(DRAFT) AGENDA
Regular Meeting – Bremerton Planning Commission
(Subject to PC approval)
January 28, 2019
5:30 P.M.
345 – 6th Street
Meeting Chamber – First Floor
I.
II.
III.
IV.

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL (quorum present)
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
o November 19, 2018 meeting.

V.

PUBLIC MEETING
A. Call to the Public: Public comments on any item not on tonight’s agenda
B. Public Hearing on two amendments:
1. Revise Bremerton Municipal Code Title 20 (BMC 20.10.030) as related to the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Process and other minor edits to this Chapter
(BMC 20.10).
2. Revise Bremerton Municipal Code Title 20 (BMC 20.70.030) as related to
District Center Core Accessory Uses.

VI.

BUSINESS MEETING
A. Chair Report: Rick Tift
B. Director Report: Andrea Spencer
C. Old Business:
D. New Business:

VII.

ADJOURNMENT: The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission is

Monday February 25, 2019
(Note: date is the fourth Monday due to the holiday that occurs on the third Monday)
Planning Commission meeting packets are available on-line at
http://www.BremertonWA.gov/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-4

Draft
CITY OF BREMERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
November 19, 2018

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Tift called the regular meeting of the Bremerton Planning Commission to order at 5:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present
Chair Tift
Vice Chair Wofford
Commissioner Davis
Commissioner Nerf
Erik Pedersen

Staff Present
Andrea Spencer, Director, Department of Community Development
Kelli Lambert, Planner, Department of Community Development

Commissioners Excused
Commissioner Jones
Quorum Certified
ELECTION OF OFFICERS
COMMISSIONER WOFFORD MOVED TO APPOINT COMMISSIONER TIFT TO SERVE AS CHAIR OF THE
COMMISSION IN 2019.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS MOVED TO APPOINT COMMISSIONER WOFFORD TO SERVE AS VICE CHAIR OF
THE COMMISSION IN 2019. COMMISSIONER NERF SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
VICE CHAIR WOFFORD MOVED TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED. COMMISSIONER NERF
SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
VICE CHAIR WOFFORD MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 15, 2018 AS PRESENTED.
COMMISSIONER PEDERSEN SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

PUBLIC MEETING
Call to the Public (public comments on any item not on the agenda)
Chair Tift asked if there were any comments from citizens. Seeing none, he closed the public portion of the meeting.
Public Workshop: Sign Regulations - Potential Exceptions for Historic Signs
Ms. Lambert reviewed that the intent of the sign code is to help control visual clutter, protect the public from damage or injury
caused by distractions or obstructions, enhance the overall appearance of the community and protect property values. The
City’s current sign code prohibits off-premise signs and limits the total size and height of signage based on the size of building
or property and location. However, the City does not regulate the content of signs. She explained that signs can represent the
unique character, history or identity of a building, district or City. Signs can also evoke a sense of place.
Ms. Lambert observed that the City is growing. As change occurs, many of the unusual and unique signs that were common
in the past are being replaced with modern signs that are rather standard and inexpensive to construct and maintain. Although
Economic Development Goal ED2(A) of the Comprehensive Plan is to “consider recognition, preservation and repair of
historic storefronts and signage such as McGavin’s Bakery to emphasize quintessential elements from our past,” unintended
consequences of the current regulations could actually result in the mandatory removal of historic or significant signs that
contribute to the City’s unique sense of place. Examples of existing signs that the community considers significant to
Bremerton include: McGavin’s Bakery, Tony’s Pizza, Manette TV Radio sign, and the clock on Callow Way (technically not
a sign that would be regulated),
Ms. Lambert advised that the purpose of tonight’s discussion is to better understand the current sign regulations and how they
may affect properties with unique signs that are significant to Bremerton and consider amendments to the code to help property
owners retain signage that provides a cultural benefit to the community. Issues with the current code that could affect existing
historic signs include:
•

Off-premise signs are prohibited. While some of the historic signs represent current businesses, at least one (Manette
TV) is for a business that is no longer operating. When a new business locates in the building, the off-premise sign
would have to be removed.

•

Existing historic signs may be nonconforming due to size, height and/or location. Nonconforming signs must be
removed if a property owner makes a certain amount of improvements ($50,000 or 75% of assessed property value).

•

Even if the planned improvements to a site do not require the removal of a historic sign, the existing sign may limit
available square footage for new signage for the new business.

