 250 250 0

Total NSF Legal Affairs Total 1792 1945 2419 2419 0
0

Legislation Legislation Deputy Commissioner SA 250 1 250 0 0 0 0
Total NSF Legislation Total 250 0 0 0 0

0
Operations Division of Administration Deputy Commissioner PO-5 250 1 250 248 250 250 0
Operations Facilities Mgr. WMS 2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Operations Facilities Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Division of Administration Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Fin. Analyst 1 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Fin. Analyst 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Fin. Analyst 3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Fin. Analyst 5 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Fiscal Tech OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget Manager WMS 3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Operations Fiscal & Budget HR Fiscal Vault SA 200 0 0 178 242 242 0
Operations Human Resources H.R. Consultant 3 OS-4 96 120 120 120 0
Operations Human Resources H.R. Consultant 3 OS-4 96 120 120 120 0
Operations Human Resources Manager EMS 3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Operations Human Resources H.R. Consultant Asst. OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Human Resources Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Info. Services ITA/A3 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Operations Info. Services ITA/A2 OS-5 96 0 0 0 0 0
Operations Info. Services ITA/A4 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Operations Info. Services ITS/A5 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Operations Info. Services ITS/AS6 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Operations Info. Services Professional OS-5 96 6 576 576 576 0
Operations Info. Services Manager WMS 3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Operations Info. Services Manager WMS 3 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Operations Info. Services Manager WMS 3 PO-3 145 0 0 145 145 145 0

1558

192

578

2 192

381
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Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Actual Sr. PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Actuary 2 (PR Reg) PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Actuary 2 (PR Reg) PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Actuary 3 Assoc) PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Rates & Fourms Actuarial Service Actuary 3 Assoc) PO-2 120 1 120 120 120 120 0
Rates & Fourms Division of Administration Admin. Asst 4 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Division of Administration Deputy Commissioner SA 250 1 250 245 250 250 0
Rates & Fourms Healthcare Ins. Pol & Comp Analyst 1 OS-5 96 4 384 384 384 0
Rates & Fourms Healthcare Ins. Pol & Comp Analyst 2 OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 0
Rates & Fourms Healthcare Professional OS-5 96 2 192 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Healthcare Manager WMS2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Rates & Fourms Life & Disability Funct. Program Analyst 2 OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Life & Disability Funct. Program Analyst 3 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Rates & Fourms Life & Disability Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Life & Disability Manager WMS2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0
Rates & Fourms Mgr. Analyst Ins. Tech. 2 OS-5 96 3 288 348 288 288 0
Rates & Fourms Mgr. Analyst Mgr. Analyst 3 PO-3 145 1 145 212 145 145 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area Bookcase, 4 Shelves BCA4 10 8 80 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area Bookcase, 6 Shelves BCA6 10 3 30 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area File Cab., Vertical 5 Drw Le FVB5 9 16 144 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area File Cabinet, Lateral 5 Drw FLB5 12 5 60 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area Micro Film Reader/Printer A OS-5 96 1 96 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area Storage Cabinet, 2 Door SCA2 14 1 14 0 0
Rates & Fourms Open Area Work Table WTA1 25 2 50 0 0
Rates & Fourms Property & Casualty Funct. Program Analyst 1 OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 0
Rates & Fourms Property & Casualty Professional OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 0
Rates & Fourms Property & Casualty Manager WMS2 PO-3 145 1 145 145 145 145 0

Total NSF Rates & Forums Total 4425 4073 3855 3855 0

Total NSF Office of the Insurance Commissioner 36,713 38,158 38,032 38,032 0

672

480

384

Office of the Treasurer
Accounting Services Accounting Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 142 142 0
Accounting Services Accounting Services Professional OS-5 96 4 384 385 384 384 0
Accounting Services Accounting Services Supervisor OS-5 96 4 384 382 384 384 0

Total NSF Accounting Services 913 912 910 910 0

Administration Administration Deputy Treasurer PO-5 250 3 750 250 250 250 0
Administration Administration Professional OS-5 96 1 96 107 96 96 0
Administration Administration Support OS-4 80 2 160 100 160 160 0
Administration Administration PDPC PO-3 145 0 0 250 142 142 0

Total NSF Administration 1006 707 648 648 0

Auditor/OST Consultants Auditor/OST Consultants Auditor/OST Consultants OS-5 96 3 288 362 288 288 0
Total NSF Auditor/OST Consultants 288 362 288 288 0

Cash & Warrant Management Cash & Warrant Management Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 148 148 0
Cash & Warrant Management Cash & Warrant Management Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 148 148 0
Cash & Warrant Management Cash & Warrant Management Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 144 144 0
Cash & Warrant Management Cash & Warrant Management Professional OS-5 96 9 864 977 864 864 0
Cash & Warrant Management Cash & Warrant Management Support OS-4 80 1 80 80 80 80 0

Total NSF Cash & Warrant Management 1379 1492 1384 1384 0

Information Services Information Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 143 143 0
Information Services Information Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 143 143 0
Information Services Information Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 143 143 0
Information Services Information Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 143 143 0
Information Services Information Services Management PO-3 145 1 145 145 0 0 0
Information Services Information Services Supervisor OS-5 96 2 192 241 192 192 0
Information Services Information Services Technical OS-5 96 9 864 866 864 864 0
Information Services Information Services Technical OS-5 96 3 288 345 288 288 0

Total NSF Information Services 2069 2177 1916 1916 0

Seasonal Positions Seasonal Positions Interns OS-4 80 2 160 193 187 187 0
Total NSF Seasonal Positions 160 193 187 187 0

Agency Shared Agency Shared Reception Area Seats 4 RA-2 108 1 108 158 440 440 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Receptionist Station OS-5 96 1 96 98 125 125 0



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-6

Investments Investments Support PO-3 120 0 0 120 118 118 0
Investments Investments Support PO-3 120 0 0 120 119 119 0
Investments Investments Deputy PO-5 250 0 0 250 247 247 0

Total NSF Investments 0 802 794 794 0

Total NSF Office of the Treasurer 12,396 13,207 13,042 13,042 0
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Agency Shared Agency Shared Vestibule SA 140 1 140 146 104 104 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Warrant Counter SA 120 1 120 148 105 105 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Warrant Equip. Room SA 260 1 260 260 307 307 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Warrant Work Area SA 330 1 330 330 353 353 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Storage Room ST 120 1 120 120 526 526 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Storage Room ST 120 1 120 73 98 98 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Supply Room ST 120 1 120 104 138 138 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Supply Room ST 120 1 120 120 69 69 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Supply Room ST 120 0 0 81 143 143 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Vault Storage ST 140 1 140 140 131 131 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Warrant Storage Room ST 550 1 550 550 671 671 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Conf/Training Rooms SA 800 1 800 800 791 791 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Coffee Bars KB-1 0 73 73 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Coffee Bars KB-1 41 1 41 0 109 109 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Computer Repair Room SA 120 1 120 120 137 137 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Conference Room, Seats 1 CR-5 240 1 240 243 263 263 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Conference Room, Seats 2 CR-6 360 1 360 311 343 343 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Open Conf. Area, Seats 8 CA-4 150 1 150 150 159 159 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Open Conf. Area, Seats 8 CA-4 150 1 150 150 150 150 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Copy/Supply Room, standa WR-1 168 1 168 190 174 174 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Copy/Supply Room, standa WR-1 168 1 168 171 167 167 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Copy/Supply Room, standa WR-1 168 1 168 168 154 154 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Break Rooms BR 250 1 250 230 420 420 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Bookcase, 4 Shelves BCA-4 10 8 80 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Bookcase, 6 Shelves BCA-6 10 1 10 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Lateral 2 Draw FLA-2 10 5 50 385 108 108 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Lateral 3 Draw FLA-3 10 37 370 587 587 587 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Lateral 4 Draw FLA-4 10 43 430 160 70 70 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Lateral 5 Draw FLA-5 10 17 170 486 0 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Vert.2 Drw Leg FVB-2 8 13 104 83 0 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Vert. 4 Drw Le FVB-4 9 11 99 0 0 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared File Cabinet, Vert. 5 Drw Le FVB-5 9 1 9 0 0 0 0
Agency Shared Agency Shared Storage Cabinet, 2 Door SCA-2 14 30 420 0 0 0 0

Total NSF Agency Shared 6581 6562 6915 6915 0

Investments Investments Admin Support OS-5 96 0 0 96 96 96 0
Investments Investments Support OS-5 96 0 0 96 96 96 0
Investments Investments Support PO-3 120 0 0 120 118 118 0
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Archives 
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections General records open storage SA 23,000 1 23,000 20,168 19,215 8,440 -10,775
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections Paper records Vault VST 1,000 1 1,000 1,079 944 944 0
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections Photo Vault - 40 degrees VST 1,000 1 1,000 1,154 925 925 0
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections Photo Vault - 54 degrees VST 750 1 750 754 696 696 0
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections Frozen Photo Storage SA 200 1 200 210 188 188 0
Archives Collections - General Archives Collections 54 degree Vestibule SA 0 1 0 0 114 114 0

Total NSF Archives Collections 25,950 23,365 22,082 11,307 -10,775

Archives Collections-Maps & Plans Archives Collections Map&Plan Storage VST 5,000 5,000 0 0 0 0
Archives Collections-Maps & Plans Archives Collections (Oversize) Map Storage VST 0 1 0 1,614 689 689 0
Archives Collections-Maps & Plans Archives Collections Plan Storage VST 1 0 1,115 751 751 0

