
 

Note:  Times are approximate and subject to change. 

UNIVERSITY PLACE CITY COUNCIL AND
LAKEWOOD CITY COUNCIL JOINT MEETING

Special Meeting Agenda
Monday, June 12, 2017, 6:00 p.m.

   

   

 Lakewood Council Chambers 
6000 Main Street SW 

Lakewood, WA 98499-5027 
 

 
  
 6:00 pm 1. CALL SPECIAL MEETING TO ORDER 

  2. ROLL CALL  

  STUDY SESSION: 

  3. REVIEW OF THE REGIONAL CENTERS FRAMEWORK/PUGET SOUND 
REGIONAL COUNCIL UPDATE   

 7:00 pm 4. ADJOURNMENT 

    

    

    

    

    

    

 *PRELIMINARY CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

June 19, 2017 
Regular Council Meeting 

 
July 3, 2017 

Regular Council Meeting - CANCELLED 
 

July 17, 2017 
Regular Council Meeting 

 
August 7, 2017 

Regular Council Meeting 
 

Preliminary City Council Agenda subject to change without notice* 
Complete Agendas will be available 24 hours prior to scheduled meeting. 

To obtain Council Agendas, please visit www.cityofup.com. 
 

American Disability Act (ADA) Accommodations Provided Upon Advance Request 
Call the City Clerk at 253-566-5656 

 
 

 
 
 

http://www.cityoflakewood.us/
EGenetia
Underline



TO: Mayor and City Councilmembers 

FROM: John Caulfield, City Manager   

DATE: June 12, 2017 (Special Meeting) 

SUBJECT: Joint Meeting - University Place City Council and the Puget Sound 
Regional Council  

On this date, the City of Lakewood is hosting a joint meeting with University Place City 
Council and the Executive Director of Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), Josh Brown.  

Over the past several months, some regional planning concerns have been raised by both 
Lakewood and University Place.   The purpose of the joint meeting is to discuss these 
concerns with PSRC’s Executive Director.  It is anticipated that Mr. Brown will provide a 
general update on “all things PSRC”; however, Lakewood expects to use this meeting as an 
opportunity to discuss the following specific concerns: 

1. Population estimates. Growth targets found on PSRC’s website are 94,965 for the
City of Lakewood and 53,990 for the City of University place by 2040.  It is
requested that PSRC can explain the methodology used for establishing these growth
targets and whether or not they will be revisited in the near future.  At least for
Lakewood, this level of population growth counters historic population trends.

2. The Draft Regional Centers Framework published earlier this year provides
advantages to larger, more established cities, over others. The City of Lakewood
would like to discuss the proposed changes and the impacts they may have on our
region.

On May 17th, 2017 the City of Lakewood provided a list of questions (attached) to PSRC, 
which had been raised by the Lakewood City Council in preceding months and at the Pierce 
County Regional Council (PCRC) meeting on April 18th, 2017. It is anticipated that these 
questions and responses provided by PSRC can help guide the conversation with Mr. Brown 
and, further, provide clarity on the aforementioned concerns.  

Also included as part of the meeting materials are two reports commissioned by the City of 
Lakewood to evaluate Pierce County’s regional planning organization options and PSRC’s 
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resource allocation methods. After reviewing both reports, City staff recommended that the 
City of Lakewood, in partnership with Pierce County, examine ways to increase 
involvement with PSRC to insure that Pierce County is actively engaged and properly 
represented in future regional planning activities.   

Time allowing, the joint meeting may serve as an opportunity to brainstorm what activities 
may assist with building a better relationships between Pierce County and PSRC. Activities 
may include:  

 PSRC hosting regional meetings in a variety of locations;
 PSRC ensuring that stakeholder groups and committees proportionately represent

member-cities
 More involvement from GMCC staff at PSRC; and
 Ensuring that our elected officials are informed of regional planning activities by

engaging City Administrators and Managers throughout Pierce County.

Overall, we look forward to building a better relationship with the PSRC and receiving 
clarity regarding PSRC’s goals and vision for our region.  

Attachments: 
1. PSRC Population Estimates
2. List of Questions sent to PSRC on May 17th, 2017
3. PSRC Responses to City Questions
4. Draft Regional Centers Framework Update
5. Regional Planning Organization Options report
6. Regional Resource Distribution report
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May 17, 2017 

1 

PSRC Questions: Draft Regional Centers Framework Update 

General: 

1. Why did the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) board choose to pair Regional and county-
Wide Centers with member requests to amend Manufacturing and Industrial Centers and the
need to recognize military installations?

2. What are the benefits of completing the Regional Centers Framework Update?

3. How will the new Regional Centers designation impact transportation funding allocations?

4. Will PSRC provide an analysis comparing current funding allocations with future projected
funding allocations, so local jurisdictions can better understand the impacts of the proposed
update?

5. How frequently will the Regional Centers Framework be updated?

6. Is the Regional Centers Framework Update a catalyst for additional changes to Vision 2040?

7. Can PSRC begin to update Vision 2040 earlier than 2020?

8. As a matter of economic parity and social justice, is there added consideration given for low
income areas, particularly pertaining to transportation funding?

9. At the April 27, 2017 GMCC meeting PSRC Staff reported that PSRC is looking at affordable
housing policies as a means to address social equity. Please expand on PSRC’s future plans as it
pertains to affordable housing.

10. What role does the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) serve in adopting the Draft Regional
Centers Framework Update? Will PSRC or the Growth Management Policy Board move forward
without receiving input and formal recommendations from the other legislative bodies?

a. What steps is PSRC going to take to make modifications to the draft report to take into
account comments, feedback, and recommendations from other jurisdictions?

Proposed Changes 

11. At the April, 2017 Regional Staff Committee meeting a PSRC Staff representative provided a
memo explaining that the nomenclature used to describe the regional center’s  is changing from
‘Tier One’ and ‘Tier Two’ to ‘Regional Urban Centers’ and ‘Metropolitan Centers’. Please explain
this change.

12. Are there any other changes being proposed by PSRC in reference to the Draft report?

Future Planning Requirements: 

13. Will there be any trickle down planning requirements for individual Cities?
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2 

a. Will the centers designation require that Cities with a higher or lower rating be subject
to more requirements in their comprehensive plan or other planning documents?

14. Will PSRC be reaching out to cities to request updated planning information?

15. Will PSRC provide cities with an opportunity to amend their City center boundaries or prepare
other necessary changes in order to be more competitive in the tier process?

Activity Units: 

16. Cities are placed in tiers based on the number of activity units they have in their regional
centers. How did PSRC come up with the activity unit measurement?

17. It is unclear how activity units are calculated, the report lists: existing jobs and housing, planning
for growth, mix of uses, quality transit service, walkability, potential to grow and overall
destination as “key ingredients”.  With a “simple function” provided by PSRC that population +
employment=activity units.

a. Are activity units used as a best practice by other MPO’s?
b. What if one City has more open space in their regional center? Would providing open

space cause a City to have more gross acres and thus fewer activity units?
c. What if the City has larger roads and right-of-way? Do existing sidewalks and bike lanes

give a City more points for walkability or fewer points because it increases gross square
acres?

18. How are the key ingredients factored in to Activity Units?

19. How are Cities given additional points for planning, for example, the implementation of a
subarea plan?

Manufacturing and Industrial Centers 

20. Lakewood is not listed as a manufacturing/industrial tier despite our zoning change and planned
development in the Woodbrook area and existing Lakewood Industrial Park, the latter of which
is the 4th largest private employer in Pierce County. How are planned targets evaluated?

Military Centers 

21. If (when) Military Installations become recognized centers, will PSRC strike the following
language found on page 21 of the Draft Regional Centers Framework Update: “However,
because military bases are exempt from local control and have controlled access, military
facilities should not be considered for stand-alone regional center status.”?
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Responses to questions regarding the regional centers framework 
update by the City of Lakewood 
June 6, 2017 

The region’s VISION 2040 growth strategy calls for focusing housing and job growth in regional and local 
centers, which are vibrant, healthy places that serve as community focal points. Center-oriented growth 
increases transportation options, helps mitigate transportation impacts, and reduces pressure on rural 
and resource lands. Updating the centers framework is an action identified in VISION 2040. Additionally, 
updating the framework responds to questions and issues that have been raised since VISION 2040 was 
adopted in 2008, including recognition of military installations and broader consideration of 
manufacturing locations. PSRC launched the centers framework update in 2015. A working group of a 
cross-section of regional staff completed a report in January this year. Ultimately, recommendations to 
be developed by the Growth Management Policy Board this fall are expected to be acted on by the 
Executive Board and some components are anticipated to be rolled into the update of VISION 2040. 

The responses below address the specific questions raised. PSRC staff are also available to meet with 
local staff or present to elected bodies to talk about the centers framework update and VISION 2040. 

General: 
1. Why did the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) board choose to pair Regional and county-Wide
Centers with member requests to amend Manufacturing and Industrial Centers and the need to
recognize military installations?

The Growth Management Policy Board adopted a scope of work that consolidated VISION 2040 
implementation, recommendations from multiple studies, and member requests into one project. 

2. What are the benefits of completing the Regional Centers Framework Update?

Focusing growth in designated centers is a core strategy of VISION 2040 and helps the region identify 
where and how the region will grow. The framework update will support the update of VISION 2040 and 
help the region consider questions about growth with greater accuracy and in a way that better 
represents the varied aspirations across the region.  

