
(DRAFT) AGENDA 

Regular Meeting – Bremerton Planning Commission 

 (Subject to PC approval) 

January 17, 2017 

5:30 P.M. 

345 – 6th Street 

Meeting Chamber – First Floor 

  
I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. ROLL CALL (quorum present) 

III. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  

o November 15, 2016 meeting. 

  
 

V. PUBLIC MEETING 

 

A.  Call to the Public:  Public comments on any item not on tonight’s agenda 

 

B.  Workshop 

 

1. Potential Zoning Code Amendments   

a. Updating Design Standards 

b. Minor Maintenance to Title 20, Land Use Section 

   
 

VI. BUSINESS MEETING 
 

A.  Chair Report:   Nick Wofford 

 

B.  Director Report:   Andrea Spencer 

 

C. Old Business: 

 

D. New Business:   

  
VII. ADJOURNMENT:  The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission is  

     February 21, 2017 

Planning Commission meeting packets are available on-line at  
http://www.BremertonWA.gov/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-4 

 

http://www.bremertonwa.gov/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-4
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CITY OF BREMERTON 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

November 15, 2016 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER: 

 

Vice Chair Nethery called the regular meeting of the Bremerton Planning Commission to order at 5:30 p.m.   

 

ROLL CALL  

 

Commissioners Present 

 

Staff Present 

Chair Wofford  

Vice Chair Tift 

Commissioner Goodnow (arrived at 5:40) 

Commissioner Jones (arrived at 5:38) 

Commissioner Nerf 

Commissioner Strube 

 

Commissioners Absent 

Commissioner Nethery (excused) 

 

Quorum Certified 

Allison Satter, Senior Planner, Department of Community Development 

Garrett Jackson, Planner II, Department of Community Development 

 

 

 

  

ELECTION OF OFFICERS 

 

COMMISSIONER NERF NOMINATED COMMISSIONER WOFFORD TO SERVE AS CHAIR PERSON FOR 

2017.  COMMISSIONER TIFT SECONDED THE NOMINATION.  THERE WERE NO OTHER NOMINATIONS, 

AND THE COMMISSIONERS VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO SUPPORT COMMISSIONER WOFFORD TO 

SERVE AS CHAIR OF THE COMMISSION IN 2017.  (Note:  Commissioners Goodnow and Jones were not yet present 

to participate in the vote.) 

 

CHAIR WOFFORD NOMINATED COMMISSIONER TIFT TO SERVE AS VICE CHAIR PERSON FOR 2017.  

COMMISSIONER NERF SECONDED THE NOMINATION.  THERE WERE NO OTHER NOMINATIONS, AND 

THE COMMISSIONERS VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO SUPPORT COMMISSIONER TIFT TO SERVE AS VICE 

CHAIR OF THE COMMISSION IN 2017.  (Note:  Commissioner Goodnow was not yet present to participate in the vote.) 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

COMMISSIONER TIFT MOVED TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED.  COMMISSIONER NERF 

SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  (Note:  Commissioner Goodnow was not yet 

present to participate in the vote.) 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

COMMISSIONER TIFT MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 18, 2016 AS AMENDED.  

COMMISSIONER NERF SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED 4-0-1, WITH COMMISSIONER 

JONES ABSTAINING.  (Note:  Commissioner Goodnow was not yet present to participate in the vote.) 

 

PUBLIC MEETING 

 

Call to the Public (public comments on any item not on the agenda) 

 

Chair Wofford asked if there were any comments from citizens.  Seeing none, he closed the public portion of the meeting. 

 

Public Workshop:  Potential Zoning Code Amendments 

 

Mr. Jackson presented the Staff Report for the proposed Zoning Code amendments.  He explained that the focus of the 

workshop is to gauge the Commission’s interest in including more requirements for design standards in the code.  He 

cautioned that the discussion would be fairly broad, without getting into specifics about what codes might be implemented.  

Staff will provide examples of the types of design standards that some jurisdictions regulate and then seek guidance from the 

Commission regarding possible revisions to the Zoning Code in order to draft amendments for a later public hearing.   

 

Mr. Jackson reviewed that the City Council requested the Commission review and provide feedback related to design 

standards after receiving complaints about a warehouse development (near Harrison Hospital) in the Employment Center 

(EC) Zone.  Concerns were expressed that the building did not offer much to the community by way of architectural detail.  

The project has not yet been completed, and some landscaping, fencing and street trees should soften its appearance.   

 

Mr. Jackson explained that the update process would include an investigation of various standards the City could choose to 

regulate and a look at what other jurisdictions are doing.  At the conclusion of the process, staff will seek direction from the 

Planning Commission on whether or not to pursue design standard revisions.   

 

Mr. Jackson observed that the public typically does not admire boxy-style developments, with no architectural detail or 

visual interest.  While a boxy design can serve a purpose and provide the function of what is needed, there is very little visual 

interest.  The issue becomes a question of form versus function, and at some point, there should be an intersect between the 

two as to what the City desires for its built environment.  He provided examples of two storage buildings, which both 

perform the same function, but are very different in design (one a box and the other with significant visual interest).  He 

requested feedback on whether the City should require the more detailed design, allow the boxy design, or be somewhere in 

between.   

