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Executive Summary

Olympia is home to a diversad richlocal food system. This analysis aimed to locate and quagfifgultural
resources in theity anddetermine thefunctionof eactresource in the local food systeithese functions
governed how the community relates to the food system, and includeda&spach as locations where food could

be grown (e.g. community gardens), where local food is produced (e.g. local farms and gardens), and where local
food could be accessed (e.g. farm stands, direct sales, food bank distribution centers).

It also aimed taletermine accessilitl, measured in terms of¥Q.5 mile walking distance light ofeach of these

functions as well agonsiderhow these relate tsocioeconomic factonselevant to racial equity and food justice
Potential gportunities for expansioof the locafood system were also located

Agricultural resources were located throughout most of the city and its UGA. However, some areas of limited
access were located, particularly in areas with a higher percentage of BIPOC residents and a foswesrtge
median householdincoméreasin northeast Olympia neighborhood subareadte largely lacking in

agricultural resources of any kinthis area is home to significant tracts of potential agricultural taasl

identified in the Olympia Farmldmnalysig and represents an area for potential expansion of urban agriculture.
Locations inSouthwesOlympiain subareas H and southern portions of subaread also lackinig agricultural

resource®f any kind These areas al$ack identified areas of potential agriculture; opportunities may exist for
expanding agriculture at a smaller scale (<1 acre) in this area

Community gardens, particularly those where shares are available to the public to grow their own food,
represental the rarest type of agricultural resource considerdese are of particularly importance to those in
high-density residential areashere opportunities to garden are limited due to the lack of lasrdfor those living
inzores where agricultural use psohibited

Sidewalk access is relatively limifed most agricultural resources outside the downtown core, and is an issue for
manycommunity gardenswhere sidewalk accesswas largely lacking.

Introduction

This analysiepresents aontinuation of the Olympia Farmland Analysis which aimed to quantify farmland
located within Olympia and its UGAhat analysiwas completed in December 2020hd culminatedin a report to
the city*. Atthe request of the Olympia Land Used EnvironmenCommitteethisadditional analysis was

undertaken to build on this priorwkiandi 2 K St LJ A dzZLILR NI GKS F2tf2gAy 3 | OGA 2
Comprehensive Plan:

PL253 Collaborate with communitygotners to ensure that everyone within Olympia s withiking or walking
distance of a place to grow foéd

A prior analysis done for New Haven, Connectiag useds a modél

! Olympia Farmland Analysis
2 Comprehensive Plan: Land Use and Urban Design
3 New Haven's Urban Aigulture



https://www.thurstoncd.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Olympia-Farmland-Analysis.pdf
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Olympia/?compplan/OlympiaCPNT.html
https://due-parsons.github.io/methods3-fall2017/projects/new-haven-s-urban-agriculture/

The Olympia Farmland Workgroup reconvened in August of 2021 to provide scope and guidance for the project
meetingthrough early 2022 to develop this report.

Methods

Agricultural Resources

The aim of this study was tdentify thefull range of agricultural resources presenQifympia, drawing onthe
methodology of the New Haven urban agriculture study.

Thisanalysiexpanded on that approach by also examiningessibilitymeasured in terms of a 0.5 mi. walking
distance, teeach agricultural resour@nd considering the functioof each agricultural resource in the

community. There are a diverse range of urban agltiore spaces in Olympia and many serve multiple functions in
the community.

For example, access to local food is available from community gardens where the public can renta share of land
and grow their own food. Howevamanycommunity gardenalsogrowand donate foodor the Thurston County
Food Bank. In this cadecdly producedood is not distributed from the communityarden buis instead directed

to the Thurston Conty Food Bank for distributiohis approach allowed distinguishing betweemp®of food
production and food distribution, which often but do not always align.

By separating out agricultural resourcestbgir distinct functionswe were able to provide a more comprehensive
and nuanced approach to accessibitifyagriculture in tie community.

Data Collection
A unique approach was taken with this project for data collection. In the preceding Olympia Farmland Analysis,
most data vere provided from preexisting datasets for agricultural land ugeerial imagery was also reviewed to

find actively cultivated farmland that had been missed in prior work, and tdécar&as opotential farmlandhat
could be cultivated.

