UNIVERSITY PLACE CITY COUNCIL AND

LAKEWOOD CITY COUNCIL JOINT MEETING

Special Meeting Agenda

Note: Times are approximate and subject to change. 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 4 (/ é“%’(

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. Itis
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:

o

a

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 17%, 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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Revised 4/22/14 (Orig release 4/14/14) LUV Pop by Jurisdiction 2013 Land Use Baseline - MR1 Update

. . L]
Jurisdictions
(Boundaries as of April 1st, 2014) 1
Total Population Total Househo/ds Household Population Group Quarters Population
Estimates (2) ) Forecast Estimates (2) Forecast Estimates(2) . -~ Forecast Estimates (2) Forecast
County Jurisdiction (Part) (1) 2000) - 2010] 2025|2030 2035|2040 2000 - 2010] 2025|2030 2035|2040\ . 2000] . 2010|  2025] 2030] _ 2035]  2040| . 2000] _2010| 2025] 2030] 2035] 2040
King Algona 1 2,460 3,014,  3,372] 3,338/ 3,287] _ 3,240 845 O53;  1,127;  1,132] _ 1,133] _ 1,1371 2,456 _ 3,004]  3,360] _ 3,325  3,274: __ 3,227 4 10 12 13 13 13
King Aub Ut King 55161 62,760] 71,7521 75166] 78,696{ 81,862 21,218 23,101, 29,603] 31,165 32,794 34,385 54,855 62,002 70,934 74,316! 77,821 80,962] _ 606 668 818 850 875/ 500
King Beal A uts 307 299 334 334 326] 335 121 113 124 125 126] 127 307 299 334 334 326 330 0 0 0 0 0
King — [Bellevue _117,854" 127,893 152,200 157,304} 163,i73| 170,077| 45,000, 52,360, 66,235  68,908] 72,168 75,918 117,044 126,693 150,730 155,778 161,601 168,461 T810] 1,200 1,470 1,526] 1,572 1,616
King Black Diamond 4,006 4,153] 5818/ "6,515] 6,608] 6,530} 1,471 1,547 2,630, 2,903] 2,916/ 2,8271 4,006 "4,153] 5,818 6,515/ 6,608/ 6,530 0 0 0 0| 0 0
| kg B dhell - King - __15706{ _17,090; 28,549 29,819 31,187, 32,436f 6,517,  7,110{ 12,285 12,868, 13,492] 14,139] 15,582 16,012| 28,2/6] 29,535 30,895 32,136 124, 178 273 284 2927 300
King B ulen 45,676, 48,015 51,491 53,737 55,358/ 56,532| 18,538/ 18,439, 22071 23,087, 23,942 24,643| 45382, 47,618 51,005| 53,232] 54,838] _ 55997 294 397 486 505 52 535]
King Carniatin 1,880 1,786] 2,35/ 2,474 2,458 2,420 634 631, 93010, 988 997 997| "1,889] 1,786 2,357 2,474 _ 2,458, 2,920 0] 0 o 0 0 0
King Clyd e H 2,869 2,984] 3,046 3,036] 3,053 3,060 1,046 1,028 ~1114l4l 11147 T1,116] 1,122| 2,869 2,984  3,046]  3,036] 3,053 3,060 O O [ ) 0 0
King Covi ngtn 13,555 17,565, 19,579 19,438,  19,214] 19,039 4,330 58141 69677 6,972 6,988 70231 13,555 17,535 19,542| 19,400{ 19,175 18,999 0 30 37038 301 40
King Des M ines 20,487 29,672 33,181] 34,666  36222] 37,998 11,399 11,663} 13,906| 14,5820 15349 16,171  28,225] 29,076| 32,451] 33,908/ 35441] 37,195] 1,262 596 730 758 781 803
King Duvall 4,646, 6695 8,410 _ 8485 _ 8,418 _ 8,325 1,605 2,224 _ 3032 _ 3,078 _ 3,000 3,066] 4,621 _ 6,600] 8,362 _ 8,435 _ 8,36/] 8,272 75 :!é 48 50, 51 53
