
              
 

 EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION   
ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM 

 COUPEVILLE, WA 
February 27, 2020 

 
10:00:  Roll Call  
 
Election of Vice-Chair 
 
Approval of Minutes  
  
Public Hearings: 
 
COA 152-19: Stig Carlson representing Boys and Girls Clubs of Snohomish Co; vacant parcel south and 
west of 704 S. Main St, Coupeville; new Boys and Girls Club Building. Continued from 1/23/20 meeting 
 
COA 103-19: Barbara & Von Summers; 12 NW Front St; Coupeville: revisions to approved modification 
to a historic building (Coupeville Cash Store). 
 
EBY-20-004: Jean Pope & Richard Pope Fortin; 615 Patmore Rd; Coupeville; new MFH. 
 
EB-20-005: Michelle Meyer & Tom Simpson; 883 Field View Lane, Coupeville; new guest 
cottage/storage building & roof top solar panels.   
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EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION ISLAND COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM  

January 23, 2020 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT/ROLL CALL  
Chair Stig Carlson, Commissioners Katherine Baxter, Bob Clay, and Darrell Nance, Mark Reese. 
 
STAFF PRESENT  
Coupeville Planning Director Owen Dennison, Island County Senior Planner Michelle Pezley, 
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Preservation Coordinator Jason Benson, Recording 
Secretary Claudia Golden. 
  
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Carlson called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m.  
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
The agenda for the regular Historic Preservation Commission meeting of January 23, 2020, was 
approved with one change: reverse the order of the public hearings. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
The minutes for the regular Historic Preservation Commission meeting of December 12, 2019 were 
approved as submitted.  Commissioner Reese abstained. 
 
ELECTIONS OF OFFICERS 
Chair Carlson called for nominations for Chair.  Commissioner Bronson nominated Stig Carlson for 
Chair.  Nomination was accepted.  Vote was unanimous.   
 
Chair Carlson called for nominations for Vice Chair.  Commissioner Nance nominated 
Commissioner Clay for Vice Chair.  Nomination was accepted.  Vote was unanimous. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS  
Chair Carlson provided a description of the role of the Commission, its legal basis and process, and 
the standards and guidelines on which its decisions are based.  He asked commissioners to declare 
any conflicts of interest or bias regarding the applications on the agenda and to disclose any ex parte 
communications or site visits.  Chair Carlson and Vice Chair Clay each disclosed their association 
with application COA 152-19 and stated they would recuse themselves during the hearing and 
deliberation. Commissioner Baxter, disclosed for the record that she was a board member of the 
Coupeville Historic Waterfront Association, which had discussed and was expected to take a position 
on the proposal for which application EBY-19-056 had been submitted.  Commissioner Baxter stated 
that she had no personal interest in the outcome of the decision and believed she could be fair and 
impartial.  No public challenge to the participation of a commissioner was raised. 
 
EBY-19-056 
Chair Carlson opened the hearing for EBY-19-056: Penn Cove Shellfish LLC; leased area within 
Penn Cove; addition of six rafts to total of 48 rafts within Penn Cove  
 
Senior Planner Michelle Pezley described the elements of the proposal and site context, and provided 
staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines.  
She noted the guidelines are silent with regard to over-water structures, although there was an 
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overarching goal to protect historic and scenic vistas and the cultural landscape.  Staff found the 
proposal would not have a detrimental effect on public viewsheds or the character of the Reserve.   
 
Senior Planner Pezley stated that a shoreline conditional use permit that was being processed 
concurrently with the certificate of appropriateness application, noting that any environmental 
concerns associated with the proposal will be addressed in accordance to the requirements of the 
conditional use process and not as part of the Historical Preservation Commission review.  Staff 
recommended that the Commission make a recommendation of no objection to issuance of the 
shoreline conditional use permit. 
 
Chair Carlson opened the floor for Commissions questions for staff.  Hearing none, he opened the 
floor to public comment.  
 
Public Comment 
Applicant Ian Jefferds, owner of Penn Cove Shellfish, described the current configuration of the 
rafts and the proposed location of the additional rafts.  He stated that the company had operated in 
Penn Cove since 1975 and are part of the history of Penn Cove and the area.  Mr. Jefferds noted the 
economic benefits of Penn Cove Shellfish to the community, and stated that the company was 
environmentally and socially conscious.   
 
Chair Carlson opened the floor to commissioner questions of the applicant.  Commissioner Bronson 
asked what the freeboard was of an unloaded raft.  Mr. Jefferds replied that it was four to six 
inches.  
 
Dr. Wylie Vracin, 5 NE Front Street, stated that monitoring water quality in Penn Cove for chemical 
and biological contaminants was among his responsibilities during his 25-year term as Island 
County Health Officer.  He stated he was impressed with the diligence of Penn Cove Shellfish in 
monitoring water quality above the State and federal requirements.  He had no concerns with the 
operation befouling the water.  He expressed his support for the relocation of rafts from Quilcene to 
Penn Cove. 
 
Terry Abendroth, 1986 Madrona Way, voiced concerns with increasing the rafts.  She asked and 
received clarification of the number of additional rafts and the separate shoreline conditional use 
process.  Ms. Abendroth expressed her concern for disposal of discarded product.  She was 
encouraged to contact the applicant or Island County staff on issues related to the shoreline 
conditional use permit but outside the scope of design review.   
 
Arik Garthwaite, 1988 Madrona Way, asked the applicant about the anticipated increase in refuse 
production related to the proposed increase in production. 
 
Chair Carlson addressed the audience, reminding speakers that Commission’s function was limited 
to determinations of compliance with design guidelines and standards.  Comments regarding issues 
of a different nature could not be addressed through the Commission’s process. 
 
Gretchen Luxenberg, Freeland, stated that Penn Cove is part of the cultural landscape of the 
Reserve.  Historic sites and interpretive stories that relate to the history of the Reserve involve Penn 
Cove.  Even though it was water, it was part of the landscape.  Collocating the rafts from Quilcene 
with those in Penn Cove made sense.  However, more rafts will make the facility appear more 
massive even though they are not high off the water.  The vistas were important in telling the human 
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history of the Reserve.  From a distance, all the rafts blend together into a larger mass.  In her 
opinion, the current proposal would not result in significant impacts.  However, continued additions 
may eventually result in impaired vistas. 
 
Garry Thompson, Good Beach Lane, stated he did not have concerns with the addition of rafts but 
with other environmental aspects of the applicant’s operation including boat and truck traffic.    
 
Lurene Richards, 1966 Good Beach Lane, expressed concerns for the visual impacts of the 
operation associated with the rafts, such as boats, cranes, trucks, and people.  She stated that the 
mussel farmers have become better neighbors over the years.   
 
Arik Garthwaite asked for clarification of the Commission’s scope of review and whether it 
included private beaches.  Senior Planner Pezley explained that the review was for impacts to public 
viewsheds. Mr. Garthwaite submitted photos for the record.  He then read a letter from the resident 
of 1984 Madrona Way, Gail Brenchley, into the record.  The letter stated that an increase in the 
number of rafts will have a concomitant increase in processing activities.  The enterprise has grown 
to be inappropriate to its surroundings.  The mussels found along Penn Cove are no longer the 
native species.   The current invasive species has significantly impacted clamming, one of the 
historic activities on Penn Cove for the native population.  The letter discussed the ecological 
impacts of monoculture and the rafts on Penn Cove.  The rafts already obstruct a significant portion 
of the bay’s south side.   
 
Chair Carlson asked for further public comment. Hearing none, Chair Carlson closed the public 
comment portion of the hearing and opened the floor for commissioner discussion or a motion.  
 
Commissioner Bronson stated his view that the visual effect was not a significant.  He believed that 
making the number of rafts in each row consistent would not be detrimental and recommended 
granting a certificate of appropriateness.   Clay concurred with Commissioner Bronson.  
Commissioner Baxter summarized the question before the Commission as whether the increase in 
the number of rafts would significantly change the cultural landscape of the Reserve.  She did not 
believe it would.  She stated that the speakers’ concerns were legitimate but outside the scope of the 
Commission’s review.   
 
Motion 
As revised following clarification from staff, Commissioner Bronson moved to recommend no 
objection to the shoreline conditional use permit associated with application EBY 19-056.  Motion 
was seconded by Commissioner Clay.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
COA 152-19 
Chair Carlson and Vice Chair Clay recused themselves and left the meeting room.  The Commission 
nominated Commissioner Marshall Bronson as Chair pro tem in the absence of Chair Carlson and 
Vice Chair Clay. 
 
Chair pro tem Bronson opened the hearing for COA 152-19: Stig Carlson representing Boys and 
Girls Clubs of Snohomish County; vacant parcel south and west of 704 S. Main St, Coupeville; New 
Boys and Girls Club building.  
 
Planning Director Dennison described the elements of the proposal, the site context, and surrounding 
development, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's Landing National Historical 
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Reserve Design Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  He stated 
that staff believed appropriate measures were incorporated to protect the integrity of location and 
context of the adjacent, historic Franzen House.  Staff recommended granting a certificate of 
appropriateness for the proposal subject to conditions and recommendations. 

Conditions:  
1. The building shall be set back from the S Main Street right-of-way no less than the setback of 

the main volume of the Franzen House but not more than 60 feet from the right-of-way.  

2. Siding shall be wood or fiber cement.  

3. No windows on the south or west façades shall have a bottom edge lower than the central 
windows on the south façade.  

4. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan showing, at a minimum, evergreen shrubs 
screening the parking area from the street and additional trees or alternative vegetation to more 
fully screen the Franzen House from the Boys and Girls Club building and parking area. The 
landscape plan shall be implemented as approved.  

5. Exterior lighting, if proposed, shall be downward directed, fixtures shall be opaque, and light 
sources shall not be visible from any off-site location. Up-lighting may be used for government 
flags.  

6. Exterior mechanical equipment and combined trash/recycling enclosures shall be screened 
from off-site views.  

7. Metal roofing shall be a dark, neutral color with a matte finish.  

Recommendations (nonbinding): 

1. Except where necessary for public safety, minimize new exterior lighting to limit new light 
sources on the edge of the prairie.  

2. Use dark, neutral paint colors with a matte finish.  
 

Chair pro tem Bronson opened the floor for Commissions questions for staff.  
 
Commissioner Nance asked for and received clarification with regard to the proposed exterior colors 
and the applicant’s willingness to accept guidance on paint color. 
 
Commissioner Reese asked for and received clarification that no mechanical equipment would be 
located on the roof and staff’s interpretation of the applicability of the guideline prohibiting curtain 
walls.  Preservation Coordinator Benson stated that Reserve staff generally concurred with Town 
staff’s interpretation that the entry vestibule with its floor-to-ceiling glass was an acceptable 
concession to distinguish the structure as an institutional use. 
 