 

Mr. Jackson advised that in preparation for the workshop, staff reviewed code requirements from the Cities of Bellingham, 

Edmonds, Olympia, Poulsbo and Silverdale, as well as the Gorst Subarea plan.  Both the Gorst Subarea Plan and Silverdale 

contain less design standards, while the other municipalities have more intense design standards.  He noted that a link was 

provided in the Staff Report to supplemental information about preparing design codes that was prepared by the Baroness 

Andrews, Minister for Housing and Planning, House of Lords, United Kingdom.  While the supplemental information is not 

jurisdictionally relevant, it provides a general outline for the process of updating design standards.  For example, the common 

design objectives include:   

 

 Distinctive Places.  Something that separates the City from other communities or one zone from another.  A 100% 

design standard requirement may not be appropriate for all zones.  For instance, staff is not suggesting that design 

standards apply to the R-10 zone.  Staff is recommending that design standards apply to all multi-family and 

commercial zones.   

 Continuity and Coordination.  Applying easy-to-digest design standards across all multi-family and commercial 

zones would provide continuity and coordination to developers.  Some municipalities have stringent design 

standards, but these stringent design standards can eliminate a developer’s ability to be creative.   

 Public Realm Quality.  The public realm includes building facades that are seen from the street.   
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 Creative Interpretation.  Design standards are not meant to dictate a standard building design.  The intent is to set 

some base requirements and then allow developers to be creative. 

 Sustainable Design.  Some jurisdictions have incorporated sustainable design into their design standards.  This can 

be done via earth-friendly measures such as the types of materials required, Low-Impact Development (LID) 

requirements, etc.  This goes beyond the exterior appearance of a building, and staff is not proposing sustainable 

design elements beyond what the code already requires.   

 

Mr. Jackson shared broad examples of what some jurisdictions choose to regulate: 

 

 Color.  It is not uncommon for a jurisdiction to regulate color, but the requirement tends to be very subjective and 

difficult to define.  Staff is not recommending that Bremerton regulate color.   

 Top and Bottom.  Some jurisdictions require that buildings have a very clear first and second story.  The ground 

floor is generally for commercial uses and the above floors have a less centralized use.  The intent is that the 

building should present more visual interest.  If the Commission is interested in this type of standard, it would be 

easy to define and implement.   

 Modulation.  Modulation requirements deal with how a building pops out and in, and the types of recesses there 

might be.  The intent is to add visual interest and move away from boxy designs.   

 Roof Pitch.  This type of designs standard would address roof pitch and/or the number of roof lines.  The intent is to 

provide more visual interest.   

 Materials.  Some jurisdictions regulate the types of and how many different materials must be used on a building.  

Using a variety of materials adds visual interest to a building.  A materials standard would also be a way to address 

durability issues. 

 Entries.  Design standards for entries could include weather protection, increased transparency, recessed entries, 

public seating, and/or landscaping planters.  These standards are intended to emphasize the entrance of a building.   

 Ground Floor Transparency.  The City currently regulates transparency (windows) in many of its commercial and 

multi-family zones.  Transparency provides a way for pedestrians to interact with what is going on inside the 

building, and for those on the inside to see out onto the street.  It is a way to activate the street and increase interest.   

 Weather Protection.  For buildings located along sidewalks, requiring an awning promotes walkability, protects 

people from the elements and adds visual interest. 

 Massing.  Staff is not recommending that the City regulate massing via design standards.  Massing deals with the 

general shape of a building, and massing regulations can be subjective, making them hard to regulate and define.   

 Fenestration.  A number of jurisdictions regulate fenestrations, which is the openings of a building (doors and 

windows).  It can be as specific as identifying how many panes a window must have and what the doors must look 

like.   

 Articulation.  This has to do with how the joints of a building are accomplished and whether the horizontal 

articulation provides enough visual interest.  This would be a fairly subjective criterion.   

 Screening Utility Equipment.  HVAC units or other equipment on the building must be screened so it is not visible 

from the street.   

 

Mr. Jackson provided examples of projects that have been approved by other jurisdictions and pointed out how various 

design standards were applied.  He noted that there are clear similarities in the projects that get approved in jurisdictions that 

have design standards.   

 

Mr. Jackson said that if the City decides to review and update its design standards, there should be core principles: 

 

 Establish the core design objectives to underpin the design code’s content.  That means that the code needs to 

reflect the zone that it is in.  For instance, the Freeway Corridor Zone is about attracting big-box stores and larger 

scale retail.  The City would not necessarily want a Costco to look like a smaller neighborhood business that is 

developed in Manette.  It would not be appropriate for 80% of a large retail building to be windows.  The goal is to 

look at the intent of each zone and tailor design standards for each one. 

