
Comments to the Centers Stakeholder Working Group 
 

 

The Stakeholder Working Group received several letters during the course of its review of the centers 

framework and recommended forwarding this correspondence to the Growth Management Policy 

Board. Please note that some specific comments or recommendations may have been addressed 

through subsequent discussion by the working group.   

 

Letter Date Page 

South Sound Military and Communities Partnership September 27, 2016 2 

Department of Navy to Snohomish County November 15, 2016 4 

Department of Navy to Kitsap County November 14, 2016 6 

Kitsap County Commissioners December 9, 2016 9 

City of University Place December 16, 2016 13 

City of Bremerton December 20, 2016 15 

Puget Sound Sage December 20, 2016 17 

Transportation Choices Coalition, Puget Sound Sage, and 

Futurewise 

December 26, 2016 20 

Cities of Arlington and Marysville January 12, 2017 23 
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December 20, 2016 

 

Puget Sound Regional Council 

ATTN: Liz Underwood-Bultmann 

1011 Western Ave, Suite 500 

Seattle WA 98104 

RE: Equity in the Centers Framework Stakeholder Working Group 

 

Dear PSRC Staff and Regional Centers Framework Stakeholder Working Group, 

 

The Stakeholder Working Group process to redefine the framework guidelines for regional centers 

designation has delivered very disappointing results for regional equity. Sage participated in the Working 

Group primarily to advocate for a designation process centered on equity and racial justice. Given that 

PSRC spent millions of Federal planning dollars on Growing Transit Communities to integrate equity into 

regional planning, we had high expectations for the outcomes. It seemed like an opportunity to make good 

on equity commitments and regional compacts. However, as the stakeholder Working Group process 

comes to a close we are left with an impression that PSRC is not really committed to implementing 

policies and processes that move and commit local jurisdictions to racial equity.  

 

With millions of dollars for regional transportation investments at stake, we see the centers designation 

update as a high-profile policy to lead with an equitable growth framework. An equitable centers 

framework could ensure that the region's lowest-income households, people of color, and those most 

negatively impacted by regional growth are able to live, work, and access the services they need in 

centrally located places. On the other hand, without an equitable centers framework we risk displacing 

current and locating new low income residents and communities of color further from the high quality 

jobs, living further from services, childcare, healthy food, and culturally relevant businesses that allow 

families to thrive. Sage is genuinely concerned that millions of dollars in transportation investments could 

be spent to uphold structural racism in regional planning. 

 

As such, we strongly believe that the centers designation process should not be based just on density, 

planned growth, and transit service, but also on other criteria, such as high quality transit that serves 

transit dependent populations, accessibility of living-wage jobs, permanently affordable, family-sized 

housing, and measures put in place to prevent displacement.  Unfortunately, the draft recommendations 

fall so short of equity criteria that we believe that the final designation criteria will include no meaningful 

equity outcomes at all. 
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Perhaps this result was predictable.  Because the centers update process was not inclusive of communities 

of color and did not begin by centering racial equity as a primary problem to address with policy, neither 

of the proposed policy alternatives address systemic racial and economic injustice.  

It is a chronic failure of local governments in the region to fail to recruit people who represent low-

income communities of color to participate in stakeholder and advisory bodies, and this process was no 

exception. This problem, and its likely outcome, are well-known - as an all-white group (including 

myself) we cannot fully understand the impacts of this proposal on those who face and significant racial 

barriers to economic inclusion and prosperity as our region grows. As an all-white group – even with the 

best of intentions - we cannot help but reinforce white norms and perpetuate systemic racism in our 

deliberation and final proposals. Even if our working group comprised of more diversity, we must go 

beyond checking the proverbial box by centering the process on racial justice outcomes and the valuing 

expertise of participants.  

I was asked by Sage, and our community allies, to make the Working Group a priority and bring a 

community-based, equity perspective to the centers framework.  However, few of the perspectives, 

critiques, or solutions that I have shared are reflected in the final framework proposals. While our 

disappointment many not be shared by other Working Group members, it should be concerning to PSRC.  

