Growth Management Policy Board
Thursday, April 6, 2017 • 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.
PSRC Board Room • 1011 Western Avenue, Suite 500, Seattle, WA 98104
The meeting will be streamed live over the Internet at www.psrc.org.
1.

Call to Order (10:00) - Councilmember Ryan Mello, Chair

2.

Report of the Chair

3.

Communications and Public Comment

4.

Director's Report

5.

Consent Agenda (10:15)
a. Approve Minutes of Growth Management Policy Board Meeting held March 2, 2017

6.

Action Item (10:20)
a. Recommend Certification of Comprehensive Plan Updates for Bainbridge Island and Brier
-- Laura Benjamin, PSRC

7.

Action Item (10:25)
a. Recommend Certification of Comprehensive Plans for the Cities of Covington, Gig Harbor,
North Bend, and Snoqualmie -- Paul Inghram, PSRC

8.

Discussion Item (10:35)
a. Transportation 2040 Update -- Robin Mayhew, PSRC

9.

Discussion Item (10:50)
a. Regional Centers Framework Update - Project Objectives -- Liz Underwood-Bultmann and
Paul Inghram, PSRC

10. Next Meeting: May 4, 2017, 9:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m., PSRC Boardroom - EARLY START!
Major Topic for May:
-- Regional Centers Framework Update
Save the Date:
PSRC Annual General Assembly, May 31, 2017, 11:30 a.m.-1:30 p.m., the Conference
Center at the Washington State Convention Center
11. Adjourn (12:00)
Board members please submit proposed amendments and materials prior to the meeting for distribution. Organizations/individuals may
submit information for distribution. Send to Lori Jacobs, e-mail ljacobs@psrc.org fax 206-587-4825; or mail.
Sign language and communication material in alternate formats can be arranged given sufficient notice by calling (206) 464-7090 or
TTY Relay 711. 中文 | Chinese, 한국 | Korean, Русский | Russian, Español | Spanish, Tagalog, Tiếng việt | Vietnamese Call 206587-4819.

5.a

MINUTES
Growth Management Policy Board
March 2, 2017
PSRC Boardroom
[To watch a video of the meeting and hear the discussion, go to
http://psrcwa.iqm2.com/Citizens/Default.aspx]
CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 10:05 a.m. by Councilmember Hank Margeson, Vice Chair.
REPORT OF THE CHAIR
Vice Chair Margeson welcomed board members and remote participants to the meeting, and
noted that new member John Wynands will serve as an alternate to Lorena Eng for WSDOT.
COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC COMMENTS
Mayor Andy Rheaume, City of Bothell, expressed opposition to the regional growth center
alternatives included in the Stakeholder Working Group’s report on the Regional Centers
Framework, noting the regional importance of Canyon Park and how it might be classified under
the proposed alternatives.
DIRECTORS REPORT
Charlie Howard, Director of Planning, noted that following the February presentation of the
Regional Centers Framework Stakeholder Working Group report, staff have presented the report
to eight different committees and groups and is planning several more presentations. The centers
framework will come back to the Growth Management Policy Board in April with results of
comments received and an opportunity to consider the recommendations in detail. Review of the
working group’s recommendations is expected to take several months. Staff is available to meet
with communities that are interested in knowing more about the centers framework update.
He reminded board members about the Growth Management Policy Board’s recommendation
last November to reclassify Bonney Lake and Covington from Small Cities to Large Cities. The
Executive Board, having tabled the recommendation at its December meeting, is anticipated to
take it up again in March.
Mr. Howard also acknowledged Maria Sandercock, PSRC’s new Associate Planner/GIS Analyst,
who will be working on the Regional Open Space Conservation Plan.
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CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of minutes of the Growth Management Policy Board Meeting held February 2, 2017.
ACTION:
A motion to adopt the consent agenda was made by Councilmember Terry Ryan
and seconded by Councilmember Jay Arnold. The motion passed unanimously.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CERTIFICATION FOR POULSBO
Associate Planner Laura Benjamin reviewed the proposed certification report for the Poulsbo
Comprehensive Plan and the staff recommendation for certification.
ACTION:
It was moved by Mayor Allan Ekberg and seconded by Councilmember Jan Schuette to
recommend that the Executive Board certify that the transportation-related provisions of
the Poulsbo 2016 Comprehensive Plan conform to the Growth Management Act and are
consistent with the multicounty planning policies and the regional transportation plan.
The motion passed unanimously.
PLANNING FOR HEALTH
Program Manager Paul Inghram introduced the presentation with recognition of how planning for
health is supported in VISION 2040. Board members Drs. Anthony Chen and Susan Turner
presented information about how health is interrelated with planning for transportation, jobs,
neighborhoods and the environment. They also discussed how health impacts our well-being and
the regional economy. Board members noted the importance of safe routes to schools, access to
recreation, locally adopted strategies, and clean water. Health will be an issue that PSRC looks
at during the update of VISION 2040. The presentation will be made available to board members.
REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Principal Planner Michael Hubner introduced a panel of experts to provide comments about
affordable housing as a follow up to the board’s September 16, 2016, discussion about regional
housing trends. Rob Van Tassell, Vice President of Housing and Community Development,
Catholic Housing Services of Western Washington, described the challenges of developing
affordable housing projects in communities around the region. He noted that early and ongoing
communication with city leaders and community members is key to achieving successful
affordable housing projects. Paul Purcell, President, Beacon Development Group, discussed
how affordable housing projects are financed, including the impacts of diminishing funding
amidst a growing need. Arthur Sullivan, Program Manager, A Regional Coalition for Housing,
described how land use incentives are used in some communities to encourage the
development of affordable units. Housing affordability continues to be a major issue for the
region. At a future meeting, the board may look into how the housing market is responding to
housing demand in the region.
ADJOURN
The meeting adjourned at 11:59 a.m.
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICY BOARD Attendance Roster – March 2, 2017
GMPB MEMBERS & ALTERNATES PRESENT
(Italicized = alternate)
Jennifer Anderson, Master Builders Association – Business/Labor
Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold, Kirkland – Other Cities & Towns in King County
Councilmember Scott Bader, Metropolitan Center—Everett (via remote)
Dr. Anthony Chen, Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department – Community/Environment
Jeff Clarke, Alderwood Water & Wastewater District
Mayor Allan Ekberg, Tukwila – Other Cities & Towns in King County
Lorena Eng, WSDOT
Councilmember Justin Evans, Bonney Lake – Other Cities & Towns in Pierce County (via remote)
Michael Flynn, Washington Association of Realtors – Business/Labor (via remote)
Clayton Graham, Municipal League of King County – Business/Labor (via remote)
Mayor Ken Hearing, North Bend – Other Cities & Towns in King County
Councilmember Hank Margeson, Redmond – Other Cities & Towns in King County
Mark McCaskill, Commerce
Jeanette McKague, Washington Association of Realtors – Business/Labor (via remote)
Mayor Carla Nichols, Woodway – Other Cities & Towns in Snohomish County
Councilmember Mike O’Brien, Metropolitan Center—Seattle
Deputy Mayor Cynthia Pratt, Lacey – Thurston Regional Planning Council, Lacey (via remote)
Kelly Rider, Housing Development Consortium Seattle-King County – Community/Environment
Councilmember Terry Ryan, Snohomish County
Councilmember Jan Schuette, Arlington – Other Cities & Towns in Snohomish County
Councilmember Michael Scott, Bainbridge Island – Other Cities & Towns in Kitsap County
Dr. Susan Turner, Kitsap Public Health District – Community/Environment
Skip Swenson, Forterra – Community/Environment
Councilmember Greg Wheeler, Metropolitan Center—Bremerton
Councilmember Paul Winterstein, Other Cities & Towns in King County, Issaquah
Commissioner Edward Wolfe, Kitsap County (via remote)
Councilmember Derek Young, Pierce County (via remote)