Ms. Lambert said some jurisdictions address the issue via technical criteria such as lighting components, non-rectangular
shape or a detached, projecting or roof sign. Another option would be cultural/historical design guidelines such as signs that
exemplify Bremerton’s cultural/historic heritage and/or signs that exhibit extraordinary aesthetic quality, creativity or
uniqueness.
Chair Tift asked if there were any comments from citizens regarding this topic.
Tanya Spoon, Bremerton, said she owns the Manette Clinic and recently purchased the Manette TV building. Her intent is
to revitalize the building but keep the sign and revamp it. The sign is an iconic piece of Bremerton that has been photographed
extensively. She asked the Commission to consider changes to the sign regulations so that she can keep the sign and bring it
back to its original glory.
Commissioner Nerf said he supports changes that protect historic signs, but he is not prepared to comment on how the technical
criteria and/or design guideline options would work to address the problem. He trusts staff to figure out the best approach.
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Vice Chair Wofford asked if the proposed regulation change could allow a new business that relocates to the site to keep the
shape and style of the historic sign, but add a new message. Director Spencer commented that changing the message would
likely run counter to the intent of Goal ED2(A), which is to retain the character and iconic look of the sign. She cautioned that
allowing new messages on iconic signs could result in the new business having a much larger sign than what is allowed for
other businesses in the area.
Vice Chair Wofford said he is in favor of sign code revisions that allow iconic signs to be preserved, but he asked who would
make the final determination about whether or not a sign can be retained. Director Spencer emphasized that there is no
proposal on the table at this time. The purpose of the discussion is to solicit feedback from the Commission and community
and discuss potential options for code revisions.
Commissioner Davis recalled that when QFC purchased the Food Giant property in Wallingford, the local planning
commission allowed them to change the content of the iconic “Food Giant” sign and modernize it to an efficient neon sign that
now reads “Wallingford.” He commented that the change should accomplish two major goals: 1) maintaining the historic
relevance so an iconic sign can become an opulence for the property when it changes hands and not present a barrier to economic
development on the property; and 2) allowing a company to do a major change but maintain the stylistic icon of the existing
signage. He emphasized the importance of maintaining a sense of place, particularly since an entire block was lost in a fire and
a number of cool buildings were replaced due to economic development.
Vice Chair Wofford asked how the timing of the potential changes would impact the new owner’s plans for the Manette TV
building. Ms. Lambert answered that staff would work with the new owners to address timing issues.
Chair Tift commented that whatever policy is adopted should be very permissive. It should be based upon the wishes of the
property owner and not be burdensome and expensive to maintain the sign’s structural integrity. He does not want a property
owner to face retribution if he/she subsequently decides not to retain a sign. It should be recognized that there is a lot of expense
associated with refurbishing a historic sign and making sure it is structurally sound. He recommended that the determination
about whether or not a sign is “iconic” should be left to the discretion of the Director. He cautioned against designating signs
as “historic,” since the requirements associated with the historic designation are significant and could impact the salability of
a property. It should be left up to the property owner to decide if a sign is retained. He suggested it might also be appropriate
to allow an iconic sign to be moved to a new location if the business it advertises is relocated.
Commissioner Pedersen said he also supports amendments that encourage and allow the preservation of iconic signs. The
Manette TV sign is an important element of the community’s character. Chair Tift agreed that there are a number of iconic
signs that are significant to Bremerton and its history.
Director Spencer summarized that based on tonight’s discussion that the Commission is interested in considering potential
amendments to the sign regulations to accommodate the preservation of signs that reflect the City’s unique character and
history. Given the comments the City has received and public attendance at this meeting, the issue appears to be important to
the community, as well.
BUSINESS MEETING
Chair Report
Chair Tift thanked the Commissioners for having confidence in his ability to lead the group for another year. He said he looks
forward to what the Commission will be able to accomplish in 2019. He reminded them that there is still a vacant position that
needs to be filled.
Director Report
Director Spencer reviewed that Commissioner Pedersen has asked to be reappointed for an additional term, and Commissioner
Nerf has also agreed to serve another term. Staff will move the required paperwork forward to the City Council. She said she
received a number of applications for the vacant position, and she will be interviewing the candidates soon.
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Director Spencer announced that the Commission’s December meeting has been cancelled in lieu of a holiday get together on
December 17th. Staff will notify the Commissioners with additional information.
Director Spencer also announced that the Commission’s regular meetings in January and February fall on holidays. The
meetings have been rescheduled for January 21st and February 25th.
Director Spencer reported that the City Council will conduct a public hearing on the Comprehensive Plan amendments and
associated Zoning Code amendments on December 5th. At a study session last week, the Council made tweaks to some of the
Commission’s recommendations. For example, where the Commission recommended that duplexes be permitted in the LowDensity Residential (LDR) zones as long as the underlying density allows it and it was near to other duplexes, the Council
tweaked it to only allow duplexes in LDR zones within 500 feet of a commercial designation or center. They removed the
provision that allowed a second duplex on a block where one has already been established. They accepted the Commission’s
recommendation relative to building height as it pertains to affordable housing, but they opted to retain the current parking
standard. One parcel at the intersection near the freeway was removed from the proposal to change the land use designation
from Freeway Corridor to General Commercial. Lastly, the Council opted to change the land use designation for city-owned
property on Olympus Drive to Medium Density Residential rather than Low-Density Residential that was recommended by the
Commission.
Chair Tift asked if individuals who testified regarding the proposed land use designation change for property on Olympus
Drive would receive notification of the Council’s proposed change. Director Spencer answered that all parties of record
during the Comprehensive Plan amendment process would receive notification about the public hearing before the City
Council.
Old Business
Chair Tift invited the Commissioners to review the bylaws and submit recommended changes to staff. Director Spencer
reported that she reviewed the bylaws, which still seem relevant to how the Commission operates.
New Business
There was no new business.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:04 p.m.
Respectively Submitted by:

______________________________
Andrea L Spencer, AICP
Executive Secretary

______________________________
Rick Tift, Chair
Planning Commission
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Commission Meeting Date: January 28, 2019

Agenda Item: V.B

CITY OF BREMERTON, WASHINGTON
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM
AGENDA TITLE:

Public Hearing to Amend Bremerton Municipal Code as follows:
(1) Revise Comprehensive Plan Amendment application process (BMC
20.10.030) and other minor edits to this Chapter (BMC 20.10)
(2) District Center Core Accessory Uses (BMC 20.70.030)

DEPARTMENT:

Community Development

PRESENTED BY:

Allison Satter, Senior Planner. (360)473-5845

OVERVIEW SUMMARY
Staff is requesting that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing on the proposed
Zoning Code changes, consider public testimony and formulate a recommendation for City
Council decision. The proposed changes to the Zoning Code amendments are as follows:
1. Revise the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Chapter to provide clarification, allow Staff
to have a preliminary review against the current Comprehensive Plan, and to change
the public application window of January to April to the proposed August to November
15.
2. Amend the District Center Core’s Accessory Uses to remove the allowed accessory use
of self-storage (also called mini-storage).
ATTACHMENTS:
• Attachment A: Proposed Amendments in legislative mark-up for Bremerton Municipal Code
(BMC) 20.10: Comprehensive Plan Amendments
• Attachment B: Proposed Amendments in legislative mark-up for BMC 20.70.030: District
Center Core’s Accessory Uses
• Attachment C: Planning Commission’s Findings and Conclusions
STAFF ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION:
Staff has reviewed the proposed amendments, and compliance with the City’s Code
requirements for Zoning Code Amendments as identified in BMC 20.18. The amendments meet
the decision criteria set forth in the BMC, and therefore suggests that Planning Commission
make a recommendation on these proposals. Please see Attachment C “Findings and
Conclusions” for a detailed analysis of how the proposal is consistent with the BMC decision
criteria for amendments.
OPTIONS FOR MOTION:
At this Public Hearing, the Commission has the following options.
1. Recommend that the City Council adopt the Zoning Code Amendments as presented in this
staff report and attachments.
a. Recommended Motion: Move to recommend the City Council adopt the Zoning Code’s
text amendments to Title 20 of the BMC as shown in Attachment A and B, and based
upon the Staff Report and the Findings and Conclusions presented in Attachment C.
2. Recommend the City Council adopt the Zoning Code changes as modified by the Commission.
3. Recommend denial of any part of the Zoning Code amendments.
4. Recommend to continue the Public Hearing for additional research and deliberation.