This poject was broader in its scope. Rather than attempting to calculate the total acreaggiatfiitural land in

the city, this projecfocusedonidentifyingthe presencéandfunction) of agricultureat any scale, as well as other
agriculture resources that relate to the local food system (e.g. points of local food distribution).

Drawing on tle collective knowledge aforkgroup was crucial in brainstormiadist ofknown agricultural urban

resourcesTCD staff anthembers of theéSouth Sound Food Sgm Network verealso consulted for their
knowledge of urban agriculture.

A number of existingidectories of prior attempts to measureban agriculture were als@eviewed Farm listings
fromthe/ 2 YYdzy A (i & C I 20MErésyFRRomitHeBas@iidfvas a key resouraghichdisplayedot
only the location ofocalfarmsin Olympia and the suounding areabut alsovaluable@nformation abouthe
functions (e.g. areas of local food production, areas of local food access via farm giaisdsarms play in the
local food system.

4/ 2YYdzyAlleé CIENXYflVR ¢NHzA0Q8 HAnHM CNBAK CNRY GKS CI NY



https://www.communityfarmlandtrust.org/2021-fresh-from-the-farm-listings.html

Anactive directory of community gardebis maintained by ThurstoCountyPublic Health & Social Services, and
wasalso consultedPast publications, such @ mmunity Gardens of Thurston Cofywere also reviewed for
supplemental context.

Agricultural Resource Types

Agricultural Resources were classified into five categories, based offuthetionsin the community. Each
classification is explained turnbelow.

Agricultural Green Space

Agricultural Green Space is inclusive of any land wioegsdly produced foodsigrown or raisedrhis is similar to
the OlympiaFarf I Yy R | y I f & & dctvéeagricuRuSeanilis’ak impoRtant marker of ongoing agricultural
activity.

This category is key to all others, since all require the existence of agricultural geeerfepthe production of
locally grown food.

Local Food Access

Accesdo local foods inclusive of everywhenrghere locallyfood grownis distributed and can be accessed by the
public. This hcludes community gardens where the wider public cawgheir own food, farmstands, anather
locations where direct sales are possitlech as farmers marketsalso includes food bank food distribution sites
where locally produced fogaroducedfood bank gardens is distributed. Due to the large number of stanels
varying inventory, grocery stores were not considered for this category.

Community Gardens
CommunityGardens were considered both broadly and narrowly. The broad definition included any garden in the
community, regardless of whether it was accesdiblbe public owas specific to a particular community (e.g.

retirement home, volunteer organization, or religious community). The ultimate destination of the food produced
by the garden was not considered.

Community Gardens with rentable plots

For someesidents home gardening is not accessible at hcemel communitygardens provide an opportunity for
those to grow their own food. All community gardens which rented plots to the wider public were considered
separately as a subsend a separate networknalysis was run for these locations. Service areas for both types of
community gardens are presented together

Potential Agriculture

During the Olymja Farmland Analysis, areadRudtential Agriculturgvere marked out within the city. These
represented areas of open space, locatedin Zoning categories that allowed for agricultural use, and that precluded
any characteristics that would make them unsuitable for agricultural usestegp slopedack otopsoil).

5 Thurston County Community Garden$hurston Dept. of Public Health & Social Services
6 Community Gardens in Thurston County: Assessment Report



https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/personalhealth/chronicdiseaseprevention/thurstoncommunitygardens.html
https://www.co.thurston.wa.us/health/personalhealth/chronicdiseaseprevention/PDF/GardenAssessmentReport2014Final.pdf

Potentid Agriculture was included as a fifth category to visualize how urban agriculturegmeldtiallyexpand

within the cityand its UGADue to the challenges of delineating agricultural land, the Olympia Farmland Analysis
limited areas ofpotential agriculturdo any contiguous tract of land 1 acre or larggmmeof the urban

agricultural resources considered in this work were significantly smallerltfz@ne in sizenlareas wherdand
classifiedagt 2 G Sy A I t bseBtNikréstitimdydeNdportukities fbexpansion ofirban ayriculture at

the smaller scale

Alternatively, areas that were excluded from definition of potential agriculture in the Olympia Farmland Aqalysis
such as areas with stony ground, or steep slapesuldpotentiallybeconverted intoagriculture land, such as
through the importation of topsoil, construction of terraced raised beds, etc.