GMPB MEMBERS ABSENT (*alternate present)
Deputy Mayor John Chelminiak, Metropolitan Center, Bellevue
Councilmember Larry Gossett, King County
Councilmember John Holman, Auburn – Other Cities & Towns in King County
Councilmember Rob Johnson, Metropolitan Center, Seattle
Councilmember Jeanne Kohl-Welles, King County
* Commissioner Paul McIntyre, Alderwood Water & Wastewater District
Councilmember Ryan Mello, City of Tacoma
Rob Purser, Suquamish Tribe
Edna Shim, Seattle Children’s – Business/Labor
Chuck Wolfe, Futurewise – Community/Environment
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GUESTS AND PSRC STAFF PRESENT
(As determined by signatures on the attendance sheet and documentation by staff.)
Laura Benjamin, PSRC
Tom Burdett, City of Bothell
Carolyn Downs, PSRC
Erika Harris, PSRC
Charlie Howard, PSRC
Michael Hubner, PSRC
Paul Inghram, PSRC
Christine Jensen, King County Council
Kathryn Johnson, PSRC
Michael Kattermann, City of Bellevue
Keri Moore, Snohomish Health District
Brian Parry, Sound Cities Association
Amy Pow, Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department
Paul Purcell, Beacon Development Group
Mayor Andy Rheaume, City of Bothell
Cheryl Saltys, PSRC
Maria Sandercock, PSRC
Arthur Sullivan, A Regional Coalition for Housing
Peter Troedsson, City of Bothell
Marianne Seifert, Tacoma-Pierce County Health District
Rob Van Tassell, Catholic Housing Services of Western Washington
Karen Wolf, King County
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ACTION ITEM

March 30, 2017

To:

Growth Management Policy Board

From:

Charlie Howard, Director of Planning

Subject:

Recommend Certification of Comprehensive Plan Updates for Bainbridge
Island and Brier

IN BRIEF
Consistent with PSRC’s adopted plan review process, PSRC staff reviewed and recommends
certification of the 2016 comprehensive plan update for Bainbridge Island and the 2015
comprehensive plan update for Brier.
RECOMMENDED ACTION
The Growth Management Policy Board and Transportation Policy Board should recommend that
the Executive Board certify the transportation-related provisions in the following conform to the
Growth Management Act and are consistent with the multicounty planning policies and the
regional transportation plan:
1) City of Bainbridge Island 2016 Comprehensive Plan (certification report)
2) City of Brier 2015 Comprehensive Plan (certification report)
DISCUSSION
The 2016 comprehensive plan update for Bainbridge Island and the 2015 comprehensive plan
update for Brier are recommended for certification. The plans have been reviewed in
accordance with the adopted plan review process, and were found to be consistent with the
multicounty planning policies and the regional transportation plan and to conform to
transportation planning requirements in the Growth Management Act. PSRC staff coordinated
with staff from the cities in the review of the plans and the development of the certification
reports.
The adopted plan review process calls for the Executive Board to take certification action on
comprehensive plans on recommendation from the Growth Management and Transportation
Policy Boards. Options for Executive Board action are to:
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Certify that the plan is consistent with multicounty planning policies and the regional
transportation plan and conforms to Growth Management Act requirements for
transportation planning, or
Conditionally certify that the plan addresses most provisions of regional plans and
policies and the Growth Management Act, with a requirement that a limited set of
outstanding issues be addressed prior to full certification, or
Do not certify

Based on previous board direction, jurisdictions with plans that are certified or conditionally
certified are then eligible to apply for PSRC funding or proceed with any project submitted into
the Regional Transportation Improvement Program.
Plan Review Status
The Executive Board took action on the most recent set of certification recommendations at its
March 23, 2017 meeting. With board action on the plans presented in April, the total number of
plans certified will increase to 83. PSRC will continue to work with each of the three remaining
cities to bring adopted plans to the board for certification review ahead of the 2018 competition
for regional funds.
For more information, please contact Michael Hubner at (206) 971-3289 or MHubner@psrc.org
or Laura Benjamin at (206) 464-7134 or LBenjamin@psrc.org.
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ACTION ITEM

March 30, 2017

To:

Growth Management Policy Board

From:

Charlie Howard, Director of Planning

Subject:

Recommend Certification of Comprehensive Plans for the Cities of
Covington, Gig Harbor, North Bend, and Snoqualmie