King Enumclaw 11,079 11,237 14,106 i4,578] 14,550, 14,380| 4,383 4,634 5048 6,168, 6,226 6,228 11,004 11,145 13,086 14,453 14,431 14!248 C 35T ool T120] 25 128 132
King Federal Way | 85509 89,304 97,506] _ 109_0;2_ _102,521] 104,477\ 32,272 33,187, 40,050 41,327] _42,802] 44,151, 85,037 88,473, 56,488] 98,055 101,433 103,358 __an 83i] 1,018 1057 1,088] 1,119
King Hunts Polnt 443 394 427 415 432 411 165 151} 169 173 173 173 443 394 427 415] 432 411 0 0] 0 o 0! 0
King I saquah | 16746 30145 37,397, "37,558] 38,576 41,023[ 7,204 12,743 16,192 16,401 16,962 _18,121) 16,320] 29,702/ 36,784| 36,995 37,99 40,426 426 443[ 543 563! " 580] 597
Kig Ke mmore 18,668 20,471] 24,777 _ 26,124 27,514 28,893 7,301, 7,988 10,252, 10,855 11,550, 12,323 18,581, 20,348] 24,626] 25968| 27,353 28,733 87|  123] 151 156 161 166
ki o Ke it 103,547, 118,562! 123,587| 125,810/ 128,001: 130,191} 39,219, 42,615 50,240, 51,442, 52,895 _ 54,482 102,759; 116,905 121,546 123,691| 125900 127,648 ~ 788 1,657 2,041 2,119 2,182 2,243
Iking King_Rural 123,006! 121,688, 135,594 137,848] 140,663] 145,445| 42,955 74,660 51,064 52,223 53,736 56,000] 123,541 121,258 135062 137,296] 140,095 194,861 a5 430 532 552 568 584
|king "King _imorporated UGA 105,805] 123,471] 126,156] 126,887| 125,843] 124,765| 38,208] 45,11i] 49,320 49,813] 49,737, 49,9151 105,738, 123,018 125,655, 126,368, 125,306 124,213] 453 501 519; 537552
Iking Kikand " 76,840 80,438] 05,242, 97,375 99,722, 102,317| 32,230 34,385 41,441 42,493| 43,715 45053| 75828, 79,466! 94,051 96,139, 08,449 10L,003| _1,002] 972 1,301  1,236{ 1,273 1,309
fking LkeF est Park _13,113] 12,590 14,393 14,636] 14,662 14,6/6| 5020, 5021, 5817, 5035 5054, 5981| 12,806] 12,497, 14,279 14,518] 14,540] 14,551 307, 93 114 118 122, 125
|king Maple Valley 14,228! 22,684 25,7311 25,762, 26,117| 27,289 4,814l 7,679 9,572 9,695 9,069 10,550\ 14,216 22,684 25731] 25762] 26,117, 27,289 12 o[ O ol T 0 0
Kng  IMedina__ | 3011 2,969 3,090 3,124 3,132 3,114 1,111 1,061] 1,185 1,193 1,198 1,203 3,011, 2,969 3,090 3,124 3,132] 3,114 0 0 0 0 0 0
King [Merce 1 land 22034 22,699 26,660, 2 37,526 28,560] 29,738] 8436 9,109 10,7i3] 11,040] 11,4691 11,961\ 21,755) 22,631, 26,586] 27,440] 28,471] 29,646 279 68 83 86 89 92
King Milton - _tag 201 831 861 856 871 __o10[ 105 337! 389 389 391 395 291 831 8611 856/ 871 910 0 o o ol of 0
tag | tewcastle 7,849 10,380 12,164] 12,241 12,200] 12,275 3,089 4,021 4,892 4914 4,92/ _ 4,947) 7834 10347 12124 12,199, 12,247 12,31 IS 33 40T 4y 73 o
| g formandy Pa k 6,415 6,336] 7212 7.076] 7,310, 7,341l 2,620 2,621 2,78 3.012] 3,034 30520 6415 6,336 7212l 7,276) 7,310 77341 0 0 o0 0 0
| g North Bend 5877\ 5797 9,718] 9,962, 9,873| ~ 9,758] _ 2,270] 2,237 _ 3,861 3,963] 3,989] 3,990] 5,785 5,754 9,651  9,892] 9,801} 9,684 @2 3 67 70 72 74
g Pacific - King 49711 6,515, 6,893 6,738 6,601, 6,560 1,755 2,234 2,501 2,473] 2462 2,469 4,963i 6,437 6,797 6,639 6,499 6,455 8 78 96 99 102] 105
[ g Redmond 45910 _ 54,352  70,364] _ 74,499] 79,145 83,567| 19,357] 22,636 30,557\ 32,649, 34,838, 37,080| 45077, 54,078 70,028] 74,151 78,786