Agricultural Resources

Agricultural Green Space*

Community Gardens

Farmers o O

./ markets [ Gardens with publicly ““ \
% \ rentable plots / /]

Local Food Access ~ ~ z

” Potential

Agriculture

y

Figurel. Venn diagram of relationship between agricultural resource types.

*Agricultural Green Space also includes all land classified as Existing Agriculture in the prior Olympia Farmland Analysis. s may inc
farmland that is part of local agriculture but does not represent a source of local food for the public (e.g. persontibpyoiduage
production).

Figure 1 shows the relationship between each agricultural resource type as defined in this study. Most notably,
local food access intersects with all other agricultural resource types except potential agriculture. Examples of eac
of these is provided above.

Walkability

The key purpose of this analysis was to examine accessibility of local agriculture. This was determined by
calculating traveimes to each of the aforementioned resources throughout the city of Olympia and its UGA.
Walking times of %2 milleave beerstandard in othepedestrian analyses and werbhosen by the working group
to be thelimit of accessibility in this analysis.

Twoseparate analyses weeonductedto determine accessibilig & OF f Odzf  GAy3 W& SNIA OS
accessibility around each resoutbat take into account travel distances along road networks.
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// Accessibility on roak

network (all roads) \

Accessibility by roads
- with sidewalks /

Figure2. Relationship betwen two forms of accessibility considered in this analysis.

The first approaclkexamined accessibiliby determining travetlistanceslong tre standard road network. A
second network analysigas conductetboking atravel distances only alorrgads withadjacent sidewalks. This

second network analysis considered any break in the road network with sidewalks to be ligg@tivige areas
ended where sidewalk coverage ended along roads.

Area of Interest

The areaonsideredisedin this analysis to locateramyltural resourcesvasmade slightly broader than the
municipal boundariego capture perurban agricultureThis area was inclusive©fympiacity boundariesthe
02dzy RENRS&a 2F hf & YL I, avda ¥ nmiNdbufigr aidundtiieicirentty atimdargFjgire 0
2), where this zone was not already part of the UGA.



Agricultural Green Space and Potential Agriculture
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Figure3. Area of interest for agricultural resources.



In the Olympia Farmland Analysis, a much higher concentration of agricultural land was\ithindhe UGA
compared to areaswithin the city limits. Only considetirigan agricultural resourcdscatedwithin the city
boundaries would resultin underestimating access to residents living at the edge of thEhase residentsight
actually bdocated near agriculturally rich locations in the UGA.

Because walkability was considered as up to 0.5 miles from an urban agricultural resource, areas within 0.5 miles
of the city boundary weralso considered. In many cagks areawas within the UGAyutnot the casén areas
where the city boundary directly bordered unincorporated Thurston County.

Socioeconomic Factors

The Olympia Farmland WorkGrdap 1 S& NX O2 YY Sy RI i A 2wgs toE@hRrYacial jistida¥ A y I €
local agricultureandto assist disadvantaged farmers with access to urban aneypleain agriculturalland and
resourcesTo assistin this go#the work group chose a number of datasets relatingto socioeconomic factorsto
consider alongside availability agriculture resaorces.

Table 1. List of socioeconomic factors considered in this analysis.

Factor Source Notes

BIPOC 2020 US Census, P2 dataset Derived from categoriesin P2
dataset

Zoning Thurston Geodata Only Olympigspecific zoning
categorieswere considered.

Median Household Income 2019 American Community Surve)

(ACS) Data, B19013 dataset*
2010 Census Tract shapefile
(TIGER/Lines)
Percent Disability 2019 American Community Surve)
(ACS) Data, S1810 dataset*
2010 Census Trashapefile
(TIGER/Lines)
Percent Enrolimentin Reduced an Olympia SD elementary school we Available for 2022021 school year
Free Lunch Programs (Elementary pages, Tumwater SD elementary for Olympia SD schools; 202018
Schools) school web pages for Tumwater SD schools. North
Thurston SD school service areas
overlap with Olympia city
boundaries, but available data is
lacking.
*American Community Survey (ACS) Data for 2020 was not released due to impacts of thel @Patibemic5-year
estimates from the 2019 ACS data were instead used.