1

STAFF ANALYSIS
Zoning Code Proposed Text Amendment – BMC 20.10
The Bremerton Municipal Code (BMC) 20.10 regulates how the City processes changes to the
Comprehensive Plan in compliance with the Washington State’s Growth Management Act
(GMA). A Comprehensive Plan is a guiding document that sets the vision, goals and policies of
how Bremerton should be growing and developing within the next 20 years. As this blueprint
document sets fundamental growth principles, GMA only allows annual amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan once a year (with some exceptions, such as Subarea Plan adoption).
Staff has reviewed this section and is proposing amendments.
Staff is proposing to amend the BMC as identified in Attachment A and further described below
Section

Changes shown in legislative markup
(additions and deletions)

Purpose of change

20.10.020
Applications

Comprehensive Plan amendments may be
initiated by the Department of Community
Development or other administrative staff of
the City, private citizens, private or public
entities or agencies, the Planning Commission,
or the City Council. Application fees for
Comprehensive Plan amendments shall be the
same as the fee established for rezones.
20.10.030 TIME OF FILING.
Applications to amend the Comprehensive Plan
shall be submitted to the Department of
Community Development between the first
business day in January to the end of the first
business day of April the first business day in
August to November 15 (or the next business
day if it falls on a weekend) to be considered
for the following year’s amendments.
Applications shall be submitted on forms
prescribed by the Department, and a
Presubmittal Meeting is required prior to
submittal. Incomplete applications will not be
accepted for filing. Requests received after the
deadline shall be resubmitted during the next
calendar year amendment process. The
Director of Community Development may, at
his or her sole discretion, accept applications
filed after the deadline if review has not begun
on the pending applications and acceptance of
the late application will not have a significant
impact on the processing of the pending
applications.

The City has adopted fees established
by the City Council. The Rate Table C
has the cost for Comprehensive Plan
amendments identified.

20.10.030
Time for
Filing
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Staff is proposing to change the dates
for time for filing a Comprehensive
Plan amendment from January 1st
through April 1st to August 1st through
November 15th (or the day after if it
falls on weekend). If this amendment
was adopted, in addition to allowing
Staff more time to process
Comprehensive Plan amendment
applications within the calendar year,
this amendment will also reduce the
conflict with the City Council’s end-ofthe-year budget deliberations that
typically ensure long meetings (which
reduces the chance for public
participation).
The amendment seeks to also provide
clarity that a Presubmittal Meeting is
required prior to submitting a
Comprehensive Plan amendment
application as required by BMC
20.02.050. A Presubmittal Meeting
takes additional time but is key to the
process and ensures the City receives
complete and accurate submittals that
meet established criteria.

Section

Changes shown in legislative markup
(additions and deletions)

Purpose of change

20.10.060
SEPA
Review

After April 1st of each calendar year, After the
annual Comprehensive Plan amendment
docket is established, the City’s responsible
official shall review the cumulative
environmental effect of all proposed
Comprehensive Plan amendments, pursuant to
the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA).

With the application window changing,
the SEPA review period must also be
revised.

PROPOSED
NEW
SECTION:
20.10.075
Preliminary
Review and
Evaluation
Criteria

20.10.075 PRELIMINARY REVIEW AND
EVALUATION CRITERIA
(a) Prior to the Planning Commission
recommendation to City Council, the
Department shall conduct a preliminary
review and evaluation of proposed
amendments and assess the extent of
review that would be required under the
SEPA in this chapter. The preliminary
review and evaluation shall include any
review by other departments deemed
necessary by the Department and shall be
based on the following criteria:
(1) Is the
proposed amendment consistent
with the county-wide planning
policies, the Growth Management
Act (GMA), other state or federal
law, or the Washington
Administrative Code?
(2) Would the
proposed amendment cause little
or no adverse environmental
impacts and, is the time required to
analyze impacts available within
the time frame of the standard
annual review process?
(3) Is sufficient analysis completed to
determine any need for additional
capital improvements and
revenues to maintain level-ofservice, and is the time required for
this analysis available within the
time frame for this annual review
process?
(4) Can the proposed amendment be
considered now without conflicting

The current code requires the City to
process all proposed Comprehensive
Plan amendments annually. BMC
20.10.020 identifies that
Comprehensive Plan amendments
can be proposed by: City Staff, private
citizens, private/public entities or
agencies, the Planning Commission,
and/or the City Council. Staff is
proposing to add a new section (BMC
20.10.075) to allow Preliminary
Review of the proposal to evaluate
proposals and remove those
amendments that are in direct conflict
with Federal, State, or Local
standards.
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If adopted, this Code provision would
allow Staff to do a preliminary review
of all the amendment proposals
against basic evaluation criteria. If the
proposals do not comply with
fundamental planning principles,
would have significant environmental
impacts (that could not be mitigated),
was a major change that would
warrant extensive public review (that
could not be completed within the
year), or was counter to the vision of
Kitsap’s County-wide Planning
Policies and the City’s
Comprehensive Plan then these
proposal should not be further
evaluated by the Planning
Commission and City Council.
Example: A proposal to allow
Industrial uses (including heavy
industrial uses) within the Low Density
Residential Districts. This would not

Section

Changes shown in legislative markup
(additions and deletions)

Purpose of change

with some other Comprehensive
Plan established timeline?
(5) Can the proposed amendment be
acted on without significant other
amendments or revisions not
anticipated by the proponents and
is the time required for processing
those amendments or revisions
available within the time frame of
this annual review process?
(6) If the proposed amendment was
previously reviewed, ruled upon or
rejected, has the applicant
identified reasons to review the
proposed amendment again?
(b) If the Department determines that the
answer to any of the above questions is no,
it may recommend to the Planning
Commission that the
proposed amendment or revision not be
further processed in the
current amendment review cycle. Upon
direction from Planning Commission,
Department staff will inform those whose
proposed amendments or revisions will not
be considered because (a) impact analysis
beyond the scope of
the amendment process is needed; (b) the
request does not meet preliminary criteria;
or (c) likelihood of inclusion of the proposal
in a department’s work program.
Proponents may resubmit proposals to the
department at any time, subject to the
timelines contained in this chapter.

be approvable because it violates
GMA, Kitsap County-wide Planning
Policies, the City’s Comprehensive
Plan, and would require a reevaluation of the City infrastructure to
verify that the City could handle these
new uses. With this new evaluation
criteria, this proposed amendment
would not continue through the annual
Comprehensive Plan process and
therefore an application would not be
accepted.