 Decide which elements of the code will be mandatory or discretionary.  If the Commission recommends the City 

pursue design standards, a goal for staff is to have built-in flexibility.  Rather than mandating all of the requirements, 
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applicants would be allowed to choose from a list of requirements.  The intent is to encourage developers to 

incorporate visual interest into their building design.   

 

Mr. Jackson advised that the zones being considered for design standards include the District Center Core (DCC), 

Employment Center (EC), Institutional (INST), General Commercial (CG), Multifamily Residential (MR), Neighborhood 

Business (NB) and Freeway Corridor (FC).  The intensity of the design standards could be different for each zone.  He 

reminded the Commission that design standards are intended to deter developers from building boxy buildings. 

 

In addition to amendments related to design standards, Mr. Jackson said staff will propose a few housekeeping amendments:  

 

 Traditional Front Yard Setback.  The front yard setback requirement in the R-10 Zone is 15 feet.  Because a fair 

amount of development in the City occurred prior to the code, many existing structures do not meet the 15-foot 

setback requirement.  The current front yard setback provision allows a setback to be established based on the 

average setback of neighboring properties.  The intent is to allow development to fit more fluidly into the 

community.  The absolute minimum front yard setback is 5 feet, but staff has had some spirited conversations with 

property owners about what is allowed within the 5-foot-setback.  Staff has maintained that the code intent is that 

nothing is allowed in this setback, and the proposed amendment would clarify this intent.   

 Measuring Structure Height and Grade Plane.  There are currently discrepancies between the Building and 

Zoning Codes for height measurement.  The discrepancies have been a source of frustration for developers, and 

there has been significant confusion.  The Zoning Code will be amended to reflect how the Building Code measures 

structure height and grade plane.   

 

Commissioner Nerf said he is in favor of learning more about options for incorporating more design standards into the 

City’s Zoning Code.  He felt the economic development of Bremerton would go much quicker if the City could attract people 

who already have money or who earn money outside of Kitsap County so there is a net flow of dollars into the county.  If the 

City is not attractive, it is not likely these people will choose to come to Bremerton.  However, he cautioned that the design 

standards should not be so specific and stringent that developers are pushed away.   

 

Chair Wofford invited members of the audience to comment on the proposed Zoning Code Amendments.   

 

Jeff Coughlin, Bremerton, asked if the City intends to apply design standards to residential zones.  Mr. Jackson answered 

that, as currently being discussed, the design standards would only apply to residential zones that permit multifamily 

residential development.   

 

There were no other public comments.   

 

Commissioner Tift said it appears from the Staff Report that Bremerton already has two design standards (massing and 

screening for mechanical equipment).  Mr. Jackson said the City does have requirements for massing and for screening 

mechanical equipment in some instances.  However, the massing requirements are more about modulation and breaking up 

solid façade faces in some zones.  The potential problem is that the design standards are not uniform and they do not apply to 

all commercial and multifamily residential zones.  For example, the warehouse building in the EC Zone did not require any 

modulation or massing standard, but massing and modulation standards would have been required if the building were 

located in the DCC zone.  Currently, most of the design efforts are focused on the centers, and some multifamily and 

commercial zones do not have design standards.   

 

Commissioner Tift commented that THE KITSAP SUN recently published a list of the projects that are underway.  In his 

opinion, developers have done a good job of building attractive and modern facilities without any help from design standards.  

He expressed his belief that less is better.  No one wants to move into an ugly building; they want to be in the latest and 

greatest.  The more flexibility provided to the developer the better.  However, he felt there should be a standard for weather 

protection.   

 

Commissioner Nerf asked if the buildings listed in the newspaper article were subject to design standards.  Mr. Jackson 

answered that all development in the downtown is subject to Design Review Board approval, and fairly stringent design 

standards are applied.  Ms. Satter added that staff is not proposing to open up the Design Review Board for all zones in the 
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City since it requires more time and additional fees.  The current threshold for Design Review Board review is above four 

units and/or 5,000 square feet of commercial space.  Also, the Design Review Board approval adds about two months to the 

process.  Requiring design review for all zones in the City would be cumbersome and onerous to potential developers.  

 

Commissioner Tift asked what standards the Design Review Board uses to review applications.  Mr. Jackson said there are 

distinct design standards in place for each of the downtown zones.  For example, weather protection is required in the 

Downtown Core (DC) and Downtown Waterfront (DW) Zones because a higher level of pedestrians is anticipated.  Other 

zones in the downtown are not required to have weather protection.  Also, a greater percentage of ground floor transparency 

is required in the more commercial areas of downtown so that pedestrians can interact with the commercial spaces on the 

ground floor.  The design standards are zone specific.  The Design Review Board reviews applications for compliance with 

the design standards in the Downtown Subarea Plan and can approve departures.  Ms. Satter added that allowing departures 

makes the code more flexible.   