Total NSF Archives Collections-Maps & Plans 5,000 2,729 1,440 1,440 0

Archives Division Mngmnt Division Management State Archivist PO-5 280 1 280 281 286 286 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Division Management Deputy St. Archivist PO-3 168 2 336 335 332 332 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Division Management Assistant OS-4 80 2 160 160 116 116 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Receptionist 64 1 0 0 64 64 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Division Management Small Conference Room CR-5 240 1 240 0 292 292 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Division Management Large Conference Room CR-7 420 1 420 0 0 0 0
Archives Division Mngmnt Coat Closet 1 0 0 41 41 0

Total NSF Archives Division Mngmnt 1,436 776 1,131 1,131 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Archives Acq. Staff OS-4 80 2 160 160 160 160 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Processing Lead OS-4 80 1 80 80 80 80 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing State Archives Manager PO-3 168 1 168 166 200 200 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Processing Staff OS-4 80 2 160 160 160 160 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Processing Students/Volunteers OS-6 200 1 200 373 285 285 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Digital Access Lead OS-4 80 1 80 80 80 80 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Digital Access Staff OS-4 80 2 160 160 160 160 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Incoming Rec. Acquisition Area SA 1,500 1 1,500 1,400 1,399 1,399 0
Archival Processing Archival Processing Supply Storage ST 400 1 400 477 353 353 0

Total NSF Archival Processing 2,908 3,056 2,877 2,877 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Manager PO-3 168 1 0 164 200 200 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. St. Records Mngmnt. Admin. OS-3 64 2 0 80 128 128 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Local Records Mngmnt. Admin. OS-3 64 3 0 80 192 192 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. St. Records Lead OS-3 64 1 0 113 64 64 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Local Records Lead OS-3 64 1 0 123 64 64 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Digital Records/Training Lead OS-3 64 1 0 123 64 64 0

Predesign 
Program 
Net Area

SD Net 
Area

DD Net 
Area

Revised 
Predesign

DD to RPD 
Delta

p p y
Archives Records Mngmnt. Staff OS-5 64 1 0 64 0 0 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Work Room 1 0 0 149 149 0
Archives Records Mngmnt. Copier/ Supply 1 0 0 172 172 0

Total NSF Archives Records Mngmnt. 0 747 1,033 1,033 0
Archives Research Research Research Staff Lead OS-4 80 1 80 80 80 80 0
Archives Research Research Staff OS-4 80 3 240 240 240 240 0
Archives Research Research Special Collections Staging WR-1 168 1 168 139 166 166 0

Total 488 459 486 486 0

Total NSF Archives 35,782 31,132 29,049 18,274 -10,775
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Heritage Center
HC Museum Exhibit Support Volunteer & Tour Guides 1 0 316 344 344 0
HC Museum Support Museum Support Tour Guides SA 200 1 200 0 0 0 0
HC Museum Support Museum Support Volunteer Area SA 240 1 240 0 0 0 0
HC Museum Support Museum Support Classroom SA 1,200 1 1,200 781 0 0 0
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Arrival Multi-Purpose SA 1,200 1 1,200 874 933 0 -933
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Learning Lab SA 1,200 1 1,200 779 2,058 0 -2,058
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Classroom Storage SA 150 1 0 286 130 0 -130
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Learning Lab Storage SA 150 1 0 128 153 0 -153
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Dirty Shop SA 300 1 300 223 313 313 0
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Support Wood Shop SA 800 1 800 582 814 814 0
HC Museum Exhibit Support Museum Exhibit Coat Storage SA 1 0 0 234 234 0

Total NSF Exhibit Support 5,140 3,969 4,979 1,705 -3,274
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Stor/Processing SA 5,000 1 5,000 0 0
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Loan  Exhibit Processing SA 1 0 845 845 845 0
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Mount Making SA 1 0 395 347 347 0
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Loan Exhibit Receiving SA 1 0 1,200 1,049 433 -616
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Exhibit Preparation SA 1 0 452 447 447 0
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Permanent Storage SA 1 0 1,580 1,398 1,398 0
HC Museum Exhibit Museum Exhibit Elec. Control SA 300 1 0 202 166 166 0
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Special Exhibit Gallery SA 5,000 1 5,000 5,270 5,000 0 -5,000
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Main Exhibition Hall SA 6,500 1 6,500 6,485 6,515 0 -6,515
HC Museum Exhibit Public Spaces Exhibit Space SA 1 0 0 0 5,616 5,616

Total NSF Exhibit 16,500 16,429 15,767 9,252 -6,515
HC Building Support Building Management Main support Grounds Keeper SA 240 1 240 102 0 0 0
HC Building Support Building Management First aid Room SA 90 1 90 80 72 72 0
HC Building Support Building Management First aid Room 2 SA 90 1 0 97 94 94 0
HC Building Support Building Management Building Manager Office Suite 1 168 224 229 229 0
HC Building Support Building Management BM Admin OS-1 64 1 64 0 0 0 0
HC Building Support Building Management Reception RA-5 146 1 146 0 0 0 0
HC Building Support Building Management HC Surplus SA 700 1 0 434 131 131 0
HC Building Support Building Management Security Office PO-2 120 1 120 200 98 98 0

Total NSF Building Support 828 1,137 624 624 0
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Events Coordinator PO-4 168 1 168 140 125 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Exhibit Coordinator PO-4 168 1 168 140 126 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management EC Admin OS-1 64 1 64 64 64 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Development Director PO-4 168 1 168 137 126 na nap p y

HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management DD Admin OS-1 64 1 64 64 64 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Marketing Director PO-4 168 1 168 137 126 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Creative Director SW-4 64 1 64 140 126 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Site Manager PO-4 168 1 0 140 124 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Temporary Exhibits Coordinato PO-4 168 1 0 140 113 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff WSHS Staff OS-4 80 2 320 240 160 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff WSHS Staff 1 0 113 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management MD Admin OS-1 64 2 256 64 128 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Work Area 1 0 55 0 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Building Management Small Conf. Rm 1 0 268 303 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff Copy/ Supply 1 0 0 117 na na
HC Business Office Exhibit Staff KB-1 0 0 109 na na

Total NSF Exhibit Staff 1,440 1,729 1,924 962 -962
HC Conference Center Conference Center Auditorium, SA 3,600 1 3,600 2,948 0 0 0
HC Conference Center Conference Center Conference Center (seats 400) SA 8,750 1 8,750 6,886 0 0 0
HC Conference Center Conference Center A 1 0 0 2,315 0 -2,315
HC Conference Center Conference Center B 1 0 0 3,184 0 -3,184
HC Conference Center Conference Center C 1 0 0 2,020 0 -2,020
HC Conference Center Conference Center Prefunction SA NA 1 0 2,000 2,132 0 -2,132
HC Conference Center Events SpaceConference Center Events Space SA NA 1 0 0 0 3,695 3,695
HC Conference Center Conference Center AV Production Area SA 540 1 540 213 188 0 -188
HC Conference Center Conference Center Coat Storage SA 75 1 0 75 69 0 -69
HC Conference Center Conference Center Coat Storage SA 0 0 50 0 -50
HC Conference Center Events SpaceConference Center Chair & Table Storage SA 600 1 600 92 914 386 -528
HC Conference Center Conference Center Chair & Table Storage SA 0 1 0 333 0 0 0
HC Conference Center Conference Center Chair & Table Storage SA 0 1 0 103 0 0 0
HC Conference Center Events SpaceConference Center Kitchen SA 1,000 1 1,000 707 1,379 232 -1,147
HC Conference Center Cooler SA 1 0 0 64 0 -64
HC Conference Center Freezer SA 1 0 0 46 0 -46
HC Conference Center Bev. Cooler SA 1 0 0 60 0 -60
HC Conference Center Banquet Cooler SA 1 0 0 98 0 -98
HC Conference Center Liquor Stor. SA 1 0 0 143 0 -143
HC Conference Center Steward Stor. SA 1 0 0 74 0 -74
HC Conference Center Staff Toilet SA 1 0 0 54 0 -54
HC Conference Center Banquet Linen & Uniforms SA 1 0 0 79 0 -79
HC Conference Center Dry Storage SA 1 0 0 236 0 -236
HC Conference Center Kitchen Access SA 450 1 0 402 491 0 -491
HC Conference Center Conference Center Conference Center Prep SA 250 1 0 321 1,275 0 -1,275
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HC Conference Center Conference Center Conf.Cntr. & Ktchn. Office SA 250 1 0 0 126 0 -126
HC Conference Center Conference Center Green Rm. SA 200 1 0 107 0 0 0
HC Conference Center Conference Center Auditorium Electronic Control SA 200 1 0 74 0 0 0