Zoning Code Proposed Text Amendment – BMC 20.70 DCC Accessory Uses
The proposal is to remove the allowance for mini-storage as an accessory use within the District
Center zone as shown in Attachment B.
Background
BMC 20.70 regulates the District Center Core (DCC) zone. The DCC zone is located in three
areas of the City: Wheaton-Riddell, Wheaton-Sheridan, and Callow (zoning maps can be
viewed here: http://www.ci.bremerton.wa.us/399/Zoning-Code-Map). The intent of the DCC is
to provide a “town center” which is comprised of mixed use development with housing and
4

commercial uses. The centers should be designed to create a pedestrian friendly community
while also accommodating some level of regional drawing uses. These Centers are slated to
accommodate a significant amount of the City’s anticipated residential and job growth over the
next 20 years.
During the 2016 update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, a minor amendment was made to
allow mini-storage as an accessory use in this district. The intent of this code change was to
allow existing buildings to be better utilized, especially buildings that have challenging or limited
access where commercial, retail, or housing would be difficult to establish. The new code
incorporated standards to try to protect the vision of the DCC zone, and the code intent was to
ensure that only a portion of a building could be used for mini storage, that no outdoor storage
would be allowed and criteria were included to ensure that storage was not an obvious use.
When the code was written, the following building off Callow Avenue was an example that was
used:

In this example, the lower floor (outlined in red) is below the grade of Callow Avenue and 11th
Street. With the subgrade, the owner of this building has had challenges finding a tenant that
desired the space, with a use that was consistent with the DCC zoning, and was compliant with
the Building Code. The DCC zoning promotes uses that attract people visit storefronts on foot,
and with a building that is lower than the street frontages this is a challenge. The building also
has challenges because the Building Code has requirements for windows and doors, all of
which are difficult, if not impossible to add to a basement. Given this situation, and a desire to
make economic use of existing buildings, in 2016 staff suggested adding the accessory use of
mini storage to the DCC district so that buildings of this type could have some use established.
In 2018 the owner of this building was able to find a tenant that had a use that was consistent
with the DCC and was able to meet the occupancy standards in the Building Code. There is
now a business that makes unique interior architectural casting pieces leasing space in this
building that the owner had previously believed may only be relegated to storage. It is a
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success for both the owner and the City to have a viable business at this location who will
generate both sales and B&O taxes.
Reason for Proposed Amendment
The primary reason for amending the code in 2016 was the example provided above, and as
shown, the amendment wasn’t necessary to obtain a use of that building. The city is getting
many inquiries, and one application, that seeks to establish mini storage at all of the City’s other
District Centers. Staff encourages applicants to consider building these facilities in the
Freeway Corridor and Industrial zones and in some areas of the Puget Sound Industrial Area,
as mini storage is an outright permitted use in these zones. The City’s administration is
concerned that the establishment of mini-storage in our DCC zones will compromise our ability
to accomplish the housing and job growth that we have established for these centers, as ministorage can take up a lot of our limited land area. In addition, by having the land we have
identified for mixed-use development taken up by storage, it will severely limit the ability to
increase new sales tax that is generated (the sales tax that is generated by a storage facility will
be negligible when compared with a facility that is a commercial retailer).
Resources
Here are some stories about what other jurisdictions are considering regarding mini-storage:
•

•

Audio Clip (a two-and-a-half-minute audio clip) from the MarketPlace from April 14,
2017, Title: Why cities are cracking down on self-storage units.
https://www.marketplace.org/2017/04/14/business/cities-crack-down-self-storage-units
Article The Columbian, published on December 21, 2018, title: Vancouver puts hold on
new self-storage facilities: City cites its goal of more employees per acre in
development: https://www.columbian.com/news/2018/dec/21/vancouver-puts-hold-onnew-self-storage-facilities/

CONCLUSION
The attached text amendments in Attachment A and B identify changes to BMC Title 20 to alter
the Comprehensive Plan Amendment process and remove the accessory uses allowed in the
District Center. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold an open record public
hearing, consider testimony, and formulate a recommendation for the City Council.

6

Attachment A
Proposed Amendments to BMC 20.10
Proposed amendments to the Bremerton Municipal Code (BMC) Title 20 “Land Use”, also known as
the Zoning Code, are shown in legislative mark-up, with additions being underlined and red, and
deletions being strikethrough and red. The whole chapter is included below for Planning
Commission’s deliberation. To see the Code as currently written, visit:
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Bremerton/#!/Bremerton20/Bremerton2010.html#20.10