Commissioner Baxter noted staff’s concern with screening the Franzen House from the proposed 
building but there did not appear to be consideration for screening the building from Engle Road 
coming into town.  The cultural historical landscape will forever be obliterated by a contemporary 
commercial-industrial use.  She noted that the site has a 360 degree viewshed, not just the Franzen 
House.  Responding, Planning Director Dennison stated that, according to staff’s analysis, the site 
and surrounding areas are prairie.  To add trees was, in staff’s view, contrary to preserving as much 
of the sense of open space and prairie as possible.  While vegetative screening from the street could 
be required as a condition of approval, staff’s perception was that there was sufficient sensitivity in 
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the design of the south side of the building that the appearance of massing will be minimized in 
views from the south.   
 
Commissioner Bronson noted the large hedgerow on the south property line.  If maintained and 
extended to the road, the hedgerow will have the effect of softening views of the site.  He also noted 
that the manufactured home park is part of the view when approaching town from the south although 
screened to some extent.  Commissioner Bronson stated that he was involved in the review of the 
high school redevelopment.  The design intent of that project was to fit into a farm community.  He 
believed that the proposal’s form and roof were compatible with the design of the high school.   
 
Commissioner Reese asked clarification of how the future gym and or ball field indicated on the site 
plan should be considered in the context of the current application.  Planning Director Dennison 
stated that those future site elements are not identified within the scope of the current application.  If 
proposed in the future, the gym would require a separate hearing and review.  Staff did not believe 
the current application could be denied on the basis of speculative future plans for the site.  Approval 
of the building and site improvements included in the current application does not represent a 
justification for approval of future improvements on the site. 
 
Chair Bronson opened the floor to public comment. 
 
Public Comment 
Carmen McFadyen addressed the Commission on behalf of the applicant.  Ms. McFadyen clarified 
that the glass walls at the entry were necessary to ensure the safety of children visiting the facility 
and were proposed only for that reason.  She stated her understanding that the location of building on 
the site was dictated by the design guidelines.  Screening of Franzen House will be addressed.  
Mechanical and service equipment will be located at the corner of the parking lot and appropriately 
screened.  The hedgerows will be maintained.  Ms. McFadyen spoke to the importance of the new 
facility and stated that the Club will be a good neighbor.  The Club will follow any direction given on 
paint color and design and follow any conditions and recommendations provided.  The proponents’ 
only concern was to provide a safe place for kids.    
 
Responding to Commissioner Nance, Ms. McFadyen stated that the setback from the street 
recommended by staff was not a concern.  
 
Commissioner Baxter asked what was proposed for the safe pedestrian circulation to and from the 
site.  Ms. McFadyen described a proposed route along the east side of S Main Street.  Planning 
Director stated that this is a very important consideration but one more suited to the conditional use 
permit process. 
 
Gretchen Luxenberg, Freeland, stated that she was a former owner of the Franzen House.  She stated 
that there has been a great attempt to mitigate the impacts but the work was far from done.  Among 
her concerns were unintended consequences of putting the club in this location due to traffic issues.  
She stated that the site is in a residential area with six historic buildings in the vicinity.  The location 
at the intersection of the town and the prairie property made the property very important.  Ms. 
Luxenberg felt the process through which the high school redevelopment was reviewed and approved 
was successful as it went back and forth between the Trust Board and the designer.  The high school 
does not look like a barn but looks like a school that fits in a rural community.  She was confused by 
the design of the Boys and Girls Club.  She saw barn-like attempts.  Her first impression of the south 
façade was that it was an Island Transit bus barn.  It wasn’t quite an office because it doesn’t have 
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the feel of an office and because it was so huge.  It was not a house.  She noted a Jehovah’s Witness 
barn at the intersection of the highway and Morris Road.  There was a berm and plantings and they 
worked very hard on that design.  Ms. Luxenberg noted that the building is now empty and for sale.  
If the Boys and Girls Club cannot maintain the property, we will be left with this building as we enter 
the historic town in the heart of Ebey’s Reserve, a unit of the national park system.  That it could 
have been worse was not good enough for this lot.  The building design was handsome but massive at 
6,000 square feet.  One of the guidelines speaks to the massing in relation to the surroundings.  The 
Skubi’s house was pretty big with the barn.  There were ways to replicate a farm complex without 
looking like a phony farm complex.  She noted an example in Langley that was board and batten, 
cement fiber, gable roofs, multi-family housing.  She saw something like that as appropriate for this 
site.  She was not concerned that parents would find the facility.  Dark colors and dark roof will make 
it disappear in the landscape.  Acknowledge what is already in place and break up larger buildings 
into what looks like smaller buildings.  It would add to the cost but would be worth it.  She suggested 
going back to the drawing board, not to start over but to continue to manipulate.  The windows were 
really big on the south side but she wouldn’t want the south façade to be a solid wall like the west 
façade.  The west façade was safe due to low visibility.  Visible facades will be the south, east, and 
north.  The guidelines require breaking up large building masses.  The proposed building will be 
6,000 square feet.  The Franzen House is 900 square feet.  Maybe it should be like two buildings 
connected by a breezeway.  She felt the architect needed to go back to the drawing board to design 
something more compatible in scale and massing.  The site access is not addressed and needs to be 
part of a condition.  Access may affect the size of the building.  Parking should be gravel.  Drainage 
also has to be addressed.  Berms hide a lot.  Berms are even better with a hedgerow on it.  Planting 
along the building on the south side would help.  Design, access, and drainage are co-exiting partners 
that can’t be isolated.  She was not seeing comportment with the guidelines.  She encouraged holding 
off on approving the proposal until a berm with hedgerow on the south side can be evaluated for 
screening the building.  Ms. Luxenberg talked about lighting and preserving the night sky.  She did 
not want to see a parking lot lit up entering town.  She suggested a condition that the lights are off 
when the building is not in use.  She noted a preference for simple, unobtrusive materials that can be 
seen in the Reserve.  She asked whether the future play fields would be open to the public and where 
those people would park.  She offered to participate in further discussions.  She stated that we have to 
take care of the resources because the resources cannot take care of themselves.  She listed resources 
that have been lost. 
 
Laurie King, 47 SW Bainbridge Lane, stated that she was happy that the Boys and Girls Club had 
found a location.  She suggested that hedgerows and native plants should extend past the parking lot 
to screen overflow parking.  Ms. King asked whether funding for ongoing maintenance should be 
addressed.  She appreciated that the building looked a bit like the high school.  It had some 
continuity.  She liked the idea of making the building recede into the landscape with screening or 
other measures.  She noted drainage as a large issue in the neighborhood.  She liked the idea of the 
berms or any hedgerow that could extend past to keep the native feel.   
 
Lynn Hyde addressed the Commission.  She supported the idea of hedgerows for screening.  She was 
also happy to see that modifications were requested for the windows.  Ms. Hyde noted that nothing 
dates a building like windows.  She would like to see more adaptability in design, particularly on the 
south side, so that the view entering town does not look too clean, modern, and energy efficient.  She 
supports making the windows smaller and bringing them up from the ground, which is a real time 
and place indicator as well as trim and general layout of the panes.   
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Debra Peterson, owner of the Franzen House, expressed concerns for the parking.  Her preference 
was to have the parking on the south side of the building.  She was also concerned about sound and 
lighting impacts.   
 
Sandy Duerksen, S. Main St, stated that the design could use work as it looks very commercial and 
too new looking.  She would like it to look older.  She believed the rafter ends were appropriate as 
they provide character and a historic reference.  Ms. Duerksen believed the angled window on the 
front façade makes the building look very modern.  She thinks it could be better than it is.  She 
commented on drainage and traffic.  She was concerned about pedestrians along the road.   
 
Chair Bronson asked for further public comments.  Hearing none, he closed the public comment 
portion of the hearing and opened the floor for Commission comments. 
 
Commissioner Baxter expressed support for the intent of the project but stated that it is in the wrong 
location.  The facility would be out of context and out of scale.  This entrance to town had retained 
its historically residential character.  The project would be more compatible within the commercial 
area of Prairie Center.  She believed that approval of the current proposal will make additional 
buildings on the site more difficult to deny in the future.  
 
Commissioners Nance discussed alternative residential use of the property that may have a greater 
impact to the character of the neighborhood.  The proposed use may better preserve views across the 
prairie. 
 
Commissioner Reese commented on the sensitivity of this entrance to the town and noted that 
landscaping, which may soften the appearance, is not indicated in the application.  He also noted that 
no lighting plan had been provided. 
 
Chair pro tem Bronson discussed the prior proposal for a church on the site.  He noted that the site 
would likely be developed in an alternative use if the proposed use is denied.  An alternative use may 
not be more supportive of the current character than the proposed use.  He felt the questions that had 
been raised, including the parking area, pedestrian access, building modifications, and screening, 
were valid.  He believed the proposal could be improved.   
 
Commissioners concurred that action on the application was premature.  Commissioners provided 
general direction for the applicant’s consideration.   

 Reduce the institutional appearance; 
 Modify the contemporary appearance of the slope of the roof, which may include the off-

center roof elements and clerestory windows; 
 Reduce the appearance of massing; 
 Reduce glazing and break up the windows on the south side;  
 Consider a more historic window format; 
 Square or remove the angled window on the east side; 
 Provide images of the proposal from the south with the hedgerow in place; 
 Use neutral colors; 
 Consider the use of vegetative screening and berms. Include a landscape plan with the 

resubmittal; 
 Provide a lighting plan with the resubmittal; 
 Increase symmetry; 
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 Consider moving the parking lot to the south side; 
 Increase façade surface relief; and 
 Add modulations to roof surfaces; 

 
Responding to a question from the Commissioner, Planning Director Dennison clarified that the 
functional aspects to the proposal such as access, and drainage would be addressed through the 
conditional use permit process. 
 
Motion 
Commissioner Baxter moved to continue the hearing on COA 152-19 until a time in the future when 
comments provided by the Commission have been evaluated by the applicant.  
 
ADJOURNMENT  
The meeting was adjourned by Chair pro tem Bronson at 12:39 p.m. 
  
Respectfully submitted 
  
 
_____________________________                       _____________________________ 
Claudia Golden, Recording Secretary                     Owen Dennison, Planning Director 
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  

Certificate of Appropriateness 
Stig Carlson Architecture for the Coupeville Boys and Girls Club 

New Institutional Building – Revised Application 
COA 152-19 

 
 

Level A or B (HPC review requested)  

Level C  X

Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville 

 

I – PROJECT SUMMARY 

On behalf of the Coupeville Boys and Girls Club, Stig Carlson Architecture requests a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for a proposal to construct an approximately 6,000 square foot, institutional building 
and associated site improvements.  The site is a vacant 3.75-acre parcel east of S Main Street.  The 
parcel is about 50 feet north of the south town limits and within Review Area 1.   