 

Ms. Satter explained that the R-20 Zone was recently created as per the Comprehensive Plan Update.  These properties allow 

multifamily development and we may want to implement some design standards.  Another option would be to focus the 

design standards only in commercial zones.  The design standards for multifamily zones could be as minimal as requiring 

weather protection and some modulation.  The design standards for commercial zones could be more specific to include such 

things as transparency (windows), weather protection, modulation, rooflines, etc.   

 

Commissioner Nerf asked staff’s opinion on where the Commission’s effort should be focused in regard to design standards.  

Ms. Satter advised that staff will prepare suggestions to present to the Commission in January.  The intent of this workshop 

discussion was to present the design standard concept for the Commission to consider as they observe current development in 

Bremerton and elsewhere.  It would be helpful for them to provide feedback to staff as they prepare proposed amendments 

for future consideration in January.   

 

Chair Wofford commented that the more detailed the standards, the more costly and time consuming the review process will 

be.  While they want to discourage boxy designs, they do not need an elaborate set of design standards.  He encouraged 

Commissioners to provide feedback to staff as they prepare a proposal for the Commission’s consideration in January.  Ms. 

Satter advised that the Commission would continue its discussion at the January meeting, and a public hearing will likely 

follow in February.  She specifically asked them to provide feedback about whether or not they are interested in looking at 

additional design standards, or if they believe that minimal is better.   

 

Commissioner Goodnow asked if the Design Review Board has any thoughts one way or the other.  Ms. Satter agreed to 

reach out to the Design Review Board for feedback to the Commission.   

 

BUSINESS MEETING 

 

Chair Report 

 

Chair Wofford reminded the Commissioners that the December Meeting was cancelled, and the Commissioners will meet 

for a social gathering on December 20th at 5:30 p.m.   

 

Chair Wofford thanked staff for their good work throughout the year.  They make it easy for the Commission to do its job.   

 

Director Report 

 

Ms. Satter announced that this is Commissioner Nethery’s last meeting, as he will no longer be on the Commission after 

2016.  He has been a commendable member of the Commission, and Commissioners can wish him goodwill at the social 

gathering.   

 

Ms. Satter thanked the Commissioners for their hard work.  She particularly commended them for passing forward the 

Comprehensive Plan on time.  They also addressed the Supreme Court Free Speech Decision, and a number of cities have 

contacted staff to learn more about the process.   
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Old Business 

 

There was no old business. 

 

New Business:  Discussion of Potential Bylaw Changes 

 

Ms. Satter asked if Commissioners are interested in making any changes to the Commission Bylaws, which were adopted in 

2014.  Any changes can be brought forward for approval in January.    

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:21 p.m. 

 

Respectively Submitted by: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________  ______________________________ 

Andrea L Spencer, AICP   Nick Wofford, Chair 

Executive Secretary   Planning Commission 

   

 



Commission Meeting Date: January 17, 2017  Agenda Item: VI.B.1 

CITY OF BREMERTON, WASHINGTON 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 

AGENDA TITLE: Educational Workshop to discuss potential Zoning Code 
Amendments 

DEPARTMENT: Community Development 

PRESENTED BY: Garrett Jackson, Planner (360) 473-5289 

SUMMARY: 
This Planning Commission Workshop will focus on gathering the Commission’s input 
regarding the proposed design standards template, which would be applied to all new 
development or projects experiencing substantial redevelopment. In addition to the 
design standards review, Staff is also proposing a few house-keeping code 
amendments. In summary, the two topics for this workshop include: 

1. Design Standards: Further discuss design standards proposal across all zones
for multifamily and commercial development.

2. ‘House Keeping’ Items: Minor revisions intended to add clarity to existing code.

OBJECTIVE: Staff seeks guidance from the Planning Commission regarding possible 
revisions to the zoning code, in order to draft amendments for a later public hearing. 

ATTACHEMENTS: 
Attachment I: Development Comparison Table  
Attachment II: Existing Design Standards  
Attachment III: Draft Design Standards Template 

1. DESIGN STANDARDS.

REVIEW: The November 2016 Workshop laid the groundwork for our evolving 
discussion on how the City regulates the outward appearance of structures through 
design standards. Here is a link to the November 2016 staff report. Staff relayed that the 
design standards in the zoning code, were in need of updating in order to provide a 
more effective code with predictable results. Staff indicated that while the 
Comprehensive Plan requires design standards which promote walkability and social 
interaction, it also calls for flexibility in the application of the regulatory code. A balance 
must be maintained which ensures an aesthetic the public will enjoy but does not deter 
developers with overtly burdensome regulation. The Commission was briefed on the 
types of design criteria typically regulated by similar jurisdictions: transparency, weather 
protection, modulation, etc. The Commission instructed Staff to further develop possible 
code updates for design standards, and to seek the input of the Design Review Board 
for their expertise in this field. 

http://www.ci.bremerton.wa.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/11152016-112
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Staff reviewed existing City design standards, sought feedback from the Design Review 
Board, and after analyzing those results suggest the following improvements: relax 
standards for zones outside the Downtown Subarea Plan, standardize the design 
standards format, and to add flexibility for redevelopment of existing properties. 