BMC 20.10 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
20.10.010 ANNUAL AMENDMENTS.
The City Council shall consider amendments to the Bremerton Comprehensive Plan no more than once
each calendar year, except as provided in BMC 20.10.050.
20.10.020 APPLICATIONS.
Comprehensive Plan amendments may be initiated by the Department of Community Development or
other administrative staff of the City, private citizens, private or public entities or agencies, the Planning
Commission, or the City Council. Application fees for Comprehensive Plan amendments shall be the
same as the fee established for rezones.
20.10.030 TIME OF FILING.
Applications to amend the Comprehensive Plan shall be submitted to the Department of Community
Development between the first business day in January to the end of the first business day of April the
first business day in August to November 15 (or the next business day if it falls on a weekend) to be
considered for the following year’s amendments. Applications shall be submitted on forms prescribed
by the Department, and a Presubmittal Meeting is required prior to submittal. Incomplete applications
will not be accepted for filing. Requests received after the deadline shall be resubmitted during the next
calendar year amendment process. The Director of Community Development may, at his or her sole
discretion, accept applications filed after the deadline if review has not begun on the pending
applications and acceptance of the late application will not have a significant impact on the processing
of the pending applications.
20.10.040 SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS.
The City Council may, by motion or resolution, suspend the amendment process for any given calendar
year. However, in no case shall the amendment process be suspended for two (2) consecutive calendar
years.
20.10.050 AMENDMENTS OUTSIDE THE ANNUAL PROCESS.
Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, the City Council may consider amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
outside the annual review process set forth in BMC 20.10.010 under the following circumstances:
(a) Subarea Plan. The initial adoption of a subarea plan that does not modify the Comprehensive Plan
policies and designations applicable to the subarea; and
(b) Shoreline Master Program. The adoption or amendment of a Shoreline Master Program under the
procedures set forth in Chapter 90.58 RCW; and
(c) Capital Facilities Element. The amendment of the capital facilities element of the Comprehensive
Plan that occurs concurrently with the adoption or amendment of the City’s budget; and
Planning Commission’s Public Hearing:
January 28, 2019
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(d) Planned Actions. The adoption of Comprehensive Plan amendments necessary to enact a planned
action under RCW 43.21C.031(2); and
(e) Emergency Amendments. At any time an emergency situation exists, emergency Comprehensive
Plan amendments may be processed separately and in addition to the standard annual amendment
process even though such emergency amendment results in a Comprehensive Plan amendment more
frequently than once per year. Prior to considering an emergency amendment, the City Council shall, by
resolution or motion, make a finding that an emergency situation exists. The following shall constitute a
basis for emergency amendments:
(1) Situations involving official, legal, or administrative actions, such as those to immediately
avoid an imminent danger to public health and safety, prevent imminent danger to public or
private property or to prevent an imminent threat of serious environmental degradation;
(2) To address the absence of adequate and available public facilities or services;
(3) To resolve an appeal of the Comprehensive Plan filed with the Central Puget Sound Growth
Management Hearings Board or court, or to comply with a decision of the Board or court or of a
State agency or office or the State Legislature necessitating an emergency Comprehensive Plan
amendment; or
(4) Council confirmation of the Director’s finding of a conflict, inconsistency, deficiency or
other internal defect in the Comprehensive Plan that requires correction for clear, complete and
consistent policy direction.
20.10.060 SEPA REVIEW.
After April 1st of each calendar year, After the annual Comprehensive Plan amendment docket is
established, the City’s responsible official shall review the cumulative environmental effect of all
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments, pursuant to the Washington State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA). If the responsible official determines that a draft final or supplemental environmental impact
statement (EIS) or other appropriate environmental review is warranted, applicants may be responsible
for a full or proportionate share of the costs of preparing the environmental analysis as determined by
the responsible official.
20.10.070 CUMULATIVE EFFECT.
In considering annual amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission and the City
Council shall consider all proposed amendments concurrently to assess their cumulative effect. The
analysis of cumulative effect shall be conducted pursuant to BMC 20.10.060 and shall be entered into
the hearing records of the Planning Commission and City Council prior to any action.
20.10.075 PRELIMINARY REVIEW AND EVALUATION CRITERIA
(a) Prior to the Planning Commission recommendation to City Council, the Department shall conduct a
preliminary review and evaluation of proposed amendments and assess the extent of review that
would be required under the SEPA in this chapter. The preliminary review and evaluation shall
include any review by other departments deemed necessary by the Department and shall be based
on the following criteria:
(1) Is the proposed amendment consistent with the county-wide planning policies, the Growth
Management Act (GMA), other state or federal law, or the Washington Administrative
Code?
Planning Commission’s Public Hearing:
January 28, 2019
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(2) Would the proposed amendment cause little or no adverse environmental impacts and, is
the time required to analyze impacts available within the time frame of the standard annual
review process?
(3) Is sufficient analysis completed to determine any need for additional capital improvements
and revenues to maintain level-of-service, and is the time required for this analysis available
within the time frame for this annual review process?
(4) Can the proposed amendment be considered now without conflicting with some other
Comprehensive Plan established timeline?
(5) Can the proposed amendment be acted on without significant other amendments or
revisions not anticipated by the proponents and is the time required for processing those
amendments or revisions available within the time frame of this annual review process?
(6) If the proposed amendment was previously reviewed, ruled upon or rejected, has the
applicant identified reasons to review the proposed amendment again?
(b) If the Department determines that the answer to any of the above questions is no, it may
recommend to the Planning Commission that the proposed amendment or revision not be further
processed in the current amendment review cycle. Upon direction from Planning Commission,
Department staff will inform those whose proposed amendments or revisions will not be considered
because (a) impact analysis beyond the scope of the amendment process is needed; (b) the request
does not meet preliminary criteria; or (c) likelihood of inclusion of the proposal in a department’s
work program. Proponents may resubmit proposals to the department at any time, subject to the
timelines contained in this chapter.
20.10.080 DECISION CRITERIA.
The Planning Commission may recommend, and the City Council may adopt or adopt with modifications,
an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan if:
(a) There exists an obvious technical error in the pertinent Comprehensive Plan provisions; or
(b) All the following criteria have been met:
(1) The amendment is consistent with the Growth Management Act;
(2) The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or other goals or policies of the
City;
(3) If the amendment was reviewed but not adopted as a part of a previous proposal,
circumstances related to the proposed amendment have significantly changed, or the needs of
the City have changed, which support an amendment;
(4) The amendment is compatible with existing or planned land uses and the surrounding
development pattern; and
(5) The amendment will not adversely affect the City’s ability to provide urban services at the
planned level of service and bears a reasonable relationship to benefitting the public health,
safety and welfare.
20.10.090 HEARING PROCEDURES - NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.
The Department of Community Development shall prepare a report on proposed plan amendments
which shall be presented to the Planning Commission at a public hearing. The Planning Commission shall
hold one (1) or more hearings on the proposed amendments. Following the public hearing by the
Planning Commission, the Planning Commission’s recommendation shall be forwarded to the City
Council for action. For proposed text amendments, notice of the first Planning Commission and the first
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City Council public hearing shall be given in at least one (1) publication in the local newspaper at least
ten (10) days prior to said hearing.
20.10.100 CITY COUNCIL ACTION.
Following receipt of the Planning Commission recommendation, the City Council shall affirm, deny,
modify or return the application to the Commission for further consideration. In the event the City
Council modifies the recommendation, it shall make its own findings and set forth in writing the reasons
for the action taken. If the City Council makes a substantial modification to the Planning Commission
recommendation, it shall hold at least one (1) additional hearing on the modified recommendation prior
to adoption.
20.10.110 APPEALS.
Appeals from a decision of the Bremerton City Council shall be pursuant to Chapter 36.70A RCW.
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Proposed amendments to the Bremerton Municipal Code (BMC) Title 20 “Land Use”, also known as
the Zoning Code, are shown in legislative mark-up, with additions being underlined and red (however,
there are no additions proposed at this time), and deletions being strikethrough and red. The whole
chapter is included below for Planning Commission’s deliberation, but only BMC 20.70.030 is
proposed to change. To see the Code as currently written, visit:
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Bremerton/#!/Bremerton20/Bremerton2070.html#20.70

