
 
 
SEPTEMBER 10, 2019 
 
Puget Sound Regional Council 
Attention: Paul Inghram, AICP 
1011 Western Ave, Suite 500 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
SUBJECT:  COMMENTS ON DRAFT VISION 2050 PLAN 
 
Dear Paul: 
 
I’m writing as a local business owner and off-and-on resident of the Puget Sound for the last four decades.  Further, I 
have over two decades of land use and economic development experience and through my company I advise public 
and private sector clients nationwide in the areas of site selection; site feasibility and evaluation; permitting and 
entitlements; and the creation and execution of business attraction, retention and expansion programs. 
 
General Comments 
 
During my two decades of on-the-ground experience in the public meetings and hearings on development 
applications (residential, commercial and industrial) and annexations, I’ve noticed that the public is strongly in favor 
the overall approach to growth as laid out in this plan (which is consistent with the public feedback you received 
through surveys and meetings).  Yet I’ve also seen that the support for this approach is strong in the abstract, but 
fleeting when it comes to specific development that impacts their neighborhood, commute, etc.  In fact, I still hear and 
read occasional comments where development of a vacant parcel of land is referred to as sprawl, even though the 
development proposed is within an established urban growth area.  I believe strongly that more public education is 
needed after planning processes such as this to truly create a better understanding of how these policies look in 
practice.   
 
I agree that increasing the intensity and density of growth in certain transit and transportation corridors is generally a 
good approach for handling growth.  However, based on what’s happened in the last two decades, I am concerned 
that relying too heavily on densities in transit and transportation corridors de-emphasizes the importance of the 
diversity of housing needs in our region.  More importantly, rigid implementation of this approach will contribute to 
(instead of slow) the cost escalation of market rate housing, exacerbating displacement and continuing the trend of 
pushing individuals to reside further and further from employment centers to where housing can be obtained.  Solving 
the region’s housing affordability, availability and accessibility issues must look beyond the heavy emphasis on 
density in transit corridors.  I strongly encourage PSRC to allow more flexibility in how individual counties and their 
cities accept, plan for, and pattern growth in recognition of their market conditions and community needs. 
 
Vision 2050’s focus on higher densities within transportation and transit corridors heavily favors keeping growth along 
the Interstate 5 corridor, failing to recognize that many of Snohomish County’s eastern cities house significant 
numbers of the workforce for King County.  This raises a concern that policies MPP-DP-37 and MPP-T-22 appear to 
discourage future investments in Highway 9, US 2 and SR 522.  The fact that over the last few decades these 
corridors haven’t received greater attention and higher priority for investment has been a failure in planning which will 
seemingly be compounded should this be the intent of these policies.   
 
Attached is a graphic from a presentation by Snohomish County earlier this year that shows the commuting 
destinations from each UGA in Snohomish County.  Well over 40% of the populations within all Snohomish County 
UGAs (except Stanwood, Arlington and Granite Falls) commute to King County.  And many of those commuters rely 
on Highway 9 and SR 522.  Even as commuting patterns change to support employment growth in the Marysville-
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Arlington MIC, large numbers of people will continue to commute to King County via Highway 9 and 522.  It is 
imperative that these corridors are not forgotten.   
 
Significant opportunities for job growth will exist in the Arlington-Marysville MIC and both Marysville and Arlington 
have been designated as High Capacity Transit Communities.  However, looking at that opportunity from the 
perspective of a site selection consultant, companies locating to this area will be looking for a high concentration of 
workforce.  Therefore, it is short-sighted for this 30-year plan to not consider Lake Stevens’ importance to the long-
term success of the Arlington-Marysville MIC, especially given that the Marysville and Lake Stevens UGAs are 
connected.  Vision 2050 should provide flexibility that allows Snohomish County’s Comprehensive Plan Update to 
consider: 
 

o The role that a community like Lake Stevens should play in supporting the job growth in the Arlington-
Marysville MIC. 

o The ability of Lake Stevens to get a proportionate share (potential even through expansion) of 
commercially developable land development to ensure it has a stable, diverse tax base and its own, 
localized employment opportunities. 

o The level of transit and transportation infrastructure necessary to connect the residential population in 
Lake Stevens, Granite Falls and Snohomish to the job center that will be created in the Arlington-
Marysville MIC. 

o A better vision for moving people and goods along the Highway 9 corridor to support connectedness 
between Lake Stevens and the Arlington-Marysville MIC, as well as connections and commerce 
between the eastern Snohomish County UGAs and the urban cores of Everett, Lynnwood, etc. 