g Renton 71,566, 91,711 109,841 113,482] 117,442] 122,390] 29,984 36,270, 47,065 48,7590 50,744 53,1670 71,144 91,019, 108,975 112,583 116,516
King Sammamish _ 33,948] 46,220] 51,2287 51,061] 51,136] 52,463| 11,063; 15283] 18287, 18,354] 18683; 19,437 ~ 33,948] 46,121] 51,107} 50,935 51,006
King Seatar 25,712 26,958] 32,663] 34,776! 36,488, 38,285| 9,782 9,545, 13,441] 14,401 __ 15370 16,3651 24,825, 250944] 31,421, 33,486] 35,160
king |Seattle _}.563,394] 608,6601 714,363 732,520 756,879, 785,040 258,552 283,500 “351,512" 363,603 378,565 39'5‘096 536,839 583,735 683,8251 700,830 72%,240[
King Sho eline 53,005 53,007 59,801 60,633 61,082 61,0521 20,714] 21,561 25242 25,920, ~726,946, 28,467| 51,723/ ~51,592] 58,063/ 58,828 59,224
King St ymish 200 236 2351 - 248 245] 104 96 113 114 114 14|~ 214 200 236 235] 248
g Soqualmie 11, 10,675 12,802 12,507 12,426] 12,316 626, _ 3,549, 4,629 _ 4,579,  4,558|  4,5/2] 1,611 10,675 12,802] 12,597, 12,426
| ihg | Tkwila i 19,090] 23,154 24,754. 26,149 27,59 7,266!  7,154: 10,060 10,838 11,618 124i0] 17,201, 18,859 22,871 24,460! 25846
Jing | Woodinvile 13,055\ 152117 16420; 17,803| 3,187/ 4,478, 6,239 6,829 7479/ 8,177 8,666 10,891 13,807 15,151/ 16,358
Kn g Yarrow Point L1214, 133 T 387 374 442 444 445 4470 1,029] 1,001, 1,121, 1,127 1,123 ;
[Kitsap Bainbridge Island 734,903 7,979 9,470. 11,419 12,071 13,004, 14,625| 20,145/ 22,814] 27,273 28,661  30,953] 258 268 276 284
ltsap ~|Bremerton 68:‘:’11 154420 14,861 323,528, 29,372} 35,520,  33,356| ,.3_8,_6_96 42,7200 50,395} _ 5213 5411 55727 5730
Kitsap Kitsap Rural 1 B 116,227] 34,0471 38,077 46,699° 46,340 93,7031 100,022; 115,551 115,924\ 115,495! 112,964 2,968 3,082\ 3,173 3,263
‘|Kitsap |Kitsap Unincorporated UGA - Rest of County (3) | 48, 681 64, 784‘ ) 74,897 15,994 19,137 31,9987 32,528 42,631 48,8490 63,943 69,917 73,475 B4l 874/ 900, 926
fKitsap Port Orchard 123420 22,805\ " 3,837 4,755 9267. 9,390} 9,408. 11,601 19,011 20,787, _ 21,540, 1,355 1,407] 1,448 1,489
Kitsap Poulsho 10,797| 2987 3,918 4824 4887|6952 9,006 10,091 10,163] 10,302 10,42 339 352
Kitsap Kitsap Unincorporated UGA - Silverdale area (3) 32,6521 6,130, 7,002, 8,31 11,081 14,798 16,385, 16,763] 18,799 20,778] 24,512 266 276
Pierce Auburn - Plerce , 07341 51 2,956, , 750! 3876, 4,603 ~ 146/ 7,4197 8,997' 8,785  9,068T 0
Pette B qney Lake |12 21,085 4,159 5,988 8572, 9,002| 12,455 17,317{ 19,272 19,757, 20,284 5 5B 69
Pierce B wekley i 1,396, 1,501 2,861 3,078 ~3,6997 3,980] 5636/ 6,254 6,850 458 476
Pierce Carbonado 2000 208 8l 291 62l 610; 599 609) 6291 6 0 )
Pierce Dupont 93 3,025 5244 ' 5648) 2,446° 8202, 11,716, 12,362 13,076 3 o
Pierce Eatonville 753 992 1471 1,546  2,034: 2,758, 33810 3,525 o
Pierce Edgewood ~12,509] 13, 3415 3,609 ‘ 5802, 6,119 9,001 9,385 | 13,661 14,553 27
Pierce Fife 10,238 10,747 2,074 3,637 4545 4802 5272 6,018l 4,880 9,070 {10638 11,571 . dosi 1
6ldiaed 7 Fircrest 5895 6,415, 7,530 7,692 2,516; 2,677 3[2Ade 10f2288; 3,364, 3,432] 5,805/ _ 6,382] 7,490, __ 7,650, _ 7,812 4% opy of seWBiion’ v144,)