IN BRIEF
Consistent with the Executive Board’s direction on January 26 regarding review of Small Cities,
Covington, Gig Harbor, North Bend, and Snoqualmie adopted local resolutions related to
planning consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy. Staff now recommends certification of
their comprehensive plans.
RECOMMENDED ACTION
The Growth Management Policy Board and Transportation Policy Board should recommend that
the Executive Board certify that the transportation-related provisions of the Covington, Gig
Harbor, North Bend, and Snoqualmie comprehensive plan updates and supporting resolutions
conform to the Growth Management Act and are consistent with the multicounty planning
policies and the regional transportation plan.
DISCUSSION
The 2015 comprehensive plan updates for the cities of Covington, Gig Harbor, North Bend, and
Snoqualmie were conditionally certified last year as part of PSRC’s plan review process.
Conditional certification allowed the cities to qualify for PSRC managed federal funding (and two
of the cities were awarded funds), while working to address questions about planning for growth
significantly greater than adopted targets.
The issue of growth targets for Small Cities resulted in a number of challenging policy
discussions by the Growth Management Policy Board, Executive Board and the King County
Growth Management Policy Council, including a GMPC/GMPB joint work session. Members
reiterated that planning consistent with GMA and VISION 2040, and regional coordination are
important and need to be clearly supported in all local plans. There was also recognition that
amending plans now and addressing the underlying issues related to growth targets will require
ongoing work and coordination at the local and regional levels. In January, the Executive Board
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approved the Growth Management Policy Board’s recommendation to provide a new path for
the affected Small Cities to become fully certified.
The Growth Management Policy Board noted that the affected small cities had provided
valuable information and encouraged them to provide further clarification about how the cities
are working to support the Regional Growth Strategy. Recognizing that more work to address
small city targets will be needed over the course of the next planning cycle, the Growth
Management Policy Board recommended and the Executive Board approved an alternative
option to ask the cities to make a commitment to support VISION 2040 and work with regional
partners, without requiring a comprehensive plan amendment at this time. This allows cities to
be fully certified expeditiously, while asking the cities to:
•

Acknowledge that the planned housing and employment growth anticipated in the small
city’s adopted comprehensive plan is greater than adopted growth targets for the city,
and acknowledge the importance of managing that growth and mitigating its impacts,
including on surrounding communities, rural and resource lands, and the regional
transportation system.

•

Continue to work collaboratively with regional and countywide planning organizations on
growth allocations during the next and future target updates and commit to planning for
growth in future plan updates consistent with those collaboratively set and adopted
target updates.

•

Identify and continue strategies cities are using to manage and mitigate the impacts of
growth.

•

Reinforce the city’s commitment to managing its growth within current city and Urban
Growth Area (UGA) boundaries, while minimizing impacts on surrounding rural and
resource lands; commit to using the adopted countywide criteria for evaluating any
requested UGA modifications.

•

Commit to prioritize consistency with the Regional Growth Strategy when considering
future land use and zoning changes and capital facilities investments.

This path does not require cities to make plan amendments now, provided they adopt a council
commitment, such as a council-adopted resolution, to continue to work collaboratively on growth
issues that clearly require a longer term to fully address.
Local Resolutions
Following the Executive Board’s approval of the new path to certification, Covington, Gig
Harbor, North Bend and Snoqualmie proceeded towards development and adoption of council
resolutions. Each of the adopted resolutions are attached and discussed below. Bonney Lake
and Carnation are continuing to move ahead with comprehensive plan amendments to address
the conditional certification requirements.
Covington
Covington adopted a resolution that notes how their comprehensive plan embodies policies
consistent with the Growth Management Act and VISION 2040. While the city recognizes that
growth anticipated by a 2014 market study exceeds the adopted targets, it states the
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importance of managing the growth and mitigating its impacts. The resolution commits the city
to continue to work collaboratively with regional and countywide planning organizations on
growth target allocations and planning for growth consistent with those target updates.
Covington has implemented a number of best practices to manage growth, including growth
monitoring, impact fees, transportation concurrency requirements, nonmotorized transportation
and transit planning, adequacy of public facilities, environmental regulations, and design review.
The resolution also notes the city’s planned 20-year growth is fully within the city’s current city
limits and no expansion of the UGA is contemplated in the comprehensive plan.
Covington’s resolution states that it has addressed the issues identified in the conditional
certification and requests full certification of its comprehensive plan.
Exhibits referenced in the Covington resolution have previously been provided to the boards
and are available from PSRC.
Gig Harbor
The resolution adopted by Gig Harbor notes that a goal of the Gig Harbor comprehensive plan
is to support the integration and implementation of VISION 2040 at the local level. The city
notes that the plan and the city’s development regulations demonstrate a commitment to
managing growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy and addressing growth-related
impacts, including the appropriate use of development regulations, impact fees and other tools.
To partially offset the difference between targeted and anticipated growth, the city has worked
collaboratively with other Pierce County jurisdictions to adjust small city growth targets, which
were recommended to be adjusted by the Pierce County Regional Council on March 16, 2017.
The city has hired planning consultants to update the city’s Transportation Element, impact fees,
travel demand model, and Active Transportation Plan to help manage growth and its impact on
transportation. The city notes the need to allow sufficient time to complete this work, rather than
rush to meet the current conditional certification deadline.
In its adopted resolution, the city commits to advance the integrity and mission of VISION 2040
and the regional growth strategy through the policies and strategies of its comprehensive plan.
The resolution directs city staff to continue to work collaboratively with other cities, Pierce
County, the Pierce County Regional Council, and PSRC on growth targets and planning for
growth, and seeks full certification.
North Bend
North Bend notes in its resolution its intent to remain a small town, and its plans and provisions
to preserve open space and to protect farm land and the Mountains to Sound Greenway. It also
notes how the targets differ from the city’s capacity for housing and employment that could be
achieved at build-out. In its resolution, the city commits to continue to work collaboratively with
local and regional stakeholders to manage growth consistent with the Growth Management Act,
VISION 2040, and the regional growth strategy; to continue to work collaboratively on the next
round of growth target allocations; and to manage growth within its city and UGA boundaries.
The city requests full certification of its 2015 comprehensive plan.
North Bend also reiterated their interest in seeing PSRC’s plan review process provide
comments to communities early in the process to provide greater clarity regarding requirements.
This comment was included in the Taking Stock report and will be carefully considered as
PSRC updates the plan review process prior to the next round of GMA updates.
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Snoqualmie
The resolution adopted by Snoqualmie acknowledges anticipated growth and the importance of
managing its impacts on surrounding communities, rural and resource lands, and the regional
transportation system. The resolution identifies several strategies the city employs to manage
growth, including land conservation, growth monitoring, development agreements, impact fees,
and concurrency requirements. The city states that no expansion of the UGA is planned to
accommodate growth and that the city will prioritize consistency with the regional growth
strategy when considering future land use, zoning and infrastructure changes that significantly
affect growth capacity.
Snoqualmie’s resolution is lengthy and states the city’s position on PSRC’s authority and the
city’s actions that it feels are consistent with GMA and VISION 2040, but the resolution appears
to address each of the key points identified by the Executive Board.