Total NSF Conference Center 14,490 14,261 14,997 4,313 -10,684

HC Common Public Spaces AV Conservation SA 200 1 200 0 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces Conservation Lab SA 1,000 1 1,000 623 883 883 0
HC Common Public Spaces Info Desk SA 64 1 0 130 113 113 0
HC Common Public Spaces Scanning room SA 1,300 1 1,300 1,248 1,262 1,262 0
HC Common Public Spaces Special Collections Reading Rm SA 1,300 1 1,300 1,534 1,395 1,395 0
HC Common Public Spaces Map room SA 1,200 1 1,200 1,126 922 922 0
HC Common Public Spaces Photo Room SA 120 1 120 54 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces Electronic Control Room SA 500 1 500 491 408 408 0
HC Common Electronic Control Staff SA 1 0 0 323 323 0
HC Common Conference Center Washington Room SA 300 2 600 770 615 336 -279
HC Common Public Spaces Staff area OS-4 80 5 400 0 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces Museum Store Gift Shop SA 2,000 1 2,000 1,000 1,031 1,031 0
HC Common Store Gift Shop Storage SA 1 0 545 263 263 0
HC Common Store Gift Shop Manager 1 0 0 111 111 0
HC Common Public Spaces Cafe SA 2,000 1 2,000 1,214 1,726 862 -864
HC Common Public Spaces Kitchen SA 1 0 258 309 200 -109
HC Common Public Spaces Café Service SA 1 0 384 89 0 -89
HC Common Public Spaces Great Hall Lobby SA 6,000 1 6,000 6,000 7,076 7,076 0
HC Common Public Spaces OSOS Conf./Training Room SA 360 1 360 490 595 336 -259
HC Common Storage ST 1 0 0 135 0 -135
HC Common Public Spaces Conf./Training room SA 500 1 0 0 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces HC Mail & Supply Suite SA 100 1 100 888 953 953 0
HC Common Public Spaces HC Supply SA 200 1 200 0 165 165 0
HC Common Staff lunchroom & Kitchen 0 1,398 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces Staff lunchroom SA 1,095 1 1,095 0 1,443 1,443 0
HC Common Public Spaces Kitchenette SA 225 1 225 0 91 91 0
HC Common Public Spaces Vending 0 0 234 234 0
HC Common Public Spaces Oral History 64 5 320 320 320 320 0
HC Common Public Spaces Oral History Shelving SA 1 0 0 58 58 0
HC Common Public Spaces Historic Records PO 225 1 225 227 225 225 0
HC Common Public Spaces Foyer SA 225 1 0 0 0 0 0
HC Common Public Spaces Heritage Hall (Hall of Records) SA 225 1 0 138 48 48 0

Total NSF Common 19,145 18,838 20,793 19,058 -1,735

Library
Library Administrative Administrative State Librarian PO-5 280 1 280 242 279 279 0
Library Administrative Administrative Deputy State Librarian PO-3 168 2 336 331 335 335 0
Library Administrative Administrative Admin Asst. OS-4 84 1 80 80 118 118 0
Library Administrative Administrative Conference/Training CR-8 540 1 540 721 0 0 0
Library Administrative Administrative Small conference room CR-3 144 1 144 145 0 0 0
Library Administrative Kitchen/ Copy 1 0 0 151 151 0

Total NSF Library Administrative 1,380 1,519 883 883 0

Library Technical Services Technical Services Manager PO-3 168 1 168 186 168 168 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Staff OS-5 96 3 288 288 288 288 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Staff_ OS-4 80 8 640 640 640 640 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Staff__ OS-3 64 6 384 384 384 384 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Work Areas SA 120 4 480 473 248 248 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Materials storage PO-3 168 1 168 277 168 168 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Supply room SA 224 1 224 237 234 234 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services PASColl NUC pre-1956 SA 30 1 30 30 87 87 0
Library Technical Services Technical Services Shelving SA 0 0 50 50 0

Total NSF Library Technical Services 2,382 2,515 2,267 2,267 0

Library Development Library Development Manager PO-3 168 1 168 181 162 162 0
Library Development Library Development LSTA Coordinator PO-3 168 1 168 169 162 162 0
Library Development Library Development Staff OS-3 64 18 1,152 1,152 1,152 1,152 0
Library Development Library Development Staff_ OS-4 80 3 240 240 240 240 0
Library Development Library Development Staff__ OS-5 96 1 96 96 96 96 0
Library Development Library Development Storage & Computer Storage 1 0 245 193 193 0
Library Development Library Development Storage ST 150 1 150 0 0 0 0
Library Development Library Development Computer Storage ST 64 1 64 0 0 0 0
Library Development Library Development Production area OS-6 120 1 120 131 117 117 0
Library Development Library Development Lib. Dev. Files ST 150 1 150 139 125 125 0

Total NSF Library Development 2,308 2,353 2,247 2,247 0

Library R&D R&D MGR PO-3 168 1 168 192 177 177 0
Library R&D R&D Cubicles OS-3 64 5 320 320 320 320 0
Library R&D R&D Volunteer station SW-4 168 2 336 325 330 330 0

Total NSF Library R&D 824 837 827 827 0
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11/23/2009 12:05  -Print Date

Areas  Costs Nov 18 2009-Preferred New Costs.xls  -File Name

Department Name Occupancy Use Area Count

Predesign 
Program 
Net Area

SD Net 
Area

DD Net 
Area

Revised 
Predesign

DD to RPD 
Delta

Library Branches Branches Manager PO-3 168 1 168 195 163 163 0
Library Branches Branches office assistant OS-3 64 1 64 64 64 64 0
Library Branches Branches Cubicle OS-3 64 1 64 64 64 64 0

Total NSF Library Branches 296 323 291 291 0

Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Manager PO-3 168 1 168 167 169 169 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Reference Documents staff OS-5 96 1 96 80 96 96 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Reference Doc. staff_ OS-4 80 2 160 160 160 160 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Reference Doc. staff OS-3 64 6 384 384 384 384 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Gen. Wrk. Area ST 120 1 120 168 160 160 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Northwest History staff OS-3 64 5 320 320 320 320 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Northwest History staff_ OS-4 80 1 120 119 80 80 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services NW Work Area SA 120 1 120 125 127 127 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Genealogy staff OS-3 75 6 448 448 384 384 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Genealogy staff OS-5 96 1 0 0 96 96 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Ref. Virt. Gov. SA 120 1 120 114 125 125 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Map Libr. OS-4 80 2 192 160 160 160 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Additional Staff OS-3 64 3 0 448 192 192 0
Lib. Public Services - Staff Public Services Coats/Storage ST 1 0 0 190 190 0

Total NSF Lib. Public Services - Staff 2,248 2,693 2,643 2,643 0

Library Public Services Public Services Reference Desk OS-5 96 2 192 270 235 235 0
Library Public Services Public Services Reception, Circulation SA 64 2 128 272 275 275 0
Library Public Services Public Services Conference room CR-8 540 1 540 0 0 0 0
Library Public Services Public Services Computer training room SA 600 1 600 0 0 0 0

Total NSF Library Public Services 1,460 542 510 510 0

Library PAS PAS Manager PO-3 168 1 168 195 168 168 0
Library PAS PAS Staff_ OS-5 96 2 192 192 192 192 0
Library PAS PAS Staff OS-4 80 2 160 160 160 160 0
Library PAS PAS Staff__ OS-3 64 9 576 576 576 576 0
Library PAS PAS Storage, preserv. supplies ST 120 1 120 148 0 0 0
Library PAS PAS State Doc. Distr. Center ST 120 1 120 144 249 249 0
Library PAS PAS Resource sharing storage SA 120 1 120 148 120 120 0
Library PAS PAS Bindery SA 350 1 350 432 346 346 0
Library PAS PAS Small Conf. Rm. SA 120 1 120 232 326 326 0
Library PAS PAS Sorting & Intake SA 1 0 0 57 57 0

Total NSF Library PAS 1,926 2,227 2,194 2,194 0

Library Staff Copy Room 1 0 0 235 235 0
Library Staff Cart Storage 1 0 0 134 134 0

Total NSF Library Staff 0 0 369 369 0

Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room General reading room SA 3,000 1 3,000 3,500 4,400 4,400 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room General Stacks 450 1 450 450 279 279 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room Periodicals & Newspapers Display 150 1 150 62 104 104 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room Reference Stacks 450 1 450 252 224 224 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room NW Multimedia, display Display 50 1 50 50 48 48 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room Northwest Collection Stacks 3,500 1 3,500 4,482 3,982 3,982 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Display Alcoves SA 500 1 0 1,039 743 743 0
Lib. Main Reading Rm Main Reading Room Public copier SA 120 1 120 106 135 135 0

Total NSF Lib. Main Reading Rm 7,720 9,941 9,915 9,915 0

Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogMicrofilm Cbnts 900 1 900 686 947 947 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Genealogy & Phonebooks 0 1,389 1,103 1,103 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogGenealogy Reading Rm Stacks 700 1 700 0 0 0 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogPhonebooks Stacks 300 1 300 0 0 0 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogJournal Display Stacks 100 1 100 66 49 49 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogMicrofilm service area SA 500 1 500 0 0 0 0
Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm Family History/GenealogGeneolgy Service Area SA 300 1 300 290 270 270 0

Total NSF Lib. Fam. Hist./Gen. Rm 2,800 2,431 2,369 2,369 0

Library Collections Collections Federal Collection Cmpct 10,000 1 10,000 4,191 5,473 6,484 1,011
Library Collections Collections Collection Staging area SA 150 1 150 150 148 175 27
Library Collections Collections Journal back-files Cmpct 2,000 1 2,000 1,155 1,467 1,738 271
Library Collections Collections Newspapers hard copy Cmpct 800 1 800 167 253 300 47
Library Collections Collections State publications Cmpct 3,000 1 3,000 866 2,255 2,671 416
Library Collections Wash. NW Room Rare Book Room (vault) Vault 2,000 1 2,000 820 717 849 132
Library Collections Wash. NW Room Historic reference Cmpct 450 1 450 168 159 188 29
Library Collections Wash. NW Room Pamphlets Cbnts 30 1 30 30 19 23 4
Library Collections Wash. NW Room Manuscript Collections Cmpct 400 1 400 109 101 120 19
Library Collections Collections Offers Cmpct 212 1 211 193 189 224 35
Library Collections Collections Gifts Newspapers Cmpct 150 1 150 171 54 64 10

Total NSF Library Collections 19,191 8,020 10,835 12,836 2,001
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Department of General Administration Conceptual Cost Study
Heritage Center & Executive Office Building - Site Study November 17, 2009
Olympia, Washington 027-07727.110