3. How will the new Regional Centers designation impact transportation funding allocations?

The regional funding policy is established separately from the centers update and is reviewed every 2-3 
years prior to the regional funding rounds. For the upcoming 2018 funding cycle, PSRC boards will 
review the funding policy later this year, although the centers framework update is not anticipated to be 
complete in time to affect this round.  

4. Will PSRC provide an analysis comparing current funding allocations with future projected funding
allocations, so local jurisdictions can better understand the impacts of the proposed update?

Once the Growth Management Policy Board develops a recommendation, the board may look at the 
implications for PSRC funding.  

5. How frequently will the Regional Centers Framework be updated?

009

https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/centersframeworkupdate-scope-of-work.pdf


Page 2 

At this point, there is no set schedule for regular updates, and this is the first time PSRC has 
comprehensively reviewed the centers framework. 

6. Is the Regional Centers Framework Update a catalyst for additional changes to Vision 2040?

Not yet.  The PSRC has yet to determine the scope of the next VISION 2040 update, although centers 
framework recommendations could influence the VISION update scope.   

7. Can PSRC begin to update Vision 2040 earlier than 2020?

PSRC is preparing for the update now, with a formal launch in 2018. 

8. As a matter of economic parity and social justice, is there added consideration given for low income
areas, particularly pertaining to transportation funding?

Yes, PSRC’s funding scoring process considers users that will benefit from the project, including seniors, 
people with disabilities, those located in highly impacted communities, and/or areas experiencing high 
levels of unemployment or chronic underemployment. 

9. At the April 27, 2017 GMCC meeting PSRC Staff reported that PSRC is looking at affordable housing
policies as a means to address social equity. Please expand on PSRC’s future plans as it pertains to
affordable housing.

Housing affordability is an issue that has been raised by a number of stakeholders and members. At this 
point it is not part of the PSRC work program, but the topic could be addressed within the scope of the 
update to VISION 2040 at the direction of the Executive Board. 

10. What role does the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) serve in adopting the Draft Regional
Centers Framework Update? Will PSRC or the Growth Management Policy Board move forward without
receiving input and formal recommendations from the other legislative bodies?
a. What steps is PSRC going to take to make modifications to the draft report to take into account
comments, feedback, and recommendations from other jurisdictions?

The Growth Management Policy Board is taking time to review all comments and feedback provided to 
it from various jurisdictions and stakeholders and use them in the development of its recommendation. 
Multiple regional and countywide committees, including PCRC, were briefed on the project and offered 
input and formal recommendation to the Growth Management Policy Board.  The board will be soliciting 
an additional round of comments, anticipated to occur this fall, prior to making a recommendation to 
the Executive Board. 

PSRC does not plan to modify the Stakeholder Working Group report. That staff group provided options 
for the Growth Management Policy Board to consider, and their report serves as a valuable reference 
for the board’s work, but their work is complete. The Growth Management Policy Board will be 
developing any recommendations to be considered for adoption by PSRC based on all of the input they 
have received. 
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Proposed Changes 
11. At the April, 2017 Regional Staff Committee meeting a PSRC Staff representative provided a memo
explaining that the nomenclature used to describe the regional center’s is changing from ‘Tier One’ and
‘Tier Two’ to ‘Regional Urban Centers’ and ‘Metropolitan Centers’. Please explain this change.

Many people have reacted negatively to the use of “tier 1” and “tier 2”.  The Growth Management 
Policy Board has asked PSRC staff to work with other staff across the region to recommend better 
language.  Using the comments from the Regional Staff Committee, PSRC staff will bring forward 
language options for the Growth Management Policy Board to consider as they develop a 
recommendation. 

12. Are there any other changes being proposed by PSRC in reference to the Draft report?

No, the Stakeholder Working Group report is complete.  PSRC is focused on supporting the Growth 
Management Policy Board in developing their recommendations including providing information and 
options at the board’s request. The Growth Management Policy Board will assemble its own 
recommendation to the Executive Board based on all the input it has received to date and expects to 
receive when it seeks additional comment on a draft recommendation this fall.   

Future Planning Requirements: 
13. Will there be any trickle down planning requirements for individual Cities?

a. Will the centers designation require that Cities with a higher or lower rating be subject to more
requirements in their comprehensive plan or other planning documents?
The current centers designation criteria include local planning requirements. Any changes to
those planning requirements are to be determined by the upcoming recommendation of the
Growth Management Policy Board.

14. Will PSRC be reaching out to cities to request updated planning information?

Yes. PSRC is always interested in local planning for centers and we welcome updates at any time from 
cities working on center planning. 

15. Will PSRC provide cities with an opportunity to amend their City center boundaries or prepare other
necessary changes in order to be more competitive in the tier process?

The Growth Management Policy Board has yet to make a recommendation on tiers or the time frame 
for amending local plans.  

Activity Units: 
16. Cities are placed in tiers based on the number of activity units they have in their regional centers.
How did PSRC come up with the activity unit measurement?

First, the Growth Management Policy Board has not made a recommendation on tiers.  The current 
centers framework does use “activity units” as a threshold for regional center designation.  PSRC has 
included benchmarks for both population and employment density in centers since the 1990 edition of 
VISION 2020. A combined measure of “activity units” has been the standard measure for designating 
regional growth centers since 2003. The minimum threshold and planned density is based on densities 
that support transit and economic development. 
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17. It is unclear how activity units are calculated, the report lists: existing jobs and housing, planning for
growth, mix of uses, quality transit service, walkability, potential to grow and overall destination as “key
ingredients”. With a “simple function” provided by PSRC that population + employment=activity units.

Activity units are the combined amount of population and jobs in the center.  To calculate activity unit 
density, this total number is divided by the acreage in the center.   

a. Are activity units used as a best practice by other MPO’s?
Other MPOs, such as Portland Metro and Capitol Area MPO in Austin, also use activity units
(Portland refers to this measure as the number of “people per acre”). This measure is used by
PSRC and others because it provides flexibility on how much population or employment will be
included in each center and relates to research on population and employment density needed
to support efficient transit service.

b. What if one City has more open space in their regional center? Would providing open space
cause a City to have more gross acres and thus fewer activity units?
Nearly all regional growth centers include parks or civic spaces, but including large areas of open
space within the center boundary would mean that the center is either less dense overall or
must plan for much higher densities in developed areas.

c. What if the City has larger roads and right-of-way? Do existing sidewalks and bike lanes give a
City more points for walkability or fewer points because it increases gross square acres?
Activity unit density is calculated with gross acres, which includes rights of way. Sidewalks and
walkability are generally correlated with areas that have more jobs and population. For
example, centers with the greatest difference between gross acres and net acres have dense
grid street patterns, such as downtown Tacoma.

18. How are the key ingredients factored in to Activity Units?

“Key Ingredients” is a graphic in the report that summarizes criteria included in the alternatives.  This 
includes existing density, planned density, availability of transit service, size and shape, growth 
potential, and mix of uses.  Activity units are only used to quantify existing and planned density, not 
other criteria.   

19. How are Cities given additional points for planning, for example, the implementation of a subarea
plan?

One of the regional growth center alternatives (Alternative B) provides optional points for additional 
planning steps, such as completing a Planned Action EIS.  A subarea plan is already required for regional 
growth centers. 

Manufacturing and Industrial Centers 
20. Lakewood is not listed as a manufacturing/industrial tier despite our zoning change and planned
development in the Woodbrook area and existing Lakewood Industrial Park, the latter of which is the 4th 

largest private employer in Pierce County. How are planned targets evaluated?
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The manufacturing/industrial centers identified in the report represent existing regionally designated 
centers and centers that have completed the countywide designation process.  All regional centers must 
be first designated through a countywide process.  Planning targets for manufacturing/industrial centers 
are evaluated during the regional designation process and the certification of the center plan.  If 
Lakewood would like to pursue the designation of a manufacturing/industrial center, we can provide 
advice and technical assistance, but this is first a decision by the City of Lakewood to be endorsed by the 
PCRC as part of the countywide process.   

Military Centers 
21. If (when) Military Installations become recognized centers, will PSRC strike the following language
found on page 21 of the Draft Regional Centers Framework Update: “However, because military bases
are exempt from local control and have controlled access, military facilities should not be considered for
stand-alone regional center status.”?

The Stakeholder Working Group report is complete and PSRC does not plan to modify their report.  The 
Growth Management Policy Board will develop its own proposal. In fact, Pierce County representatives 
on the board have already proposed a modified option that would regionally recognize the largest 
military installations. Any language needed to describe the proposal would be made consistent with the 
board’s recommendation.     
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February 10, 2017 

Dear Chair Mello and Vice-Chair Margeson, 

Over the last 20 years, the region has changed in important ways.  The central Puget Sound is now one 

of the fastest growing regions in the country.  The region has worked to build a robust transit system, 

including voting in November 2016 to make major investments in high-capacity transit to connect transit 

stations and centers.  Through VISION 2040, the region’s long-range plan, the region has developed a 

sophisticated approach for planning for growth in centers. These changes speak to the need to update 

the region’s approach to centers to ensure their success moving forward.  