Each of the resolutions is a statement of intent by each individual community to work
collaboratively to manage future growth. Each resolution speaks to local perspectives and also
addresses areas of shared interest, including managing growth and its impacts, working
collaboratively on growth and target setting, planning for growth within the urban growth area,
and considering the regional growth strategy in long range planning decisions. These
statements correspond to the points identified by the Executive Board, which were developed
with a recommendation of the Growth Management Policy Board and with input from the
affected cities and county. Certification of the city’s plans acknowledges the contribution and
commitment of cities to work on managing growth. It does not mean full agreement on the
individual perspectives expressed in each resolution.
Please let staff know if you have any questions about the attached resolutions that could be
addressed prior to the board meeting.
Next Steps
Staff have concluded that the locally adopted resolutions meet the requirements set out by the
Executive Board for the new path to certification. After deliberation and action on April 6, the
Growth Management Policy Board’s recommendation will be forwarded to the Executive Board
for action at its meeting on April 27, 2017.

For more information, please contact Paul Inghram at (206) 464-7549 or pinghram@psrc.org or
Michael Hubner at (206) 971-3289 or MHubner@psrc.org.
Attachments:
A - Covington Resolution 2017-04
B - Gig Harbor Resolution 1074
C - North Bend Resolution 1749
D - Snoqualmie Resolution 1380
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DISCUSSION ITEM

To:

Growth Management Policy Board

From:

Charlie Howard, Director of Planning

Subject:

Transportation 2040 Update

March 30, 2017

IN BRIEF
PSRC is updating Transportation 2040 to meet federal and state mandates and reflect changes
that have occurred in the region since the last plan adoption in 2014.
DISCUSSION
The 2018 update to Transportation 2040 is different from past plans in that many of the
investments in the plan are fully funded. This update provides a unique opportunity to
showcase the investments that will be made over the plan’s horizon, focus on the remaining
investment needs, identify remaining funding gaps and prepare the region for significant
technology and other changes that can be anticipated by 2040 and beyond. The 2018 update
to Transportation 2040 is proposed to be completed within the framework of the current plan
and existing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
At the April 6th meeting, staff will summarize the Transportation 2040 Work Program as
approved by the Transportation Policy Board in January 2017. The work program is
summarized in Attachment A.
The Growth Management Policy Board will receive regular briefings throughout 2017 and the
spring of 2018 when the Transportation 2040 Plan Update is scheduled to be approved by
PSRC’s General Assembly.
For more information, please contact Robin Mayhew at (206) 464-7537 or rmayhew@psrc.org.
Attachments:
Transportation 2040 Update
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Transportation 2040 will undergo a federally required review and update starting in
January 2017 and ending in Spring 2018. The update will be guided by the region’s
Transportation Policy Board. Final approval rests with PSRC’s General Assembly.
The timing is good. The region is experiencing a surge in growth, big decisions have been
made on major investments, and fast developing new technologies are challenging planners
to rethink assumptions about the future.
The T2040 Update is expected to focus on the following themes:
1. Showcase investments. Much progress has been made on funding since the T2040
Plan was first adopted in 2010. Significant additional road and transit investments have
now been secured. Historically the plan focus was aspirational. The difference now is that
the current plan has significant funding in place. With the recent historically significant
amount of road and transit investments secured for the region, the focus can be on
communicating what will be happening and the benefits of investments for communities
throughout the region.
2. Address near-term performance and funding deficiencies. The updated
Transportation 2040 will identify near-term actions to improve system performance and
close additional funding gaps, including:
• New tools to fund city streets, county roads, and local transit. While significant
progress has been made on state highway and regional transit investments, a significant
funding gap still exists for city, county and local transit. This plan will focus on developing
actionable ways to fund city, county and local transit funding.
• A State Facilities Action Plan will document state efforts to develop an I-5 action plan
identifying low cost operational improvements and a clear I-5 preservation plan, improve
the flow of HOV lanes, and accelerate seismic retrofits. State plans for future projects
beyond those in Connecting Washington will also be covered.
• This is the first time long-range plans are available from all transit agencies in the region.
An integrated transit network and strategy based on new service (ST3, local transit
initiatives) and new long-range transit plans is being developed to show how transit fits
together regionally and identify gaps.
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3. Get ahead on key issues.
• Examine existing and emerging new technologies and identify strategies to help the
region prepare for the future.
• Continue efforts to address climate change and work with state and regional partners.
• Review funding trends and develop recommendations for sustainable long-term
funding for the region.
• Update estimated needs for maintaining and preserving the system.
4. Meet Requirements. Transportation 2040 will keep the region current with state and
federal requirements.