Relax Standards. Upon comparing design standards for commercial zones against 
standards for projects in the Downtown Subarea Plan, Staff found that standards 
outside of Downtown were actually more restrictive. Please see Attachment I for a table 
comparing Downtown standards to zones outside the Subarea Plan. For instance, the 
highest percentage of required transparency Downtown is 60%, whereas some zones 
outside of the Downtown Subarea Plan require up to 75% transparency. Other 
instances of more restrictive regulations include increased weather protection and 
modulation. Development Downtown is incentivized through the multifamily tax 
exemption, CDBG funding, and other programs, and zones in other areas that do not 
have those incentives requiring more design criteria may provide a disincentive to 
development. Any proposed design standards amendments would be fashioned under 
the assumption that design standards should not be more restrictive than required in the 
Downtown. 

Standardizing. Staff suggests standardizing each zones design standards section in 
order to provide a more predictable set of criteria. Please see Attachment II for the 
existing code language for design standards. For instance, in one code section an 
upper-floor setback of at least ten feet is required (BMC 20.70.070(a)(4)(i)), whereas a 
separate section requires an upper-floor setback of no more than ten feet (BMC 
20.62.070(a)(1)). This is one example, which represents a few occurrences within the 
code, of criteria that would benefit from standardization. The more predictable we can 
make the code, the more effectively it will be for Staff and developers to apply it. 

Flexibility. Members of the Design Review Board (DRB) provided feedback on possible 
design standards amendments as follows: 

• Developers should consider local context and history when proposing a design 
for a building.  

• Flexibility should be built into the code so that Staff can make ‘common sense’ 
departures from the prescriptive code in order to ensure good design. 

• A structures front façade should face the primary street which the lot is located 
on. 

Based on DRB and Commission feedback, and the research by Staff, a draft code 
amendment template has been produced (Attachment III) that is intended to provide the 
framework for applying design standards in commercial and multifamily zones 
throughout the City. The template will need to be revised later in order to reflect unique 
characteristics of individual zones, however, the basic structure which is outlined in this 
attachment would be included in each zoning district. 

The template is broken into two parts: (a) Primary Design Features, and (b) Secondary 
Design Features. All primary design features are required, and are intended to provide 
for the most basic design elements to be incorporated into every new proposed 
structure. Secondary design features are intended to be more discretionary for the 
developer, as not all secondary features are required, permitting the developer to 
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choose which secondary features best suit their project. The number of required 
secondary design features will depend on the zone, for instance, a designated center 
will require more secondary design standards than a the Freeway Corridor zone. 
Secondary design features are meant to provide the built-in flexibility suggested by the 
Design Review Board, while remaining prescriptive. While a completely prescriptive 
code may have its drawbacks, it also provides reliability for developers by removing the 
discretion of a given plans reviewer whose subjective tastes in design should not be a 
reason to stall a project. The suggested method of prescriptive criteria, teamed with 
flexibility, provides security for both the developer and the community.  

A provision has also been added to account for development which involves the 
remodel or expansion of existing structures. In these cases the Director may modify 
design requirements to reasonably fit the scope and scale of the remodel or expansion. 
Flexibility is required in these instances as a number of factors (structural requirements, 
site orientation, etc.) may limit a proposed redevelopment’s ability to completely 
conform to design standards. 

At this time, there are a number of purposefully unspecified portions (marked by the 
INSERT) of the template that are awaiting the Commission’s feedback and direction. 
These criteria are omitted at this time, as they will later be tailored to fit the specific zone 
in which they are located. While the precise criteria may change from one zone to the 
next, the template will remain the same. 

2. HOUSE KEEPING ITEMS.

BACKGROUND: As relayed at the previous workshop, Staff maintains a working list of 
revisions aimed at cleaning up sections of the code in order to provide greater 
consistency and ease of use for City Staff, as well as developers attempting to navigate 
City regulations. Staff is proposing that the Commission consider the following 
amendments: 

• Traditional Front Yard Setback. In the R-10 zone, a single family residence
must be setback fifteen feet from the property line adjoining the street. In some
areas, however, development occurred in the past much closer to the roadway
than would be permitted under the existing code. In these instances, the Code
provides relief from the required setback by permitting a developer to use the
average setback of neighboring properties. In no case is a proposed structure
permitted to be closer than five feet of the property line. The intent of the code is
to keep any portion of the primary structure outside of that five foot setback; the
code will be updated to state this explicitly.