Revised 4/22/14 (Orig release 4/14/14)

LUV Pop by Jurisdiction

2013 Land Use Bassline - MR1 Update

L] L [
Jurisdictions —
(Boundaries as of April Tst, 2014) |
Total Population Total Households Household Popuiation Group Quarters Population
Estimates (2) Forecast Es@g{es (2) Forecast Estimates (2) Forecast: Estimates (2) Forecast
County Jurisdiction (Part) (1) 2000 2010 2025 2030 2035 2040\ 2000] 2010 2025 2030 2035  2040] . 2000) . 2010 2025|2030 2035] 2040 _ 2000 2010 2025 2030] 2035] 2040
Pierce Gig Harbor 6,608, 6845 10,764 11,699] 12,486] 13,296]  2,935]  3,186]  4,892] 5295 5695 6,069 6462] 6,689 10,573 11,501} 12,282] 13,086 236 156 191 198 2040 210
Pierce Lakewood 58,532, 58,1571 71,203] 77,3941 ©85,242] 04,965] 23,895 04,068] 30,958 33,714] 37,243 41,611| 57,044] 56,680] 69,740 75781] 83,581] 93,258] 1,488/ 1,268 1,661 1,707,
Pierce Milton - Pierce _5025) 6,301 6990 7,004 6992 7,007 3,067 3067 _ 3,106| 4937 6,296, 6,984 6,998 6,985 7,000 7 7
Pierce Orting 3,753 6,739] 7,965 8,134] 8432 8,843 1,31 3,008] " 3754 3443 3,751 6,561 7,747 7,908  8,1%9] 8,603 6] 233 240
Pierce Pacific - Pierce !‘_5_‘_". S 92 101 N 11,1 113 e 111 5 B ..,..n.,_u_ﬂ,‘M»_,,-a.ﬂ?‘,‘,‘;__”,_?5 4517 154 92 101 111 113 111 o e e
Plerce Pierce Rural 145,003 158,681) 166,256] 167,278 165,727, 164,880 50,683 57,750 65,226] ~ 65,161 65445 66,302| 142,734 156,587, 166,713 164,638 163,008/ 162,085
Pierce Pierce Unincorporated UGA 165,290, 207,943] 248,607, 251,672] 247,497 247,240| 55627, 71,485 95280 97,086 97,300 98,041 155,833 202,002/ 241,172] 243,953, 239,549] 239,067
Pierce Puyallup 34,4081 37,022 46,3021 51,069 58,347 68,736| 13413 14,950 19,536 21,6431 24,847/ 29,432 33,8970 36,312 45432 50,166] 57,417 67,780
Plerce Roy . .455 7931 1,0200  1,067] 1,114 1,127 160 303 445 463 455, 793] 1,000, 1,067 1114 1,127
Plerce Ruston 682 749 1,283) 1,458 16141 1,796 305 336 40 807 682 7490 1283 1,458 1,614 1,796
Pierce South Pralrie 347 429 543 578 628  663] 1 11i. ie4 268 290 3470429, 543 578 628 663
Pierce Steflacoom TTUB,068 6,082) 7,267, 7,302, 7,400]  7,515| 2,578 2,593 3,265, 3,301 6,068 6,075 7,258 7,293/ 7,400 7,506
Pierce Sumner 8732, 9451 11,832 12,558 13,217 13697 3,594/  3,980; 5201 5848 6,119 8,666/ 9,445/ 11,825 12,550, 13,200! 13,689
Pierce Tacoma 193,557: 198,364 247,963, 271,628 296,918 324,797| 76,116/ 78,537 106,265 128,521 141,255| 186,826, 191,671/ 239,762, 263,116 288,153 315,784
Pierce University Place 30,0600 31,226 38,065 41,956] 47,207, 53990\ 12,214 12,8471 16,286 20,200 23,045 29,904 31,0201 38,013] 41,694] 46,037 53,713