BMC 20.70 District Center Core (DCC)
20.70.010 INTENT.
The intent of the district center core (DCC) zone is to provide a mixed-use "town center" to support the
surrounding neighborhoods and general public. The DCC provides opportunities for a variety of services
including commercial and residential development that demonstrates planning and design to create a
pedestrian friendly community while still accommodating a certain level of regional auto-dependent uses.
20.70.020 OUTRIGHT PERMITTED USES.
The following uses are permitted outright:
(a)
Bed and breakfast;
(b)
Co-location of wireless communications facility per BMC 20.46.140;
(c)
Community facility;
(d)
Day care facility;
(e)
Drinking place;
(f)
Entertainment use;
(g)
Finance, insurance and real estate;
(h)
General office and business services;
(i)
General retail;
(j)
Group residential facilities - Class I;
(k)
Hotel and lodging place;
(l)
Hospital, medical office and clinic;
(m)
Motion picture theater;
(n)
Museum and gallery;
(o)
Nursing/convalescent home;
(p)
Park, playground and open space;
(q)
Personal services business;
(r)
Physical fitness and health club;
(s)
Public or private park, playground or open space;
(t)
Public administration;
(u)
Residential of all types except group residential facility - Class II;
(v)
Restaurant;
(w)
School and education;
(x)
Senior housing complex;
(y)
Transportation facility;
(z)
Veterinary clinic.
20.70.030 ACCESSORY USES.
The following accessory uses may be permitted when found in connection with a principal use:
(a) Mini-storage, provided:
(1) Mini-storage facilities are permitted as an accessory use, and may not occupy more than fifty
(50) percent of the property’s building gross floor area. With the exception of the mini-storage
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business office, mini-storage facilities shall not be permitted upon the street level of the multistory
building where the primary entrance is located.
(2) All storage units shall gain access from the interior of the buildings or site, such as access
from the alley. No unit doors may face the street.
(3) Mini-storage facilities located adjacent to a residential zone, shall:
(i) Not be visible from the residential property. This may require that the property be
screened by a Type I visual screen per BMC 20.50.050 for the facility loading bays, docks or
doors.
(ii) Not operate or allow tenant access between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The
Director may permit extended hours of operation if the facility will not have significant noise
impacts on the adjacent properties.
(4) Outdoor Storage Prohibited. All goods and property stored in a mini-storage facility shall be
stored in an enclosed building. No outdoor storage of boats, RVs, vehicles, etc., or storage in
outdoor pods or shipping containers are permitted.
(5) Each storage unit shall be used for storage only. No commercial or manufacturing activities,
vehicle repair or services, or related activities, whether for business or personal purposes, are
permitted in any storage unit.
20.70.060 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS.
Lot development shall be in accordance with the following unless allowed for otherwise by law:
(a) Maximum front yard setback: ten (10) feet. At least sixty-five (65) percent of a building’s front facade
shall meet the maximum front yard setback. The setback may be increased if the Director finds that such
increase is the minimum necessary to facilitate a superior site design. In order to obtain approval for an
increased setback, the applicant shall submit a written analysis establishing how the project facilitates
superior site design, is the minimum necessary, is consistent with specific goals and policies within the
Comprehensive Plan, and is compliant with all applicable sections of the BMC. The following list identifies
examples of circumstances where increased setbacks may be found to be appropriate:
(1) When the site includes more than one (1) street frontage;
(2) To accommodate existing topography, utilities, or other physical site constraints that make
compliance with the setback infeasible;
(3) To accommodate phasing of infill development;
(4) On sites that are significantly developed with existing legally established nonconforming uses or
structures whereby strict code compliance will not facilitate effective circulation; or
(5) For projects that in the opinion of the Director provide enhanced public amenities within the
setback area which include, but are not limited to, the following: public plazas, increased
landscaping, architectural features, improved pedestrian connections.
(b) Side yard setback: zero (0) except when adjacent to the low or medium density residential zones (R10 and R-10M) where a ten (10) to twenty (20) foot visual screen is required pursuant to
BMC 20.50.050(b).
(c) Rear yard setback: zero (0) except when adjacent to the low or medium density residential zones (R10 and R-10M) where a ten (10) to twenty (20) foot visual screen is required pursuant to
BMC 20.50.050(b).
(d) There is no maximum density for residential use.
(e) Maximum building coverage: sixty (60) percent base maximum; provided, that through the use of any
combination of the following, building coverage may be increased up to eighty-five (85) percent
maximum:
(1) Projects containing mixed uses: ten (10) percent bonus.
(2) Projects with a three (3) or four (4) story building: ten (10) percent bonus; projects with five (5)
or more story building: fifteen (15) percent bonus.
(3) Projects providing a pedestrian-oriented plaza or area of at least one hundred fifty (150) square
feet along a pedestrian walkway at an intersection corner, bus stop or other key pedestrian area
approved by the City. Such areas shall contain seating for at least four (4) people, a trash
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receptacle and three (3) or more of the following: a pedestrian shelter, a drinking fountain, a bike
rack, pedestrian-scale lights, pavers on the walkway surfaces, a kiosk, a street vendor station
providing food or beverages, trees, an appropriately sized statue or sculpture, or a public restroom.
Interior courtyards with these amenities qualify if they would be readily apparent and accessible to
pedestrians on adjoining sidewalks: twenty (20) percent bonus.
(4) Projects providing a through-block corridor that facilitates pedestrian access in a location
approved by the City: five (5) percent bonus.
(5) Projects providing at least fifty (50) percent of their required parking underground or within the
building: twenty (20) percent bonus.
(f) Maximum development coverage: maximum development coverage by impervious surfaces, seventyfive (75) percent; provided, that through the use of any combination of the mechanisms listed in
subsections (e)(1) through (5) of this section, up to ninety-five (95) percent maximum development
coverage may be allowed.
(g) Maximum building height: eighty (80) feet except:
(1) Structures within fifty (50) linear feet of parcels zoned for low density residential shall not
exceed four (4) stories in height; and
(2) Structures within fifty (50) and one hundred (100) linear feet of parcels zoned for low density
residential shall include architectural features to gradually transition the building height from four (4)
stories to a maximum height of eighty (80) feet at the one hundred (100) foot distance from the low
density residential zoned parcel.
(h) Mixed-Use Requirement. All structures that include residential uses located adjacent to, are oriented
towards, or are viewable from a public right-of-way (not required on private streets) shall provide
retail/commercial uses along a minimum of fifty (50) percent of the ground floor building facade.
Exceptions to this requirement will be made for projects that comply with BMC 20.70.070(a)(6).
20.70.070 DESIGN STANDARDS.
The following design standards shall be applied to all new structures and redeveloped structures.
Residential development of three (3) units or fewer is exempt from this section. When development
involves the remodel or expansion of existing structures, the Director may modify these requirements to
reasonably fit the scope and scale of the remodel or expansion.
(a) Primary Design Features. The following criteria shall be applied to all primary building facades and