Analysis

Dataanalysis wasonducted in ArcGIS Pro 2.9%Imilar to the Olympia Farmland Analyaislysisvas structured
in the form ofmodels in ModelBuilddiFigures 4 and 5T his allows fioeasy repetition of the analysis with
updated datan the future and potential expansion of this analysis

Network Analyst was used develop setrvice areas for agricultural resources.
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Figure4. Screenshot of main ArcGIS Pro model usedit@lyze socioeconomic factor data.
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Figure5. Screenshot of main ArcGIS Pro model used to calculate service areas for agricultural resources.



Results& Discussion

Due to the largenumbers of factors considered in this analy&isypes of agricultural resourcessocioeconomic
factors, and 2 forms afccessibility, the results provided a large number of combinations of factors.

To provide a focused review, orggrticularly relevancombinations of agricultural resources and socioeconomic
or noteworthy results were includezhd discussebere.

For afuller review of the data in this analysis, itis recommended that an interactive web mapdtaicted and

referredto. In this format, layers of interest cée turned on or off as needed. Thagks the limitations of static
maps that we were lined to providingin this repond can provide a more comprehensive view of the results.

Agricultural Green Space

Agriculturalgreen space was fairly well distied throughout the city limitsyith the exception of two main areas
in the northeast of Olympieoughly corresponding with neighborhood subareen@in areas in subarea H and the
southern edge of subarea JirestOlympia

Some small gaps exist around the city edges as well, namely locations along east BuduiBarga A and areas
around Watershed park in the Eastside neighborhiocslibarea FAccessability via sidewalk was most complete

in locations inlhe downtown areas, as well as the denser locations of west Olympia, but were relatively limited
Ff2y3 GKS YAleQa LISNRLIKSNI



Agricultural Green Space &
Neighborhood Subareas
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Figure6. Accessibility taagricultural green space across neighborhood subareas.



Agricultural Green Space &
Percent BIPOC
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Figure7. Accessibility to agriculture green space cupercentage of BIPOC residents by census block.



Locationsvhereagricultural green spaceas inaccessiblacluded areas with relately higher percentage of

BIPOC populationThese are particularly notable in the aforementioned locations in subarea C and in locations in
subarea H and the soluérn edge of subarea J in welympia.



Agricultural Green Space &
Median Household Income
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Figure8. Accessibilityto agricultural green space and estimated median household income by census tract.




When viewed in terms of median household income, the lowest areas in the city were located directly in

downtown, as well as in south of Harrison Ave and north of BlackRla#én West Olympia. These areas did show
some accessibilty agricultural green spacencluding by roads with sidewalks.

As was seen in the prior map, locationsirtbareas C, B, and both showed lower than average median
householdincome, along with a relative lack of accessability to any agricultural greer{Sigaces).



Community Gardens & Enrollment in
Reduced or Free Lunch Programs
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Figure9. Accessibility to agricultural green space and enrollment in reducedreeflunch programs by elementary school
service areas.

Enrollmentin reduced or free lunch programs is a less precise dataset, since figures were reported by school
service areas. These cover fairly large areas, and in some cases, can also includesdedasltside of school
boundaries. However, where school service areas are located either mostly or entirely within the city boundary,
this metric can provide valuable insights into food need, a measure that was lacking from other data sources, such
as Casus data.

Enrolimentin West Olympia was notably higher than in other locations in thewtity/est Olympiavas also the
location of fairly comprehensive coverage by agricultural green gifagere9).

Unfortunately, data for locations in the very eastgortions of Olympia was unavailable from North Thurston SD;
these school service areas also included significant portions of Lacey, making it difficult to make valid
determinations about the portion of these school service areas within the Olympiaaitydary.

Local Food Access

Locations where local food was accessible were somewhat more limited across et re most
represented within the city core. Despite the higher concentrations of agricultural land at the edge of tloalyity,
a handful ofocationst i (i KS ®erelivihinvalk$drdiEnde local food resources that algwovided on
farm drect sales that were considerauthis work

These particular locations were mostly located along the north side of thmsityparea Awhere a number of
local blueberry farms were located just across the city boundary, and a few locations in theasiatn portion
of the cityand UGA in subareas F, D, ar(figure 10)Notably, locations in subareas D and E with local food
access were associated with some of the larger remaining tracts of active farmland in the area of interest.



Local Food Access & Neighborhood Subareas
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Figure10. Accessibility of local food across neighborhood subareas.



Local Food Access & Percent BIPOC
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Figure1l. Accessibility of local food and percentage of BIPOC residents by census block.