Centers are at the heart of PSRC’s planning and framework for investments, so it is critical that the 

region has a robust approach to designating both regional and countywide centers.  As we look forward 

to VISION 2050 and beyond, a new approach to centers can help inform growth expectations and the 

kinds of planning and support that each center needs.   

The Centers Stakeholder Working Group, composed of staff from jurisdictions around the region, was 

asked to review the centers framework and look to the future to recommend changes.  Research on 

growth and planning in centers, a comparison of peer regions, and a regional market study revealed that 

the existing system is strong in many ways, but there are opportunities to make it better.     

While providing distinctly different alternatives for board consideration, this report recommends a system 

of centers that would: 

o Leverage our investment in regional transit.  Incorporating new criteria for transit in growth

centers would better align the centers framework with the region’s high capacity transit network.

o Reflect the different scales of centers.  Tiers that emphasize existing density, planned growth,

and regional and county roles would better characterize the centers we have today and in the

future.

o Support growing and vibrant urban centers.  Focusing on characteristics that spur new

development will help centers succeed at accommodating new regional growth.

o Strengthen local commitment.  Updated planning expectations and incentives for additional

planning would encourage robust community planning for these important places.

o Preserve industrial land for the long-term.  In manufacturing/industrial centers, emphasis on

preserving core industrial land uses would better protect industrial land and irreplaceable

infrastructure over the long term.

o Establish consistent designation among the counties.  Updated standards and process at the

countywide level would create a more consistent and fair process to designate new centers.

o Focus on the big picture.  Considering overall regional planning objectives during the

designation process would create a more robust and stable system that implements VISION

2040.

Centers help the region prioritize locations for growth, promote housing opportunities close to 

employment, support a connected multimodal transportation system, protect the environment, and 
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maximize benefits from investment in infrastructure.  In the industrial context, centers preserve the 

industrial land base by protecting them from incompatible uses and support critical infrastructure.  It is 

clear from local planning that centers will serve different roles going forward.  Some will act as centers of 

their local communities with services, housing, and employment options, while others will see a 

significant share of the region’s growth and provide connections to the broader region.  Through this 

project, we hope that centers of all scales will continue to thrive and grow, and the region can plan for 

those changes. 

This review of the centers framework is an important first step towards updating VISION 2040.  The 

Stakeholder Working Group spent eight months discussing the centers framework, but we recognize 

that many other people and organizations have a vested interest in the process.  We hope that through 

additional outreach and discussion by the board, the region can work together to fully realize an updated 

approach to centers.  

Sincerely, 

Peter Heffernan, Chair 

Centers Stakeholder Working Group 
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Summary of Recommendations  

The Centers Stakeholder Working Group recommendations are focused on improving the centers 

framework by responding to board direction and project findings.  Recommendations include:  

Eligibility  

Update expectations for subarea planning. Expect cities and counties to complete additional planning 

before regional designation, including documentation of affordable housing strategies and 

environmental review.   

Clarify key eligibility requirements.  Require existing housing in growth centers prior to designation and 

document incentives and industrial preservation strategies in manufacturing centers prior to 

designation, among other changes. 

Refine the designation process.  Update the designation process to more fully consider location, 

distribution, and overall regional planning objectives. 

Criteria 

Alternatives for regional growth centers.  Consider two alternatives to recognize different scales or types 

of centers.  Key differences include the number of tiers, density thresholds, and the evaluation process. 

Incorporate new criteria.  Consider transit, center size, regional role, market potential, and core 

industrial zoning in the designation process. 

Define countywide centers.  Provide guidelines for a countywide process to designate these types of 

centers.  Guidelines focus on a mix of uses, multimodal transportation options, local or county role, and 

local priorities for investment. 

Alternatives for manufacturing/industrial centers.  Consider three alternatives to recognize different 

scales or types of centers.  Key differences include the number of tiers, employment thresholds, and 

amount of industrial land. 

Recognize the role of military facilities. Consider options to recognize facilities at the county or regional 

level, as well as other recommendations. 

Planning  

Update planning criteria.  Revise planning criteria to include additional housing planning requirements 

for growth centers and increased focus on core industrial zoning in manufacturing centers. 

Regional Support 

Leverage opportunities.  Focus on broad needs for center development beyond regional transportation 

funds and identify opportunities to align other resources with regional centers. 

Support centers through regional funds.  Strengthen support for all types of designated centers and 

develop additional guidance on projects that support centers. 

Implementation + Performance 

Conduct ongoing performance monitoring.  Establish region-wide goals for centers and evaluate 

progress for individual centers.  
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Introduction 

PROJECT SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

Centers are at the heart of VISION 2040 and the region’s approach to sustainably accommodating 

population and employment growth.  Much has changed since the first set of regional centers was 

designated over two decades ago.  The region is connecting centers through investments in high 

capacity transit, and the regional plan explicitly prioritized future growth and transportation funds to 

regional centers.  New regional growth centers and manufacturing/industrial centers have been 

designated. Some long-established centers have been growing and thriving, while others have seen 

modest or limited growth.   

The Regional Centers Framework Update 

seeks to recognize those changes and learn 

from 20 years of centers planning.  What 

should the centers framework look like over 

the next 20 years?  How should we support 

and recognize the region’s diverse centers?  

How should we balance promoting a regional 

vision for compact development with 

maintaining strategic and focused centers 

designations?  How should we preserve the 

lands, infrastructure, and resources that are most critical to sustain industrial and manufacturing 

sectors? 

Working with its members and other partners, PSRC is evaluating the success of the current framework, 

initially adopted in 1995, and looking forward to the next 20 years.  The project considers structural 

changes to recognize different scales of centers (including both regional and subregional) using 

consistent designation criteria and procedures, and considers other changes to help achieve both local 

and regional visions for central places. This report recommends alternatives for a new centers 

framework, including eligibility criteria, designation procedures, and administrative procedures. In 

addition, the recommendations suggest how a new framework should be implemented, which could 

include changes to multicounty and countywide planning policies, re-designation of existing regional 

centers into the new framework, criteria to designate subregional and local centers, changes to the 

policy framework for regionally managed federal transportation funds, and changes to other regional 

and local plans, policies, and procedures.  An updated centers framework would apply to both existing 

and new centers. 

The Growth Management Policy Board adopted the following guiding principles to direct this work. 

The new framework and procedures should: 

o Support the Growth Management Act and VISION 2040. 

o Focus growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy. 

o Recognize and support different types and roles of regional and subregional centers. 

o Provide common procedures across the region. 

o Guide strategic use of limited regional investments. 

o Inform future planning updates at regional, countywide, and local levels. 

 VISION 2040  

MPP-DP-12:  Establish a common framework among the 

countywide processes for designating subregional centers to ensure 

compatibility within the region. 

DP-ACTION-5:  The Puget Sound Regional Council, together with 

its member jurisdictions and countywide planning bodies, will develop 

a common framework for identifying various types of central places 

beyond regional centers.  Address the role of smaller nodes that 

provide similar characteristics as centers.   
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The project is proceeding in five phases: Initiation, Research, Framework Development, Approval, and 

Implementation. A background research paper details analysis of the policy framework, approach for 

regional support, existing conditions and recent trends, and major findings about the current framework. 

This report provides findings on Framework Development from the Stakeholder Working Group.    

VISION 2040 AND THE ROLE OF CENTERS  

The Regional Centers Framework for the central Puget 

Sound is a suite of adopted policy that plans for focused 

population and employment growth in designated 

centers within the region’s urban growth area. It includes 

a set of 29 regional growth centers, nine 

manufacturing/industrial centers, and multicounty 

planning policies to plan for and support their current 

activity and future growth. The centers framework is at 

the heart of VISION 2040—the region’s long-range 

growth management strategy—and integral to the 

region’s ability to grow sustainably to 5 million people 

and 3 million jobs by 2040.  VISION 2040 includes 

multicounty planning policies that guide local planning 

and implementation, as well as a Regional Growth 

Strategy that identifies the role that various cities, 

unincorporated areas, and rural lands categories play in 

accommodating the region’s residential, industrial and 

employment growth.  

A centers strategy is the linchpin for the region to achieve the region’s growth strategy, as well as a 

range of other objectives, particularly efficient land use development patterns that support connected 

regional transit and transportation systems. VISION 2040 calls for the creation of central places with a 

mix of uses and activities. Regional growth centers are locations of more compact, pedestrian-oriented 

development with a mix of housing, jobs, retail, services, and other destinations. The region’s plans 

identify centers as areas that should receive a significant share of the region’s population and 

employment growth compared with other parts of the urban area, while providing improved access and 

mobility—especially for walking, biking, and transit. Manufacturing/industrial centers are locations for 

more intensive industrial activity. Manufacturing/industrial centers preserve lands for family-wage jobs in 

basic industries and trade and provide areas where that employment may grow in the future. Both 

regional growth centers and manufacturing/industrial centers are focal points for economic 

development and transportation infrastructure investments.   

Under VISION 2040’s Regional Growth Strategy, cities with regional growth centers are classified as 

either Metropolitan Cities or Core Cities.  Metropolitan Cities – the largest and densest cities in each 

county – serve as civic, cultural, and economic hubs, and are expected to accommodate 32% of the 

region’s population growth and 42% of the region’s job growth through 2040. Core Cities are also key 

hubs for the region’s long-range multimodal transportation system and are important civic, cultural, and 

employment centers within their counties. VISION 2040 envisions an important role for these cities in 

accommodating regional growth.    