The initial application was reviewed by the Historic Preservation Commission at its January 23, 
2020, meeting.  Following the public comment portion of the hearing, the Commission deliberated 
and determined that action on the proposal was premature.  Commissioner comments indicated that 
the application could not be sufficiently conditioned for findings of compliance with applicable 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the Design Guidelines.  General direction 
on the Commissioners’ concerns was provided to the applicant and the hearing was continued.   

The applicant has submitted a revised design that is intended to address the issues raised by the 
Commission at its January meeting.  Among the documents in the current submittal is a narrative 
from the applicant detailing the design changes.  Staff has also received several pieces of 
correspondence from members of the public containing comments on the project.  These comments 
are included in the attached materials.   

The public comment portion of the hearing was closed prior to the Commission’s deliberation on the 
original design.  By providing the applicant an opportunity to supplement the public record, the 
Commission effectively reopened the public record.  Staff recommends formally reopening the 
public comment period as part of the continued hearing and acceptance of additional written and oral 
comment.  
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The staff recommendation contained in this staff report is modified from the January 23, 2020, staff 
report, as the revised application modifies or clarifies aspects of the original application so that 
several of the original recommended conditions of approval are, in staff’s view, no longer necessary.  
The staff recommendation, as revised, is based on staff’s initial analysis, together with the 
clarifications and design revisions provided by the applicant, and does not respond to any public 
comment or Commission discussion at or since the January 23, 2020, meeting.   
 
The following is adapted from the January 23, 2030, staff report. 
The development context of the site is varied.  Two historic resources are in the immediate vicinity 
of the site.  The Franzen House at 704 S Main Street has common boundaries with the site on two 
sides.  The Bearss/Barrett House is adjacent across S Main Street.  Several other historic resources, 
the A. B. Coates House, the James Wanamaker/Martin House, and the Will Jenne/Bennett House, 
front on S Main Street north of the site.  The parcel south of the site is vacant except for a storage 
container.  Olympic View manufactured home park is adjacent across S Main Street.  North of 
Olympic View and about 325 feet from the site is the high school.  On the west side of S Main Street 
north of the site are a number of single-family residences.  To the west and south are cultivated 
fields. 

The proposed structure will be oriented east-west with the short side facing the street.  The majority 
of the roof will be comprised of two shed roof sections, descending to the south and north, with the 
longer, broader section facing the entry to the town on the south.  The south eave will extend past the 
building wall, although less than in the prior application.  Both roof sections are proposed as standing 
seam metal.  The entry vestibule at the north east corner will have a street-facing door, floor to 
ceiling glazing in an aluminum framework, and a flat roof extending to provide weather protection 
over the doorway.  Dark vinyl windows in generally historic formats are proposed on all sides.  On 
the north and west sides, the windows that had extend nearly to ground level are raised to a more 
traditional level.  Siding was originally proposed as board and batten with areas of lap siding to 
articulate the longer wall expanses on the north and south sides.  The revised application replaces the 
board and batten with lap siding and replaces the original areas of lap siding with the same exposed 
accent wood facing as proposed for the area beside the entry door.  For additional articulation of the 
south façade, an inset within the projected area has been added. 

The site plan shows a parking area between the building and the Franzen House to the north.  About 
50 feet of vegetative buffer area would remain between the parking area and the north property line 
to screen the building and parking area from the historic residence.  As evident in the application 
materials, there are currently several low, deciduous trees within this area at a density insufficient to 
provide a significant visual screen.  The building will be set back 30 feet from the street.   
 
II – PERMIT DATA 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Conditional use permit  

Application Number COA 152-19 

Application Date November 18, 2019 
Revision: February 4, 2020, supplemented 
February 19, 2020 

Applicant/Owner  Stig Carlson Architecture for the Boys and 
Girls Clubs of Snohomish County, Coupeville 
Chapter 
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III – SITE DATA 

Address 706 South Main Street  

Location Town of Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) R13104-300-3800 

Size of parcel(s) 3.75 acres 

Historic Structure? Yes  No X 

Proximity to Historic Structures? Yes X No  

Zoning Designation Low Density Residential 

Critical Areas/Overlays? Yes  No X 

Shoreline Jurisdiction? Yes  No X 

NPS Easements? Yes  No X 

Heritage Farm Plan? No  

 
IV – STAFF CONTACTS 

Title Name Phone E-mail 

Town Planner Owen Dennison 360-678-4461 Ext 3 planner@townofcoupeville.org 

 
V. DISCUSSION  

The Reserve Committee held a project pre-application meeting with the applicant on November 13.  
The primary topic of discussion was the floor to ceiling windows on the south façade.  The 
application submitted on November 18 provided a low panel at the base of the window.  The Reserve 
Committee reviewed the proposal again on November 20 and recommended granting of a certificate 
of appropriateness subject to two conditions: 1) increase the height of the bottom of the taller 
windows on the south and west facades; and 2) increase the building setback from S Main Street to 
be no less than the street setback for the Franzen House.  Both conditions have been met with the 
revised application. 
 
More generally, staff’s review has focused on the visual impact of the building on the adjacent 
Franzen House, the proposed building’s prominence on the streetscape at a primary gateway to the 
town, and preservation of views across the prairie.   
 
The Franzen House was not included in the 1973 National Register nomination as post-1900 
developments were not considered.  It was included in the 1983 inventory as a contributing resource.  
Due to alterations to the Franzen House in the late 1980s or early 1990s that resulted in a loss of 
integrity, the house was not identified as significant in the 1995 inventory update and was not 
included in the 1997 amendments to the original National Register nomination.  In 2008 through 
2010, the house was rehabilitated sufficiently that it was added to the Central Whidbey Island 
Historic District in 2010 and subsequently added to the National Register.  The house was on its 
current one-third acre lot at the time it was added to the Central Whidbey Island Historic District.   
 
The statement of significance in the National Register nomination, includes the following. 
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“. . . Criteria A, broad patterns of history, is relevant as the house exhibits what people desired and 
wanted to live in, in this stable and solid farming community at the turn of the century; the 
architectural style of residence, criterion C, also reveals to us what people were attracted to, these 
‘spec homes’ of their time, perhaps . . . 

The home rests on its original location, and its setting has not been compromised.  Fruit trees, shed, 
and backdrop of Ebey’s Prairie to the southwest is still intact.  The feeling and association remain 
strong on this property.  The design has only marginally been modified, and the workmanship and 
materials remain true to the original appearance with the removal of the non-historic materials.  
This vernacular farmhouse contributes to our understanding of the history of central Whidbey 
Island’s settlement and development patterns . . .” 
 

The relocation of the footprint of the proposed building south places the building closer to the 
Bearss/Barrett House at 707 S Main Street, across the street from the subject site.  The new location 
is north of the north property line for the Bearss/Barrett House.   
 
VI. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards apply to the extent the proposal may affect the integrity of 
setting for the Franzen House and, if determined applicable, the Bearss/Barrett House.  According to 
the National Park Service guidance, “setting” is the physical environment of a historic property that 
illustrates the character of place.  Setting  is the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, 
fence patterns, views, driveways and walkways, and street trees and other landscaping that together 
establish the character of a district or neighborhood or, as in this case, the context for the historic 
building.  Construction on the adjacent lots should be sensitive to how the historic resource will be 
viewed within the streetscape.  Design of adjacent buildings should be compatible with and should 
not detract from the historic building. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior’s guidance includes the following recommended and not recommended 
approaches to preserving a historic district or neighborhood setting. 
 
Recommended 

 Identifying, retaining, and preserving building and landscape features which are important in 
defining the historic character of the setting. 

 Retaining the historic relationship between buildings and landscape features of the setting.  

Not recommended 
 Introducing new construction into historic districts that is visually incompatible or that 

destroys historic relationships within the setting.  

 Introducing a new building or landscape feature that is out of scale or otherwise inappropriate 
to the setting's historic character, e.g., replacing picket fencing with chain link fencing. 

 
Staff analysis:  In the pre-application proposal, the building and parking were located fairly close to 
the Franzen House to maximize the amount of consolidated open space on the site and continuity 
with the adjacent agricultural lands.  Clustering development in prairie settings and maintaining 
open vistas have been topics of discussion during prior project reviews, particularly for larger 
parcels outside the town.  In such cases, the preference has been to locate the development in a 
corner of the property and as close to existing development as possible.  For the Boys and Girls Club 
proposal, staff recommended adjusting the site plan to separate the improvements on the subject site 
farther from the Franzen House to better preserve the historic resource’s integrity of setting.  The 
application reviewed by the Commission in January centered the building on the frontage, about 100 
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feet from the common property line with the Franzen House site, with the parking area on the north 
side of the building.  The revised application submitted for the February meeting moves the building 
another 40 feet south.  The current site plan further reduces the visual impact of the scale of the 
proposed building on the Franzen House, provides more open area around the Franzen House, and 
widens the views from the Franzen House.  The reduced setback from the south property line 
decreases the open space area for transition to the agricultural area to the south but increases the 
screening provided by the hedgerow along the south property line.  The new location reduces, to 
some extent, views northwest from the Bearss/Barrett House.   
 
In staff’s view, the applicant has submitted a design that minimizes changes to how the Franzen 
House will be perceived in its context.  These include a relatively low building height; broad, sloping 
roof planes; and design elements, including material changes, that break up the wall expanses.  With 
adequate screening north of the parking area, the separation of the building and parking area from 
the north property line appears acceptable.  The visual prominence of the building within the S Main 
Street streetscape will be affected by its setback from the street.  As proposed in the initial 
application, the site plan showed a 28-foot front setback.  In accordance with staff’s recommended 
conditions of approval, the building will be set back 30 feet from the right-of-way, equal to the 
setback of the main mass of the Franzen House.   

 
VII. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal. 
 
CHAPTER 4.5 – SITE DEVELOPMENT 
Guiding Principles: Maintaining a sense of the Reserve’s history requires that new buildings 
relate harmoniously with older buildings and with the overall setting.  New construction in the 
Reserve should be compatible in siting, design, scale, massing, materials, and color with the 
character of the surrounding area. 
 
4.5.1 – Preconstruction: Permit Coordination and Site Planning 
Guiding Principles:  Careful initial planning of a building site is vital to preserving the Reserve’s 
natural and historic character (particularly the sense of open space) while meeting the owner’s 
needs.  Consider the setting of the lot and its surroundings when making siting decisions.  
Collectively, landforms and features (hills, valleys, streams, wooded hilltops and ridgelines, and 
open fields) help define the context of historic resources and provide the Reserve’s character. 