• Measuring Structure Height and Definition of Average Final Grade.
Currently, the Building Code and Zoning Code have different methods for
determining the height of a structure, and for determining what the average final
grade of a site is. This has been a point of confusion for developers, as they must
demonstrate in two separate ways that their project satisfies a single regulation.
It is proposed that the zoning code will adopt the definitions used in the Building
Code to provide consistency between the two regulatory documents.
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• Design Response Conference. Currently, the code requires two design review
meetings for applicable projects within the Downtown Subarea Plan. The initial
meeting is referred to as the Conceptual Design Conference, at which the Design
Review Board (DRB) provides feedback to the applicant on ways they could
improve upon their project’s design. A second meeting, the Response
Conference, is then required where the applicant demonstrates how they have
incorporated DRB comments into their proposal. On occasion projects are
presented to the Design Review Board which the Board approves of with no
requested revision to the project, however, even though no changes are
requested the applicant is still required to complete the second meeting. This
zoning code amendment provides a method for the DRB to recommend project
approval without the need for a second meeting.

• Open Space Definition. There are two definitions of ‘open space’ found in the
definitions section of Title 20. The two code will be revised to retain one
definition.

• Recycling Collection Station (GC). Currently, the General Commercial (GC)
zone permits the use of recycling collection stations as an outright permitted use.
This use is not compatible with the high intensity commercial and residential uses
intended for this zone, and is better suited to reside in one the City’s’ many
industrial areas.

• Conditional Nonconforming Uses. Nonconforming uses, are uses that are not
permitted in a given zone; a classic example of this is an industrial or commercial
use in a residential zone. Nonconforming uses are phased out over time when
replaced by uses that are supported by the community. A peculiar code provision
exists which permits abandoned nonconforming uses to be resurrected after their
use has long since terminated. This provision runs counter to the intent of the
nonconforming section, supports uses that do not meet the intent of a given
zone, promotes conflict, and as such staff is proposing to remove this section.

• Outdoor Storage. Garbage containers and outdoor storage are currently
regulated in several separate sections of the code. To provide clarity, and reduce
redundancy, Staff is proposing consolidation.

CONCLUSION: Planning Commission should come to the workshop prepared to give 
feedback about the proposed design standards template for commercial and multifamily 
development, and express your opinion about the minor housekeeping amendments. 



Citywide Design Elements Required by Zone Modulation Entrance Weather Protection Transparencey Pedestrian Oriented Blank Facades Public Amenity Other

General Commercial (GC) 3-10' Yes Yes 50% No No No Outdoor Storage, Refuse Containers

District Center Core (DCC) 10' Yes Yes 75% Yes Yes Yes Refuse Containers

Multifamily Residential (R-20) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Neighborhood Business (NB) 10' Yes Yes 75% No No Yes Intersections

Freeway Corridor (FC) 5' No No No No Yes No Curb Cuts

Employment Center (EC) 5' Yes Yes 65% No Yes No No

Institutional (INST) Yes No No No No No No No

Downtown Subarea Design Elements Required by Zone

Downtown Core (DC) Yes Yes Yes 60% Yes No Yes Open space

Dowtown Waterfront (DW) Yes Yes Yes 60% Yes No Yes Open space

Multifamily Residential (MR-1 &2) Yes Yes No 50% No No No Open space

One & Two Family Residential (R-20) No Yes Yes 40% No No No Open space

Neighborhood Business (NB) Yes Yes No 50% Yes No No No

Employment District (ED) Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No Outdoor Storage

Pedestrian Oriented Mixed Use (POMU) Yes Yes No 60% Yes Yes No Open space

EXHIBIT I



CODE EXCERPTS 
EXISTING DESIGN REQUIREMENTS 
BY ZONING DISTRICT 

Chapter 20.62 
GENERAL COMMERCIAL (GC) 

20.62.070 DESIGN STANDARDS. 
The following design standards shall be applied to all new development or significant redevelopment of a site. 
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)    Bulk Reduction. At least two (2) of the following criteria shall be used to reduce the appearance of mass 
and bulk of the facade of all buildings facing public streets: 

(1)    Upper floor setbacks of not more than ten (10) feet, provided the setbacks are not applied to more 
than twenty-five (25) percent of building facades facing a public street. 
(2)    One (1) or more of the following techniques: 

(i)    Recessing the entrance area at least three (3) feet. 
(ii)    An entrance area that protrudes at least three (3) feet. 
(iii)    A canopy, portico or overhang extending at least five (5) feet over the sidewalk in the 
entrance area. 

(3)    Buildings with at least five (5) foot overhangs, awnings, canopies or arcades elevated between 
eight (8) and twelve (12) feet above the sidewalk. 
(4)    Window Fenestration. Windows shall occupy or design elements shall be included to emulate the 
presence of windows for at least fifty (50) percent of the ground floor facade measured to ten (10) feet 
above the sidewalk or finished grade. 

(b)    Outdoor storage of all materials shall be prohibited, except outdoor storage may be allowed if screened 
from the public or private right-of-way and adjacent residential uses with such types of screening like a Type I 
visual screen pursuant to BMC 20.50.050(b)(1). In no case shall outdoor storage be placed between the 
primary front building facade and the public right-of-way. For nurseries, screening shall be provided pursuant to 
BMC 20.50.050(b). 
(c)    Refuse Containers. 