• Updates to the region’s performance based planning will evolve the plan’s
evaluation framework (developed to support project prioritization) into a performance
measure system to evaluate whether our investments are achieving our goals, meeting
new federal requirements and implementing regional policy.
• The Coordinated Plan will update strategies to effectively meet the mobility needs of
growing numbers of people experiencing mobility challenges due to age, income, or
disability.
5. Administrative. As part of the T2040 Plan update, PSRC will update the T2040 Regional
Capacity Project list, the SEPA analysis and the plan content to reflect current thinking.
A robust public engagement process will guide this effort.
2016
JUL

2017
AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

JAN

2018
FEB MAR

APR MAY

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV DEC

JAN

FEB MAR

APR MAY JUN

Work Program
Draft Work Program

Finalize &
Recommendation

Project List
Limited Call for Project
Updates & Analysis

T2040 Financial Strategy
Draft
Analysis &
Financial Incorporate
Strategy into Draft Plan

Integrated Regional Transit Newtork & Plan
1st Draft
2040 Transit
Network

Final 2040
Transit
Network

T2040 Modeling & Analysis
Modeling Work
(includes travel demand
modeling & air quality analysis)

Draft LRTP

Final LRTP

Plan Related Work

Draft Plan & Review
Release for of Public
Public Com. Comments

Final
Plan

SEPA & Ongoing Public Engagement

For more information or to schedule a briefing, please contact Robin Mayhew, Program Manager,
at 206-464-7537 or rmayhew@psrc.org
To submit a public comment for the Transportation 2040 plan update, please send an email to
transportation2040@psrc.org
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programs and data.
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DISCUSSION ITEM

To:

Growth Management Policy Board

From:

Charlie Howard, Director of Planning

Subject:

Regional Centers Framework Update - Project Objectives

March 30, 2017

IN BRIEF
At the April Growth Management Policy Board meeting, staff will ask the board to discuss the
purpose and objectives for the Regional Centers Framework update and consider a proposed
schedule for review and development of the framework. Staff will also present a summary of
committee outreach to date.
DISCUSSION
The Puget Sound Regional Council is working with its members and other partners to evaluate
the regional centers framework and recommend structural changes to recognize different scales
of centers using consistent designation criteria and procedures. This effort carries out a scope
of work adopted by the Growth Management Policy Board in July 2015.
In February, the board heard a report on recommendations and alternatives from the Centers
Stakeholder Working Group. The report includes recommendations related to eligibility,
planning, and implementation measures for regional growth centers, manufacturing/industrial
centers, and countywide centers and provides tiered alternatives for regional growth centers
and manufacturing industrial centers. The report also includes options for addressing military
facilities.
In addition to the main body of the report, the document includes appendices that discuss
evaluation of the alternatives, criteria and measures for centers, the Stakeholder Working Group
process, and how the report responds to the initial project findings. A supplement on Equity and
Access to Opportunity in the Regional Centers Framework addresses how social equity may be
addressed in the framework update. Comment letters submitted to the Stakeholder Working
Group are also available.
The board supported an outreach approach to share the alternatives and other recommendations
with committees and other stakeholders in February and March. Staff will provide an update on
that process at the April meeting.
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Framework Development
The project is proceeding in five phases, as depicted below.

The Framework Development stage had two major components:
 Joint Board Work Sessions (held April and June 2016)
 Stakeholder Working Group planning process (June 2016 - January 2017)
The Joint Board Work Sessions took place following the regular Growth Management Policy
Board meetings on April 7 and June 2, 2016. Multiple board members participated in the
session to discuss findings from the Research Phase of the project and provide direction for the
stakeholder planning process.
The Centers Stakeholder Working Group met monthly from June 2016 through January 2017.
The roster of the Stakeholder Working Group follows the composition approved by GMPB and
includes representation from all four counties. With the handoff of the report from the Centers
Stakeholder Working Group, the board is anticipated to consider and draft changes to the
framework over the next several months.
Project Purpose and Objectives
Now that specific alternatives are in front of the Growth Management Policy Board, it will be
important to review the board's objectives as a means of evaluating the alternatives and
considering future recommendations. Staff and the board have heard more feedback on the
project and the recommendations, and the board will be asked to confirm the direction and
approach to reviewing the alternatives.
Reflecting the importance of this project on the Regional Growth Strategy and for implementing
VISION 2040, GMPB developed the following principles in 2015 to guide this work. The new
framework and procedures should:
 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
During the joint board session on the Centers Framework Update in 2016, board members
developed outcome statements for the project:
 Growth: Centers attract robust population and employment growth—a significant and
growing share of the region’s overall growth.
 Mobility: Centers provide diverse mobility choices so that people who live and work in
centers have alternatives to driving alone.
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Environment: Centers improve environmental sustainability by diverting growth away
from rural and resource lands, habitat, and other critical areas, and towards urban areas
with existing infrastructure.
Social Equity and Opportunity: Centers offer high access to opportunity, including
affordable housing choices and access to jobs, to a diverse population.
Economic Development: Centers help the region maintain a competitive economic
edge by offering employers locations that are well connected to a regional transportation
network, and attractive and accessible to workers.
Public Health: Centers create safe, clean, livable, complete and healthy communities
that promote physical, mental, and social well-being.

The board provided direction to the Stakeholder Working Group to provide multiple alternatives
with tiered structures and to consider transit service and market characteristics. At its meeting in
April, it would be helpful to hear from the board whether the working group’s report provides a
sufficient base for the board to work from. It may be worth looking back at the board’s principles
and objectives, including a tiered system, and confirming this approach best supports
implementing VISION 2040 and the regional growth strategy.
Board Review and Approval Phase
The proposed approach to the project is for the board to develop the Centers Policy Framework,
including:
o Objectives for the centers framework
o Recommended policy direction for the centers framework
o Implementation work plan

The Stakeholder Working Group did not have a unanimous preferred alternative, and the
outreach process indicated several questions and concerns from members. Recognizing that
developing the framework recommendations involves some challenging issues that may require
several board working sessions, the proposed updates to the review schedule are aimed at
providing time for the board to complete its review, opportunities to check in with the Executive
Board, and time for additional input and engagement.
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Proposed Schedule – Working Draft
Meeting
April 6, 2017

Board/Committee
Growth Management Policy Board

May 4, 2017

Growth Management Policy Board

Extended work session

Topic
Discuss project purpose and outcomes,
committee/stakeholder comments, and board
schedule
Review regional growth center recommendations
Review military facility recommendations

June 1, 2017

Growth Management Policy Board

Review manufacturing/industrial center
recommendations
Review countywide center recommendations

July 6, 2017

Growth Management Policy Board

September 7, 2017

Growth Management Policy Board

Develop draft Centers Policy Framework
recommendations
Develop draft Centers Policy Framework
recommendations