New development should be designed to be consistent with the character of the area and to retain 
the distinctive features of the setting. Elements of an area’s character— such as building mass, 
height, scale, roof shape, roof pitch, building materials, and proportions between doors and 
windows—should be maintained. 

Distinctive features of an area—such as proximity to the street, views to historic structures, water 
and/or landscapes—shall be preserved. 
 
Design Guidelines – Town Setting 

4. Plan the site layout to respect historic patterns.  Plan to orient buildings in a manner similar 
to that found historically. 

Staff analysis:  The building is oriented to the street.  The guideline appears to be met. 
 

5. The alignment of buildings along a street establishes a visual pattern or rhythm, a rhythm that 
is an important feature of the town. New development or redevelopment should be designed 
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in the same scale and proportion as this predominant pattern, with particular attention paid to 
setbacks and building orientation. 

Staff analysis:  According to the Island County Assessor’s parcel viewer application, the setbacks of 
buildings along S Main Street in the vicinity of the site vary between from about 30 feet to about 60 
feet from the right-of-way.  As currently proposed, the building will be 30 feet from the edge of the 
right-of-way.  Any setback within the range of 30 to 60 feet from the right-of-way will match the 
existing setback pattern.  The building orientation will match existing buildings in the vicinity.   
 
Except for the buildings at the middle/high school campus, all buildings in the vicinity are single-
family structures or their accessory structures and therefore are of a significantly smaller scale than 
the proposed building.  The Franzen House is particularly small at 920 square feet of interior floor 
area.  From the standpoint of compatibility with the existing development pattern, the perceived 
scale of the Boys and Girls Club building will be mitigated by the size of the lot, distance from other 
buildings along the street, and the building design. 
 
CHAPTER 4.6 - NEW CONSTRUCTION 
Guiding Principles: New development should respect the Reserve's rural character. A successful 
new building will have compatible scale, massing, size, materials, and color that allow it to blend 
in to its site. 
 
4.6.1 - Architectural Character 
Design Guidelines 

1. The mass of larger buildings should be broken up into separate parts to give the appearance of a 
group of buildings rather than one large building.  Use trees and other vegetation to soften their 
appearance. Design buildings to be generally horizontal in form in order to be less conspicuous. 

Staff analysis:  In plan view, the proposed building is generally a rectangle.  The front façade is 
broken up with changes in surface plane, roofline, and the entry vestibule.  The south façade is 
articulated with windows and surface plane modulation emphasized by material changes.  The eave 
overhang past the south façade is reduced in the current submittal but articulated to break up the 
eave line.  The north façade, which faces the Franzen House, is articulated with various surface 
modulations, materials, volumes, windows, and doors.  The west façade, which faces the agricultural 
fields outside of the town, is fairly simple, broken up only by rooflines, doors, and windows.   
 
Excluding an existing storage container on the property to the south, this will be the first building 
encountered on the west side of S Main Street when entering town from the prairie.  In staff’s view, 
the extended roof plane on the south side minimizes the abruptness of the transition from the 
agricultural open space to the more intensive development in the town.  There is a high hedgerow 
along the south property line that provides a natural visual buffer on this side.  As the site is a 
transitional area from the prairie, staff does not recommend trees on the south side to soften the 
appearance of the building.  North of the building, there is some vegetative screening.  Staff 
recommends a condition of approval to increase the number of trees or similar landscape elements to 
augment the visual separation between the Franzen House and the Boys and Girls Club building and 
parking area. 

 
2. New buildings should be similar in general character but they should also have subtle 

differences in design to distinguish them from historic structures. Contemporary designs which 
reflect the scale, materials, and color of surrounding development are appropriate. False historic 
structures are not appropriate. New buildings should be stylistically distinct from historic 
structures. 
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Staff analysis:  The proposed building will be non-historic in character.  The overall form is 
reminiscent of agricultural buildings.  The rafter tails on the north and south sides provide a historic 
reference.  With revisions, the windows have been modified in size, format, and trim to be more 
consistent with historic examples.  Other building elements, particularly the flat-roofed entry 
vestibule, establish the building as clearly non-historic.   

The visual context for the site is inconsistent.  The west side of S Main Street is characterized by 
single-family residences north to the School District’s gymnasium at the corner of Terry Road and S 
Main Street.  Properties fronting on the east side of S Main Street include a seven-acre manufactured 
home park, several single-family residences, and the ten-acre high school and middle school site.  
Scale and materials vary significantly among these land uses.  Development in the immediate vicinity 
of the site is residential.  Wood or wood-appearance siding is typical and roofs are generally 
composition or metal.  Single-family residential scale predominates.   
 
The proposed design is consistent with surrounding development in terms of roofing and other 
surface materials.  The scale, shed roof, entry vestibule, and some of the windows would contrast 
with existing development in the immediate vicinity of the site.  The scale may be mitigated, to some 
extent, by the size of the parcel and separation from existing development. 
 

3. Building materials should be similar to materials of the surrounding neighborhood or use other 
characteristics such as scale, form, architectural detailing, etc. to establish compatibility. 

Staff analysis:  As discussed, building materials will be similar to materials found on buildings in the 
surrounding neighborhood.  The glazed entry vestibule is a feature not found on surrounding 
residential uses but similar features are on the School District properties to the north.  Building 
form, particularly the roof design, will contrast with residential buildings in the vicinity, which have 
gabled or hipped roofs. 

 
5.  Buildings should be designed to be compatible with their surroundings in material, scale, mass, 

size and form. Those that seek to stand out from the surroundings are discouraged. Use 
simplified interpretations of architectural features that are common to historic buildings in the 
Reserve. Buildings or structures that are inconsistent with form or shape throughout the Reserve 
are not permitted in Review Area 1. 

Staff analysis:  The proposal is in Review Area 1.  The proposed design is generally consistent with 
surrounding development in terms of exterior materials.  As discussed, massing and form are clearly 
not residential and therefore differ from the general form and scale of surrounding residential 
development.  While the building may stand out from its surroundings due to the scale, form, and use 
of the property, the design appears intended to minimize the building’s prominence without 
disguising its institutional use.  The design is, arguably, a contemporary interpretation of historic 
agricultural building forms found elsewhere in the Reserve. 

 
6.  New buildings shall acknowledge e and reinforce the characteristics of the existing development 

pattern within the neighborhood or setting.  Modular, prefabricated, and manufactured buildings 
may be placed in the Reserve if they conform to the Guidelines . . . 

Staff analysis:  The existing development pattern includes dense residential development in the 
manufactured home park, single-family uses, and, more peripheral to the immediate context, 
institutional uses with large, massed buildings.  The characteristics of the buildings differ among the 
three uses.  The subject building is proposed and designed for a use different from the surrounding 
uses but having some commonality with the School District facilities.  While the proposed materials 
generally reinforce the characteristics of the existing development pattern in the vicinity of the site, 
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the form, driven by the use, will differentiate it from other buildings in the vicinity.  To the extent that 
the characteristics of the setting are eclectic, the proposal will reinforce the character.  

 
7. Wood is preferred as the primary exterior material, but fiber cement products may also be used. 

Metal in dark, non-reflective colors may be used in small amounts. Minimize the exterior use of 
bare concrete, aluminum or vinyl siding, stucco, or synthetic materials. Concrete blocks may be 
used only as a foundation material. Stone may be used in small amounts if it has a historically 
appropriate appearance. 

Staff analysis:  An aluminum and glass storefront is proposed for the entry vestibule.  The metal 
framing on this portion of the structure is interpreted to constitute a small amount.  The board and 
batten in the original submittal is now proposed as lap siding.  As the siding is now explicitly 
proposed as wood or cement fiber, staff has removed the prior recommended condition requiring 
these materials.  Staff’s recommended condition that metal elements, including the metal roof, be 
dark, neutral colors with a non-reflective finish is retained.    

 
8. Front and side yards should be largely dedicated to landscaping. Expanses of concrete and 

parking areas toward the front of the site are not allowed. 

Staff analysis:  Parking is proposed to be located in the north side yard.  Apart from a driveway and 
pedestrian walkway, the front yard will be reserved for landscaping. 
 
4.6.3 – Special Site Conditions and Corner Lots 
 
Design Guidelines 

1. The siting of buildings should respond to specific site conditions and opportunities - such as 
unusually shaped lots, location at prominent intersections (corner lots), unusual topography, 
significant vegetation, and views or other natural features - but still be in keeping with 
historical patterns of development. 

2. The location and massing of buildings should preserve public or private views of historic 
buildings from public right- of-ways. 

Staff analysis:  The site and building design is sensitive to the site in a transitional area from town to 
agricultural area.  The design preserves views from and of the Franzen House and of the adjacent 
prairie to a great extent.   
 
4.6.6 - New Governmental, Institutional, or Historic Limited Commercial Zone, Including 
Expansions of Existing Buildings within the Reserve 
Guiding Principles: Government and institutional buildings are often larger than surrounding 
buildings, but they should be made to relate to their surroundings through the use of 
appropriate design, materials, scale and form. They should not give a false historic appearance. 

Design Guidelines 
1. New development should acknowledge and reinforce the desirable characteristics of existing 

development along the street. Elements to be considered include: massing, size and scale; 
height; materials; architectural detail and features; treatment of facades; windows and doors; 
setbacks and placement of buildings; pedestrian circulation, connectivity, and parking. Design is 
to be compatible with the setting. 

Staff analysis:  As discussed under Architectural Character, development along the street is a 
combination of single-family, manufactured home park, and institutional uses.  Due to differences 
between the uses, there is a range within the neighborhood of all elements of character listed in the 
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guideline.  Uses closest to the site are residential, which have different requirements for mass and 
scale, windows and doors, and parking than a community center type of use like the Boys and Girls 
Club.  The use will not—and likely should not—appear to be a residential use.  The design may be 
considered compatible with the setting if it does not significantly change the neighborhood 
character.   

2. Where there is no consistent architectural pattern, new building designs may focus on a specific 
element (s) of the surrounding area to complement and reinforce. In some cases, the new 
development will help establish an appropriate design character to guide future development. 

Staff analysis:  The architectural patterns in the immediate vicinity of the site are residential, which 
includes historic and contemporary site-built, single-family residences and manufactured homes, all 
of which are substantially different in scale and function from the proposed use.  Rather than 
designing to reflect other buildings within the development context, the applicant has proposed a 
design to limit the conspicuousness of the building while still communicating its intended use and 
accommodating its functional needs.  