Puget Sound Sage dedicated over 60 hours of staff time to the centers framework update process, which I 

must now report to our community allies as time poorly spent considering the other priorities we have. 

The difficulty that PSRC has in gathering truly diverse advisory bodies will be a self-fulfilling prophecy 

if community representatives cannot see value it participating and cannot afford to commit their limited 

resources. PSRC must value our expertise in crafting and implement equitable policies, and in the same 

way the agency hires consultants to perform certain aspects of your work, we believe our expertise should 

be treated similarly 

 

As a participant in the Stakeholder Working Group I have advocated for several additions, amendments, 

and retractions from the proposed framework, which were largely dismissed, or included merely as 

unenforceable planning criteria.  While I don’t expect every suggestion to be adopted in a working group 

like ours, I was increasingly distressed to see that the proposal has almost no equity requirements of local 

jurisdictions at all.  The top level criteria for center designation don’t even include a mention of 

affordable housing, which we consider a minimum equity component of any local planning.  To illustrate 

the gap between what we consider basic equity concepts and the current proposal, we offer these 

suggestions that I made during the Work Group meetings. 

 

 Require jurisdictions to document how they are meeting existing and future housing need, 

specifically in terms of affordability and family-sized housing, as part of the designation process. 

If there is no affordable housing or any housing in the center today, the jurisdiction must 

document the housing affordability policies and tools on the books by the time of application.  

 Relying on an assessment of market readiness as a top condition for designation undermines the 

equitable growth of our region. The designation process should rely solely on existing or planned 

transportation service as a proxy for jobs and housing growth opportunities, not the potentially 

wishful thinking of local jurisdictions.  

 Jurisdictions must document fair housing complaints and violations and have a plan to improve 

fair access to housing within the jurisdiction at the time of application.  

 Jurisdictions must complete an assessment of transit dependent populations and create a plan to 

ensure these households transportation needs are met at the time of application. 

 The designation process must also include enforcement mechanisms that are tied to the eventual 

funding.  If a local jurisdiction is failing to meet commitments made to obtain center designation, 

they should see reduced funding until they have met their obligations. 
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 PSRC should require jurisdictions to produce an assessment of displacement risk, which could be 

a replication of the Growing Transit Communities displacement typology. For jurisdictions with 

limited planning resources, PSRC should assists with the planning and assessment. 

 Jurisdictions applying for a Manufacturing Industrial Center designation should be required to 

implement, at a minimum, for priority hire in infrastructure construction funded by regional 

transportation funds (following the Seattle “Priority Hire” policy model) and additional tools to 

ensure that low-income workers and workers of color have fair access to the jobs in the MIC. 

We look forward to further discussing how these recommendations can be incorporated into the centers 

framework update.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Giulia Pasciuto 

Policy and Research Analyst 

Puget Sound Sage. 
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December 26, 2016 

 

Puget Sound Regional Council 

Centers Framework Working Group 

Attn: Liz Underwood-Bultmann 

1011 Western Ave, Suite 500 

Seattle, WA 98104 

 

Dear Ms. Underwood-Bultmann, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Regional Centers Framework draft materials. 

Together, we are a group of organizations that advocates for healthy, sustainable, and affordable transit-

oriented communities that work for everyone. We believe an update of the Centers Framework is a great 

opportunity to ensure growth and development in line with the goals of VISION 2040. To that end, we 

support a framework that recognizes and helps places grow into centers that are dense, growing areas of 

all sizes that have prioritized environmental sustainability, equitable development, and improving access 

to jobs, housing, and services with sufficient transit, biking, & walking infrastructure.  

 

We support the general direction of the alternative frameworks proposed, which create more upfront 

expectations for jurisdictions and clear, consistent requirements that apply to everyone. We offer the 

following additional comments:  

 

General 

● We support a new framework and criteria that are developed to reflect our regional values, not 

one that is shaped to accommodate the attributes of existing centers.  