<possible release for comment>
September – October 2017
November 2, 2017

Possible action

Solicit comments <tentative dates>
Growth Management Policy Board

Discuss comments, possible action on
recommendations

GMPB work sessions. Work sessions in May and June will focus on in-depth discussion of
recommendations and alternatives for individual types of centers (regional growth centers,
countywide centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, military installations). The board will be
asked to provide initial guidance on need for any additional analysis or options to consider.
Subsequent meetings will focus on selection of preferred alternatives and other recommended
updates to the centers framework.
Executive Board. This project is an important part of PSRC’s planning work, and it will be
important to keep the Executive Board informed during the process through periodic briefings.
Executive Board deliberation will begin once GMPB has made a formal recommendation.
Regional Staff Committee. The Stakeholder Working Group report identifies several remaining
technical questions, and the committee outreach process identified other opportunities to clarify
and strengthen the proposed alternatives. PSRC staff recommend that the Regional Staff
Committee should assist staff in reviewing technical clarifications to the alternatives. These
include:




Review and clarify transit measure
Develop revised terminology to provide descriptive and inclusive naming conventions
Review Manufacturing/Industrial Center (MIC) criteria, particularly minimum employment
threshold and consider other economic measures

Staff also recommend that the committee support development of a complete proposal on social
equity in the centers framework. Regional Staff Committee may provide additional assistance as
requested by the board.
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Comment period. Stakeholders are interested in understanding when to provide comments on
the framework update. Once GMPB has compiled a draft recommendation, a comment period
would allow interested parties a defined time to review and offer feedback on a formal PSRC
proposal.
Committee Outreach and Feedback
Over the course of February, March, and into April, PSRC staff presented to 21 committees and
councils, such as the Regional Staff Committee, countywide planning staff committees, and
countywide policy boards, to share the Stakeholder Working Group recommendations and
collect feedback. The presentations were important to help stakeholders understand the details
of the various options, clarify the process and the intent to develop multiple options, and gather
feedback on the recommendations. PSRC heard positive feedback on the diligence of the
working group to draft their report and alternatives. PSRC also heard several stakeholders
express concerns that particular centers may be redesignated under one or more of the
alternatives or no longer be competitive for funding. Some stakeholders noted the active
planning and investments they were doing for their centers and worried that the new framework
could be a “shifting target.” Others supported a comprehensive review of the framework and
interest in consistent standards for all current and future centers.
Staff will provide an update on comments received to date at the meeting. Attachment A
includes a summary of committee feedback. Written comments from Snohomish County
Tomorrow and the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department are also provided.
Project Resources
The PSRC website includes many resources to support this project, including the report from
the Stakeholder Working Group, the project scope of work, and the centers background paper
and market study summary.
For more information, please contact Liz Underwood-Bultmann at 206-464-6174, LUnderwoodBultmann@psrc.org
Attachments:
A - Summary of Comments on Stakeholder Working Group Final Report
B - Snohomish County Tomorrow - Centers Framework Comment Letter
C - Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department - Health in Centers Framework Memo
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Summary of Comments on Stakeholder Working Group Final Report
Between February and April 2017, PSRC staff completed outreach to regional, countywide, and city
committees to gather feedback on the Stakeholder Working Group’s final report and recommendations.
The following is a summary of comments received during presentations and submitted comment letters
and is intended to support the board’s discussion.

Equity and Regional Distribution
There was general acknowledgement that the number and location of centers are critical components of
an updated framework. Stakeholders provided a variety of perspectives:


Regional centers should be equitably distributed throughout the region



Centers should be evaluated using consistent regional standards



The centers framework update is an important input to the VISION 2040 update and
understanding regional growth



Concerns about designating too many centers that aren’t serving a regional role



Concerns about designating an overly limited and exclusive number of centers



Criteria are too focused on Metro cities and emphasize locations in King County; need regional
criteria that are flexible and acknowledge regional difference



Regional centers should be designated by countywide groups rather than PSRC

Funding
Stakeholders consistently raised questions on the funding implications of an updated framework.


Provide more detailed information on the funding implications of a tiered system and the timing
of implementation actions



Beyond potential planning and funding implications, concerns about perceived loss of status
from redesignation

Regional Growth Centers
There was mixed support for the alternatives and a variety of perspectives:


Any alternative needs to further the goals of VISION 2040



Develop a minimum housing requirement, requiring a certain percentage of activity units to be
population, to promote a greater jobs-housing balance.





Alternative A:
o

Support establishing uniform minimum standards for all centers

o

The criteria appear to be set too high

Alternative B:
o

The point system provides flexibility and helps to acknowledge differences in centers
across the region

o

The flexibility may be make the alternative too inclusive and not help to concentrate
growth in centers as envisioned in the Regional Growth Strategy

o

The menu items with equal points are not of equal value in regards to implementing
VISION 2040. The point system should be reevaluated. Suggested changes to point

1
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system to include requiring Tier 1 to have existing high-capacity transit and a higher
existing density requirement than Tier 2, and requiring Tier 2 to have planned highcapacity transit and establishing a minimum existing density,

Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
Stakeholders acknowledge the importance of job concentrations and preserving industrial lands.


Develop a minimum number of jobs in Alternative B to support designation of industrial land and
avoid designation of greenfields



Concern for requiring a minimum number of jobs as it may not be the best indicator of economic
output, especially with the rise of automation; suggest including economic measure in lieu of or
in addition to jobs measure



Concerns about equitable distribution of regional centers under Alternative A

Countywide Centers


General support for consistent regional standards for countywide centers



Criteria should encourage “development of” multimodal transportation facilities, rather than
requiring those facilities be present at point of designation

Military Installations
There was general agreement that military installations should be recognized, but there were varying
opinions on the “who” and “how” of recognition.


PSRC should acknowledge and plan for the regional and subregional impacts of large military
installations in a more formal way



As military installations do not plan under GMA, these places should not be formally designated
as growth centers



Military facilities should be addressed by the state



Option B is not an optimal way to recognize the role of military installations



Questions about what type of military facilities these recommendations would address

Tribal Lands


Future work should address Tribal Lands



Tribal lands should be addressed in a similar way as military installations

Additional Research to Help Inform the Board’s Discussion
The outreach process raised questions that require additional research to better understand the
implications of the proposed alternatives. Stakeholders asked that staff be allowed time to review and
comment on additional information.
Additional research and data analysis includes:


How do existing centers sort into tiers in the various alternatives?



What is the number and distribution of potential new centers under the various alternatives?

2
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What is the reasoning for the current methodology for measuring activity units? Should students
be included in activity unit counts?