DESIGNATED REGIONAL CENTERS (2017) 
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Manufacturing/industrial centers have an important role to encourage and preserve industrial 

infrastructure and protect and enhance those sectors of 

a vibrant regional economy. 

VISION 2040 also acknowledges that subregional and 

local centers, including downtowns in suburban cities 

and mixed-use centers, also play roles in 

accommodating growth. These centers are strategic 

locations for concentrating jobs, housing, shopping, 

and recreational opportunities. As the region grows, 

some of these locations may serve new roles over time 

and accommodate growth beyond 2040. Compared to 

regional centers, these centers serve a county or local 

population, provide local transit options and access to 

regional transit hubs, serve as secondary 

concentrations of development, and are expected to 

accommodate more modest future growth.  

The region’s four counties have adopted different 

processes for designating county-wide centers. Kitsap 

has identified 26 countywide centers through the county 

comprehensive plan. King County, where some 

selection criteria thresholds for a countywide center 

exceed those for a regional center, has designated 17 

countywide centers—the same centers that are 

designated at the regional level. In Pierce County, a 

process to designate countywide centers exists, 

however no centers are currently designated. 

Snohomish County does not have a process to identify 

countywide centers. 

VISION 2040 calls for each of the region’s cities to 

develop one or more central places as compact mixed-

use hubs, though not all of these local centers may be 

recognized under a regional centers system defined by 

activity, planning, and transit. 

Major investments in high capacity transit service, such 

as Metro Rapid Ride, Kitsap Transit’s fast ferries and 

SWIFT bus rapid transit, are the kind of substantive long-

range investments that were envisioned when the 

centers framework was first adopted in 1995.  These 

investments present a major opportunity to locate 

housing, jobs, and services close to these transit, and to 

do so in a way that benefits surrounding communities. Sound Transit 3 will invest additional $54 billion in 

light rail, bus rapid transit, express bus, streetcar, and commuter rail.  Among other investments, the 

● 1995. VISION 2020 Update recognizes 21

“Urban Centers” and the importance of

MICs identified through local planning

processes.

● 2002. The Transportation Improvement

Program prioritizes transportation

projects that support centers and

corridors that serve them. This policy is

reconfirmed in subsequent TIP processes

in 2004, 2006, 2009, 2012, and 2016.

Eight MICs are identified

● 2003. Designation procedures and

selection criteria formalize review and

designation of new centers. All existing

centers, and three new growth centers

vested prior to the new procedures, are

included in framework.

● 2005-2007. Two new RGCs (Burien and

Seattle South Lake Union) and one

reclassification of an existing MIC to a

RGC (Redmond Overlake) are

approved pursuant to the new

designation procedures and criteria.

● 2008. VISION 2040’s Regional Growth

Strategy provides numeric guidance to

allocate population and employment

growth that includes location of

regional centers in Metropolitan and

Core Cities.

● 2011. PSRC updates Designation

Procedures and Criteria for new centers

to reflect provisions in VISION 2040.

● 2014. Regional Centers Monitoring

Report presents comprehensive

summary and comparison of the

conditions and performance of existing

regional centers.

● 2014-2016. Two new RGCs (University

Place and Issaquah) and one MIC

(Sumner-Pacific) approved pursuant to

new procedures and selection criteria. 

● 2015-2017. The Regional Centers

Framework Update Project evaluates 

existing centers and recommends 

changes for a consistent framework for 

the designation of regional and 

subregional centers in the region. 
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passage of Sound Transit 3 in November 2016 marked an important milestone for the region’s vision of 

connecting centers via high-capacity transit.   

SUPPORTING STUDIES 

Transit-oriented development associated with bus rapid transit, ferries, commuter rail, and light rail, has 

emerged as a key implementation strategy for VISION 2040.  Recent regional initiatives – Growing 

Transit Communities and Industrial Lands Analysis – provide data-driven perspectives on land use and 

transportation interdependencies and guidance on regional policy implementation, both of which inform 

the centers framework update. 

The Growing Transit Communities (GTC) Strategy was the result of a multiyear process that engaged 

multiple regional partners to reach agreement on actions to promote thriving and equitable transit 

communities.  While this grant-funded project 

focused on the light rail corridor, the tools and 

strategies for supporting transit-oriented 

development are applicable to other areas served 

by transit. 

As the region continues to build out a regional high-

capacity transit network and has committed to 

billions of dollars in additional investments in the 

coming decades, this initiative focused on 

equitable development outcomes in station areas 

to benefit both existing and future residents. The 

GTC Strategy advances goals of attracting a 

significant share of the region’s growth around 

high-capacity transit, providing housing choices 

affordable to a full range of incomes near high-

capacity transit, and increasing access to 

opportunity for existing and future community 

members in transit communities. The strategies 

that emerged apply to these and many other 

transit-served locations in and outside of light rail 

corridors, including many regional, countywide, 

and local centers. By promoting transit ridership, 

sustainable patterns of development, and equitable 

social outcomes, the Growing Transit Communities 

Strategy benefits the entire region. 

Among the GTC Strategy’s recommendations are numerous actions to be taken by state, regional, and 

local governments, transit agencies, and non-governmental organizations. The strategy includes calls 

for PSRC to explore potential next steps that include formal designation of transit communities, 

recognizing the role of transit-oriented development in the regional growth strategy, promoting transit-

supportive densities, and making targeted transportation investments that support growth and equity in 

transit communities. 

SOUND TRANSIT INVESTMENTS 

THE SOUND TRANSIT PROGRAM WILL INVEST IN EXPANDED COMMUTER RAIL, NEW BUS 

RAPID TRANSIT CORRIDORS AND ADDITIONAL LIGHT RAIL SERVICE.   
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The Growing Transit Communities Compact is a voluntary regional agreement, currently signed by 45 

governments, agencies, and organizations, including PSRC, that makes a commitment to work toward 

implementation of the GTC strategy.  While initial work focused on long-range light rail corridors 

identified in Transportation 2040, the partnership encouraged application of the work to ferry terminal 

areas, commuter rail stations, and bus rapid transit corridors. The centers framework is an opportunity to 

consider how to address emerging transit station areas and other recommendations of the GTC 

strategy. Equity and Access to Opportunity in the Regional Centers Framework provides additional 

perspective on ways to advance social equity through this project.   

The 2015 Industrial Lands Analysis included a comprehensive inventory of concentrations of industrial 

lands and manufacturing uses.  The analysis identified subareas in the region that includes the nine 

regionally designated MICs and two countywide manufacturing centers—South Tacoma, and Arlington-

Marysville—that have been identified through countywide designation procedures. In addition, the 

analysis identified clusters of industrial land at DuPont-Gray Field, SeaTac-Des Moines, I-405 Corridor, 

and North-Central Everett, in addition to dispersed industrial lands scattered throughout the region.  

The Industrial Lands Analysis found that 

economic activity on industrial land is a 

significant contributor to the region’s 

prosperity and growth. The analysis 

underscored the need for industrial land to 

support intensive manufacturing and industrial 

activities, and create buffers from housing and 

other services.  PSRC forecasts suggest that 

industrial jobs on industrial lands will increase 

by almost 84,000 between 2012 and 2040. The 

Industrial Lands Analysis identified demand 

and capacity for additional industrial activity 

that varies throughout the region.  The report 

also recommended actions to strengthen 

industrial lands. 

STAKEHOLDER WORKING GROUP PROCESS 

The Stakeholder Working Group, composed of 

staff from jurisdictions around the region, met 

seven times from June 2016 through January 2017 to discuss the successes and opportunities of 

regional, subregional and local centers in the central Puget Sound region, lend topical expertise and 

geographic perspective to the development of alternative frameworks, and recommend implementation 

actions including timing and phasing of a new framework.  

The working group meetings included review of Research phase findings [see Appendix C and D] and 

panel discussions on transit, manufacturing/industrial centers, market for mixed-use centers, and the 

role of military facilities.  The working group discussed criteria, measures, alternative frameworks, and 

implementation strategies.  The recommendations are outlined in this document.   

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL SUBAREAS (2015) 
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Regional Growth Center Recommendations 

The recommendations in this section focus on key concepts to guide the framework and criteria, 

recommend eligibility criteria, propose two alternatives for a tiered framework, and recommend an 

alternative for board consideration. 

REGIONAL GROWTH CENTER KEY CONCEPTS 

The Stakeholder Working Group identified several key points of agreement to shape development of the 

alternatives and other recommendations.  The centers framework should: 

o Acknowledge regional and county role, particularly the role

of metropolitan city centers.

o Evaluate centers by standardized criteria.

o Connect centers to other centers by transit, and robust

access to transit should be provided throughout the center.

Transit modes available in the center is important, in

conjunction with evaluating overall quality of transit service.

o Evaluate market potential and growth trends during the

designation process.

o Encourage appropriately-sized centers to spur compact,

transit-oriented development.  The rationale for center size

and shape should be evaluated during the designation

process.
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o Focus on mixed-use areas where people live and where people from a wide area can work,

shop, and find entertainment, education and cultural activities.

o Emphasize inclusive, equitable development.

o Focus on identifying regional and county-scale centers that meet the intent of VISION 2040.