OVERALL SUMMARY

Gross Floor 
Area $ / SF $x1,000

Site No. 2 - EOB / Heritage Center

Building & Sitework 214,158 SF 487.81 104,469

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST June 2013 104,469

Site No. 3 - Heritage Center
Parking 48,451 SF 127.70 6,187

Building 142,896 SF 413.18 59,041

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST June 2011 65,228

Site No. 4 - EOB

Building & Sitework 81,450 SF 417.60 34,013

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST June 2011 34,013

Site No. 7 - Heritage Center
Parking 53,412 SF 122.74 6,556

Building 137,650 SF 424.41 58,420

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST June 2011 64,975

Site No. 12 - EOB

Phase A - South Building 87,781 SF 426.30 37,421

Phase B - North Building 109,095 SF 443.58 48,392

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST June 2011 * 85,813

Alternates $x1,000

Alternate 1: Site No. 4 - Two Levels of Underground Parking 3,867
Alternate 2: Site No. 3 with Extended Schedule to Completion in 2015 3,977

* Phase B starts in June 2013, and final completion is End of 2014

Page 1



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-12

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f G
en

er
al

 A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

C
on

ce
pt

ua
l C

os
t S

tu
dy

H
er

ita
ge

 C
en

te
r &

 E
xe

cu
tiv

e 
O

ffi
ce

 B
ui

ld
in

g 
- S

ite
 S

tu
dy

N
ov

em
be

r 1
7,

 2
00

9
O

ly
m

pi
a,

 W
as

hi
ng

to
n

02
7-

07
72

7.
11

0

U
N

IF
O

R
M

A
T 

SU
M

M
A

R
Y 

FO
R

 D
IR

EC
T 

W
O

R
K

G
ro

ss
 A

re
a:

$/
SF

21
4,

15
8 

SF
$/

SF
48

,4
51

 S
F

$/
SF

14
2,

89
6 

SF
$/

SF
19

1,
34

6 
SF

SI
TE

 W
O

R
K

G
10

S
ite

 P
re

pa
ra

tio
n

21
.0

7
$ 

   
 

4,
51

3,
02

3
$ 

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
9.

10
$ 

   
   

1,
29

9,
78

1
$ 

   
   

6.
79

$ 
   

   
1,

29
9,

78
1

$
G

20
S

ite
 Im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
20

.4
0

$ 
   

 
4,

36
8,

04
5

$ 
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

4.
07

$ 
   

   
58

2,
06

6
$ 

   
   

   
3.

04
$ 

   
   

58
2,

06
6

$
G

30
S

ite
 M

ec
ha

ni
ca

l U
til

iti
es

9.
93

$ 
   

   
2,

12
5,

86
3

$ 
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

13
.4

2
$ 

   
 

1,
91

7,
24

3
$ 

   
   

10
.0

2
$ 

   
 

1,
91

7,
24

3
$

G
40

S
ite

 E
le

ct
ric

al
 U

til
iti

es
5.

43
$ 

   
   

1,
16

3,
75

0
$ 

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
5.

65
$ 

   
   

80
7,

40
6

$ 
   

   
   

4.
22

$ 
   

   
80

7,
40

6
$

G
60

O
th

er
 S

ite
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$

Su
bt

ot
al

: S
ite

 W
or

k
56

.8
3

$ 
   

12
,1

70
,6

80
$

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
32

.2
4

$ 
   

 
4,

60
6,

49
5

$
24

.0
7

$ 
   

4,
60

6,
49

5
$

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

A
10

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
11

.6
7

$ 
   

 
2,

50
0,

27
8

$ 
   

   
13

.0
1

$ 
   

 
63

0,
15

6
$ 

   
   

   
10

.1
7

$ 
   

 
1,

45
3,

19
6

$ 
   

   
10

.8
9

$ 
   

 
2,

08
3,

35
2

$
A

20
B

as
em

en
t C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

24
.1

5
$ 

   
 

5,
17

2,
87

3
$ 

   
   

27
.3

0
$ 

   
 

1,
32

2,
80

9
$ 

   
   

7.
97

$ 
   

   
1,

13
8,

35
6

$ 
   

   
12

.8
6

$ 
   

 
2,

46
1,

16
5

$
B

10
S

up
er

st
ru

ct
ur

e
40

.3
1

$ 
   

 
8,

63
2,

70
5

$ 
   

   
26

.6
2

$ 
   

 
1,

28
9,

78
3

$ 
   

   
49

.3
9

$ 
   

 
7,

05
8,

02
5

$ 
   

   
43

.6
3

$ 
   

 
8,

34
7,

80
8

$
B

20
E

xt
er

io
r C

la
dd

in
g

37
.7

4
$ 

   
 

8,
08

3,
33

1
$ 

   
   

5.
56

$ 
   

   
26

9,
60

3
$ 

   
   

   
53

.7
2

$ 
   

 
7,

67
6,

79
1

$ 
   

   
41

.5
3

$ 
   

 
7,

94
6,

39
4

$
B

30
R

oo
fin

g
9.

52
$ 

   
   

2,
03

9,
05

4
$ 

   
   

0.
50

$ 
   

   
24

,2
25

$ 
   

   
   

  
17

.4
1

$ 
   

 
2,

48
7,

62
1

$ 
   

   
13

.1
3

$ 
   

 
2,

51
1,

84
6

$
C

10
In

te
rio

r C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
36

.0
7

$ 
   

 
7,

72
5,

56
6

$ 
   

   
3.

35
$ 

   
   

16
2,

44
4

$ 
   

   
   

28
.4

5
$ 

   
 

4,
06

5,
81

5
$ 

   
   

22
.1

0
$ 

   
 

4,
22

8,
25

9
$

C
20

S
ta

irs
1.

66
$ 

   
   

35
5,

48
9

$ 
   

   
   

1.
64

$ 
   

   
79

,6
23

$ 
   

   
   

  
2.

17
$ 

   
   

31
0,

65
7

$ 
   

   
   

2.
04

$ 
   

   
39

0,
28

0
$

C
30

In
te

rio
r F

in
is

he
s

21
.8

7
$ 

   
 

4,
68

3,
42

1
$ 

   
   

1.
92

$ 
   

   
93

,0
35

$ 
   

   
   

  
14

.7
0

$ 
   

 
2,

10
1,

13
7

$ 
   

   
11

.4
7

$ 
   

 
2,

19
4,

17
2

$
D

10
C

on
ve

yi
ng

4.
35

$ 
   

   
93

1,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

5.
05

$ 
   

   
72

2,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
3.

77
$ 

   
   

72
2,

00
0

$
D

20
P

lu
m

bi
ng

 S
ys

te
m

s
5.

57
$ 

   
   

1,
19

1,
90

0
$ 

   
   

0.
56

$ 
   

   
27

,1
01

$ 
   

   
   

  
4.

28
$ 

   
   

61
2,

06
3

$ 
   

   
   

3.
34

$ 
   

   
63

9,
16

5
$

D
30

H
V

A
C

 S
ys

te
m

s
46

.8
3

$ 
   

 
10

,0
29

,0
19

$ 
   

 
5.

57
$ 

   
   

26
9,

93
9

$ 
   

   
   

42
.6

6
$ 

   
 

6,
09

6,
40

5
$ 

   
   

33
.2

7
$ 

   
 

6,
36

6,
34

4
$

D
40

Fi
re

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

S
ys

te
m

s
4.

49
$ 

   
   

96
1,

32
6

$ 
   

   
   

4.
85

$ 
   

   
23

5,
09

5
$ 

   
   

   
4.

95
$ 

   
   

70
7,

92
9

$ 
   

   
   

4.
93

$ 
   

   
94

3,
02

4
$

D
50

E
le

ct
ric

al
 S

ys
te

m
s

43
.2

3
$ 

   
 

9,
25

8,
48

4
$ 

   
   

4.
73

$ 
   

   
22

9,
17

1
$ 

   
   

   
36

.2
2

$ 
   

 
5,

17
5,

67
6

$ 
   

   
28

.2
5

$ 
   

 
5,

40
4,

84
7

$
F1

0
S

pe
ci

al
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
  

-
$

F2
0

S
l

ti
D

lit
i

$
$

$
$

$
$

$
$

SI
TE

 N
O

. 2
SI

TE
 N

O
. 3

E
O

B
 / 

H
er

ita
ge

 C
en

te
r

P
ar

ki
ng

H
er

ita
ge

 C
en

te
r

To
ta

l

F2
0

S
el

ec
tiv

e 
D

em
ol

iti
on

-
$ 

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
 

-
$

Su
bt

ot
al

: B
ui

ld
in

g
28

7.
47

$ 
 

61
,5

64
,4

47
$

95
.6

2
$ 

   
 

4,
63

2,
98

4
$ 

   
   

27
7.

17
$ 

  
39

,6
05

,6
73

$
23

1.
20

$ 
 

44
,2

38
,6

57
$

To
ta

l B
ui

ld
in

g 
an

d 
Si

te
 W

or
k

34
4.

30
$ 

  
73

,7
35

,1
27

$
95

.6
2

$ 
   

 
4,

63
2,

98
4

$ 
   

   
30

9.
40

$ 
  

44
,2

12
,1

67
$

25
5.

27
$ 

  
48

,8
45

,1
51

$

R
ei

m
bu

rs
ab

le
s

13
.7

7
$ 

   
 

2,
94

9,
00

0
$ 

   
   

3.
82

$ 
   

   
18

5,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
12

.3
7

$ 
   

 
1,

76
8,

00
0

$ 
   

   
10

.2
1

$ 
   

 
1,

95
3,

00
0

$
S

ub
co

nt
ra

ct
or

 B
on

ds
3.

58
$ 

   
   

76
7,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

0.
99

$ 
   

   
48

,0
00

$ 
   

   
   

  
3.