 
3. New developments, whose mass and scale may negatively impact adjacent residential areas are 

not compatible unless mitigated through careful site planning and architectural design.  Possible 
mitigation techniques include: 
a. Preserve open space on the edge of the site to further separate the building from less 

intensive uses; 
b.  Step down the mass of the building along the edge of the site; 
c. Limit the length of, or articulate, building facades to reflect adjacent residential patterns; 

and 
d.  Use appropriate landscaping and buffers. 
e. Select materials and colors that will keep the new development unobtrusive. 

Staff analysis:  The impact of a larger structure on the adjacent residential uses is an important 
element of determining compatibility.  The revised proposal substantially increases open space on 
the edge of the site adjacent to the Franzen House; the mass of the building is stepped (sloped) down 
toward the north and south site boundaries; the building is oriented with its short edge toward the 
street and articulations are provided on all sides visible from a public street; and, with recommended 
conditions of approval, the landscaped buffer will be enhanced along the common boundary with the 
Franzen House.  The applicant has expressed receptiveness to direction on the paint color, and the 
exterior materials on the majority of the structure will be consistent with surrounding development.  
While the proposed building is not likely to be inconspicuous, it is not anticipated to have a 
significant detrimental effect on the Franzen House, the Bearss/Barrett House, and other 
surrounding residential uses. 

 
5. Break up larger buildings visually into smaller units using architectural elements such as bays, 

height differences, or setbacks and varying materials. 

Staff analysis:  Variation in material, texture, plane, and roofline will break the building into smaller 
units.   

 
6. Have clearly-defined entries, including those for secondary uses such as offices. 

Staff analysis:  The building entry will be clearly defined by the storefront windows on the entry 
vestibule.   
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7. All building facades are to be considered and designed appropriately, especially those exposed 
to public view. 

Staff analysis:  The north, south, and east facades visible from the street are designed for visual 
interest.  The rear (west) façade is less activated than the other façades but has windows and doors 
that will break up the facade.   

 
8. Use detailing and architectural features to distinguish the building and add interest to the facade. 

Building design should avoid large blank walls facing the street, especially near sidewalks. 
Where blank walls are unavoidable, they should be designed to increase a sense of pedestrian 
comfort and visual interest. Small setbacks, indentations, or other means of breaking up the wall 
surface (including contrasting textures, colors, or materials), may be used. 

Staff analysis:  As previously described, the design incorporates detailing and architectural features 
to distinguish the building.  With the possible exception of the west façade, there are no large, blank 
walls.   

 
9. Modulate or break up blank street-facing walls over 20 feet in width with recesses, columns, 

bands, or textural treatment. Wall surfaces may be effectively articulated with windows, or 
contrasting finish materials. Elements in relief, such as blind window recesses, should be 
proportional to the scale of the facade. 

Staff analysis:  The street-facing façade is about 60 feet wide.  The northern third is articulated by 
variations in roof and surface plane.  The southern two-thirds is articulated by large windows and 
the roofline.  In staff’s view, no portion of the street-facing façade will read as a blank wall. 

 
10. Building facades appropriately punctuated by windows or other design treatments should be 

used to add vitality and interest to the public street. 

Staff analysis:  The design will add vitality to the streetscape.   
 
11. Approaches to add interest to the building facade include: 

a. Division of the facade into increments through the use of such architectural features as 
bay windows, recesses, porches, overhangs or canopies over entries, frieze and corner 
boards, and other devices which break-up or minimize scale; 

b.  Provision of strong vertical and horizontal reveals, offsets, and three- dimensional 
detail on building facades; 

c. Inclusion of roofline elements, such as gables, dormers, wood detailing, eave trim, or 
lattice work; 

d. Inclusion of variety in the sequence of repetitive building elements, especially 
doorways and windows at recurring intervals; 

e. Coordination of differing surface textures for compatibility; 
f. Provision of window treatments for architectural interest and human scale. Windows 

could be detailed with mullions, recesses, molded window caps, etc.; 
g. Application of complementary features around doorways and balconies; 
h. Provision of a clear and strong division between floors on multi- story buildings. 

Staff analysis:  As noted, staff does not perceive an issue with too little visual interest on the street-
facing façade.   
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12. Within the Town, encourage pedestrian activity on the street with elements such as storefront 
windows, seating, doors facing the street and canopies appropriate for the setting and building 
design. 

Staff analysis:  This portion of S Main Street has neither pedestrian facilities nor significant 
pedestrian activity.  As the location is at the edge of the town, future casual pedestrian activity of the 
type typical in a pedestrian commercial area is not likely. 

 
13. Other exterior materials may be appropriate if they are detailed and finished to be compatible 

with the setting. Exterior materials that are not appropriate include: fiberglass, plastic or glossy 
vinyl siding, mirrored glass or other glass curtain walls, and unpainted/ untextured concrete 
block. 

Staff analysis:  Although the 14-foot by 16-foot entry vestibule is fully glazed on the north and east, it 
is not clear whether it constitutes a curtain wall.  The vestibule is one of the elements that set the 
design apart from the design of other buildings in the vicinity but identifies the facility as an 
institutional use.   

 
14. Roofs should provide a variety of vertical dimensions. Large, flat-roofed buildings, particularly 

where visible from uphill locations, are discouraged.  Where flat roofs are appropriate, designs 
should include simple architectural details such as cornices, and decorative facings to provide 
interest to the roof line. 

Staff analysis:  Clearly the roof design will provide visual interest.  Only the small section over the 
entry vestibule appears to be flat.  Staff does not believe additional elements are necessary to provide 
greater interest to the vestibule roofline.    

 
15. Rooftop design shall effectively screen mechanical equipment or incorporate mechanical 

equipment within the roof structure. 

Staff analysis:  No roof-mounted mechanical equipment appears to be proposed.  Staff recommends a 
condition of approval addressing screening of exterior mechanical equipment. 

 
16. For developments over one acre in size within the Town, the following open space features are 

required: 
a. A minimum of two percent of the site area for one or more outdoor gathering places, 

including comfortable seating in each open space area compatible with the setting; 
b. Approximately one-quarter of the open space to be provided should be landscaped; 
c.  Safe and visually-compatible pedestrian connections to walkways serving other portions 

of the site and, if appropriate, adjacent sites; 
d. Location of open spaces at or near high-use pedestrian locations. 

Staff analysis:  While the site is 3.75 acres, the guideline appears to be intended for application to a 
campus setting with multiple buildings rather than the current proposal with one building.  Safe 
pedestrian connections to off-site areas is an outstanding issue to be addressed through the greater 
project review process.  However, it is not clearly a design review issue.  
 
CHAPTER 4.7 - PAINTING AND COLORS 
Guiding Principles: Paint serves both to protect wood from the weather and to add a decorative 
element to the building and the streetscape. Proper maintenance of painted surfaces is important 
to preserving houses and their architectural features. 
 



  

12 
 

Choosing the right colors is one of the most effective ways to protect our heritage landscape. 
Color dramatically affects the perceived scale of a building and how well it blends into its 
surroundings. The varied landscapes of the Reserve call for varied approaches to color, and the 
recommended color palettes are tailored for various areas. There is little record of the original 
colors of the buildings in Coupeville, but old photographs show that most buildings were white 
or light in color, sometimes with darker trim. Coupeville’s New England roots led to buildings of 
generally simple design with simple paint schemes. 
 
Design Guidelines 

1 Although permits are not required for painting, owners are strongly encouraged to use the 
following guidelines in making paint color choices. Photos of color choices are depicted in this 
section to illustrate appropriate colors. 

2. While color choice is a personal decision of the property owner, consider how your building's 
colors will fit harmoniously into the neighborhood while expressing your individuality. 

4. Choose paint and material colors appropriate to the style and setting of the building. Apply 
colors to enhance the architectural features of the building and not conflict with adjacent 
buildings. Use colors to create a coordinated color scheme for a building. The choice of color 
for a building can greatly affect how well it fits in with the other buildings in the neighborhood. 

7. Elsewhere in the Reserve, use colors (usually dark colors) that blend with or complement the 
surroundings. 

9. Limit the number of paint colors on a building. Where there is more than one module to a 
building, one set of colors should be used for the different facades. However, if an owner 
would like to distinguish the different building modules, they may alter the colors that are used 
for the trim. This way each module is distinguished but there is a general relative sense of 
continuity for the row. 

12. The use of bright, neon, fluorescent, or “Day Glo” colors - or of unusual patterns such as 
stripes, polka dots, or camouflage patterns - is prohibited. 

13. Avoid high gloss paint.  Use matte finishes.  

Staff analysis:  The color indicated on the elevations has been revised from red to a dark gray with 
darker trim and natural wood accents.  In staff’s view, the revised color will make the building 
significantly less prominent than red paint  
 
CHAPTER 4.9 - LIGHTING 
Guiding Principle: Provide adequate lighting for public safety and security without detracting 
from the historic small- town and rural character of the Reserve. 
 
4.9.1 Lighting 
Design Guidelines 
 

1. Screen light fixtures so that the light source is not visible off-site. 

2. Reduce horizontal light glare and vertical light trespass from a development site onto 
adjacent parcels. 

3  Lighting directed upwards above the horizontal plane (up-lighting) is prohibited, with the 
following exceptions: 
a. Up-lighting for government flags.  Government flags used for advertisement are 

discouraged. 
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b. Low wattage holiday and special occasion accent lights. Flashing lights are prohibited. 

7. Avoid bright lighting on outdoor surfaces of buildings. 

10  Use downward directional lighting.  Except for intermittent security lighting on motion 
detectors, all lights more than seven feet above the ground shall be downward directional 
lighting. The fixture’s housing must be totally opaque. Clear or refractive lenses shall not 
extend below the housing. 

11. Avoid lighting large areas with a single source. Large areas may be lit with a number of 
low-intensity sources close to the area requiring illumination. Illumination of a large area 
with a remote single source of light shall be avoided. 

12 Excessive light throw is prohibited. Lighting shall not be cast beyond the premises and 
shall be limited to illumination of surfaces intended for pedestrians or vehicles. 
Illumination of landscaped areas shall be avoided unless lighting is part of the landscape 
area immediately around the building or the area is intended for recreational use. 

 
Staff analysis:  The revised application identifies proposed light fixtures.  In staff’s view, the minimal 
lighting proposed is consistent with the guidelines and the light-sensitive context along the prairie. 
Staff’s recommended condition and recommendation regarding exterior lighting are withdrawn. 
 
CHAPTER 4.11 - PARKING AND DRIVEWAYS 
Guiding Principle: Parking should be designed to reduce visual and other impacts and to be as 
unobtrusive as possible. Driveways should be designed and located to be as unobtrusive as possible 
and to enhance pedestrian safety. 
 