facades facing public streets:
(1) Top and Base. Buildings shall convey a visually distinct base and top. A "base" can be
emphasized by a different masonry pattern, more architectural detail, visible plinth above which the
wall rises, storefront, canopies, or a combination. The top edge is highlighted by a prominent
cornice, projecting parapet or other architectural element that creates a shadow line.
(2) Orientation. All properties adjacent to a public right-of-way shall orient structures toward the
primary street. Properties located at intersections should orient their structures toward the
intersecting corner.
(3) Minimum Transparency. At least sixty (60) percent of all facades facing the public sidewalk, or
sidewalks providing circulation within a site, measured to eight (8) feet above the sidewalk or
surface grade, shall be comprised of transparent windows or doors.
(4) Blank Facades. Building facades shall not present a blank facade to view from public rights-ofway, common parking areas, or residential properties. Such facades may be broken by windows,
trellises, columns, variations in plane, or other devices that add variation and interest to the facade.
(5) Mechanical Equipment Screening. Rooftop and ground-level mechanical equipment shall be
screened from view from public streets. Screening materials shall be architecturally similar to the
primary structure.
(6) Ground-Floor. Ground-floor frontage of a structure facing a public right-of-way must conform to
either subsection (a)(6)(i) or (ii) of this section, except as provided in subsection (a)(6)(iii) of this
section:
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(i) Constructed for Pedestrian-Oriented Uses. At least fifty (50) percent of the floor area
abutting the linear sidewalk level shall be designed and constructed for "pedestrian-oriented"
uses.
(ii) Constructed for Future Pedestrian-Oriented Uses. At least fifty (50) percent of the floor
area abutting the linear sidewalk level shall be designed and constructed to accommodate
potential future conversion to "pedestrian-oriented" uses and may be occupied by any use
permitted in BMC 20.70.020. The areas designed and constructed to accommodate future
conversion shall meet the following standard, in addition to any other required design
standards: The sidewalk level facade must include an entrance or entrances to accommodate
a single or multiple tenants or be structurally designed so entrances can be added when
converted to the building uses listed in BMC 20.70.020.
(iii) Exception. For structures that abut two (2) or more public rights-of-way and contain
topography or other site constraints that would make the placement of the pedestrian-oriented
use on the ground floor difficult for the public to utilize, the pedestrian-oriented requirement in
subsections (a)(6)(i) and (ii) of this section may be reduced to one (1) street frontage.
(b) Secondary Design Features. Four (4) secondary design features are required from the following list:
(1) Multiple Roof Lines. Structures shall have at least three (3) horizontal roof lines, as viewed from
the front facade.
(2) Modulation. The horizontal plane of a structure shall not extend for more than thirty (30) feet, as
measured from any one (1) point of the structure, without a significant architectural variation of at
least two (2) feet in depth.
(3) Facade Materials. At least three (3) different facade materials shall be incorporated into the
exterior appearance of the structure (wood, brick, stucco, tile, shingles, other).
(4) Additional Transparency. An additional fifteen (15) percent transparency to what is required per
subsection (a)(3) of this section.
(5) Weather Protection. Recessed or protruding building features, of no less than four (4) feet in
depth, which extend along at least fifty (50) percent of the front facade.
(6) Main Entry. Pedestrian entrances are preferred from buildings facing the street. Entries shall be
easily identifiable from the street or sidewalk; this can be accomplished through architectural or
ornamental features.
(7) Public Amenity. Outdoor eating area, artwork, street furniture, plantings in window boxes, public
trash receptacles, or other alternative public amenity approved by the Director. Any proposed
amenity shall be architecturally compatible with the principal structure. Any approved amenity shall
be maintained for the life of the project.
20.70.080 PARKING REQUIREMENTS.
Parking shall meet the standards of Chapter 20.48 BMC and the following requirements. For legally
established existing buildings that comply with BMC 20.48.020(b) the parking will be exempt from the
following requirements:
(a) For nonresidential uses, the minimum parking requirement is one (1) space per employee.
(b) On-site parking for nonresidential uses shall not exceed four (4) spaces per one thousand (1,000)
square feet of floor area.
(c) On-site parking shall be to the rear or side of buildings and shall not occupy more than fifty (50)
percent of the site frontage facing the arterial street(s). The site frontage includes the area between the
right-of-way and front building wall which applies to the entire length of the property regardless of building
width. Corner lots have two (2) site frontages as they are positioned on two (2) street frontages.
(d) All efforts shall be taken to avoid placing parking on street corners. Parking located between the
building frontage and street corners shall be fully screened as follows:
(1) A four (4) foot tall decorative wall within the front yard landscaping area that fully screens the
parking areas. The wall shall be located such that it blocks views of the parking from the right-ofway. For long spans of frontage (one hundred (100) feet or more), the wall shall include modular
articulation to add architectural variety.
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(i) Alternate architectural features, shrubs may be substituted for the wall, provided it is
demonstrated that the shrubs/alternative will provide equal to or better visual screening than
the wall. Shrubs shall be a minimum of three (3) feet tall at time of installation and shall be
additional to the landscaping required in Chapter 20.50 BMC.
(ii) Openings and architectural features may be required within a wall section in order to tie
the wall feature into the architecture of the building and to provide pedestrian access. The
entry shall be the minimum necessary to accommodate a sidewalk that is a minimum of five
(5) feet in width, clearly marked, and distinguished from driving surfaces by using decorative
paving, stamped/stained concrete, or raised walkways with alternative materials (such as
brick, cobblestone, decorative pavers). Paint striping does not meet this requirement.
(e) Access to parking shall be provided per the following priority:
(1) First, from an alley if available; if an alley is not available, then from local street;
(2) If neither is available, then from a nonprincipal arterial street;
(3) If none of the above are available then from a principal arterial street.
Project applicants shall be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City that access design has
been considered with the preceding priorities. The applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed access
is provided from the highest priority facility per the above list.
(f) Driveways providing access to parking shall be well marked.
20.70.090 LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS.
Landscaping shall meet the standards of Chapter 20.50 BMC and the following standards shall be met:
(a) All development proposed on properties abutting Almira Drive NE shall provide a Type II visual
screen as established in BMC 20.50.050(b).
20.70.100 SIGN STANDARDS.
Signs shall meet the standards of Chapter 20.52 BMC. For freestanding signs, the maximum size and
height standards of Figure 20.52(a) shall apply.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
OF THE CITY OF BREMERTON PLANNING COMMISSION
Summary:
The proposed amendments to Bremerton Municipal Code include amending Title 20 Land Use Chapter
related to Comprehensive Plan Amendment application process (BMC 20.10) and District Center Core
zone’s allowed Accessory Uses.
I.
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Project Description:
The proposed amendment package includes revisions to Title 20 as follows:
•