Plerce Wilkeson 283 477 510 532 555 558 105 169 213 234 243 283 477 510 532 555 558
Snohomish | Arlington 11,880 17,044 21,499 22341 23,063 23,703 4,319 6,570/ 8589 0472 10,019 1i,742] 17,7370 21,245 22,078/ 22,792 23,423
Snohomish | Bothell - Snohomish 13,9685, 16,410) 21,127, 22,429: 23,806, 25,456 5,167 6,385 8,487 9,600 10,408] 13,873 16267] 20,952 22,247{ 23,619] 25,263|
Snohomish | Brier 6,383 _ 6,087 6,951 35 2,549 2,661 2,753 6,383 6,073 6,934] 7,041 7,136 7,335
Snohomish | Darrington 1,209;  1,347; 15551  1,6220 1,683 5671 686] 762 815 1,206 1341 1548 1614 1675 1774 3l
Snohomish | Edmonds 39476 39,697| 46,4021 47,144] 48,215 20,182 21,208, 21,839 39,124 39,237, 45819 46,539 47,592 48,912
Snohomish | Everett 97,131 102,637 131,526] 142,702, 154,871 56,388, 67,5941 73,882| 9,916 98,492 126,448 137,431 162,089
Snohomish __|Gold Bar 2,047 is4 2,228 2,290 721 949 9sg /858 2,180
Snohomish | Granite Falls 2,503 5,883 8,045 9,262 905 3264 3778 5847
Snohomish Index 156 219 229 729; 105 - 216
Snohomish | Lake Stevens 21,336 36,281 14,684/ 15,639] 34,551
Snohomish Lynnwood 34,172 47_1226 j
Snohomish | Marysville 46,858 78,186 32,722 73,085 ‘
Snohomish | Mill Creek 14,024 21,146 8998 6,150 21,379 21,140
Snohornish Monroe 13,775 19,388 6,427 6,688 715,733 7
Snohomish | Mountlake Terrace 20,418 24,114 10,995 11,484 23,082) 23,987} 24,710: 25,247
Snohomish | Mukilteo 18,021 22,584 22,547
Snohomish | Snchomish City 9619 11,971 12,777 13,675) 3,694 3,641 4,67 5,332 9,202 8,768 10,851 . 12,362 13,248
Snohomish___|Snohomish Rural 112,495 120,990; 134,718, 136,760 3, 54,592 112,247 120,683 134,261, 136,286, 140,188, 146,476
Snohomish __ | Snohomish Unincorporated UGA 132,024! 182,212 215,316] 220,513 0 3| 131,614; 181,573 214,512 219,677] 225444] 232,464
Snohomish | Stanwood . 2 ' 6,081 8221 8,938, 9,608 10,457
Snohomish | Sultan " 4642] 5604 6,047
Snohomish Woodway 1,073
| Totals for cities in list above in multiple counties -]
Multi Auburn . B ot N/
Multi Bothell ;20,772 21,928
Multi Milton - . 3451 3446 58! , ¢ 3 ‘ 7
MUl Padific 1,813 22700 2,540 " 2,516f 2,507 6750  6,612] 6,566 8 78 96 99|~ 102 105
{1)|Cites that include Tand in more than one county are listed by each city-county instance. Composite totals for the city are also provided at the bottom of the table.
(2)|Actual year 2000 & 2010 estimates derived from Census data 1
(3)|Unincorporated Kitsap UGA is reported in two sections - one that represents the Silverdale UGA, and the remainder of the county.
6/7/2017
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May 17, 2017

PSRC Questions: Draft Regional Centers Framework Update

General:

10.