4.11.2 Nonresidential 

Design Guidelines 
1. Place parking lots beside or behind buildings whenever possible, locating them to 

minimize the visual impacts of parking and to enhance the pedestrian environment and 
streetscape. 

2. Parking areas must be screened, preferably with appropriate vegetation, so that the 
vehicles are not the dominant feature of the property. Parking lots shall be either fully or 
partially screened and shall conform to all other applicable landscape requirements for 
parking lots. 

3. Parking lots along streets which divide commercial and residential zoning districts, or on 
parcels that abut residential zones, must be largely contained behind nonresidential 
buildings. Driveways with parking on one side of the driveway may connect rear parking 
lots to the street. 

4. Developed parking areas in the front setback of non-residential buildings are not allowed 
unless all other attempts to meet code-mandated parking requirements are exhausted. 
When allowed, such parking areas must be buffered from the sidewalk, preferably with 
vegetation. Existing developments that do not meet current guidelines will not serve as a 
model for new development. 

Staff analysis:  Parking is proposed beside the building and outside the front setback.  Due to the size 
of the site, the setback from the Franzen House, and staff’s recommended condition of additional 
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screening between the Boys and Girls Club and the Franzen House, staff does not have a concern 
with the proposed location of the parking area.  Staff recommends a condition of approval to install 
evergreen vegetative screening between the parking area and the street.   
 
CHAPTER 4.11.3 - MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND SERVICE AREAS 
Guiding Principle: Utilities and mechanical equipment should be located so that they do not 
draw attention to themselves and are as unobtrusive as possible. 
 

1. Place mechanical and electrical equipment, other utility equipment, and service areas 
(including propane tanks and trash/recycling containers) in unobtrusive locations. Screen 
them from view with solid screening elements, plantings, appropriate fencing, or part of 
the building. They should preferably be installed on secondary facades, not facing the 
street. 

Staff analysis:  No exterior utilities or trash/recycling area are noted in the application.  As these 
elements are often afterthoughts in new development, staff recommends a condition of approval to 
ensure such facilities, if incorporated, are located and screened to be unobtrusive. 
 
VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 

Based on the record developed to date, including application materials, staff report, evidence 
presented and comments made at the public meeting, and finding application COA 152-19, with 
conditions of approval, to be consistent with the Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design 
Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, I move to grant a 
Certificate of Appropriateness subject to the following conditions:   

Conditions: 
1. The building shall be set back from the S Main Street right-of-way no less than the setback of 

the main volume of the Franzen House but not more than 60 feet from the right-of-way. 

2. Siding shall be wood or fiber cement. 

3. No windows on the south or west façades shall have a bottom edge lower than the central 
windows on the south façade.   

4. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan showing, at a minimum, evergreen shrubs 
screening the parking area from the street and additional trees or alternative vegetation to 
more fully screen the Franzen House from the Boys and Girls Club building and parking 
area.  The landscape plan shall be implemented as approved. 

5. Exterior lighting, if proposed, shall be downward directed, fixtures shall be opaque, and light 
sources shall not be visible from any off-site location.  Up-lighting may be used for 
government flags. 

6. Exterior mechanical equipment and combined trash/recycling enclosures shall be screened 
from off-site views. 

7. Metal roofing shall be a dark, neutral color with a matte finish. 

Recommendation (nonbinding): 
1. Except where necessary for public safety, minimize new exterior lighting to limit new light 

sources on the edge of the prairie. 

2. Use dark, neutral paint colors with a matte finish.  
 
VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
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Based on the analysis presented above, staff proposes the following findings of fact with respect to 
Application No. COA 152-19: 

1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on November 18, 2019, to 
construct a new building and related site improvements to house a quasi-public use on a 3.75 
acre parcel at 706 S Main Street.  

2. New construction within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve 
requires action on a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Historic Preservation Commission.   

3. The site is adjacent to the Franzen House at 704 S Main Street and the Bearss/Barrett House 
at 707 S Main Street, both of which are historic resources within Ebey’s Landing National 
Historical Reserve. 

4. In accordance with Chapter 16.13 of the Coupeville Town Code, the Historic Preservation 
Commission reviewed the application in an open and duly advertised public meeting on 
January 23, 2020, and all wishing to be heard were heard.  

5. Following public comment at the January 23, 2020, hearing, the Historic Preservation 
Commission noted design concerns to be addressed and requested additional information 
before action could be taken.  Action was taken to continue the hearing. 

6. The public hearing was continued on the Historic Preservation Commission’s regularly 
scheduled meeting of February 27, 2020, and the public record was reopened for additional 
materials and comments from the applicant and public. 

7. The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings discourage 
introducing a new building that is out of scale or otherwise inappropriate to the setting’s 
historic character. 

8. In accordance with Guideline 4.6.6.3, new development of a mass and scale that may 
negatively impact adjacent residential areas should be mitigated.  Mitigation measures may 
include the use of landscaped buffers.  

9. In accordance with Guideline 4.11.2.2, parking areas should be screened from the street. 

10. In accordance with Guideline 4.11.3.1, mechanical equipment and trash/recycling containers 
should be in side or rear yards and screened. 

11. After review of the proposed application and consideration of public comment and staff’s 
recommendation, the Historic Preservation Commission finds the application consistent with 
the applicable Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines subject to 
conditions. 

 
IX. APPEAL PROCESS 

A decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness may be 
appealed as an administrative determination, together with the associated permit, in conformance 
with the appeal procedures set forth in Coupeville Town Code Chapter 2.52 and Sections 16.06.060 
and 16.13.080.   
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My thoughts on proposed Boys and Girls Club project 
By Debra Peterson—Owner of Franzen House, a contributing Historical Property on Ebey's Landing 
National Historical Reserve 
704 South Main Street, Coupeville 
 
 
January 26, 2020 
 
Franzen house sits, undoubtedly, as the most closely impacted property for this proposal. Of course, 
due to this fact, I have many concerns which I wanted to get in writing for you. Many of these thoughts 
were already expressed at the January 23rd meeting. 
 
#1   Most important to me is the location of the main entrance and parking area. That is where all the 
noise/activity/cars/kids and drop-off hub-bub (and ferry backup!) is going to occur. As the plan stands 
now, that would be directly (and in quite close proximity) to Franzen House. Looking at the site plan, 
even as you yourself mentioned, Owen...the building is pushed quite far to the north—closer to this 
house—while it appears there is plenty of room on the southern border. The south side has no one 
living there—so doesn't it seem logical to make it quieter/more functional to have the entrance on that 
south side? With some appropriate berms..planting—or whatever, to also make it a beautiful statement 
entering Coupeville from the south to the north. This is my biggest concern. A friend was over the other 
day, asking “how large” the proposed building would be. When I said “6,000 square feet and about 20 
feet tall,” he answered, “Deb—it's going to block all your natural light coming from the south side of 
this house!” 
The natural southern exposure is my most important light source for this very small farm house. 
 
#2    Drainage is the second most important concern for this project. I've lived here long enough to see, 
for four consecutive seasons, the B&G Club property gets extremely wet and—you cannot walk across 
it. It is “squelchy” and sinky. The Prairie is very flat and solid. I would hope, that on this particular 
issue, a document of some sort, that could ensure against adverse drainage affects to this house and 
surrounding homes, would be in order. Everyone has seen what is known as Engle Lake, which is right 
at the edge of proposed B&G Club property. 
 
#3    Noise and lighting are also important. The building itself is extremely large, and the main entrance  
and parking area will have more reason and importance for lighting choices. This is another strong 
point in reasoning that the main entrance/parking be on the south side of the property. 
 
 
I,  personally am not as adverse to the architectural portion as it stands (minus some fenestration 
change) but I do feel that the overall concept should be in keeping with the Prairie feel and the 
historical importance of Ebey's Landing. Might be more pleasing to the eye if it were a single story 
structure, as it's a lot of  'vertical' coming off a very 'horizontal' Prairie. Incorporating it more into the 
land it is on, possibly? 
Living here, as I have, for the past three years...I observe regular deer, pheasant, bunnies, owls, quail, 
eagle, hawks and more....as well as my regular bird feeder friends. The deer and other animals come 
here, off the open Prairie, and I feed them, and they know they can take shelter here. Right now, I have 
a 6-7 month old fawn who was brutally hit by a car. She's so banged up, she can barely walk—but she 
dragged herself here because she knows I will try to help her, and give her food. That's because I've 
helped her mother and herself along, since she was born. (She had a twin, but the twin was killed by a 
car in front of this house.) It's the thought of these precious animals that saddens me the most. Which 



brings me to my 4th concern. 
 
#4    Traffic. Right now, cars speed by here at exorbitant speeds. Nowhere close to the 25 MPH speed 
limit. The big, huge semi trucks are the worst offenders. I have seen the local cops pull over a car, or a 
small truck, but they never even approach these big semi trucks. They speed right on toward the 
school! There is zero shoulder, and it is SO dangerous. It sounds as if speed bumps are being suggested, 
which is a very good idea. As dangerous as it is now, I've talked to the local cops several times, as has 
my neighbor, and they will come out and patrol it for a day, and then...that's it. Quite truthfully, they 
could write a ticket every 15 minutes to 30 minutes during peak traffic times. Really! I feel that the kids 
that walk from the school down the road, unless a good path is constructed....will be in danger of the 
speeding traffic. Even if speed bumps are implemented...there is no shoulder. 
 
 
In closing, my main concern...again...is the placement of the building to Franzen House. My view off 
my small back deck is my passport to serenity and the beautiful Prairie. In good weather, I spend most 
of my time in the back yard. The building, according to the site plan, will stretch all the way from the 
street to the very end of my property in the back....blocking all existing views of nature and beauty to 
the south...as well as natural light I do get—to the inside of the house. This is something that is 
extremely distressing to me, but hopefully not totally unavoidable...with some careful thought and 
reasonable planning and design. I look out, right now, to what I refer to as...”the islands of trees,” and 
on down to the vast expanse of the Prairie. 
 
Last summer with the kids in the field with their Summer Camp...I felt I had lost all privacy and could 
not even sit on my back deck comfortably...or be in the back yard for any length of time. I can't even 
begin to imagine what a noisy parking lot with the entrance and kids/cars/ etc and all the hub-bug...not 
to mention ferry traffic backing up...would be like. I do know that plantings on the north side, and 
existing trees there, are.....a must. 
 
My hope and wish is, that all involved can find a reasonable and aesthetically pleasing design to the 
building with the entrance and parking to the south side of the land, where noise, cars, and activity will 
be directed away from the residential side of the plan, and to the importance of leaving historical 
Franzen House some room to breathe. 
 
Thank you and sincerely! 
 