Areaswith accessible localfood souragsre largely concenéited in the core of the downtowrand directly

adjacent subarea®utside of these zones, some opportunities were locatete northwest and southeast of the
city. These areas contained census blocks that had variable percentages of percent BIPQ@lsdivid

However, nany areasinthe cifad LISNA LK SNE f+F O1 SR I 00Saa (2 20t ¥F22R
percentages of BIPOC individuals. Particularly noteworthy is subarea C, which lacked any access to local food, but
which had one of the lgher reported percentages of BIPOC individuals.



Local Food Access & Median Household Income
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Figure12. Accessibility of local food and estimated household income by census tract.



When local food access was considered in terms of median household income, a somewhat mixed picture resulted.
Areas in the downtowsubareaWest Olympia, and Eastside neighborhoods had lower than average median
householdincomes but the best accessihjlillowed by areas south o8l which had moderate accessibility to

local food but higher median household incomes.

Areas with little to no accessibility included areas of both loa/aigh median household incomédsor example,
contrast subarea K, whidtad a relatively higher level of median household income, with area C @ride 2).
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Figure13. Accessibility of local food and enroliment in reduced or free lunch program by elementary school service area.



Locations with gapin local food access had a range of values in terms of enrollmentin reduced or free lunch
programs. At least for the portions of school service areas located within city boundaries, nearly all school service
areas had at leasibme accessibility to lotBod. The two exceptions were the school service areas for McLane
Elementary School and Hansen Elementary School in West Olympia.

School service areas on the east side of Olympia bordering Lacey alsbidaakéood access resources;
unfortunately, data was lacking for these areas, and if present, would be confounded by the significant portion of
these school service areas located outside the city boundaries.

Community Gardens

Community gardens we@ne of the moreelativelyuncommonagricultural resources acrossthe ciBompared

to other agricultural resources considered here, community gardenswere sometimes some of the smallestin size.
In our data collection, these locations were often some of the easiest to find informatian abd appeared to

have high levels of engagement from the community, despite their often smaller sizes.

For many community gardeasross the cityaccessibility via roads with sidewalks was relatively limited. In some
cases, surrounding roads with siddigawere present, but small gaps in the road network provided connectivity
barriers.

Taking the Olympia Community Garden as an example (Figliresbibarea Bsmall gaps in the sideWenetwork
along Central St. $ilnited accessibility to locations the northfor those who requirsidewalks foaccessibility.



Roads by Sidewalk Status near Olympia Community Garden
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Figure14. Roads by sidewalk status around the Olympia Community Garden.

Completion of a contiguous sidewalk network could help to improve accessibigigttng community gardens,
as would prioritizing sidewalk installation around community gardens with little to no existing sidewalk network.



Community Gardens & Neighborhood Subareas
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Figure15. Accessibility of community gardens across neighborhood subreas.



Acaoss tte city, community gardeswhere public shares were offergglere mostly densely represented in the

downtown coren subareas B, A, G, and the downtown subdf¢, and less well represented in more peripheral
subareagFigure 15).



Community Gardens & Percent BIPOC
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Figure16. Accessibility of community gardens and percentage of BIPOC residents by census block.



In terms ofpercentage oBIPOQCesidents significant portions of the city with relatively greater BIPOC populations

were excluded from commiity garden access, particularly in the western, southwesterd,@astern portions of
the city (Figure &).



Community Gardens & Median Household Income
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Figure17. Accessibility of community gardens and estimated household income by census tract.



Similar to local food acas, the picture in relation to median household income is complicated. Both areas with

lower and higher median household income hgabdto average accessibility to community gardens. However,
underserved areasincluded areas with both above and belovwageanedian household income.
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Figure18. Accessibility of community gardens and enrollment in reduced or free lunch programs by elementary school
service areas.

Within Olympia city boundaries, community garden accesswas relatively lacking for much of the school service
areas inNVest Olympia, which had a relatively higher enrollmentin reduced or free lunch prodDdines.

peripheral areas of the city also had no accessible community gardiéasise, community garden access is also
lacking for school service areas in the east of the city, for which data was lacking.



Potential Agriculture

Figure19. Accessibility of existing agricultural green space superimposed over service areas for potential agricultural zones,
showing areas for potential expansion of local agriculture.