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?

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

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

How frequently will the Regional Centers Framework be updated?

Is the Regional Centers Framework Update a catalyst for additional changes to Vision 20407?

Can PSRC begin to update Vision 2040 earlier than 20207

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

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.

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.

12.

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.

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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May 17, 2017

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. Itis 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 MPQ’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 4" 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?

Page 1
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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 20407?

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 20207
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. Itis 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 MPQ’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 4
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:

0 Leverage ourinvestment 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.

0 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

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page i

017



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. Itis
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

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page iii
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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
documentincentives 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.

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page iv
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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 VISION 2040

seeks to recognize those changes and learn MPP-DP-12: Establish a common framework among the

from 20 years of centers planning. What countywide processes for designating subregional centers to ensure
should the centers framework look like over compatibility within the region.

the next 20 years? How should we support

and recognize the region’s diverse centers? ] o _ , , ,
H houl | . . | its member jurisdictions and countywide planning bodies, will develop
ow should we balance promoting a regiona a common framework for identifying various types of central places

vision for compact development with beyond regional centers. Address the role of smaller nodes that
maintaining strategic and focused centers provide similar characteristics as centers.

designations? How should we preserve the

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

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

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'
0 Support the Growth Management Act and VISION 2040.
Focus growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy.
Recognize and support different types and roles of regional and subregional centers.
Provide common procedures across the region.
Guide strategic use of limited regional investments.
Inform future planning updates at regional, countywide, and local levels.

O O 0O 0O o

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page 1
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The projectis 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.
DESIGNATED REGIONAL CENTERS (2017)

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. Itincludes

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.

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page 2
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Manufacturing/industrial centers have an important role to encourage and preserve industrial

infrastructure and protect and enhance those sectors of
avibrant 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

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.

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

Centers Stakeholder Working Group Report | Page 3
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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.

SOUND TRANSIT INVESTMENTS

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

Strategy benefits the entire region. RAPID TRANSIT CORRIDORS AND ADDITIONAL LIGHT RAIL SERVICE.

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.
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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, 1-405 Corridor,
and North-Central Everett, in addition to dispersed industrial lands scattered throughout the region.

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL SUBAREAS (2015)
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.
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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:

o0 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.

0 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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o0 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 VISION 2040

. - . GOAL: The region will direct growth and development to a limited
Minimum eligibility requirements

ensure consistency in centers
designation and ensure that new

number of designated regional growth centers.

GOAL: Subregional centers, such as those designated through

regional growth centers meet the intent countywide processes or identified locally, will also play important
of VISION 2040 while allowing for roles in accommodating planned growth according to the regional

flexibility. The designation procedures vision. These centers will promote pedestrian connections and

should be updated to reflect the support transit-oriented uses.

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
0 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
+ LINKIight 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
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0 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.
0 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

0 A mix of both existing housing and employment
0 Justification of size and shape (recommend centers to be nodal with a generally round or

square shape)
0 Pedestrian infrastructure and amenities, and a street pattern that supports walkability
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REGIONAL GROWTH CENTER TIER ALTERNATIVES

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

service.

Checklist (centers must meet all criteria)

REGIONAL TIER 1

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.

REGIONAL TIER 2

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.

Criteria

v

Oooo s

O

Criteria
v

Ooo s

O

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:

O Clear regionalrole for center (for example, city center of metropolitan
cities, other large and fast growing centers; important regional
destination)

O Jurisdiction is planning to accommodate significant residential and
employment growth under Regional Growth Strategy

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

O Clear countyrole for center (serves as important destination for the
county)

O Jurisdiction is planning to accommodate significant residential and
employment growth under Regional Growth Strategy
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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.

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.