 
Debra Peterson 



January 28, 2020 
 
Dear Owen, 
 
I would like these comments to be added to the record pertaining to the proposal for 
the Boys and Girls Club construction at the south entrance to the historic town of 
Coupeville on South Main street. I am highlighting how the Stig Carlson design 
presented at the recent HPC meeting does not meet the Design Guidelines for Ebey’s 
Reserve.  
 

1. Guiding Principles: Maintaining a sense of the Reserve’s history requires that new 
buildings relate harmoniously with older buildings and with the overall setting. New 
construction in the Reserve should be compatible in siting, design, scale, massing 
materials, and color with the character of the surrounding area.  

The proposed building does not relate harmoniously with the 5 historic residences 
that currently exist on South Main Street. This is a cohesive neighborhood despite 
the changes that have occurred (trailer park being most obvious one). It remains a 
dense, tight, and cohesive residential  area with similar vernacular and italianate 
farmhouses and because of the pattern of settlement close to the road. The Club 
design also does not relate harmoniously to the overall setting. The placement near 
the road is appropriate (to follow the historic pattern of settlement), and the 
materials and color will be in keeping with surroundings, but the design, scale and 
massing are all insensitive to existing character. 
 

New development should be designed to be consistent with the character of the area 

and to retain the distinctive features of the setting. Elements of an area’s character— 

such as building mass, height, scale, roof shape, roof pitch, building materials, and 

proportions between doors and windows— should be maintained.  

The proposed building does not meet this guideline. The design is not consistent with the 
character of the residential area and the building mass, scale, and proportions between 
doors and windows does not reflect the existing historical patterns of the nearby 
residences. Think of how the Roundy House, near Ebey’s Landing, used familiar building 
forms and windows but enlarged them, resulting in a house that fit into the rural 
landscape and yet it is obviously not historic. That is what needs to happen on this 
important property on the prairie. 

4.6.1 - Architectural Character  

Design Guidelines  

1. The mass of larger buildings should be broken up into separate 



parts to give the appearance of a group of buildings rather 
than one large building. Use trees and other vegetation to 
soften their appearance. Design buildings to be generally 
horizontal in form in order to be less conspicuous.   

The proposed building does not meet this guideline. It is so massive and thus requires 

more breaking up of the facades, if only to give the appearance of a group of buildings 

rather than one large one. Deeper recesses with the overhanging roof will help achieve 

this. The horizontal form is appropriate. 

2. New buildings should be similar in general character but they 
should also have subtle differences in design to distinguish 
them from historic structures. Contemporary designs which 
reflect the scale, materials, and color of surrounding 
development are appropriate. False historic structures are not 
appropriate. New buildings should be stylistically distinct 
from historic structures.   

The proposed building does not meet this guideline. While it is a contemporary design, it 

doesn’t reflect the scale of the surrounding development (the materials and color will 

eventually). There is a way to maintain the contemporary look of this club without it 

looking like a fake barn or 6000 square foot house, but attention to detail will be required 

(adding recesses, elimination of extensive modern commercial windows and using ones 

that appear more residential, removing Bank ATM entrance and designing more suitable 

entrance that will meet safety requirements, etc.). Again, consider the Roundy House (off 

Hill Road) as an example. 

4.6.4 - New Residential Construction  

Guiding Principles: Much of the Town of Coupeville has a 
relatively dense development pattern and some areas contain a 
significant number of historic buildings. New construction, 
particularly in Review Area 1, should continue the historical 
pattern of development with buildings that are compatible with 
their neighbors in terms of scale, massing, materials, and color.  



The building, while institutional and not residential, is going into a residential area and 
needs to be compatible with existing residential construction. As proposed it does not 
meet this guideline. The entrance to town is an important “intersection”: while not a 
corner lot, it is the intersection of the open prairie and the densely developed south main 
street corridor. This building as proposed needs to be made to look smaller and more in 
scale with the surrounding farm houses, even if it will remain 6000 square feet. 

3. New buildings should reflect the architectural character of 
surrounding buildings in the following ways:  

 Similar proportions, scale, and roofline;   

 Complementary architectural style and exterior finish 
materials;   

 Complementary patterns and proportions of windows;   

 Similar entry configuration and relationship to the street;   

 Complementary architectural details or features without 
imitating historic features.   

The building that is being proposed does not meet this guideline for new construction. 
While the shape of the building is appropriate, and the roofline is one used historically in 
the area, the proposed institutional building doesn’t meet these other criteria. The 
proposed building has an entry not facing the street nor is it fully at one side, and the 
design shows a glassed in entry reminiscent of a bank ATM entry. A more suitable design 
would be a series of gable-roofed rectangular buildings connected to give the overall look 
of a farm cluster (farm house with additions on back) with the largest section being 
towards the back or west of the “farm house” which would be fronting South Main Street.  
Look across the street at the historic Barrett house for ideas. On page 82 of the guidelines 
there is a photograph of the rear of the Crockett-Engle House and is a great illustration of 
a building that has “grown” as required and which may serve as an example of a building 
suitable for this location (lower in height though). 

1. New development should acknowledge and reinforce the 
desirable characteristics of existing development along the street. 
Elements to be considered include: massing, size and scale; height; 
materials; architectural detail and features; treatment of facades; 
windows and doors; setbacks and placement of buildings; 
pedestrian circulation, connectivity, and parking. Design is to be 



compatible with the setting.  

I do not believe the design for the Club as proposed meets any part of this guideline 
except the information about materials and setbacks; everything else has been ignored. 
This design is not compatible with the setting of the rural entrance into the residential 
neighborhood of South Main St. and its historic farm houses, barns, and other 
outbuildings. 

3. New developments, whose mass and scale may negatively 
impact adjacent residential areas are not compatible unless 
mitigated through careful site planning and architectural design. 
Possible mitigation techniques include:  

4. Break up larger buildings visually into smaller units using 
architectural elements such as bays, height differences, or 
setbacks and varying materials.   

5. Have clearly-defined entries, including those for secondary uses 
such as offices.   

6. All building facades are to be considered and designed 
appropriately, especially those exposed to public view.   

None of these have been met by this design. The massive building is not visually broken 
up to appear smaller and in keeping with the historical pattern of development; the clearly 
defined entry does not appear residential at all but rather commercial as in a bank. 

 

I know the project has been tabled and the architect will be asked to address these issues 
that have been pointed out in the public meeting. I wanted to go on record which 
guidelines I thought were not met since I didn’t really do this at the meeting.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. This one is worth 
taking time to get it right. We owe this to the reserve, since we know the landscape needs 
us all to care for it. With perseverance and careful and thoughtful consideration for the 
design, this new building will be a great addition to the town, one the Club will be proud 
of and the neighbors happy with. 

Gretchen Luxenberg 
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Owen Dennison

From: galuxenberg@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 8:47 PM
To: Owen Dennison
Subject: Boys and girls club design

Hi Owen, 
I am out of town and saw this building complex and thought this is what I’ve been trying to suggest is appropriate for the B&G club at 
entry to town: a residential building (or office)connected to a barn (or gym and play area) that also includes an outside covered area 
(for horses or kids to play under). Ignore the palm trees though that is a giveaway for where I am.  
This solution could be adapted back into a house should the club ever fold. It is appropriate for entry to town and existing residential 
area; it doesn’t look commercial but could be (who would know the house section holds classrooms or offices for club); it looks rural 
and meets code in its size, scale and materials. This kind of design seems adaptable for future unknown conditions and meets the 
existing code. It doesn’t look like a bank entry for ATM or a taco time.  
I hope you will share this with commission at upcoming meeting and that everyone keeps an open mind. Once something is built the 
community will have to live with it for a long time even if the original owner (or B&G club) is long gone.  
Thanks Owen! 
Gretchen  
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Sent from my iPhone 
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  

Certificate of Appropriateness 
Summers 

COA 103-19 - Revision 
 

Level A or B (HPC review requested)  

Level C  X 

Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville 

 
I – PROJECT SUMMARY 

Barbara and Von Summers propose a revision to the previously approved Certificate of 
Appropriateness for a proposal to restore and modify the 1886 Coupeville Cash Store, a designated 
historic resource, at 12 NW Front Street.  The original proposal reviewed by the Commission 
included window, door, deck, stair, and detail modifications across all four sides of the building.  
After a public hearing on August 22, 2019, the Commission determined the proposal consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the Design Guidelines and granted a Certificate of 
Appropriateness subject to two conditions. 

1. Prior to removal of any siding, the applicant shall obtain concurrence from the Historic 
Preservation Coordinator on the need for replacement of individual boards.  Alternatively, the 
applicant can provide an evaluation of the condition of existing siding from a qualified 
contractor with expertise in historic preservation and follow the contractor’s recommendations 
for restoration and replacement. 

2. Muntins shall have relief elements external to the window (above rather than between the 
panes. 

Following refinements to the proposal, the planned configuration of interior spaces, and a greater 
understanding of the overall permitting requirements for the project, the applicants requested a 
modification of the approved design.  The revision was reviewed by the Commission on December 
26, 2019, and a revised certificate of appropriateness was granted subject to five conditions. 

1. Prior to removal of any siding, the applicant shall obtain concurrence from the Historic 
Preservation Coordinator on the need for replacement of individual boards.  Alternatively, the 
applicant can provide an evaluation of the condition of existing siding from a qualified 
contractor with expertise in historic preservation and follow the contractor’s recommendations 
for restoration and replacement.   
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2. Muntins shall have relief elements external to the window (above rather than between the 
panes). 

3. Propane tanks and other exterior mechanical equipment shall be screened from the street.   

4. The applicant shall work with reserve staff to determine whether windows are historic and to 
ensure their appropriate treatment 

5. The transom above the entry doors shall be retained. 

The applicant now proposes several additional modifications to the windows, doors, and access ways 
on the east side of the building, some of which will affect views from the water north of the building.  
In staff’s view, the changes are relatively minor and do not change the findings and conditions upon 
which the prior determination of consistency was based.   

As shown in the application materials, among the purposes of the original submittal reviewed on 
August 22, 2019, was to provide stairway access to a new bottom floor door on the east façade to 
serve a commercial tenant space.  Due to the permitting challenges of construction within the 
intertidal zone, a regulated critical area under Town Code, the applicant revised the proposal to 
remove the proposed staircase.  A revised certificate of appropriateness was granted December 12, 
2019.  A new stair design is now proposed to provide the lower floor access employing the existing 
footings on the beach.  The applicant also proposes several additional window and door 
modifications on the east façade.   

The Reserve Committee discussed the current revisions on February 5, 2020.  No consistency issues 
with the Design Guidelines or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation were 
identified and the Committee concurred in a recommendation to the Historic Preservation 
Commission to grant of a certificate of appropriateness for the current revisions. 