 
Moreover, I question why Lake Stevens has not been considered for designation as an HCT Community that 
supports the Arlington-Marysville MIC and to which appropriate investments are planned and made in transit and 
transportation facilities that will move residents to and from jobs within the future MIC center. 
 
Although Vision 2050 identifies the challenge of creating housing choices and affordability, it neither acknowledges 
nor addresses one of the most significant factors behind the challenge: the cost of land.  While increasing density can 
off-set a portion of the rising cost of land and slow the rapid cost escalation of housing, density cannot by itself 
satisfactorily address the biggest factors in cost escalation: 
 

1. The remaining land supply within the urban growth boundaries (after the prior decades of development) is 
the most challenging to develop (e.g. critical areas impacted, topographically challenged, etc.).  The result is 
increased design costs, more advanced and expensive infrastructure solutions, and higher construction 
costs. 
 

2. An inadequate supply of available land on the market drives up costs as competition for the ‘best of the 
worse sites’ is fierce. 

 
PSRC and the communities in the region should evaluate as part of the coming buildable lands analysis opportunities 
to preserve and protect some of the more heavily constrained lands within the UGAs (through reduced development 
emphasis) with offsetting, minor adjustments to urban growth boundaries where more suitable, developable land is 
abutting UGAs and near key transportation corridors, including places like Highway 9 (e.g. the SW UGA in 
Snohomish County). 
 
Communities need flexibility at the local level when allocating growth targets, establishing densities and evaluating 
adjustments to urban growth boundaries.  Such flexibility is critically important for growth planning to recognize 
localized conditions and market factors within the context of broader policy objectives. 
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Cities were intended to and should be the providers of urban services, as they are in the best position to plan for 
growth in a manner that creates a sense of place based on each community’s identify.  It is positive to see that PSRC 
is placing an emphasis on the importance of annexation and the need to make annexations easier.   
 
I support fully the school districts in Snohomish County, which seek more flexibility in county and multi-county policies 
for siting schools.  Existing policies (and state law) have limited the ability of schools to provide services that keep up 
with growth because (a) their ability to acquire properties is limited by funding, timing and competition with other land 
uses willing to pay higher prices, (b) there are fewer and fewer parcels of adequate size and development suitability 
in many school districts, and (c) they have site selection criteria (e.g. amount of time students should be on a bus) 
that rightfully limits future school locations to support quality of life for the student.  
 
Plan Comments 
 
 MPP-RC-6 through 9 (page 19).  In reading these three policies in concert with Figure 26, MPP-DP-37 and 
MPP-T-22, I am concerned about Highway 9 and SR 522 not getting the investments needed to recognize their 
significance to economic development and quality of life.  And in the particular case of Highway 9, I am concerned 
these policies will impact Lake Stevens’ role in the future success of the Marysville-Arlington MIC.   
 
Highway 9 and SR 522 predominantly serve stand-alone UGAs, connect UGAs via rural areas, and are a distanced 
from those community receiving the highest growth designations.  As such they have not received investment to the 
degree necessary to support the planned urban growth that has already occurred over the last several decades.  And 
going forward both transportation corridors will play an ever growing and critical role in connecting residential 
populations throughout Snohomish County’s eastern UGAs to employment centers in King and Snohomish County.  
MPP-DO37 and MPP-T-22 should not be used to exclude investments in Highway 9 and SR 522, not isolate those 
communities from opportunities. 
 
 Growth Strategy (pages 23 and 24).  I am concerned that the use of “stable” is a mild substitute for static 
(status quo) as it pertains to urban growth area boundaries.  In that view, I support amending language to create 
more flexibility to make minor adjustments to boundaries (as have been made over the last few decades) based on 
the need to balance multiple policy objectives and consider local market conditions.   
 
 Distribution of Growth (page 27).  As mentioned previously, I question the designation of Lake Stevens as a 
city/town because such designation does not acknowledge Lake Stevens’ role in and relationship to the employment 
growth that will occur in the Marysville-Arlington MIC.  To that end, the flexibility in establishing local growth targets 
should allow for the opportunity to more broadly evaluate the relationship between residential population centers (like 
Lake Stevens) and planned employment centers.   
 