Criteria

v' Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 7-8
Menu of minimum criteria
REQUIRED:

O 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

O Minimum size of 200 acres to 640 acres maximum (unless served
by an internal, high capacity transit system)

ADDITIONAL POINTS:
Existing activity:
O 18 au/ac minimum (2 points)
OR
O 30au/ac minimum (5 points)
Planned Target:
O 45 au/ac minimum (2 points)
OR
O 85au/ac minimum (5 points)
Regional or Subregional Role:
O Centeris acounty or regional destination (1 point)

OR
O Centeristhe central business district of a Metro City (3 points)
Market potential:
O Complete market study demonstrating market potential (1
point)

O Recent growth of at least 5% over the last five years (1 point)
Actions to support development in the center
O 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
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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 O O ©O

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

Considers regional role and function in the designation process.

Offers a simpler structure with only two regional tiers.

Uses features of the existing designation process (required checklist, existing minimum regional
density and planning thresholds).

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.

Offers more options to designate centers with three tiers.

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

Develops new minimum density thresholds and provides more options to designate new and
existing regional centers.

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

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.

Criteria

Demonstration that the center is a local planning and investment priority:
O Identified as a county center in a local comprehensive plan; subarea
plan recommended
O Clearevidence 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:
O A minimum existing activity unit density of 10 activity units/acre
O 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)

ooooao

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 developmentin 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:

(0]

o

O O O ©O

MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL

Recognize strategically-located concentrations of

industrial activity as essential resources for the

regional economy.

Protect and leverage critical and difficult-to-replace

freight infrastructure (ports, airport, freight network).

Preserve industrial land base for the long-term.

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.

Use a minimum threshold for infrastructure.

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

Support family wage/living wage jobs.

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.
Emphasize the importance of

freight movement. VISION 2040
Preserve the region’s supply GOAL: The region will continue to maintain and support viable
of industrial land, though manufacturing/industrial centers to accommodate manufacturing,

regional and county industrial, or advanced technology uses.
designation should focus on a

Manufacturing/industrial centers:

limited set of centers. o0 include intense manufacturing and industrial employment.

o provide large spaces for goods assembly and outdoor storage.
o0 have concentrated manufacturing and industrial land uses.

0 are served by major regional transportation infrastructure,

CENTER MINIMUM ELIGIBILITY including rail, highways, and port facilities.

Minimum eligibility requirements

discourage housing, retail, and non-related office uses.

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

Local Interest and Commitment.

(0]

Documentation that the center is a local priority and evidence of sustained commitment over
time to local investments in infrastructure, transportation, or other needs

Documented commitment to protecting and preserving industrial uses for the long term in the
proposed center
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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.

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

vision for centers

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

and in countywide planning policies

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

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

uses in the center, and/or adjacent jurisdictions have putin place disincentives for
industrial and manufacturing uses outside of the center that might otherwise compete
with the center

Jurisdiction and Location

(0}
(o}

Manufacturing/industrial centers should be located within a city with few exceptions
Documented environmental review that demonstrates center area is appropriate for
development, noting any floodplains or other critical areas

Existing Conditions

0

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

Access to relevant transportation infrastructure, possibly including freight road corridors,
airports, marine facilities, rail corridors, and intermodal connectors

Documentation of economic impact

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

v' Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 13-14
REGIONAL MIC must meet the following criteria:

) O  Existing jobs: 20,000 jobs minimum
These centers have the highest

) ) O Planning target: 50,000 jobs minimum
concentration of manufacturing O Atleast 75% of land area zoned for core industrial uses
anq industrial employment in the O  Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve industrial uses
region. O  Atleast 50% of existing jobs are industrial or manufacturing in nature
O Defined TDM strategies for the MIC and planning for transit where the surrounding
land uses support it
O Presence of irreplaceable industrial infrastructure’
REGIONAL TIER 2 Criteria

v' 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

O Presence of irreplaceable industrial infrastructure

T S A A A A A A A A A A A AP A A A A A A A A A A AV S AV SV AV S AV SV SV SV SV SV AV S SV S SV SV AV SV SV SV SV SV SV SV SV v s

COUNTY MIC Criteria

T T e S A A A A A A S A A A A A A A S A A A A A A A S A A A A A A S S T A A A A A S AV S A S AV av e

These centers have active
industrial areas with significant
existing jobs, core industrial
activity, evidence of long-term
demand, and regional role.

ooooono

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.