22
$ 

   
   

46
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

2.
65

$ 
   

   
50

8,
00

0
$

C
on

tin
ge

nc
y 

fo
r D

es
ig

n 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

36
.1

7
$ 

   
 

7,
74

5,
11

3
$ 

   
   

10
.0

4
$ 

   
 

48
6,

59
8

$ 
   

   
   

32
.5

0
$ 

   
 

4,
64

4,
01

7
$ 

   
   

26
.8

1
$ 

   
 

5,
13

0,
61

5
$

A/
E 

M
AC

C
39

7.
82

$ 
  

85
,1

96
,2

39
$

11
0.

48
$ 

  
5,

35
2,

58
2

$ 
   

   
35

7.
49

$ 
  

51
,0

84
,1

84
$

29
4.

95
$ 

  
56

,4
36

,7
67

$

G
C

/C
M

 C
on

tin
ge

nc
y

11
.9

4
$ 

   
 

2,
55

6,
00

0
$ 

   
   

3.
32

$ 
   

   
16

1,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
10

.7
3

$ 
   

 
1,

53
3,

00
0

$ 
   

   
8.

85
$ 

   
   

1,
69

4,
00

0
$

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C
40

9.
75

$ 
  

87
,7

52
,2

39
$

11
3.

80
$ 

  
5,

51
3,

58
2

$ 
   

   
36

8.
22

$ 
  

52
,6

17
,1

84
$

30
3.

80
$ 

  
58

,1
30

,7
67

$

P
re

-c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Fe

e
2.

87
$ 

   
   

61
4,

26
6

$ 
   

   
   

0.
80

$ 
   

   
38

,5
95

$ 
   

   
   

  
2.

58
$ 

   
   

36
8,

32
0

$ 
   

   
   

2.
13

$ 
   

   
40

6,
91

5
$

G
C

/C
M

 F
ee

18
.5

7
$ 

   
 

3,
97

6,
00

0
$ 

   
   

5.
16

$ 
   

   
25

0,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
16

.6
8

$ 
   

 
2,

38
4,

00
0

$ 
   

   
13

.7
7

$ 
   

 
2,

63
4,

00
0

$
B

i d
 G

en
er

al
 C

on
di

tio
ns

14
.0

1
$ 

   
 

3,
00

1,
13

1
$ 

   
   

3.
89

$ 
   

   
18

8,
57

1
$ 

   
   

   
12

.5
9

$ 
   

 
1,

79
9,

50
9

$ 
   

   
10

.3
9

$ 
   

 
1,

98
8,

08
0

$

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C
44

5.
20

$ 
  

95
,3

43
,6

37
$

12
3.

65
$ 

  
5,

99
0,

74
8

$ 
   

   
40

0.
08

$ 
  

57
,1

69
,0

13
$

33
0.

08
$ 

  
63

,1
59

,7
62

$

E
sc

al
at

io
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

42
.6

1
$ 

   
 

9,
12

5,
35

3
$ 

   
   

4.
05

$ 
   

   
19

6,
19

7
$ 

   
   

   
13

.1
0

$ 
   

 
1,

87
2,

28
5

$ 
   

   
10

.8
1

$ 
   

 
2,

06
8,

48
2

$

   
TO

TA
L 

C
O

N
ST

R
U

C
TI

O
N

 C
O

ST
 

48
7.

81
$ 

  
10

4,
46

8,
98

9
$

12
7.

70
$ 

  
6,

18
6,

94
5

$ 
   

   
41

3.
18

$ 
  

59
,0

41
,2

99
$

34
0.

89
$ 

  
65

,2
28

,2
44

$

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
C

om
pl

et
io

n
Ju

ne
 2

01
5

Ju
ne

 2
01

3
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

St
ar

t D
at

e
Ju

ne
 2

01
3

Ju
ne

 2
01

1
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

D
ur

at
io

n 
(m

on
th

s)
24

M
TH

S
24

M
TH

S
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

M
id

-P
oi

nt
Ju

ne
 2

01
4

Ju
ne

 2
01

2
Es

ca
la

tio
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

9.
57

%
3.

28
%

Pa
ge

 2



Predesign Review Report 10-13

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f G
en

er
al

 A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

H
er

ita
ge

 C
en

te
r &

 E
xe

cu
tiv

e 
O

ffi
ce

 B
ui

ld
in

g 
- S

ite
 S

tu
dy

O
ly

m
pi

a,
 W

as
hi

ng
to

n

U
N

IF
O

R
M

A
T 

SU
M

M
A

R
Y 

FO
R

 D
IR

EC
T 

W
O

R
K

G
ro

ss
 A

re
a:

SI
TE

 W
O

R
K

G
10

S
ite

 P
re

pa
ra

tio
n

G
20

S
ite

 Im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

G
30

S
ite

 M
ec

ha
ni

ca
l U

til
iti

es
G

40
S

ite
 E

le
ct

ric
al

 U
til

iti
es

G
60

O
th

er
 S

ite
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

Su
bt

ot
al

: S
ite

 W
or

k

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

A
10

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
A

20
B

as
em

en
t C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

B
10

S
up

er
st

ru
ct

ur
e

B
20

E
xt

er
io

r C
la

dd
in

g
B

30
R

oo
fin

g
C

10
In

te
rio

r C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
C

20
S

ta
irs

C
30

In
te

rio
r F

in
is

he
s

D
10

C
on

ve
yi

ng
D

20
P

lu
m

bi
ng

 S
ys

te
m

s
D

30
H

V
A

C
 S

ys
te

m
s

D
40

Fi
re

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

S
ys

te
m

s
D

50
E

le
ct

ric
al

 S
ys

te
m

s
F1

0
S

pe
ci

al
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

F2
0

S
l

ti
D

lit
i

C
on

ce
pt

ua
l C

os
t S

tu
dy

N
ov

em
be

r 1
7,

 2
00

9
02

7-
07

72
7.

11
0

$/
SF

81
,4

50
 S

F
$/

SF
53

,4
12

 S
F

$/
SF

13
7,

65
0 

SF
$/

SF
19

1,
06

2 
SF

1.
72

$ 
   

   
   

   
14

0,
03

7
$ 

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

1.
78

$ 
   

   
   

  
24

5,
19

3
$ 

   
   

  
1.

28
$ 

   
   

   
 

24
5,

19
3

$
2.

64
$ 

   
   

   
   

21
4,

93
5

$ 
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
13

.6
2

$ 
   

   
   

1,
87

5,
40

0
$ 

   
  

9.
82

$ 
   

   
   

 
1,

87
5,

40
0

$
16

.1
6

$ 
   

   
   

 
1,

31
6,

51
0

$ 
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

17
.0

8
$ 

   
   

   
2,

35
0,

65
0

$ 
   

  
12

.3
0

$ 
   

   
  

2,
35

0,
65

0
$

7.
01

$ 
   

   
   

   
57

0,
85

5
$ 

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

8.
23

$ 
   

   
   

  
1,

13
3,

41
7

$ 
   

  
5.

93
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
13

3,
41

7
$

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
  

-
$

27
.5

3
$ 

   
   

   
2,

24
2,

33
6

$
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
40

.7
2

$ 
   

   
   

5,
60

4,
65

9
$

29
.3

3
$ 

   
   

 
5,

60
4,

65
9

$

7.
91

$ 
   

   
   

   
64

4,
27

4
$ 

   
   

   
  

13
.3

3
$ 

   
   

  
71

1,
96

6
$ 

   
   

  
9.

75
$ 

   
   

   
  

1,
34

2,
73

1
$ 

   
  

10
.7

5
$ 

   
   

  
2,

05
4,

69
7

$
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
   

28
.9

8
$ 

   
   

  
1,

54
7,

65
2

$ 
   

  
15

.4
6

$ 
   

   
   

2,
12

8,
56

4
$ 

   
  

19
.2

4
$ 

   
   

  
3,

67
6,

21
6

$
42

.8
3

$ 
   

   
   

 
3,

48
8,

33
0

$ 
   

   
  

26
.0

1
$ 

   
   

  
1,

38
9,

41
6

$ 
   

  
50

.3
8

$ 
   

   
   

6,
93

4,
64

2
$ 

   
  

43
.5

7
$ 

   
   

  
8,

32
4,

05
7

$
75

.4
6

$ 
   

   
   

 
6,

14
6,

56
1

$ 
   

   
  

0.
61

$ 
   

   
   

 
32

,4
74

$ 
   

   
   

 
48

.9
4

$ 
   

   
   

6,
73

6,
47

6
$ 

   
  

35
.4

3
$ 

   
   

  
6,

76
8,

95
1

$
17

.2
7

$ 
   

   
   

 
1,

40
6,

51
7

$ 
   

   
  

0.
50

$ 
   

   
   

 
26

,7
06

$ 
   

   
   

 
16

.7
5

$ 
   

   
   

2,
30

6,
18

6
$ 

   
  

12
.2

1
$ 

   
   

  
2,

33
2,

89
2

$
31

.1
3

$ 
   

   
   

 
2,

53
5,

66
1

$ 
   

   
  

3.
35

$ 
   

   
   

 
17

9,
08

1
$ 

   
   

  
27

.8
7

$ 
   

   
   

3,
83

6,
04

3
$ 

   
  

21
.0

1
$ 

   
   

  
4,

01
5,

12
3

$
2.

60
$ 

   
   

   
   

21
1,

51
3

$ 
   

   
   

  
1.

50
$ 

   
   

   
 

80
,1

89
$ 

   
   

   
 

1.
98

$ 
   

   
   

  
27

2,
66

7
$ 

   
   

  
1.

85
$ 

   
   

   
 

35
2,

85
6

$
26

.2
2

$ 
   

   
   

 
2,

13
5,

61
9

$ 
   

   
  

1.
92

$ 
   

   
   

 
10

2,
56

3
$ 

   
   

  
14

.4
0

$ 
   

   
   

1,
98

2,
39

5
$ 

   
  

10
.9

1
$ 

   
   

  
2,

08
4,

95
8

$
6.