● We do not support the grandfathering in of any jurisdictions or locations that do not meet agreed 

upon criteria.  

● In order to strengthen this framework, we also strongly recommend that the new framework is 

incorporated into both the regional and countywide PSRC funding processes to ensure that 

jurisdictions are meeting new requirements and implementing these requirements on an ongoing 

basis. 

● While we support the inclusion of requirements such as “supports walkability” and “availability of 

pedestrian infrastructure”, we worry that these thresholds are not clear enough. Can we provide 

clearer expectations while allowing for jurisdictional differences? 

● Although the framework descriptions focus most on the impacts to greenfields, wetlands, and 

floodplains, any environmental criteria should require documentation of anticipated impacts of 

growth plan to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, stormwater, and more, as well as an 

explanation of how the jurisdiction’s growth plan mitigates these impacts. 

● We favor an alternative that provides a consistent set of requirements for centers designation. As 

currently written, Alternative F will get us closer to this kind of good centers planning. 
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Transit 

● Given transit’s critical role in creating sustainable, equitable, and healthy communities, we 

strongly support the new focus on transit in draft frameworks. As the specifics thresholds are 

fleshed out, we urge the working group to focus not just on transit capacity, but also include 

requirements around coverage, span, frequency, and quality, deferring to national best practices 

as needed. 

 

 

Race & Social Equity 

● We would like to see the framework more explicitly address racial and social equity, and be more 

closely aligned with recommendations from the work of Growing Transit Communities, such as 

implementing a social equity impact review process for the centers framework update and also for 

jurisdictions applying for centers designation. 

● Require jurisdictions to document how they are meeting existing and future housing need, 

specifically in terms of affordability and family-sized housing, as part of the designation process. If 

there is no affordable housing or any housing in the center today, the jurisdiction must document 

the housing affordability policies and tools in place at the time of application. Documentation 

should be required as part of the center designation process rather than a separate sub-area 

plan, regardless of timing. 

● Jurisdictions must document fair housing complaints and violations and have a plan to improve 

fair access to housing within the jurisdiction at the time of application. 

● We would like to see more upfront eligibility requirements with respect to public health and equity 

to demonstrate a jurisdiction’s commitment to identifying and addressing racial and economic 

disparities in their community around health outcomes, environmental impacts, safety, access to 

transit and active transportation, access to affordable housing, and access to jobs, education, and 

services. Towards that end we propose new language be added to the “Growth Center Eligibility 

Requirements” on Page 19 of the December 14th Draft: 

Social Equity 

○ Documented housing affordability policies and tools. 

○ Replication of the Growth Transit Communities displacement typology. 

○ Assessment of transit dependent populations and planning to ensure households 

transportation needs are met. 

○ Social equity impact assessment required of center plan. 

○ Analysis of health and transit/jobs access disparities by race and income. 

 

Public Health  

● To bolster efforts to include health as a tenth regional outcome in T2040, we suggest the explicit 

inclusion of public health in the eligibility criteria by requiring upfront analysis, plans, and tools to 

address physical activity, safety, and air quality. 

● Environmental Justice: To reduce disproportionate negative environmental and community health 

impacts of growth and transportation infrastructure, we suggest an eligibility requirement of 

completing an environmental justice analysis that evaluates health and transit/jobs access 

disparities by race and income, with a broad plan for mitigation. 
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MIC designation 

● See above comments on transit and social equity, in particular. 

● Jurisdictions applying for a Manufacturing Industrial Center designation should be required to 

implement, at a minimum, for priority hire in infrastructure construction funded by regional 

transportation funds (following the Seattle “Priority Hire” policy model) and additional tools to 

ensure that low-income workers and workers of color have fair access to the jobs in the MIC. 

● We do not support the addition of a third MIC Alternative that does not include job thresholds and 

planning elements as criteria. 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Shefali Ranganathan 
Executive Director 
Transportation Choices 

 
Rebecca Saldaña 
Executive Director 
Puget Sound Sage 

 
Christopher Wierzbicki 
Interim Executive Director  
Futurewise 
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