These centers have an important Demonstration that the center is a local planning and investment priority:

county role, represent O Identified as a county center in a local comprehensive plan; subarea plan
concentrations of industrial land recommended

or jobs, and demonstrate O Clear evidence that area is a local priority for investment, such as planning efforts, or
evidence of long-term demand. infrastructure

Designation of these centers The center is supporting manufacturing/industrial center jobs and land uses

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

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

oooooo

! 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

v' Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p.
13-14
MIC must meet the following criteria:

O Clearregional 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

These centers are highly active industrial
areas with significant existing jobs, core
industrial activity, evidence of long-term
demand, and regional role.

ooaog

ooaog

REGIONAL TIER 2 Criteria

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

MIC must meet the following criteria:

O 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

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.

oooag

oo
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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

REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT CENTER REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL LANDS

These centers are highly active industrial areas with | These regional clusters of industrial lands have significant

significant existing jobs, core industrial activity, value to the region and potential for future job growth.

evidence of long-term demand, and regional role. 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.

v' Center must meet all ELIGIBILITY requirements on p. 13-14
MIC must meet the following criteria:

O Clearregional role for center (for example, O Clearregional role for center (for example, major
major industrial employment center, major industrial employment center, major industrial
industrial user, part of global freight user, part of global freight infrastructure,
infrastructure, or significant component of significant component of region’s industrial land
region’s industrial land supply) supply)

O Existing jobs: 10,000 minimum O Minimum 2,000 acres

O Planning target: 20,000 minimum O Evidence of future market potential

O Accessto transit service or defined TDM O Capacity and planning for future growth
strategies for the MIC O Industrial retention strategies in place to preserve

O Presence of irreplaceable industrial industrial uses

infrastructure O Presence of key industrial infrastructure
O Industrial retention strategies in place to O Atleast 75% of land area zoned for core industrial
preserve industrial uses uses

O Atleast 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:
0 Uses features of the existing designation process (checklist approach, existing minimum
employment and planning thresholds).
o0 Provides two regional tiers that focus on existing employment at different scales, with a tier with
higher expectations than the current standards.
o0 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
B1included that it:
o0 Provides two regional tiers that focus on recognizing areas with existing employment and
industrial centers with significant development potential
0 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:
0 Uses a non-hierarchical typology to differentiate between types of centers.
o0 Provides two regional types that recognizes areas with existing employment as well as areas with
significant development potential.
o0 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

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.

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
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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.? 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.

o0 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 Inrecognition of traffic impacts surrounding Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Connecting Washington
includes several projects along the I-5 corridor to address access to the base.

o0 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:
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.

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.
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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:

v 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.

v' Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified.

v" 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:
v' Expectations around core industrial uses and avoiding commercial, office uses that do not
support manufacturing/industrial function, and residential encroachment.
v' Clearly articulated long-term commitment to protect and preserve manufacturing/industrial
land uses and businesses in the center.
v' 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.
0 Update Policy Framework for Federal Funds to reflect updated tiers in centers framework.
o0 Explicitly connect countywide funding priority to county center tier.
0 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 Timeline®
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.
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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:

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

0 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.

0 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:

o0 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. Inthe 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.

o0 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:
o0 Minimum employment threshold (if any) for manufacturing/industrial centers
o0 Maximum size of regional centers
o Minimum transit span of service in regional growth centers (16 or 18 hours per day)
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http://www.psrc.org/assets/15238/centers-equity-supplement.pdf
http://www.psrc.org/assets/15238/centers-equity-supplement.pdf

City of Lakewood

Regional Planning Organization Options

Prepared by: BERK Consulting

May 22, 2017
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City of Lakewood

Regional Resource Distribution

Prepared by: BERK Consulting

May 22, 2017
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Source: Puget Sound Regional Council. Vision 2040. http:

:ﬂl BERK Consulting | Regional Resource Distribution

103




104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



	Agenda
	Memo - Joint Meeting Purpose
	PSRC Population Estimates
	Questions sent to PSRC
	PSRC Responses to City Questions
	Draft Regional Centers Framework
	Regional Planning Organization Options - BERK Consulting
	Regional Resource Distribution - BERK Consulting