07
$ 

   
   

   
   

49
4,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
5.

25
$ 

   
   

   
  

72
2,

00
0

$ 
   

   
  

3.
78

$ 
   

   
   

 
72

2,
00

0
$

5.
52

$ 
   

   
   

   
44

9,
56

3
$ 

   
   

   
  

0.
56

$ 
   

   
   

 
29

,8
77

$ 
   

   
   

 
4.

20
$ 

   
   

   
  

57
7,

47
4

$ 
   

   
  

3.
18

$ 
   

   
   

 
60

7,
35

1
$

32
.3

0
$ 

   
   

   
 

2,
63

0,
83

5
$ 

   
   

  
5.

57
$ 

   
   

   
 

29
7,

58
5

$ 
   

   
  

41
.7

9
$ 

   
   

   
5,

75
1,

87
8

$ 
   

  
31

.6
6

$ 
   

   
  

6,
04

9,
46

3
$

3.
90

$ 
   

   
   

   
31

7,
24

8
$ 

   
   

   
  

4.
85

$ 
   

   
   

 
25

9,
17

2
$ 

   
   

  
4.

85
$ 

   
   

   
  

66
7,

92
1

$ 
   

   
  

4.
85

$ 
   

   
   

 
92

7,
09

3
$

36
.5

8
$ 

   
   

   
 

2,
97

9,
80

8
$ 

   
   

  
4.

73
$ 

   
   

   
 

25
2,

64
1

$ 
   

   
  

35
.4

8
$ 

   
   

   
4,

88
3,

18
2

$ 
   

  
26

.8
8

$ 
   

   
  

5,
13

5,
82

3
$

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
  

-
$

$
$

$
$

$
$

$
$

SI
TE

 N
O

. 4
SI

TE
 N

O
. 7

E
O

B
P

ar
ki

ng
H

er
ita

ge
 C

en
te

r
To

ta
l

F2
0

S
el

ec
tiv

e 
D

em
ol

iti
on

Su
bt

ot
al

: B
ui

ld
in

g

To
ta

l B
ui

ld
in

g 
an

d 
Si

te
 W

or
k

R
ei

m
bu

rs
ab

le
s

S
ub

co
nt

ra
ct

or
 B

on
ds

C
on

tin
ge

nc
y 

fo
r D

es
ig

n 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

A/
E 

M
AC

C

G
C

/C
M

 C
on

tin
ge

nc
y

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C

P
re

-c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Fe

e
G

C
/C

M
 F

ee
B

id
 G

en
er

al
 C

on
di

tio
ns

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C

E
sc

al
at

io
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

   
TO

TA
L 

C
O

N
ST

R
U

C
TI

O
N

 C
O

ST
 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
C

om
pl

et
io

n
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

St
ar

t D
at

e
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

D
ur

at
io

n 
(m

on
th

s)
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

M
id

-P
oi

nt
Es

ca
la

tio
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

 
-

$

28
7.

78
$ 

   
   

 
23

,4
39

,9
28

$
91

.9
1

$ 
   

   
  

4,
90

9,
32

2
$ 

   
  

27
7.

10
$ 

   
   

 
38

,1
42

,1
59

$
22

5.
33

$ 
   

  
43

,0
51

,4
80

$

31
5.

31
$ 

   
   

  
25

,6
82

,2
64

$
91

.9
1

$ 
   

   
  

4,
90

9,
32

2
$ 

   
  

31
7.

81
$ 

   
   

 
43

,7
46

,8
18

$
25

4.
66

$ 
   

   
48

,6
56

,1
39

$

12
.6

1
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
02

7,
00

0
$ 

   
   

  
3.

67
$ 

   
   

   
 

19
6,

00
0

$ 
   

   
  

12
.7

1
$ 

   
   

   
1,

75
0,

00
0

$ 
   

  
10

.1
9

$ 
   

   
  

1,
94

6,
00

0
$

3.
28

$ 
   

   
   

   
26

7,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
  

0.
95

$ 
   

   
   

 
51

,0
00

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

31
$ 

   
   

   
  

45
5,

00
0

$ 
   

   
  

2.
65

$ 
   

   
   

 
50

6,
00

0
$

33
.1

2
$ 

   
   

   
 

2,
69

7,
62

6
$ 

   
   

  
9.

65
$ 

   
   

   
 

51
5,

63
2

$ 
   

   
  

33
.3

8
$ 

   
   

   
4,

59
5,

18
2

$ 
   

  
26

.7
5

$ 
   

   
  

5,
11

0,
81

4
$

36
4.

32
$ 

   
   

  
29

,6
73

,8
90

$
10

6.
19

$ 
   

   
5,

67
1,

95
4

$ 
   

  
36

7.
21

$ 
   

   
 

50
,5

46
,9

99
$

29
4.

24
$ 

   
   

56
,2

18
,9

53
$

10
.9

3
$ 

   
   

   
 

89
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

  
3.

18
$ 

   
   

   
 

17
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
  

11
.0

1
$ 

   
   

   
1,

51
6,

00
0

$ 
   

  
8.

82
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
68

6,
00

0
$

37
5.

25
$ 

   
   

  
30

,5
63

,8
90

$
10

9.
38

$ 
   

   
5,

84
1,

95
4

$ 
   

  
37

8.
23

$ 
   

   
 

52
,0

62
,9

99
$

30
3.

07
$ 

   
   

57
,9

04
,9

53
$

2.
63

$ 
   

   
   

   
21

3,
94

7
$ 

   
   

   
  

0.
77

$ 
   

   
   

 
40

,8
94

$ 
   

   
   

 
2.

65
$ 

   
   

   
  

36
4,

44
1

$ 
   

   
  

2.
12

$ 
   

   
   

 
40

5,
33

5
$

17
.0

0
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
38

5,
00

0
$ 

   
   

  
4.

96
$ 

   
   

   
 

26
5,

00
0

$ 
   

   
  

17
.1

4
$ 

   
   

   
2,

35
9,

00
0

$ 
   

  
13

.7
3

$ 
   

   
  

2,
62

4,
00

0
$

12
.8

3
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
04

5,
29

2
$ 

   
   

  
3.

74
$ 

   
   

   
 

19
9,

80
5

$ 
   

   
  

12
.9

4
$ 

   
   

   
1,

78
0,

55
9

$ 
   

  
10

.3
7

$ 
   

   
  

1,
98

0,
36

4
$

40
7.

71
$ 

   
   

  
33

,2
08

,1
30

$
11

8.
84

$ 
   

   
6,

34
7,

65
2

$ 
   

  
41

0.
95

$ 
   

   
 

56
,5

67
,0

00
$

32
9.

29
$ 

   
   

62
,9

14
,6

52
$

9.
89

$ 
   

   
   

   
80

5,
29

7
$ 

   
   

   
  

3.
89

$ 
   

   
   

 
20

7,
88

6
$ 

   
   

  
13

.4
6

$ 
   

   
   

1,
85

2,
56

9
$ 

   
  

10
.7

8
$ 

   
   

  
2,

06
0,

45
5

$

41
7.

60
$ 

   
   

  
34

,0
13

,4
27

$
12

2.
74

$ 
   

   
6,

55
5,

53
8

$ 
   

  
42

4.
41

$ 
   

   
 

58
,4

19
,5

69
$

34
0.

07
$ 

   
   

64
,9

75
,1

07
$

N
ov

em
be

r 2
01

2
Ju

n e
 2

01
3

Ju
ne

 2
01

1
Ju

ne
 2

01
1

18
M

TH
S

24
M

TH
S

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

2
Ju

ne
 2

01
2

2.
43

%
3.

28
%

Pa
ge

 3



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-14

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f G
en

er
al

 A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

H
er

ita
ge

 C
en

te
r &

 E
xe

cu
tiv

e 
O

ffi
ce

 B
ui

ld
in

g 
- S

ite
 S

tu
dy

O
ly

m
pi

a,
 W

as
hi

ng
to

n

U
N

IF
O

R
M

A
T 

SU
M

M
A

R
Y 

FO
R

 D
IR

EC
T 

W
O

R
K

G
ro

ss
 A

re
a:

SI
TE

 W
O

R
K

G
10

S
ite

 P
re

pa
ra

tio
n

G
20

S
ite

 Im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

G
30

S
ite

 M
ec

ha
ni

ca
l U

til
iti

es
G

40
S

ite
 E

le
ct

ric
al

 U
til

iti
es

G
60

O
th

er
 S

ite
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

Su
bt

ot
al

: S
ite

 W
or

k

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

A
10

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
A

20
B

as
em

en
t C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

B
10

S
up

er
st

ru
ct

ur
e

B
20

E
xt

er
io

r C
la

dd
in

g
B

30
R

oo
fin

g
C

10
In

te
rio

r C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
C

20
S

ta
irs

C
30

In
te

rio
r F

in
is

he
s

D
10

C
on

ve
yi

ng
D

20
P

lu
m

bi
ng

 S
ys

te
m

s
D

30
H

V
A

C
 S

ys
te

m
s

D
40

Fi
re

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

S
ys

te
m

s
D

50
E

le
ct

ric
al

 S
ys

te
m

s
F1

0
S

pe
ci

al
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

F2
0

S
l

ti
D

lit
i

C
on

ce
pt

ua
l C

os
t S

tu
dy

N
ov

em
be

r 1
7,

 2
00

9
02

7-
07

72
7.