(1)    Refuse container screening shall be required and be of a material and design compatible with the 
overall architectural theme of the associated structure, shall be at least as high as the refuse container, 
and shall in no case be less than six (6) feet high; 
(2)    No refuse container shall be permanently stored between a street and the front of a building; 
(3)    Refuse collection areas shall be designed to contain all refuse generated on site and deposited 
between collections. Deposited refuse shall not be visible from outside the refuse enclosure. (Ord. 5301 
§3 (Exh. B) (part), 2016: Ord. 5046 §8, 2008: Ord. 4950 §8 (Exh. A) (part), 2005)

Chapter 20.70 
DISTRICT CENTER CORE (DCC) 

20.70.070 DESIGN STANDARDS. 
(a)    Building Design. 

(1)    To enhance the pedestrian environment, commercial uses shall include large windows along any 
facade facing the public sidewalk or sidewalks providing circulation within a site. Windows shall allow 
views into interior building spaces. At least seventy-five (75) percent of all such facades, measured to 
ten (10) feet above the sidewalk or surface grade, shall be comprised of such windows. 
(2)    At least one (1) of the following amenities shall be required along building facades facing the public 
sidewalk: outdoor eating areas, street furniture such as benches, bike racks and trash receptacles, and 
plantings in window boxes. 
(3)    Ground Oriented Uses. Ground oriented uses must conform to either of the following: 

(i)    At least fifty (50) percent of the floor area abutting the linear sidewalk level should be 
pedestrian-oriented. 
(ii)    The floor area abutting at least fifty (50) percent of the linear sidewalk level frontage shall be 
designed and constructed to accommodate future conversion to pedestrian-oriented commercial 
uses and may be occupied by any use permitted in the zoning district. The areas designed and 
constructed to accommodate future conversion shall meet the following standard, in addition to any 
other required basic or additional design standards: 
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(A)    The sidewalk level facade must include an entrance or entrances to accommodate a 
single or multiple tenants or be structurally designed to accommodate a single or multiple 
tenants when converted to the building uses listed in BMC 20.70.020. 

(4)    Bulk. Building modulation shall be used to reduce the appearance of mass and bulk of the 
structure. This can be achieved by utilizing any combination of at least two (2) of the following: 

(i)    Setback of upper floors by at least ten (10) feet. However, such setbacks shall not be applied 
to more than fifty (50) percent of a facade facing a major arterial. 
(ii)    Recessed or protruding doorways per subsection (a)(3)(ii) of this section. 
(iii)    Overhangs, awnings, canopies, or arcades between eight (8) and twelve (12) feet above the 
sidewalk. 
(iv)    Window fenestration per subsection (a)(1) of this section. 

(5)    Blank Facades. Building facades shall not present a blank facade to view from public rights-of-way, 
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. 
(6)    Structures at the intersection of two (2) arterial streets shall include a significant architectural 
feature at the building corner that provides visual emphasis at the corner. This may be accomplished in 
one (1) or more of the following ways: 

(i)    The inclusion of a major entryway at the corner. Such entryways must be marked by an 
awning, recessed area, colonnade, or other architectural feature that defines the entry. 
(ii)    The inclusion of a building element the height of which varies from the remainder of the 
building by at least ten (10) percent. 
(iii)    A plaza at the corner that includes a fountain, artwork, or planting of at least ten (10) feet in 
height. 

(b)    Site Design. In addition to other standards provided in this chapter, site design shall meet the following 
requirements: 

(1)    Circulation. Clearly defined pedestrian and vehicle circulation routes shall be provided such that all 
portions of the site are linked. 
(2)    Storage. Outside storage of any kind is prohibited with the exception of garbage cans and/or 
dumpsters. Garbage cans and dumpsters shall be placed in an enclosure per BMC 20.46.120. No 
garbage enclosure shall be permitted between a street and the front of a building. (Ord. 5301 §3 (Exh. B) 
(part), 2016: Ord. 5222 §15, 2013; Ord. 5046 §16, 2008; Ord. 4950 §8 (Exh. A) (part), 2005) 

Chapter 20.79 
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-20) 

Currently no standards. 

Chapter 20.82 
NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS (NB) 

20.82.070 DESIGN STANDARDS. 
(a)    Building Design. The following guidelines apply to mixed use and commercial structures only: 

(1)    To enhance the pedestrian environment, commercial uses shall include large windows along any 
ground floor facade facing the public sidewalk or sidewalks providing circulation within a site. Windows 
shall allow views into interior building spaces. At least seventy-five (75) percent of all such facades, 
measured to ten (10) feet above the sidewalk or surface grade, shall be comprised of such windows. 
(2)    At least one (1) of the following amenities shall be required along any ground floor facade facing 
the public sidewalk: outdoor eating areas; street furniture such as benches, bike racks and trash 
receptacles; plantings in window boxes; public art; or public display cases, kiosks, or boards. 
(3)    Building entrances shall be easily identifiable from the street and sidewalks. This may be 
accomplished by: 

(i)    Ornamentation and/or architectural detailing around the door; and 
(ii)    One (1) or more of the following techniques: 

(A)    Recessing the entrance area at least three (3) feet. 
(B)    An entrance area that protrudes at least three (3) feet. 
(C)    A canopy, portico or overhang extending at least five (5) feet over the sidewalk in the 
entrance area. 