Comprehensive Plan Amendment application process as such:
o BMC 20.10.020: Applications – Updating that a specific fee for Comprehensive Plan
amendments application fee can be located in City of Bremerton’s Rate Table C.
o BMC 20.10.030: Time for Filing – Change the timeframe that Comprehensive Plan
amendments can be applied for with the City.
o BMC 20.10.060: SEPA Review – Change the date for performing the environmental
review on the Comprehensive Plan amendments to be consistent with changes to
BMC 20.10.030.
o BMC 20.10.075: Preliminary Review and Evaluation Criteria – Adds a new section
and tool for the Comprehensive Plan amendment process to be able to initially vet
proposals that contain fundamental issues (such as not compliant with Growth
Management Act or State mandates) to not be processed.
• Remove the section BMC 20.70.030 that outlines an allowed accessory use (ministorage) within the District Center Core

2. Procedural History:
2.1
Notice of Public Hearing: January 18, 2019
2.2
SEPA Threshold Determination DNS: January 14, 2019
2.4
Planning Commission Public Hearing: January 28, 2019
3. Public and Agency Comment:
3.1
__(to be filled in at Public Hearing)_______________________________
3.2
___________________________________________________________
3.3
___________________________________________________________
3.4
___________________________________________________________
4. SEPA Determination:
A Determination of Non-Significance was issued on January 14, 2019, to date no comments or
appeals have been filed.
5. Consistency:
Text amendments to Title 20 shall meet the decision criteria outlined in BMC 20.18.020(d). The
Planning Commission may recommend a decision, and the City Council may adopt or adopt
with modifications, amendments to Title 20 if the following criteria are met.
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(1) The amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan;
Analysis: The proposed amendments continue to uphold the objectives and goals of the
Comprehensive Plan, and implement the following policies:
For Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment process:
LU1(C): On an annual basis review and provide amendments, if necessary, to the goals
and policies and the Land Use Map to address changing circumstances and/or
emergencies.
For Amendments to the District Center Core (DCC) Accessory Uses:
LU1-DC(B) Encourage commercial, mixed-use and higher density residential
development within district centers.
LU3-DC(A) Encourage compact urban environments in district centers which have
existing high-intensity infrastructure and contain very few environmental sensitive areas,
therefore preserving other areas in the City for open spaces and less intensive uses.
ED1(B) Increase market elasticity and diversity of businesses by supporting a wide
variety of commercial uses within the designated mixed-use Centers throughout the City.
ED2(B): Ensure new development promotes street level activation to encourage
walkability and social interaction through site and façade design, including but not limited
to the following:
• Design standards should be required for commercial structures, especially in
Centers, that ensure buildings and site layouts are designed with a focus on
pedestrian scale such as intersection anchoring, strategically locating parking to
the rear of structures, recognizable access ways, promotion of weather
protection etc.
(2) It does not conflict with other City, state and federal codes, regulations and ordinances.
Analysis:

The proposed amendments do not conflict with any other regulations.
II.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATION

Based on the findings above, the Planning Commission concludes that the proposed amendments to
the Bremerton Municipal Code Title 20 Land Use Chapter, meets the requirements in BMC
20.18.020(d) text amendments, and therefore recommends to the City Council, the adoption of
amendments to Title 20.
Respectfully submitted by:

Approved by:

_____________________________________
Andrea L. Spencer, Executive Secretary

________________________________
Richard L. Tift, Chair
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