11
0

$/
SF

87
,7

81
 S

F
$/

SF
10

9,
09

5 
SF

$/
SF

19
6,

87
6 

SF

2.
24

$ 
   

   
   

  
19

6,
52

0
$ 

   
   

   
 

1.
59

$ 
   

   
   

  
17

3,
83

8
$ 

   
   

   
 

1.
88

$ 
   

   
   

 
37

0,
35

7
$

15
.7

6
$ 

   
   

   
1,

38
3,

60
0

$ 
   

   
 

14
.4

3
$ 

   
   

   
1,

57
4,

57
8

$ 
   

   
 

15
.0

3
$ 

   
   

  
2,

95
8,

17
8

$
15

.5
4

$ 
   

   
   

1,
36

4,
15

3
$ 

   
   

 
12

.6
9

$ 
   

   
   

1,
38

3,
90

3
$ 

   
   

 
13

.9
6

$ 
   

   
  

2,
74

8,
05

6
$

10
.2

8
$ 

   
   

   
90

2,
76

3
$ 

   
   

   
 

8.
72

$ 
   

   
   

  
95

1,
57

2
$ 

   
   

   
 

9.
42

$ 
   

   
   

 
1,

85
4,

33
5

$
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
-

$

43
.8

3
$ 

   
   

   
3,

84
7,

03
5

$ 
   

   
 

37
.4

3
$ 

   
   

   
4,

08
3,

89
0

$
40

.2
8

$ 
   

   
 

7,
93

0,
92

5
$

9.
16

$ 
   

   
   

  
80

4,
29

2
$ 

   
   

   
 

9.
50

$ 
   

   
   

  
1,

03
5,

96
1

$ 
   

   
 

9.
35

$ 
   

   
   

 
1,

84
0,

25
3

$
10

.9
9

$ 
   

   
   

96
4,

81
1

$ 
   

   
   

 
5.

89
$ 

   
   

   
  

64
2,

55
8

$ 
   

   
   

 
8.

16
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
60

7,
36

9
$

40
.5

1
$ 

   
   

   
3,

55
5,

93
9

$ 
   

   
 

40
.9

4
$ 

   
   

   
4,

46
5,

85
1

$ 
   

   
 

40
.7

5
$ 

   
   

  
8,

02
1,

79
0

$
63

.7
6

$ 
   

   
   

5,
59

7,
07

4
$ 

   
   

 
70

.3
5

$ 
   

   
   

7,
67

4,
91

3
$ 

   
   

 
67

.4
1

$ 
   

   
  

13
,2

71
,9

86
$

11
.8

7
$ 

   
   

   
1,

04
1,

57
1

$ 
   

   
 

10
.9

4
$ 

   
   

   
1,

19
3,

07
0

$ 
   

   
 

11
.3

5
$ 

   
   

  
2,

23
4,

64
1

$
31

.1
3

$ 
   

   
   

2,
73

2,
75

4
$ 

   
   

 
31

.1
3

$ 
   

   
   

3,
39

6,
29

1
$ 

   
   

 
31

.1
3

$ 
   

   
  

6,
12

9,
04

5
$

1.
78

$ 
   

   
   

  
15

6,
53

9
$ 

   
   

   
 

1.
62

$ 
   

   
   

  
17

7,
08

9
$ 

   
   

   
 

1.
69

$ 
   

   
   

 
33

3,
62

8
$

26
.2

2
$ 

   
   

   
2,

30
1,

61
8

$ 
   

   
 

26
.2

2
$ 

   
   

   
2,

86
0,

47
1

$ 
   

   
 

26
.2

2
$ 

   
   

  
5,

16
2,

08
9

$
4.

33
$ 

   
   

   
  

38
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

48
$ 

   
   

   
  

38
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

86
$ 

   
   

   
 

76
0,

00
0

$
5.

52
$ 

   
   

   
  

48
4,

50
7

$ 
   

   
   

 
5.

52
$ 

   
   

   
  

60
2,

15
0

$ 
   

   
   

 
5.

52
$ 

   
   

   
 

1,
08

6,
65

7
$

32
.3

0
$ 

   
   

   
2,

83
5,

32
6

$ 
   

   
 

32
.3

0
$ 

   
   

   
3,

52
3,

76
9

$ 
   

   
 

32
.3

0
$ 

   
   

  
6,

35
9,

09
5

$
3.

90
$ 

   
   

   
  

34
1,

90
7

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

90
$ 

   
   

   
  

42
4,

92
5

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

90
$ 

   
   

   
 

76
6,

83
2

$
36

.5
8

$ 
   

   
   

3,
21

1,
42

4
$ 

   
   

 
36

.5
8

$ 
   

   
   

3,
99

1,
18

6
$ 

   
   

 
36

.5
8

$ 
   

   
  

7,
20

2,
61

0
$

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

   
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
 

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$

$
$

$
$

$
$

To
ta

l

SI
TE

 N
O

. 1
2

E
O

B
 P

ha
se

 A
 (S

ou
th

 B
ui

ld
in

g)
E

O
B

 P
ha

se
 B

 (N
or

th
 B

ui
ld

in
g)

F2
0

S
el

ec
tiv

e 
D

em
ol

iti
on

Su
bt

ot
al

: B
ui

ld
in

g

To
ta

l B
ui

ld
in

g 
an

d 
Si

te
 W

or
k

R
ei

m
bu

rs
ab

le
s

S
ub

co
nt

ra
ct

or
 B

on
ds

C
on

tin
ge

nc
y 

fo
r D

es
ig

n 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

A/
E 

M
AC

C

G
C

/C
M

 C
on

tin
ge

nc
y

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C

P
re

-c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Fe

e
G

C
/C

M
 F

ee
B

id
 G

en
er

al
 C

on
di

tio
ns

G
C

/C
M

 M
AC

C

E
sc

al
at

io
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

   
TO

TA
L 

C
O

N
ST

R
U

C
TI

O
N

 C
O

ST
 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
C

om
pl

et
io

n
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

St
ar

t D
at

e
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

D
ur

at
io

n 
(m

on
th

s)
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

M
id

-P
oi

nt
Es

ca
la

tio
n 

to
 M

id
-P

oi
nt

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

   
  

-
$ 

   
   

   
   

 
-

$ 
   

   
   

   
   

  
-

$ 
   

   
   

  
-

$

27
8.

05
$ 

   
   

 
24

,4
07

,7
62

$ 
   

  
27

8.
37

$ 
   

   
 

30
,3

68
,2

33
$

27
8.

23
$ 

   
  

54
,7

75
,9

95
$

32
1.

88
$ 

   
   

 
28

,2
54

,7
97

$ 
   

  
31

5.
80

$ 
   

   
 

34
,4

52
,1

23
$

31
8.

51
$ 

   
   

62
,7

06
,9

20
$

12
.8

7
$ 

   
   

   
1,

13
0,

00
0

$ 
   

   
 

12
.6

3
$ 

   
   

   
1,

37
8,

00
0

$ 
   

   
 

12
.7

4
$ 

   
   

  
2,

50
8,

00
0

$
3.

35
$ 

   
   

   
  

29
4,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

28
$ 

   
   

   
  

35
8,

00
0

$ 
   

   
   

 
3.

31
$ 

   
   

   
 

65
2,

00
0

$
33

.8
1

$ 
   

   
   

2,
96

7,
88

0
$ 

   
   

 
33

.1
7

$ 
   

   
   

3,
61

8,
81

2
$ 

   
   

 
33

.4
6

$ 
   

   
  

6,
58

6,
69

2
$

37
1.

91
$ 

   
   

 
32

,6
46

,6
77

$ 
   

  
36

4.
88

$ 
   

   
 

39
,8

06
,9

35
$

36
8.

02
$ 

   
   

72
,4

53
,6

12
$

11
.1

5
$ 

   
   

   
97

9,
00

0
$ 

   
   

   
 

10
.9

4
$ 

   
   

   
1,

19
4,

00
0

$ 
   

   
 

11
.0

4
$ 

   
   

  
2,

17
3,

00
0

$

38
3.

06
$ 

   
   

 
33

,6
25

,6
77

$ 
   

  
37

5.
83

$ 
   

   
 

41
,0

00
,9

35
$

37
9.

05
$ 

   
   

74
,6

26
,6

12
$

2.
68

$ 
   

   
   

  
23

5,
38

0
$ 

   
   

   
 

2.
63

$ 
   

   
   

  
28

7,
00

7
$ 

   
   

   
 

2.
65

$ 
   

   
   

 
52

2,
38

6
$

17
.3

6
$ 

   
   

   
1,

52
4,

00
0

$ 
   

   
 

17
.0

3
$ 

   
   

   
1,

85
8,

00
0

$ 
   

   
 

17
.1

8
$ 

   
   

  
3,

38
2,

00
0

$
13

.1
0

$ 
   

   
   

1,
15

0,
01

4
$ 

   
   

 
12

.8
5

$ 
   

   
   

1,
40

2,
24

3
$ 

   
   

 
12

.9
6

$ 
   

   
  

2,
55

2,
25

7
$

41
6.

21
$ 

   
   

 
36

,5
35

,0
71

$ 
   

  
40

8.
34

$ 
   

   
 

44
,5

48
,1

85
$

41
1.

85
$ 

   
   

81
,0

83
,2

56
$

10
.0

9
$ 

   
   

   
88

5,
97

5
$ 

   
   

   
 

35
.2

3
$ 

   
   

   
3,

84
3,

95
5

$ 
   

   
 

24
.0

2
$ 

   
   

  
4,

72
9,

93
0

$

42
6.

30
$ 

   
   

 
37

,4
21

,0
47

$ 
   

  
44

3.
58

$ 
   

   
 

48
,3

92
,1

39
$

43
5.

87
$ 

   
   

85
,8

13
,1

86
$

N
ov

em
be

r 2
01

2
N

ov
em

be
r 2

01
4

Ju
ne

 2
01

1
Ju

ne
 2

01
3

18
M

TH
S

18
M

TH
S

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

2
M

ar
ch

 2
01

4
2.