Many types of centers and central places should be encouraged across the region, but not all

should be formally designated by the region or the county.

GROWTH CENTER MINIMUM 

ELIGIBILITY 

Minimum eligibility requirements 

ensure consistency in centers 

designation and ensure that new 

regional growth centers meet the intent 

of VISION 2040 while allowing for 

flexibility.  The designation procedures 

should be updated to reflect the 

following eligibility criteria: 

Local Interest and Commitment. 

o Documentation that the center is a local priority, and evidence of sustained commitment over

time to local investments in creating a walkable, livable center

o Resolution adopted by local jurisdiction stating shared commitment to regional and county

vision for centers

o Identified as a candidate regional growth center in local comprehensive plan and in countywide

planning policies

o Completion of a center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent that provides

detailed planning or analysis to demonstrate viability as a regional center) that meets regional

guidance in advance of designation

• Planning for a mix of uses, including housing and employment

• Assessment of housing need, including displacement risk, as well documentation of tools,

programs, or commitment to provide housing choices affordable to a full range of incomes

and strategies to further fair housing

Jurisdiction and Location.  

o Regional growth centers should be located within a city, with few exceptions

• LINK light rail stations in unincorporated urban areas may be eligible for center

designation at any scale, provided they are affiliated for annexation or planned for

incorporation.

• Other unincorporated urban areas may be eligible for countywide tier, provided they are

affiliated for annexation or planned for incorporation.

o Documented environmental review that demonstrates center area is appropriate for dense

development, noting any floodplains or other critical areas

 VISION 2040  

GOAL:  The region will direct growth and development to a limited 

number of designated regional growth centers. 

GOAL:  Subregional centers, such as those designated through 

countywide processes or identified locally, will also play important 

roles in accommodating planned growth according to the regional 

vision.  These centers will promote pedestrian connections and 

support transit-oriented uses.   
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o Application for centers designation is at the discretion of the local jurisdiction, though locations

planning for mixed-use development around LINK light rail station areas are particularly

encouraged to consider designation to support regional growth and mobility objectives.

Existing Conditions.  

o Existing infrastructure and utilities sufficient to support new center growth.  Where the city or

county is not the utility provider, documented coordination with utilities to support center growth

o A mix of both existing housing and employment

o Justification of size and shape (recommend centers to be nodal with a generally round or

square shape)

o Pedestrian infrastructure and amenities, and a street pattern that supports walkability
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REGIONAL GROWTH CENTER TIER ALTERNATIVES 

Regional Growth Center Alternative A 

This 2 tier regional growth center alternative would differentiate centers based on role, activity, size, and transit 

service. 

The Details 

Checklist (centers must meet all criteria) 

REGIONAL TIER 1  Criteria 

These centers have a 

primary regional role – 

they have dense existing 

jobs and housing, high-

quality transit service, and 

are planning for significant 

growth.  They are expected 

to accommodate 

significant growth over the 

long-term and will continue 

to serve as major transit 

hubs for the region.     

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 7-8

 REGIONAL TIER 1 center must meet the following criteria:

 Existing activity: 30 au/ac minimum

 Planned target: 85 au/ac minimum

 Minimum 320 acres - 640 acres maximum (unless served by an internal,

high capacity transit system)

 Existing or planned light rail, commuter rail, ferry, or other high capacity

transit with the same service quality as light rail. Service quality is defined as

either frequent (< 15-minute headways) and all-day (operates at least 18

hours per day on weekdays) –or- high capacity (e.g., ferry, commuter rail,

regional bus, Bus Rapid Transit). Evidence the area serves as major transit

hub and has high quality/high capacity existing or planned service.

 Evidence of future market potential to support planning target

 Evidence of REGIONAL role:

 Clear regional role for center (for example, city center of metropolitan

cities, other large and fast growing centers; important regional

destination)

 Jurisdiction is planning to accommodate significant residential and

employment growth under Regional Growth Strategy

REGIONAL TIER 2  Criteria 

These centers have an 

important county or 

regional role – they have 

dense existing jobs and 

housing, high-quality 

transit service, and are 

planning for significant 

growth.  They are expected 

to accommodate 

significant growth over the 

long-term.  These centers 

may represent areas 

where major investments – 

such as high-capacity 

transit – offer new 

opportunities for growth.      

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 7-8

 REGIONAL TIER 2 center must meet the following criteria:

 Existing activity: 18 au/ac minimum

 Planned target: 45 au/ac minimum

 Minimum 200 acres - 640 acres maximum (unless served by an internal,

high capacity transit system)

 Transit service, including existing or planned fixed route bus, regional bus,

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), or other frequent and all-day bus service. May

substitute high-capacity transit mode for fixed route bus. Service quality is

defined as either frequent (< 15-minute headways) and all-day (operates at

least 18 hours per day on weekdays) –or- high capacity

 Evidence of future market potential to support planning target

 Evidence of COUNTY role

 Clear county role for center (serves as important destination for the

county)

 Jurisdiction is planning to accommodate significant residential and

employment growth under Regional Growth Strategy
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Regional Growth Center Alternative B 

This 3 tier regional growth center alternative would differentiate centers based on levels of transit service, with tiers 

further defined by activity, role, planning, and market potential. 

The Details 

Criteria 

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 7-8

Menu of minimum criteria 

REQUIRED: 

 Existing or planned light rail transit, commuter rail, streetcar, ferry,

Bus Rapid Transit, or similar type of high capacity transit service.

Evidence the area serves as major transit hub and has either high

quality existing or planned service

 Minimum size of 200 acres to 640 acres maximum (unless served

by an internal, high capacity transit system)

ADDITIONAL POINTS: 

Existing activity: 

 18 au/ac minimum (2 points)

OR

 30 au/ac minimum (5 points)

Planned Target: 

 45 au/ac minimum (2 points)

OR

 85 au/ac minimum (5 points)

Regional or Subregional Role: 

 Center is a county or regional destination (1 point)

OR

 Center is the central business district of a Metro City (3 points)

Market potential: 

 Complete market study demonstrating market potential (1

point)

 Recent growth of at least 5% over the last five years (1 point)

Actions to support development in the center 

 Planned Action EIS (1 point)

Center Tier Requirements: 

REGIONAL TIER 1 CENTERS must meet transit threshold, plus at least [9] 

additional points.  

REGIONAL TIER 2 CENTERS must meet transit threshold, plus at least [6] 

additional points. 

REGIONAL TIER 3 CENTERS must have local or express bus service, 

existing activity density of 10 activity units per acre, plus at least [3] 

additional points  

REGIONAL TIER 1  

These centers are served by high-

capacity transit, serve an important 

regional role, have a high density of 

existing activity and are planning for 

significant growth. 

REGIONAL TIER 2  

These centers are served or planning to 

be served by high-capacity transit, 

provide both housing and jobs, and are 

planning for growth.  These centers 

may represent areas where major 

investments – such as high-capacity 

transit – offer new opportunities for 

growth.      

REGIONAL TIER 3  

These centers are served by local or 

express bus transit and serve important 

community roles as transit hubs and 

locations for good and services.  These 

centers may have more modest existing 

activity or growth potential than those 

centers served by high-capacity transit 

but are planning for growth that 

integrates local and express bus 

service. 
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REGIONAL GROWTH CENTER PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

A slight majority of Stakeholder Working Group members [9 members] preferred Alternative A.  The 

rationale to support Alternative A included that it:  

o Provides a checklist with a consistent set of requirements for designation.

o Considers regional role and function in the designation process.

o Offers a simpler structure with only two regional tiers.

o Uses features of the existing designation process (required checklist, existing minimum regional

density and planning thresholds).

o Creates a tier with higher expectations than the current standards.

Other Stakeholder Working Group members [7 members] preferred Alternative B.  The rationale to 

support Alternative B included that it: 

o Provides a menu of optional requirements with more flexibility for local governments.

o Offers more options to designate centers with three tiers.

o Focuses on transit mode and service as a base-level criterion, taking a new approach to centers

and leveraging transit investment.

o Develops new minimum density thresholds and provides more options to designate new and

existing regional centers.

o Incentivizes supportive planning, like a planned action Environmental Impact Statement, in

centers.

Two stakeholder working group members did not have a preference between the two alternatives. 
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Countywide Centers 

What Would This Approach Achieve? 

The COUNTYWIDE center criteria would establish a consistent definition of smaller, transit-served centers within each 

county.  Designation of these centers would be delegated to a countywide process using consistent regional standards.  

The checklist below represents minimum criteria for each county.  Depending on county circumstance and priorities, 

countywide planning policies may include other numeric criteria (such as planning requirements) or additional standards 

within this overall framework.   

The Details 

Center Function Criteria 

These centers serve important roles as 

places for concentrating jobs, housing, 

shopping, and recreational 

opportunities.  These are often smaller 

downtowns or neighborhood centers 

that provide a mix of housing and 

services and serve as focal points for 

local and county investment and are 

linked to local transit.  These centers 

would be a priority for countywide 

investment. 