The following is adapted from the August 22, 2019, staff report. 
The Coupeville Cash Store is significant under National Register criterion C because it embodies the 
distinctive characteristics of architectural expressions and methods of construction that represent the 
period of community development in the Reserve from 1873 to 1910.  The property is also 
significant under National Register criterion A for its association with commercial enterprises that 
established a stable economic foundation for the community from the period of early settlement in 
the 1950s through 1945.  It retains integrity of location, setting, materials, design, workmanship, 
feeling, and association.   

The building has been modified since its original construction.  According to historic photos and 
anecdotal information, access to the second floor was originally from within the building.  The 
exterior stairs, windows, and doors on the east side and the windows and doors on the west facade 
were later additions, as was the front canopy.  The north side originally had four windows and a door, 
which opened to a narrow balcony that extended over a portion of the width of the façade at the 
second story.  According to the property’s permit record, none of the windows on the north façade 
are original.  The three lower windows on the north side were added after 1980.  A photo comparison 
indicates the second floor windows on the south façade are also replacements with proportions 
different from the originals. 
 
II – PERMIT DATA 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Shoreline Substantial Development Permit  

Application Number COA 103-19 (Revised) 

Application Date Original:  July 31, 2019 
Revision 1:  November 6, 2019 
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Revision 2:  January 21, 2020 

Applicant/Owner  Barbara & Von Summers  

 
III – SITE DATA 

Address 12 NW Front Street 

Location Town of Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) R13233-410-3750 

Size of parcel(s) 4,531 square feet 

Historic Structure? Yes X No  

Proximity to Historic Structures? Yes X No  

Zoning Designation Historic/Limited Commercial 

Critical Areas/Overlays? Yes X No  

Shoreline Jurisdiction? Yes X No  

NPS Easements? Yes  No X 

Heritage Farm Plan? No  

 
IV – STAFF CONTACT 

Department Name Phone E-mail 

Town Planning Owen Dennison 360-678-4461 Ext 3 planner@townofcoupeville.org 

 
V. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 

As the proposal involves a contributing resource, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation apply.   

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal 
changes to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.  The removal of historic 
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their 
own right shall be retained and preserved. 

5. Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in 
design, color, texture and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of 
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical or pictorial evidence. 
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7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials 
shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. 

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.  If 
such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property.  The new works shall be differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic 
integrity of the property and its environment. 

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that 
if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 

Revised staff analysis:  In staff’s view, the original findings of compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards that supported issuance of a certificate of appropriateness for the November 6, 
2019, submittal are similarly applicable to the revised design.   
 
VI. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal.  The 
Commission may determine other guidelines to be similarly or more relevant. 
 
CHAPTER 4.1 – ORDINARY REPAIR, MAINTENANCE, REPLACEMENT IN KIND, 
AND MINOR CHANGES — ALL BUILDINGS  

4.1.3. Replacement-in-Kind and Minor Changes — All Buildings 

Siding (Cladding) 

1. Building exteriors should be constructed of durable materials appropriate to the character 
of the Reserve.  Wood siding is strongly preferred for Replacement-in–Kind, repair, and 
alterations to historic buildings.  If wood is not possible, an appropriate synthetic material 
can be used.  Various synthetic materials have been developed to substitute for wood 
siding. 

Staff analysis:  The applicant states that, if needed, replacement siding boards will match existing in 
design and materials.   
 
CHAPTER 4.2 –ALTERATIONS TO ALL BUILDINGS 
Guiding Principles:  With respect to commercial buildings, the Front Street area of the Town has 
great authenticity and a large concentration of historic buildings. Changes to these buildings must 
be made with great care to retain their unique character and their character-defining features. 
When working on these buildings, make restoration of the historic facade and its features a 
priority. 

4.2.1. Alterations to All Buildings 

1. Historic building materials and craftsmanship add textural qualities, as well as visual continuity 
and character, to public views and should be preserved.  Wood siding is the dominant building 
material and the character and finish should be preserved. 

Staff analysis:  Of the materials and features proposed for potential modification or replacement, 
only the siding is historic material.   
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4. Flat canopies, whether suspended or cantilevered, are traditional in the Town’s commercial 

areas and should be used on both old and new commercial buildings as appropriate.  The 
canopies should be designed to complement the architecture and scale of the building and not 
dominate the façade or obscure its architectural features.  Materials should be appropriate to the 
era of the building. 

Staff analysis:  The existing canopy will be retained and restored.   
 

7. Retain the size and proportions of the original window openings.  Do not significantly increase 
the amount of glass on a primary façade.  Do not use metal awnings on the main façade.   

Staff analysis:  Most of the windows on the building were installed in recent decades as new or 
replacement windows.  Replacement windows will be more consistent with the era of original 
construction.  The current proposal will increase the number of wall penetrations on the east side of 
the building from nine to ten, although two approved windows will be reduced in size.  As the 
Commission has discussed in prior hearings, the east façade has limited visibility due to the 
proximity of the building at 10 NW Front Street and is not interpreted to be a primary façade. 
 
4.2.2. Alterations to Historic Buildings for Adaptive Use 

Guiding Principles: The best way to preserve a historic building is for it to be actively used and 
maintained. If the use changes, the alterations should respect the integrity of the original building 
and not radically change, obscure, or destroy character-defining features. Converting a building to 
a new use that is different from its original one is called “adaptive reuse." For example, converting 
a residential structure to offices is adaptive use.   A good adaptive use project retains the historic 
character of the building while accommodating its new functions. 

5. If secondary entries/exits are required, locate them so that the character of the building and its 
primary features are not affected. 

Staff analysis:  Due to the narrow view corridor between the subject building and the building 
adjacent to the east and screening provided by the frontage gate and the stairway, public views of the 
proposed windows and doors are anticipated to be minimal.  The proposed design changes are not 
anticipated to detrimentally affect the character of the building. 
 

8. Construct fire exits, stairs and access ramps so that they are as unobtrusive as possible and do 
not damage historic materials and features. If possible, construct them so that they can be 
removed in the future with minimal damage to the historic fabric. 

Staff analysis:  The proposed stair configuration is, in staff’s view, less obtrusive than prior 
approved configurations.    
 
CHAPTER 4.2 –ADDITIONS TO ALL BUILDINGS 
Guiding Principles:  With respect to commercial buildings, the Front Street area of the Town has 
great authenticity and a large concentration of historic buildings. Changes to these buildings must 
be made with great care to retain their unique character and their character-defining features. 
When working on these buildings, make restoration of the historic facade and its features a 
priority. 

4.3.1. Additions to All Buildings 

13. Locate fire exits, stairs, landings, and ramps at the rear or in inconspicuous side locations. 
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Staff analysis:  The proposed stair and landings are in an inconspicuous side location.   
 
CHAPTER 4.11.3 –MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND SERVICE AREAS 
Guiding Principles: Utilities and mechanical equipment should be located so that they do not draw 
attention to themselves and are as unobtrusive as possible. 
 

1. Place mechanical and electrical equipment, other utility equipment, and service areas (including 
propane tanks and trash/recycling containers) in unobtrusive locations. Screen them from view 
with solid screening elements, plantings, appropriate fencing, or part of the building. They 
should preferably be installed on secondary facades, not facing the street. 

Staff analysis:  Mechanical equipment and service areas will consolidated behind the stairs on the 
east side of the building.  LP tanks will be located on the west side of the building below street level.  
The prior condition of screening fuel tanks and other exterior mechanical equipment is recommended 
to remain in effect.   
 
VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 

Based on the record developed to date including application materials, staff reports, evidence 
presented and comments made at the public meeting, and finding application COA 103-19, as 
revised, to be consistent with the Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design Guidelines and 
the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation subject to the conditions applied through prior 
review, I move to adopt the findings and conclusions contained in the staff report dated February 27, 
2020, and recommend reissuance of the prior Certificate of Appropriateness, as conditioned, for the 
revised design. 
 
VIII. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Based on the analysis presented above, staff proposes the following findings of fact with respect to 
Application No. COA 103-19: 

1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on July 31, 2019, to make 
alterations to the Coupeville Cash Store, which is a contributing resource within Ebey’s 
Landing National Historical Reserve and the Central Whidbey Island Historic District.  

2. Alteration of a historic structure requires a Certificate of Appropriateness by the Historic 
Preservation Commission to determine compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation in addition to the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve 
Design Guidelines. 

3. The Reserve Committee discussed the application on July 31, 2019, and determined that 
additional materials were necessary for review.  

4. Supplemental materials were submitted August 13, 2019.   

5. The Reserve Committee met with the applicants on August 14, 2019, and discussed potential 
revisions to the proposal for greater consistency with applicable standards and guidelines.   

6. In accordance with Chapter 16.13 of the Coupeville Town Code, the Historic Preservation 
Commission reviewed the application, as revised, in an open and duly advertised public 
meeting on August 22, 2019, and all wishing to be heard were heard.  

7. After review of the proposed application and consideration of public comment and staff’s 
recommendation, the Historic Preservation Commission found the application consistent with 
the applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and design guidelines 
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within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve subject to one condition. 

8. On November 6, 2019, the applicant amended the application with revisions to the exterior 
access structure on the east façade and window modifications on the north and west sides.   

9. The Reserve Committee reviewed the proposed amendments to the issued Certificate of 
Appropriateness on November 20, 2019, and determine the modifications sufficiently 
significant that review by the Historic Preservation Commission was required. 

10. The Historic Preservation Commission discussed the revised application in an open and duly 
advertised public meeting on December 12, 2019, and determined the revised application to 
be consistent with the applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 
design guidelines within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve subject to five 
conditions. 

11. On January 21, 2020, the applicants requested a modification to the issued Certificate of 
Appropriateness for access, window, and door revisions to the east façade.  The proposed 
changes were reviewed by the Reserve Committee on February 5, 2020, and found consistent 
with the design guidelines and Standards for Rehabilitation and substantially consistent with 
the prior approved design.  The Reserve Committee recommended the Historic Preservation 
Commission find the proposed revisions consistent with prior approvals.   

12. The Historic Preservation Commission discussed the revised application in an open and duly 
advertised public meeting on February 27, 2020, and determined the revised application to be 
consistent with applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and design 
guidelines within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve with no modifications to 
conditions in the issued Certificate of Appropriateness. 

 
IX. APPEAL PROCESS 

A decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness may be 
appealed as an administrative determination, together with the associated permit, in conformance 
with the appeal procedures set forth in Coupeville Town Code Chapter 2.52 and Sections 16.06.060 
and 16.13.080.   
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