Is there a way to consistently measure the economic impact of a MI/C other than jobs?
Suggestions included measuring economic output, freight trips, or freight tonnage moving in
and out of a MI/C.

Other Comments
During the review of the report, some aspects of the alternatives and expectations were raised as
needing further clarification.


Define “planned” transit service. “Planned and funded” may be a useful distinction



Clarify siting MI/Cs in floodplains as several existing MI/Cs are located in floodplains



For all types of centers, consider requiring reasonable measures to ensure local governments
are taking action to achieve growth and density goals



Development of performance measurements will be critically important to this process



“Tier 1, Tier 2” is not an optimal way to talk about designation types – current nomenclature
connotes relative status and encourages competitiveness, rather than communicating the
broader role or meaning of designation

3
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PSRC’S REGIONAL CENTERS FRAMEWORK UPDATE
PROJECT STAKEHOLDER WORKING GROUP REPORT:
REVIEW FROM A HEALTH PERSPECTIVE

Public Health Framework
Health is a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being, not merely an absence of disease
(Source: World Health Organization). Promoting “complete well-being” needs to address the root causes
of health upstream. Planners respond to this challenge by ensuring the places people live, work, shop
and play are socially, economically and environmentally healthy.
From a health perspective, we support a regionally-equitable framework to guide the future location,
shape, form and density of development in the entire region. Centers provide many services and
functions, besides housing and transportation. They are places and hubs bringing people together to
live, work, learn and play. These functions are vital to health and well-being. This framework should
provide planning guidance for equitable growth beyond the purpose of transportation funding.
However, a strong definition for “centers” is needed to spell out “centers as mixed-use places where
people can conveniently access a wide range of affordable choices to live, work, shop and play within a
defined service/market area (see discussion below)”. Such places can offer opportunities to co-locate
living wage jobs, affordable housing, amenities and services (such as entertainment, day care,
recreation, retail, professional services) to meet people’s daily needs within walking distance or near
transit facilities. Completing centers with an array of amenities and services is essential to support
health and well-being. Complete streets are designed for all users; similarly, complete
places/neighborhoods are built for all people with diverse backgrounds and needs. Building complete
places can improve people’s quality of life; make the built environment safe, attractive and prosperous;
and keep the natural environment healthy.

Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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Recommendation:
In response to your observation made in Appendix A regarding the lack of a framework which explicitly
addresses public health, consider the following figure describing some direct and indirect health impacts
of healthy communities, or places; which centers should aim to create.

Service/Market Area
From a service area/market shed perspective, different types of centers have different roles and
functions, attracting different types of commercial, professional offices, housing form/density, and
supporting services/amenities (such as arts and culture, education and entertainment, etc).
Recommendation:
1. Based on the concept of service area/market shed, consider the following center definitions in the
Report, by either adding a new section on Definition or integrating individual definition into the
role/center function description (left hand column) of the tables on P. 9-10 and 12:
 Regional centers are mixed-use places which have a regional draw and regional-scale
employment; providing social, economic and environmental benefits to the entire region. They
offer a very wide mix of employment opportunities and land-uses to support the daily needs of
the diverse populations. They require a high level of transit service to move a large number of
people from within and beyond regional centers. Regional centers often serve the role of
countywide centers, and may consist of smaller-scale local centers or residential enclaves, each
having a sense of community.
 Countywide centers are mixed-use places which have a countywide draw and significance;
providing social, economic and environmental benefits to the entire county. They are completed
with a diverse range of land-uses to support the daily needs of the populations; and have a
unique employment mix that portraits the special character of individual centers. They require a
medium level of transit service to move a number of people lesser than those of the regional
centers. Countywide centers can be made up of one or more local centers, each ideally having a
sense of community.
Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

9.

10.
11.

 Local centers are neighborhood places or community hubs offering opportunities for local
residents to congregate and meet. These places should have a set of complementary land-uses,
not just a single land-use, to enhance social interaction and support alternative transportation.
These places often have a strong sense of neighborhood, identity or history.
Under Growth Center Minimum Eligibility: Local Interest and Commitment on P. 7:
 Bullet one: Readers may find it confusing when the term “local” is used in this context, as
compared to the term “local” used under the context of local centers. Perhaps the phrase “a
local priority” should reword as “a priority in a local jurisdiction”. Ensure similar changes are
made throughout the document.
Under Growth Center Minimum Eligibility: Jurisdictions and Location on P. 7:
 Bullet two: While floodplains are included here, call out the 500-year floodplain to take into
account climate change risks.
Under Regional Growth Center Alternative A on P. 9; Regional Tier 1 role description:
 Either replace the first sentence with the proposed definition of regional centers stated above,
or replace the first sentence with: “These centers are mixed-use places with a primary regional
role providing social, economic and environmental benefits to the entire region—They have
dense existing jobs and housing, a high level of transit service moving a large number of people,
complete with regional-scale amenities and services, and are planning for significant growth.
They often consist of countywide centers, smaller-scale local centers, or residential enclaves,
each ideally having a sense of community. They provide a very wide mix of land-uses and
employment within walkshed to support the daily needs of the diverse populations living in
these centers. ”
Under Regional Growth Center Alternative A on P. 9; Regional Tier 2 role description:
 If this Tier is meant for growing county centers to step up as a smaller-scale regional center,
consider rewording the first sentence to read: “These centers are emerging mixed-use places
currently having a countywide significance but have the potential to take on a regional role
providing social, economic and environmental benefits beyond their counties —They have…“
Add the clause “providing social, economic and environmental benefits” will help inform
performance measures and expected outcomes or targets for centers of different scales. PSRC staff
should work with local jurisdictions and health partners to identify different tiers of benefits.
Similar recommendations can be tweaked for Regional Growth Center Alternative B.
Under Regional Growth Center Alternative B: Criteria Column on P. 10:
 Any planned growth numbers should be substantiated and supported by a market feasibility
study. Consider combining these two criteria for point purposes.
Countywide Centers on P. 12, Center Function:
 Replace the first sentence to read: “These centers are complete places serving an important and
a unique countywide role for concentrated jobs, housing, shopping, and recreation; providing
social, economic and environmental benefits to the entire county.”
 Replace the second sentence to read: “These places provide a wide mix of land-uses to support
the daily needs of those living and working in the centers; serve as focal points for local and
county investment; and are linked to local transit. Countywide centers can be made up of one or
more local centers, each ideally with a strong sense of community.”
Countywide Centers on P. 12, Criterion 1: See recommendation 1 above.
Countywide Centers on P. 12, Criterion 3:
 Add “the development of” before “multi-modal transportation” to make these places ready for
alternative transportation.
 Sub-bullet five: Consider calling out this bullet and make it a stand-alone criterion on center
size, in order to emphasize the importance of walkability within countywide centers.

Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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Mix of Uses
While the draft report acknowledges the need for amenities and services to complete the centers, often
times when “mixed-use development” is referred to in this draft, it gives readers the impression of just
“employment and housing”. To ensure a fair access to diverse opportunities, a wide range of land-uses
within walkshed is crucial to promote physical activity and social connection.
Recommendation:
12. Under Growth Center Minimum Eligibility: Local Interest and Commitment on P. 7:
 Bullet four, sub-bullet one: Add the phrase “, but not limited to,” after the word “including” to
refer to the context of the mix of uses to make regional centers complete.
13. Under Growth Center Minimum Eligibility: Existing Conditions on P.8:
 Bullet four: Add the words, “such as parks, cultural, entertainment, and recreation facilities,
etc.” after the word “amenities”. This refers to those amenities and services that would make a
regional center candidate complete.
14. Countywide Centers on P. 12, Criterion 2:
 Change the word from “location” to “place” to read “The center is a place for compact, mixeduse development, including:”. It’s important to think beyond the geographical context to
include the people or social aspect of a place; i.e., placemaking.
 Sub-bullet two: Replace the first sentence to read: “Zoning that allows a mix of uses, including,
but not limited to, residential and commercial.” This recommendation will encourage other
complementary and supportive land-uses, including public uses, such as library, parks, cultural
and recreation facilities, etc.
15. Countywide Centers on P. 12, Criterion 3:
 Add a new sub-bullet on “Local or neighborhood amenities and services”.
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
There is a lack of emphasis on creating “healthy MICs”. Since workers will likely be spending most of
their time in MICs, it would be beneficial for their health and well-being if they can enjoy equal access to
sidewalks, healthy foods, open space, recreation amenities and ancillary personal services as those
working in other growth centers.
Recommendation:
16. Consider describing the importance of providing supportive/ancillary services and amenities to serve
the needs of workers in these centers in your key concepts on P. 13; and adding a sub-bullet under
Existing Conditions on P. 14 to read “Amenities and services to support workers”.
17. Under Alternative A, Center MIC on P. 15:
 Is planning for transit not needed for these centers?
18. Under Alternative B1 on P.16:
 Clarify the difference between “irreplaceable” and “key” industrial infrastructure.
19. Under Alternative B2 on P. 17:
 Recommend replacing the term “Regional Employment Center” with “Regional Industrial
Center”. Often times, regional growth centers, particularly Regional Tier 1, are attractors of
regional-scale employment and beyond.
20. Consider some kind of performance standards to help define centers besides job numbers or acres
(see discussion below).

Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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Performance Measures
To help track and improve health outcomes, the intermediate outcomes of “center policy impacts”
should be tracked and monitored. Measures should be developed to comprehensively track impacts on
people, prosperity and planet. Perhaps PSRC can work with the Washington State Department of Health
(DOH) to identify common measures that can be tracked under DOH’s Washington Tracking Network.
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department’s Healthy Community Planning Toolbox offers some examples
of intermediate “built environment outcome measures”. Many of them can be customized to track
“center policy outcomes”.
The following figure illustrates the relationship among policy intervention, intermediate built
environment impacts, and ultimate health outcomes.
COMP PLAN ELEMENTS
(Policy Strategy)
Land Use

BUILT ENVIRONMENT
IMPACTS
(Intermediate Measures)

HEALTH OUTCOMES
(Ultimate Outcomes)
Quality of Life

Physical Activity

Housing

Job wage

Transportation

Air Quality
Water Quality

Capital Facilities

Safety, Injury

Natural Environment

Physical Health
Mental Well-being
Social Well-being

Placemaking

Economic Development

Community Connections

Parks & Recreation

Opportunity Access to:
Housing, Transportation,
Parks, Recreation, and
Healthy Food

Economic Health

Recommendations:
21. Develop intermediate-level center (mixed-use built environment) performance measures around
people, prosperity and planet that capture the most important functions and services which centers
provide. Preferably, identify measures that can be simultaneously tracked at the County level. This
could help drive equity within the region.
22. Tracking mode split is important, not just for transportation funding purposes, but also for health
reasons.
23. As for the tracking of activity units, this only measures overall growth or density; but fails to ensure
the density developed is meaningful enough to minimize commuting and improve housing
affordability. A target balance of housing/job mix should be identified for future tracking.

Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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24. The Centers Framework should create new measures to reflect both commuting behavior and
housing affordability. Consider:
 Develop a metric to monitor the mix of land-uses, including housing, retail, professional
services, parks and open space and other public facilities/amenities.
Here’s an example of measuring actual land use mix found on P. 17 of Measuring Land Use
Performance: Policy, Plan and Outcome (NCST, 2015). The mix may vary depending on the type
center. PSRC should collect baseline data to inform what the right target mix should be for
various tiers of centers.
 Another metric to track the % of residents living in the center with walking distance to jobs,
alternative transportation facilities, grocery store, food bank, farmers’ market, community
garden, park and open space, arts and entertainment, recreation facilities, library, school, etc.
25. Develop a meaningful measure to track both housing affordability and commuting time/cost.
Providing affordable dwelling units close to where people work can also minimize commuting.
Recommend the use of a surrogate measure that matches “housing types” with “job wages”.
 For example: “Track both housing price points and wages of jobs created within the same
center” to ensure housing affordability for workers to find a home in the center.

Review of Centers Framework from a Health Perspective
Amy Pow, MCIP
TPCHD, March 22, 2017
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Annual General Assembly
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 @ 11:30 am – 1:30 pm
The Conference Center @ The Washington State Convention Center
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Communication: PSRC Annual General Assembly, May 31, 2017, 11:30

Save the Date!