Demonstration that the center is a local planning and investment priority: 

 Identified as a county center in a local comprehensive plan; subarea

plan recommended

 Clear evidence that area is a local priority for investment, such as

planning efforts, or infrastructure

The center is a location for compact, mixed-use development; including: 

 A minimum existing activity unit density of 10 activity units/acre

 Zoning that allows a mix of uses, including residential. Capacity for

additional growth

The center supports multi-modal transportation, including: 

 Transit service

 Pedestrian infrastructure and amenities

 Street pattern that supports walkability 

 Bicycle infrastructure and amenities

 Compact, walkable size of one-quarter mile squared (160 acres), up to

half-mile transit walkshed (500 acres)

LOCAL CENTERS AND OTHER TYPES OF CENTERS 

Cities and counties have identified a variety of other types of centers.  These centers range from 

neighborhood centers to active crossroads in cities and communities of all sizes.  VISION 2040 calls for 

developing central places in cities and towns, and these centers also support a centers-based approach 

to development in the region.  The Regional Centers Framework Update process does not envision a 

regional or county designation for all types of mixed-use centers.  The tiers and designation criteria 

outlined in this report may provide a path to regional or county designation for locations that continue to 

grow and change over time.  
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Manufacturing/Industrial Center Recommendations 

The recommendations in this section focus on key concepts to guide the framework and criteria, 

recommend eligibility criteria, propose three alternatives for a tiered framework, and recommend an 

alternative for board consideration. 

MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL CENTER KEY CONCEPTS 

The Stakeholder Working Group identified several key points 

of agreement to shape development of the alternatives and 

other recommendations.  The centers framework should: 

o Recognize strategically-located concentrations of

industrial activity as essential resources for the

regional economy.

o Protect and leverage critical and difficult-to-replace

freight infrastructure (ports, airport, freight network).

o Preserve industrial land base for the long-term.

o Identify the important regional role of each center,

factoring in commute area, distribution of goods and

services to region, and type of activities in the center.

o Use a minimum threshold for infrastructure.

o Differentiate centers based on jobs, land use, infrastructure, and economic impact.

o Support family wage/living wage jobs.

o Focus on access and transportation demand management strategies for commuter-focused

transportation measures, rather than transit exclusively. The land use pattern and commute trip

times to/from many MICs may be inconsistent with a high degree of transit usage.

o Emphasize the importance of

freight movement.

o Preserve the region’s supply

of industrial land, though

regional and county

designation should focus on a

limited set of centers.

MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL 

CENTER MINIMUM ELIGIBILITY 

Minimum eligibility requirements 

ensure consistency in centers 

designation and that new manufacturing/industrial centers meet the intent of VISION 2040.

Local Interest and Commitment. 

o Documentation that the center is a local priority and evidence of sustained commitment over

time to local investments in infrastructure, transportation, or other needs

o Documented commitment to protecting and preserving industrial uses for the long term in the

proposed center

  VISION 2040 

GOAL:  The region will continue to maintain and support viable 

manufacturing/industrial centers to accommodate manufacturing, 

industrial, or advanced technology uses. 

  Manufacturing/industrial centers:  

o include intense manufacturing and industrial employment.

o provide large spaces for goods assembly and outdoor storage. 

o have concentrated manufacturing and industrial land uses.

o are served by major regional transportation infrastructure, 

including rail, highways, and port facilities. 

o discourage housing, retail, and non-related office uses. 
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o Sponsor jurisdiction must have established partnerships with relevant parties to ensure success

of manufacturing/industrial center, including the local county, business community and ports (if

present)—may also include military partners and other major landowners, if applicable.

o Resolution adopted by local jurisdiction stating shared commitment to regional and county

vision for centers

o Identified as candidate regional manufacturing/industrial center in local comprehensive plan

and in countywide planning policies

o Completion of a center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent that provides

detailed planning or analysis to demonstrate viability as a regional center) that meets regional

guidance in advance of designation

o Sponsor jurisdiction has put in place incentives to encourage industrial or manufacturing

uses in the center, and/or adjacent jurisdictions have put in place disincentives for

industrial and manufacturing uses outside of the center that might otherwise compete

with the center

Jurisdiction and Location 

o Manufacturing/industrial centers should be located within a city with few exceptions

o Documented environmental review that demonstrates center area is appropriate for

development, noting any floodplains or other critical areas

Existing Conditions 

o Infrastructure and utilities to support growth—including utilities and transportation investments

(road, rail, airports, or seaports).  Where the city or county is not the utility provider, documented

coordination with utilities to support center growth

o Access to relevant transportation infrastructure, possibly including freight road corridors,

airports, marine facilities, rail corridors, and intermodal connectors

o Documentation of economic impact

o Justification of size and shape of manufacturing/industrial center
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MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL CENTER TIER ALTERNATIVES 

Manufacturing/Industrial Center Alternative A 

This 2 tier regional manufacturing/industrial center alternative would differentiate centers based on long-term role and preservation 

of future MIC-related development. Tiers are further defined by employment, land area, mobility characteristics, and other strategies 

that support manufacturing/industrial center development. This alternative also proposes a county-scale designation of 

manufacturing/industrial centers to promote retention of industrial jobs and land for the long-term.  Designation of these centers 

would be delegated to a county-level process using consistent regional standards. 

The Details 

REGIONAL TIER 1  Criteria 

These centers have the highest 

concentration of manufacturing 

and industrial employment in the 

region.   

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 13-14 

REGIONAL MIC must meet the following criteria: 

 Existing jobs: 20,000 jobs minimum 

 Planning target: 50,000 jobs minimum

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve industrial uses

 At least 50% of existing jobs are industrial or manufacturing in nature

 Defined TDM strategies for the MIC and planning for transit where the surrounding 

land uses support it 

 Presence of irreplaceable industrial infrastructure1

REGIONAL TIER 2  Criteria 

These centers have active 

industrial areas with significant 

existing jobs, core industrial 

activity, evidence of long-term 

demand, and regional role. 

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 13-14 

MIC must meet the following criteria: 

 Existing jobs: 10,000 jobs minimum 

 Planned target: 20,000 jobs minimum

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve industrial uses

 At least 50% of existing jobs are industrial or manufacturing in nature

 Defined TDM strategies for the MIC and planning for transit where the surrounding 

land uses support it 

 Presence of irreplaceable industrial infrastructure

COUNTY MIC  Criteria 

These centers have an important 

county role, represent 

concentrations of industrial land 

or jobs, and demonstrate 

evidence of long-term demand. 

Designation of these centers 

would be delegated to a county-

level process using consistent 

regional standards.   

The checklist below represents minimum criteria for each county.  Depending on county 

circumstance and priorities, countywide planning policies may include other numeric criteria or 

additional standards within this overall framework.   

Demonstration that the center is a local planning and investment priority: 

 Identified as a county center in a local comprehensive plan; subarea plan

recommended 

 Clear evidence that area is a local priority for investment, such as planning efforts, or

infrastructure 

The center is supporting manufacturing/industrial center jobs and land uses 

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses

 Minimum of 7,000 existing jobs OR minimum 2,000 acres core industrial land

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve industrial uses 

 Defined TDM strategies for the MIC 

 Presence of key industrial infrastructure 

 Capacity for future growth 

1 Defined as industrial-related infrastructure that would be irreplaceable elsewhere, such as working maritime port facilities, air and rail 

freight facilities. 
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Manufacturing/Industrial Center Alternative B1 

This 2 tier regional manufacturing/industrial center alternative would differentiate centers based on long-term role and 

preservation of future MIC-related development. Tiers are further defined by employment, land area, and other strategies that 

support manufacturing/industrial center development.  

The Details 

REGIONAL TIER 1  Criteria 

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p.

13-14

MIC must meet the following criteria: 

These centers are highly active industrial 

areas with significant existing jobs, core 

industrial activity, evidence of long-term 

demand, and regional role. 

 Clear regional role for center (for example, major

industrial employment center or important regional

asset)

 Existing jobs: 10,000 minimum

 Planning target: 20,000 minimum

 Access to transit service or defined TDM strategies for

the MIC

 Presence of irreplaceable industrial infrastructure

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve

industrial uses

REGIONAL TIER 2  Criteria 

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p.

13-14

MIC must meet the following criteria: 

These centers have significant potential for 

future growth.  These manufacturing/industrial 

centers have large concentrations of industrial 

land and jobs, evidence of long-term 

potential, and serve an important county role. 

 Clear county role for center (serve as important

industrial employment center for the county)

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses

 Evidence of future market potential

 Capacity for future growth

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve

industrial uses

 Presence of key industrial infrastructure

 Minimum 2,000 acres
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Manufacturing/Industrial Center Alternative B2 

This regional manufacturing/industrial center alternative includes one regional tier based on two types of regionally-important 

industrial areas based on concentration of jobs or areas with regional importance for long-term preservation of future MIC-

related development. The two types of regional industrial areas are further defined by employment, land area, and other 

strategies that support manufacturing/industrial center development.  

Both REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT CENTER and REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL LANDS are recognized as equivalent Regional 

Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

The Details 

REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT CENTER REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL LANDS 

These centers are highly active industrial areas with 

significant existing jobs, core industrial activity, 

evidence of long-term demand, and regional role. 

These regional clusters of industrial lands have significant 

value to the region and potential for future job growth. 

These large areas of industrial land serve the region with 

international employers, have industrial infrastructure, 

concentrations of industrial jobs, and evidence of long-

term potential.  

 Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 13-14

MIC must meet the following criteria: 

 Clear regional role for center (for example,

major industrial employment center, major

industrial user, part of global freight

infrastructure, or significant component of

region’s industrial land supply)

 Existing jobs: 10,000 minimum

 Planning target: 20,000 minimum

 Access to transit service or defined TDM

strategies for the MIC

 Presence of irreplaceable industrial

infrastructure

 Industrial retention strategies in place to

preserve industrial uses

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core

industrial uses

 Clear regional role for center (for example, major

industrial employment center, major industrial

user, part of global freight infrastructure,

significant component of region’s industrial land

supply) 

 Minimum 2,000 acres

 Evidence of future market potential

 Capacity and planning for future growth

 Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve

industrial uses

 Presence of key industrial infrastructure

 At least 75% of land area zoned for core industrial

uses

MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL CENTER PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

A majority of Stakeholder Working Group members preferred a version of Alternative B, though the 

working group had a split vote on the manufacturing/industrial center alternatives. 

Four Stakeholder Working Group members preferred Alternative A. The rationale to support Alternative A 

included that it: 

o Uses features of the existing designation process (checklist approach, existing minimum

employment and planning thresholds).

o Provides two regional tiers that focus on existing employment at different scales, with a tier with

higher expectations than the current standards.

o Provides options for designating new centers by establishing guidelines for a countywide tier.
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Five Stakeholder Working Group members preferred Alternative B1. The rationale to support Alternative 

B1 included that it:  

o Provides two regional tiers that focus on recognizing areas with existing employment and

industrial centers with significant development potential

o Provides more options to designate existing and new centers by focusing on acres of zoned

industrial land and reducing the emphasis on existing employment.

Seven Stakeholder Working Group members preferred Alternative B2. The rationale to support 

Alternative B2 included that it: 

o Uses a non-hierarchical typology to differentiate between types of centers.

o Provides two regional types that recognizes areas with existing employment as well as areas with

significant development potential.

o Provides more options to designate existing and new centers by focusing on acres of zoned

industrial land and reducing the emphasis on existing employment.

Two Stakeholder Working Group members did not have a preference between the two alternatives.
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Military Installations in the Centers Framework 

The Regional Centers Stakeholder Working Group considered the issue of military installations in the 

framework. 

FINDINGS:

Statewide and regional importance. Military facilities play an important role in the central Puget Sound 

region's economy. As noted in the Prosperity Partnership's Regional Economic Strategy: Military Cluster 

Strategy (2012), Washington State has one of the highest concentrations of military personnel claiming 

residence, with the majority of personnel located at installations in the central Puget Sound region. Of 

the eleven military bases in the state, eight are located in the central Puget Sound region. Joint Base 

Lewis McChord is the second largest employer in Washington and the largest employer in Pierce 

County. Naval Base Kitsap is the largest employer in Kitsap County. The combined economic output of 

the region’s military installations contributes over $13 billion to local, regional, and state economies 

each year.  

Context and role. Military installations in the central Puget Sound vary greatly in size, activity, role and 

urban form—ranging from compact activity clusters such as Navy Base Kitsap Bremerton’s 22,000 

employees adjacent to the Bremerton regional growth center, to several tens of thousands of acres of 

strategic open space composing much of Joint-Base Lewis McChord. Some military facilities have a 

strategic or support role but have a relatively small number of employees. Some facilities are located 

In March 2015, the Executive Board adopted the following position statement related to military 

bases: 

In recognition of their importance in the central Puget Sound region, the Puget Sound Regional 

Council recognizes military facilities as regionally significant employment areas.  PSRC will reflect 

military facilities in regional planning as follows: 

• Centers – Consider the role and inclusion of military facilities as part of the tiered centers

framework.

• Data – Improve coordination and use of data related to military facilities in regional

planning work.

• Regional Economic Strategy – Continue to include the military employment cluster in

updates to the RES (2017), and support military employment in the region through the

Washington Military Alliance.

• Transportation 2040 – Ensure that transportation projects needed to improve access to

military facilities are identified and considered in the plan (2018).

• Maps – Continue to include military facilities on regional planning maps and in plan

elements.

• PSRC Project Selection – The project selection task force should consider reflecting

military bases as locally defined centers to compete in the county-wide funding

competitions for the 2016 project selection process. 
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within cities, while others are located within urban unincorporated areas or outside the urban growth 

area.  

Centers and relationship to regional growth patterns. Military bases and support facilities serve 

important employment roles in the region and have influenced regional growth patterns, but they have 

key differences from regional growth or manufacturing/industrial centers.   

o Military facilities are not currently part of the regional growth centers strategy, and population and

employment growth is less predictable over the long-term.

o Many military installations are planning for diverse housing choices, compact development, and

mix of uses.  Unlike centers in VISION 2040, housing opportunities on base are primarily available

to military personnel and their families.  Military bases offer a variety of civilian employment

opportunities and services to military retirees and their families.

Jurisdiction. The military serves important roles in the region, but it does not plan for its facilities under 

the Growth Management Act or VISION 2040.   

o Military installations do not plan under GMA or VISION 2040 and generally do not develop and

adopt the kinds of center plans required of local governments under the centers framework.

o Both VISION 2040 and the Growth Management Act include provisions related to incompatible

uses near bases.2  Multiple jurisdictions have engaged with military facilities to conduct Joint

Land Use Studies to address encroachment, compatible land uses, infrastructure and other

issues and regularly coordinate planning with military facilities.

o Elective interjurisdictional coordination and policy support for military facilities has been

beneficial for all parties to address mutual challenges.

Funding. Large military facilities can generate significant transportation impacts on surrounding 

jurisdictions.  

o In recognition of traffic impacts surrounding Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Connecting Washington 

includes several projects along the I-5 corridor to address access to the base.

o The state and the federal governments are working to identify and ensure improvements to base

access.

o PSRC has committed to identifying transportation projects needed to ensure base access are

identified and considered in Transportation 2040. While PSRC’s regional transportation funds

cannot be spent on-base, identifying transportation challenges and improvements can aide

further coordination and identify needs for state and federal resources.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Role and growth. The role of large military facilities with significant concentration of personnel and 

housing should be addressed in the update of VISION 2040. Some large facilities, like Joint Base Lewis 

McChord, are of a size and scale consistent with large cities in the region. The VISION 2040 update 

should more fully consider the role, benefits and impacts of these facilities on the regional economy, 

growth patterns and infrastructure.   

2  RCW 36.70A.530 
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Planning. Military facilities, countywide groups, and cities and counties are encouraged to engage in 

joint planning with neighboring jurisdictions, especially where military activity is adjacent to centers. 

Regional centers. For the purpose of regional centers designation, jurisdictions may count military 

activity towards center thresholds when the military facility is directly adjacent or surrounded by the 

center (such as the Naval Base Kitsap-Bremerton Shipyard to the Bremerton regional growth center). 

Center applications should include a justification of the functional relationship between the military 

facility and the center. The region recognizes the significance of military bases to the region’s economy. 

However, because military bases are exempt from local control and have controlled access, military 

facilities should not be considered for stand-alone regional center status.  

Countywide centers. If planning has been completed, military facilities should be eligible to be identified 

as countywide centers.   

Funding. PSRC, countywide groups, and local jurisdictions should continue to work with state and 

federal partners to secure infrastructure resources, provide support for military installations, and 

address impacts on surrounding jurisdictions. 

Options: 

MILITARY FACILITIES PREFERRED OPTION 

A majority of Stakeholder Working Group members [11] preferred Option A, one member preferred 

Option B, four members preferred Option C, and two members did not have a stated preference.  

Option A Text as stated above. 

Effect: Under limited circumstances, jurisdictions could count military activity 

towards designation thresholds.  Military facilities would not be eligible for regional 

center designation, but could be designated as countywide centers (consistent 

with current policy). 

Option B Change “directly adjacent” to “in proximity to, based on documented study of 

relationship.”   

Effect:  Based on documented study, may allow activity from area military facilities 

(such as Bangor (Silverdale), JBLM (Lakewood) and Naval Base Everett (Everett)) 

to be counted towards activity in the closest designated center.   

Option C Change highlighted sentence to: “The region should develop a “Military Center” 

designation in VISION 2040 to recognize the most significant regional installations 

(Joint Base Lewis McChord, Naval Base Kitsap (Bremerton and Bangor) and Naval 

Base Everett” 

Effect:  Develops unique designation for large military facilities. 
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Implementation Recommendations 

This section includes a variety of recommendations for centers planning, strategies for regional support, 

designation processes and procedures, and additional future work.  This section also includes a 

roadmap for project implementation.   

PLANNING 

Planning is critical to building and maintaining vibrant centers.  The following changes are recommended 

for the centers planning checklist:

Update planning expectations for regional growth centers. The center plan or functional equivalent 

should be required before regional designation, and the level of planning required should be based on 

center tiers. 

The center plan checklist should be updated to reflect additional planning expectations, including: 

 Affordability, family-size housing, fair housing, displacement, and/or homelessness. Programs

and services to meet the housing needs of communities below the area median income,

including efforts to address displacement.

 Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified.

 Availability of public services, like K-12 education, to meet needs of households with children.

Update planning expectations for manufacturing/industrial centers. The center plan or functional 

equivalent should be required before regional designation, and the level of planning required should be 

based on center tiers. 