 Regional Geographies (page 29).  Reviewing the map on this page map shows how connected urban 
growth areas are in King and Pierce Counties versus the presence of many stand-along UGAs in Snohomish County.  
Specifically, looking at the “gap” area along Highway 9 which borders the Everett, Mill Creek and Southwest UGAs 
(in Snohomish County) begs the question of why this area hasn’t been viewed more seriously as part of the urban 
core being planned, especially given its proximity between the existing King County employment base and the 
Marysville-Arlington MIC.  In many cases, this “gap” area is already characterized and substantially impacted by 
urban areas such that it should be further evaluated for expansion.  Snohomish County recently completed a study of 
this area and the regional planning framework should look more closely at this area’s connectedness to existing and 
planned core urban areas and centers. 
  
 Regional Growth Strategy Adjustments (Page 43).  Given the connectedness between the Lake Stevens 
and Marysville UGAs and their shared location along the Highway 9 corridor (which will be a primary route taken by 
workforce employed in the MIC), more emphasis should be placed on how growth should be allocated between these 
two communities.  The multi-county growth strategy should be flexible enough to allow policy choices at the city and 
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council level to address areas of opportunity that can respond to changing local conditions, through investments in 
connecting transportation improvements (Highway 9) and responsive land use policy that addresses housing and 
commercial development needs, as well as the need to equitable tax bases. 
 
 MPP-RGS-4 and MPP-RGS-5 (page 44).  I believe these policies should be clarified to separate the action 
of rural development from that of minor adjustments to UGA boundaries.  While both involve lands currently 
designated with rural zoning, the former has a greater overall impact on rural preservation and rural character while 
the later impacts lands having urban characteristics based on the adjacency to and impacts from current urban 
growth boundaries.    
 
 MPP-RGS-11 (page 45).  This policy conflicts with flexibility in MPP-RGS-3.  Alternative language for this 
policy should be considered as follows: 
 
“Avoid increasing development capacity inconsistent with the Regional Growth Strategy in regional geographies not 
served by where high-capacity transit does not exist and is not planned.” 
 
 MPP-En-5 (page 55).  The opportunity to preserve and protect important natural features within the UGAs 
should be more strongly considered through the exchange of development in these areas for minor urban growth 
boundary amendments where land more suitable for development can be deployed.  I would like to see this policy 
amended or a more flexible policy added. 
 
 MPP-DP-37 (page 86).  I would like to see this policy amended to ensure it does not impact the investment 
in critical transportation corridors (e.g. Highway 9, U.S. 2 and SR 522) that connect many of Snohomish Counties 
urban growth areas to King and Snohomish County employment centers. 
 
 Regional Transportation Plan.  I am concerned that Highway 9, U.S. 2 and SR 522 in Snohomish County 
are not transportation corridors that appear (for example see Figure 31) to be priorities for greater levels of 
investment.  Yet these transportation corridors are critically important for moving people between multiple urban 
growth boundaries and the employment centers in King County (Bellevue, Redmond, etc.) and Everett/Lynnwood, as 
well as the future employment center planned for the Marysville-Arlington MIC.  Please consider policy amendments 
that recognize and prioritize the importance of these vital transportation corridors. 
 
 MPP-T-22 (Page 120).  This policy as it appears to impact future investments in Highway 9, U.S. 2 and SR 
522 in Snohomish County.  These corridors are critical for moving people and goods between urban growth areas, as 
well as between population centers and employment centers.  I would propose the following amendment to this policy 
language: 
 
“Avoid construction of new major roads and capacity expansion of existing roads in rural and resource areas.  Where 
increased roadway capacity expanded capacity for existing roads is warranted to support safe and efficient travel 
through rural areas, appropriate rural development regulations and strong commitments to access management 
should be in place prior to authorizing such capacity expansion in order to prevent unplanned growth in rural areas.” 
 
 MPP-PS-26 and 27 (Page 130).  I strongly urge the PSRC to strike the language “except as provided for by 
RCW 36.70A.211” and replace it with language that will be less specific and more supportive how schools may need 
to be sited.  Additionally, PSRC should add a third “Action” to this section which recognizes the need to work with 
school districts on changes in legislation that ensure school districts can respond to growth within their boundaries 
and also maintain a quality of life for students and the community. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Vision 2050 plan.  Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at david@toyerstrategic.com. 
 
 
TOYER STRATEGIC CONSULTING, LLC  

 
DAVID K. TOYER 
/founder/ 
 