43
%

8.
63

%

Pa
ge

 4



Predesign Review Report 10-15

Department of General Administration Executive Office Building Design Development Cost Plan
Heritage Center & Executive Office Building November 18, 2009
Olympia, Washington 0278-7570.310
HERITAGE CENTER COMPONENT SUMMARY Gross Area: 314,708 SF

$/SF $x1,000

 1. Foundations 19.88 6,256
 2. Vertical Structure 16.30 5,129
 3. Floor & Roof Structures 55.39 17,430
 4. Exterior Cladding 49.41 15,551
 5. Roofing, Waterproofing & Skylights 14.57 4,585

   Shell (1-5) 155.54 48,950

 6. Interior Partitions, Doors & Glazing 17.64 5,551
 7. Floor, Wall & Ceiling Finishes 27.21 8,564

   Interiors (6-7) 44.85 14,114

 8. Function Equipment & Specialties 14.45 4,546
 9. Stairs & Vertical Transportation 5.58 1,756

   Equipment & Vertical Transportation (8-9) 20.03 6,302

 10. Plumbing Systems 7.16 2,253
 11. Heating, Ventilating & Air Conditioning 43.85 13,800
 12. Electric Lighting, Power & Communications 41.76 13,143
 13. Fire Protection Systems 5.48 1,723

   Mechanical & Electrical (10-13) 98.24 30,918

   Total Building Construction (1-13) 318.66 100,285

 14. Site Preparation & Demolition 14.34 4,513
 15. Site Paving, Structures & Landscaping 14.79 4,653
 16. Utilities on Site 10.45 3,290
   Total Sitework Construction (14-16) 39.58 12,456

   TOTAL BUILDING AND SITEWORK (1-16) 358.24 112,741

Reimbursables 4.00% 14.33 4,510

   Subtotal Direct Construction Cost 372.57 117,251
Subcontractor Bonds 1.25% 4.66 1,466

   Subtotal November 2009 377.23 118,717

Escalation to Midpoint (April 2014) 8.78% 33.11 10,419\
   Subtotal February 2013 410.34 129,136

Contingency for Development of Design 6.50% 26.67 8,394

   A/E MACC 437.01 137,530\
GC/CM Contingency 3.00% 13.11 4,126

   GC/CM MACC 450.12 141,656\
Preconstruction Services Fee Fixed 3.08 970
Specified General Conditions Fixed 22.09 6,952
GC/CM Construction Fee 3.25% 15.45 4,861

   TOTAL GCC February 2013 490.74 154,440

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
DAVIS LANGDON Page 1
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STATE OF WASHINGTON FORM
BENEFIT AND LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS SUMMARY C-3

(Rev 6-01)
Agency Analysis Type
Project Analysis Date
Location Analysis By
Economic Life (in Years) 50 Discount Rate 5.00% File Name

Estimated
Cost Present Worth

Estimated
Cost Present Worth

Estimated
Cost Present Worth

A. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B $394,681,860 $245,930,418 $283,029,813 $169,341,916 $163,779,620 $97,992,343
C. $830,000 $830,000 $830,000 $830,000
D. $20,000 $20,000
E.
F. $9,900,000 $8,980,000
G.

$395,511,860 $246,760,418 $283,859,813 $170,171,916 $173,699,620 $106,992,343

$111,652,047 $76,588,501 $17,430,093 $13,493,426

(See appropriate Resid-Repl Sheet) Year
A.
B
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

A. $478,672,894 $134,033,708 $325,735,697 $91,209,600 $298,585,732 $83,607,309
B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C. $3,770,000 $3,770,000 $3,770,000 $3,770,000
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

$482,442,894 $137,803,708 $329,505,697 $94,979,600 $298,585,732 $83,607,309
$877,954,754 $384,564,126 $613,365,510 $265,151,516 $472,285,351 $190,599,653

-$119,412,609 -$15,727,691
-45.0% -9.0%

12-8-09
Craig J. Donald

LCC

Net Additional Cost for 2 years Leasing fo

Department of General Administration
Heritage Center - Executive Office Building

Capitol Campus - Olympia, WA

1.  Initial Costs

Description

Total Initial Cost (PW)
Total Initial Cost Difference vs.Lowest Cost 

Alternative
2.  Replacement/Salvage Cost & Residual 

Value

Amortized Cost
Cost to Vacate GA Building

HC-EOB Site 1 HC-EOB Site 2 HC Site 3

Cost to Vacate the Dawley Building
Cost to Move the Soils Shed
Replacement of GA Garage (Above Grad

Total Replacement Cost/(Savings) (PW)
3.  Annual Costs (Savings)

Operating Cost

Savings (Loss) % vs. Lowest Cost Option

Total Annual Cost
Grand Total Costs (Savings)
Life Cycle PW Savings (Loss) vs. Lowest Cost 
Option

C-3
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STATE OF WASHINGTON FORM
BENEFIT AND LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS SUMMARY C-3

(Rev 6-01)
Agency Analysis Type
Project Analysis Date
Location Analysis By
Economic Life (in Years) 0 Discount Rate 0.00% File Name

Estimated
Cost

Present
Worth

Estimated
Cost Present Worth

Estimated
Cost

Present
Worth

A. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B $156,269,526 $93,498,917 $82,730,874 $49,499,396 $91,417,308 $54,696,649
C.
D.
E. $1,000,000 $907,030
F.
G.

$156,269,526 $93,498,917 $82,730,874 $49,499,396 $92,417,308 $55,603,679

$9,686,434 $6,104,283

(See appropriate Resid-Repl Sheet) Year
A.
B
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

A. $290,606,532 $81,373,045 $124,203,865 $34,778,457 $133,515,466 $37,385,808
B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

$290,606,532 $81,373,045 $124,203,865 $34,778,457 $133,515,466 $37,385,808
$446,876,058 $174,871,962 $206,934,739 $84,277,853 $225,932,775 $92,989,487

-$8,711,634
-10.3%

HC Site 7 EOB Site 4

Department of General Administration LCC
Heritage Center - Executive Office Building 12-8-09

Capitol Campus - Olympia, WA Craig J. Donald

Description

1.  Initial Costs

Amortized Cost

EOB Site 12

Cost to Vacate GA Building
Cost to Vacate the Dawley Building
Cost to Move the Soils Shed
Replacement of GA Garage (Above Grade)

Total Initial Cost (PW)
Total Initial Cost Difference vs.Lowest Cost 

Alternative

2.  Replacement/Salvage Cost & Residual Value

Total Replacement Cost/(Savings) (PW)
3.  Annual Costs (Savings)

Operating Cost

Net Additional Cost for 2 years Leasing for GA

Life Cycle PW Savings (Loss) vs. Lowest Cost 
Option
Savings (Loss) % vs. Lowest Cost Option

Total Annual Cost
Grand Total Costs (Savings)



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-18

Cost Estimate Summary Site 1
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Cost Estimate Summary Site 2
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Cost Estimate Summary Site 3



Predesign Review Report 10-33



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-34



Predesign Review Report 10-35



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-36



Predesign Review Report 10-37



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-38



Predesign Review Report 10-39



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-40



Predesign Review Report 10-41



Heritage Center - Executive Offi ce Building  10-42

Cost Estimate Summary Site 4
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Cost Estimate Summary Site 7
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Cost Estimate Summary Site 12
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EHSB 1216 Proviso Language

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1077. FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL
ADMINISTRATION
Heritage Center and Executive Offi ce Building (20082858)
The appropriations in this section are subject to the following conditions and limitations: The appropriations 
are provided to reimburse the general administration services account for design costs for the executive of-
fi ce building, and for a revision to the predesign of the heritage center executive offi ce building. The revised 
predesign must align the scope of the project with the level of fi nancing that available revenues will support. 
The revised predesign must specify the tenants of the executive offi ce building, based on the capital campus 
master plan criteria, and must reduce the size of the heritage center to what is needed for the state library 
and exhibit space for historically signifi cant documents from the state archives and rotating exhibits from 
national, state, and local historical museums.

Enabling Legislation
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Predesign Checklist
APPENDIX A  
Predesign Checklist 

The predesign checklist should be completed by the agency and submitted to the Office of 
Financial Management with the predesign.  

Are the following in the predesign? If not, the item should be noted “not applicable.” 

Executive Summary 

Project Analysis 
o Discussion of operational needs 
o Discussion of alternatives 
o Discussion of selected alternative 
o Identification of issues 
o Prior planning and history 
o Stakeholders
o Project description 
o Implementation approach 
o Project management 
o Schedule

Program Analysis 
o Assumptions 
o Functions and FTEs 
o Spatial relationships between the facility and site 
o Interrelationships and adjacencies of functions 
o Major equipment 
o Special systems such as environmental, information technology, etc. 
o Future needs and flexibility 
o Sustainability and energy utilization 
o Applicable codes and regulations 

Site Analysis 
o Potential sites 
o Building footprint 
o Site considerations such as physical, regulatory and access issues 
o Acquisition process 

Project Budget Analysis 
o Assumptions 
o Detailed estimates 
o Funding sources 

2008 Predesign Manual A-1 Office of Financial Management
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Predesign Checklist Appendix A 

2008 Predesign Manual A-2 Office of Financial Management 

o Project cost estimate 
o Form C-3, Benefit and Life-Cycle Cost Analysis Summary 
o Sign-off by agency 

Master Plan and Policy Coordination 
o Impacts to existing plans 
o Adherence to significant state policies 

Facility Operations and Maintenance Requirements 
o Assumptions 
o Operating costs in table form 
o Staffing plan (capital and operating) 

Project Drawings/Diagrams 
o Site plans 
o Building plans 
o Building volumes 
o Elevations

Appendix
o Predesign checklist 
o Project budget unit cost detail 
o Sustainable design charette summary 
o Additional information as needed  
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