(4)    Bulk. Building modulation shall be used to reduce the appearance of mass and bulk of the 
structure. This can be achieved by utilizing any combination of at least two (2) of the following: 

(i)    Setback of upper floors by at least ten (10) feet. However, such setbacks shall not be applied 
to more than fifty (50) percent of a facade facing a major arterial. 



(ii)    Recessed or protruding doorways per subsection (a)(3)(ii) of this section. 
(iii)    Overhangs, awnings, canopies, or arcades between eight (8) and twelve (12) feet above the 
sidewalk. 
(iv)    Window fenestration per subsection (a)(1) of this section. 

(5)    Blank Facades. Building facades shall not present a blank facade to view from public rights-of-way, 
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. 
(6)    Structures at the intersection of two (2) arterial streets shall include a significant architectural 
feature at the building corner that provides visual emphasis at the corner. This may be accomplished in 
one or more of the following ways: 

(i)    The inclusion of a major entryway at the corner. Such entryways must be marked by an 
awning, recessed area, colonnade, or other architectural feature that defines the entry. 
(ii)    The inclusion of a building element the height of which varies from the remainder of the 
building by at least ten (10) percent. 
(iii)    A plaza at the corner that includes a fountain, artwork, or planting of at least ten (10) feet in 
height. (Ord. 5301 §3 (Exh. B) (part), 2016) 

Chapter 20.86 
FREEWAY CORRIDOR (FC) 

20.86.070 DESIGN STANDARDS. 
The following design standards shall be met: 
(a)    Bulk. The horizontal dimension of any structure facing a public right-of-way shall include visual treatment 
at intervals not to exceed one hundred (100) feet, for a width of not less than twenty (20) feet. Visual treatment 
shall be one or more of the following types: 

(1)    An offset with a minimum depth of five (5) feet; 
(2)    A facade material, texture or color that is visually different and distinct from the base material, 
texture or color. 

(b)    Curb Cuts. The number of curb cut site entries from public rights-of-way shall be limited to the minimum 
number of curb cuts required for safe and efficient vehicle circulation into and out of the site. No curb cut width 
may exceed forty-eight (48) feet. 

Chapter 20.92 
EMPLOYMENT CENTER (EC) 

20.92.070 DESIGN STANDARDS. 
(a)    Blank Facades. The horizontal dimension of any structure facing the perimeter of the site along a public 
right-of-way shall provide one (1) of the following visual treatments for a width of twenty (20) feet at intervals 
not to exceed one hundred (100) feet: 

(1)    An offset with a minimum depth of five (5) feet; 
(2)    A facade material, texture or color that is visually different and distinct from that of the base 
material, texture or color; 

(b)    Structures containing general retail uses, restaurant uses, drinking place uses, or personal service 
business uses shall have the following features: 

(1)    Large windows along any facade facing the public sidewalk or a sidewalk providing circulation 
within the site. At least sixty-five (65) percent of all such facades measured to ten (10) feet above 
sidewalk or surface grade shall be comprised of such windows. 
(2)    Either a clearly identifiable entrance that is recessed or protruding at least three (3) feet, or a 
canopy or overhang extending at least five (5) feet over the sidewalk in the entrance area. (Ord. 5301 §3 
(Exh. B) (part), 2016: Ord. 4950 §8 (Exh. A) (part), 2005) 

Chapter 20.98 
INSTITUTIONAL (INST) 

20.98.060 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. 
(e)    Upper level setbacks: where adjacent to any lot not within the institutional (INST) zone, structures shall be 
set back one (1) additional foot for each additional foot of height above thirty-five (35) feet. 
Currently no standards. 



POTENTIAL TEMPLATE FOR
COMMMERCIAL AND/OR MULTIFAMILY ZONING DISTRICTS

DESIGN STANDARDS.
The following design standards shall be applied to all new structures and redeveloped structures. 
Residential development of three (3) units or less are 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 applied to the facade of all buildings facing 
public streets: 

(1)    Top & 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 INSERT 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-of-
way, 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)    Requirement Unique to Zone. 

 (b)    Secondary Design Features. INSERT secondary design features are required from the following list: 
(1)    Multiple Roof Lines. Structures shall have at least three horizontal roof lines, as viewed from 

the front facade. 
(2)    Modulation. The horizontal or vertical plane of a structure shall not extend for more than 

INSERT, as measured from any one point of the structure, without a significant architectural 
variation of at least INSERT feet in depth. 

(3)    Façade Materials. At least three (3) different façade 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 BMC 20.90210(a)(2). 

(5)    Weather Protection. Recessed or protruding building features, of no less than four (4) feet in 
depth, which extends along at least INSERT percent of pedestrian areas. 

(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. 

EXHIBIT III
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