The center plan checklist should be updated to reflect additional planning expectations, including: 

 Expectations around core industrial uses and avoiding commercial, office uses that do not

support manufacturing/industrial function, and residential encroachment.

 Clearly articulated long-term commitment to protect and preserve manufacturing/industrial

land uses and businesses in the center.

 Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified.

REGIONAL SUPPORT 

The centers framework should focus on the broad needs for center development beyond PSRC 

transportation funding.  This may include housing in regional growth centers, economic development, 

and other capital funds, additional state resources, marketing, and other strategies.  Staff should 

research and identify other potential funding sources or programs.  PSRC should collaborate with other 

agencies and funders to identify additional funding sources to designated centers.  PSRC should also 

explore funding for centers planning and technical assistance. 

Strengthen support of centers through regional transportation funds. 

o Update Policy Framework for Federal Funds to reflect updated tiers in centers framework.

o Explicitly connect countywide funding priority to county center tier.

o Review and develop policy guidance on types of projects that support development in centers

and corridors connecting centers.
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PROJECT TIMING + IMPLEMENTATION 

Lead Timeline3 

Puget Sound Regional Council 

Analysis of Designation Status Fall–Winter 2017/18 

Regional centers should not be expected to reapply for center designation under the new framework, 

but areas where centers may be inconsistent with new eligibility criteria should be identified.  

Jurisdictions should have the opportunity to provide a response to the draft analysis of designation 

status.  PSRC staff will provide support and technical assistance.  

Update designation procedures for new centers Fall–Winter 2017/18 

Following adoption of a new framework, update the designation procedures for new centers.  This 

work can likely proceed before the update of VISION 2040.   

Adopt administrative procedures for existing centers Fall–Winter 2017/18 

The designation procedures for new centers include several administrative steps that existing centers 

are not required to follow (review of major center boundary changes, etc.).  Adopt administrative 

procedures for existing centers to ensure consistent standards for all regional centers. This work can 

proceed before the VISION 2040 update.   

Update Policy Framework for Federal Funds Early actions in 2017, update in 2019 

Update the policy framework for federal funds to be consistent with the updated centers framework. 

Some changes could proceed before the VISION 2040 update. Improved documentation of county-

level centers should proceed for the 2018 funding round, while a comprehensive update to reflect 

revised centers framework could take place in 2019. 

Update center designations in VISION 2040 + Transportation 2040 2020 (VISION 2040 update) 

Update center designations as part of the broader VISION 2040 and Transportation 2040 updates. 

Ensure the plans are consistent with the updated centers framework and support the implementation 

of the framework.  

Review and certify center plans and countywide planning policies 2019, ongoing as adopted 

Work with countywide groups and review updated countywide planning polices for certification. 

Complete certification review of regional center plans.  

Countywide Groups 

Review and update countywide planning policies By Spring 2018 

Update countywide planning policies to reflect revised center thresholds, criteria, and process for 

consistency with regional framework.   

Designate countywide centers under the revised framework By Spring 2019, ongoing 

Proceed with reviewing and designating countywide centers consistent with the adopted criteria and 

procedures.  

Local Governments with Designated Regional Centers 
Prior to update of VISION 2040 

Address any identified gaps in designation status.  Local jurisdictions should have the opportunity to 

update local policies to align with the regional framework prior to final action in 2020. 

3 Assumes approval of new framework by Summer 2017. 

042



Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report │ Page 24 

REDESIGNATION OF EXISTING CENTERS 

Members of the Stakeholder Working Group recognized the work and investment many communities 

have made supporting existing centers, while acknowledging the need to maintain consistent standards 

for regional centers. Some existing designated centers do not meet the minimum current criteria and 

may not meet the regional designation criteria proposed in some of the alternatives. The working group 

discussed providing a path for those existing centers that are making progress, growing and where there 

has been a strong local commitment. 

The Stakeholder Working Group recommended: 

o A grace period should be allowed for existing centers to come into compliance with the new

criteria.

o The first evaluation of existing centers should occur in 2018-2020 as part of the VISION update.

Cities and counties should work with PSRC to identify the applicable center types and whether

all of the criteria are already met or could be met during a grace period.

o The board should use discretion in evaluating existing centers to consider when centers are very

close to the existing conditions criteria, to account from economic recessions, progress and

growth, local investments or the lack of investments, and regional importance of a particular

area (especially related to industrial infrastructure).

o Criteria related to physical improvements should be included in center plans, but may need to

be addressed over the long-term, such as developing a complete walkable street network.

o Cities and counties should have some form of center plan (subarea plan or similar) already in

place by the time of the VISION update, recognizing that the adopted plan may not be fully

consistent with the new criteria. At the latest, cities and counties would be required to meet the

full planning requirements for regional centers by the GMA deadline (2023/24).

DESIGNATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURES  

When designating new regional centers, the PSRC boards should consider: 

o Geographic distribution of centers.  The boards should consider distribution of centers

throughout the region and consider whether new center locations would be advantageous for

overall regional growth objectives.  Centers should be distributed in rational places, consistent

with the regional vision, and in areas that do not place additional development pressure on rural

and resource lands.

o Informed by additional analysis, the boards should also consider the overall number of centers

in the region.

Complete additional review and monitoring on number and distribution of centers.  VISION 2040 calls for 

a limited set of designated regional growth centers.  Designation of new centers has raised questions 

about geographic distribution, competition for market share, and allocation of limited regional 

resources.  Additional review is needed to understand the issue and inform guidelines on the number of 

centers.  In the centers framework, PSRC and countywide planning groups should consider guidelines 

to manage the number and distribution of centers, factoring in projected growth, jurisdictional size, and 

location within the county.   

Limit centers application window.  Regional centers play an important part in establishing regional 

priorities and assigning growth.  Application and review of new regional centers should be limited to 
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major plan updates of VISION 2040 and every five years, following the results of performance 

monitoring.  County center designations should be processed every two years, or by an established 

timeframe set by the countywide planning body.     

Update activity thresholds over time to account for changes in density and overall regional growth. 

The centers are intended to grow over time and achieve targeted activity levels.  Designation thresholds 

should be updated to recognize growth in both the region as a whole and the regional centers.  To 

maintain a robust centers system, thresholds should be updated when the regional plan (VISION 2040) 

is updated to account for overall growth in centers over time.  Center designations should remain 

relatively stable over the long term, but should allow centers to grow into new tiers when they have 

achieved higher levels of activity or other criteria.  

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

In the VISION 2040 update, PSRC should consider performance measures for centers as a whole to 

evaluate success of the overall framework.  Metrics could include overall growth goals or mode split 

goals for centers, level of local or regional investment, or other measures as appropriate, such as 

housing affordability, mix of uses, and health and equity. 

PSRC should continue to conduct ongoing monitoring of performance measures for individual centers. 

This could include progress towards growth targets and mode split goals, tracking implementation 

actions, or tracking other measures consistent with the designation requirements. 

o PSRC should publish a centers performance monitoring summary every five years in order to

stay on top of regional trends in centers development.

o PSRC should review centers for performance as part of the monitoring review and prior to

regional plan update years, and consider possible changes or reclassification if the local

jurisdiction is not taking steps to plan and support growth in center to meet targets or goals.

Future Research 

This project has raised a number of questions, and the Stakeholder Working Group recommends 

additional review, research, and discussion on several items. 

Centers on tribal land.  The project scope of work asks how the region should address central places on 

tribal lands.  Additional review and consultation with tribes is recommended in order to address this 

issue. 

Economic measures for manufacturing/industrial centers.  Given their important role in the regional 

economy, PSRC should perform additional research on economic impact measures for 

manufacturing/industrial centers (e.g. revenue generators, export value).   

Policy Discussions to Highlight 

The Stakeholder Working Group flagged some policy topics and unresolved questions that may warrant 

additional discussion by the board during its review. 
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Equity and social justice.  Working group members and external comments raised several questions 

about how well the centers framework advances equity and social justice. Please see Equity and Access 

to Opportunity in the Regional Centers Framework for more information. 

Distribution + number of centers.  Designation of new centers has raised questions about geographic 

distribution, competition for market share, and allocation of limited regional resources.  Additional review 

is recommended to understand the issue and inform guidelines on the number of centers.   

Planning and funding implications of tiers.  The stakeholder report does not delve into specific 

recommendations on how the tiers could be reflected in VISION 2040 growth allocations or the funding 

framework.  Additional discussion and direction from the board is recommended.  

Designating centers in urban unincorporated areas.  Some existing centers are located in urban 

unincorporated areas, and some future high-capacity transit stations may be in unincorporated urban 

areas.  The working group recommends some additional discussion on this topic.    

Terminology.  The Stakeholder Working Group recommended developing descriptive and inclusive 

naming conventions for each center type or tier. The working group recommends some additional 

discussion on this topic.    

Criteria – technical details.  These include: 

o Minimum employment threshold (if any) for manufacturing/industrial centers

o Maximum size of regional centers

o Minimum transit span of service in regional growth centers (16 or 18 hours per day)

Appendices 

A. ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX

B. CRITERIA AND MEASURES

 Growth Centers Criteria

 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers Criteria

C. OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

D. RESPONSE TO PROJECT FINDINGS

E. RESOURCES AND BACKGROUND MATERIALS
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