EBEY’S LANDING NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COUPEVILLE, WA
March 25, 2021
CALL TO ORDER
CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Regular Meeting of February 25, 2021
NEW BUSINESS

1. COA-21-008: Ted Clifton, Coupe’s Village, LLC; 107 S. Main Street, Coupeville, 580 Square
foot addition to Building F (Penn Cove Veterinary Clinic).
2. COA-21-002: Meghan and Kris Iverson, 301 S. Main Street, Coupeville, installation of a shed
within 100 feet of a contributing structure.
ADJOURN

The Historic Preservation Commission will hear testimony from interested persons via telephone
or video. Join meeting using the Starleaf app: https://meet.starleaf.com/4845972239/app
The phone number is +1-669-272-2894, meeting ID: 4845972239.

EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION ISLAND COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM
February 25, 2021
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Clay called the meeting to order at 10:02a.m.
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT
Commission Chair Bob Clay, Commissioners Katherine Baxter, Marshal Bronson, Darrell
Nance, Wilbur Bishop and Sheila Saul.
STAFF PRESENT
Island County Assistant Planner Liz Dickman, Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Preservation Coordinator Jason Benson, Recording Secretary Claudia Golden.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
A Motion was made to approve the agenda for the meeting of the Historic Preservation
Commission meeting of 2/25/2021. Motion passed unanimously.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A Motion was made to approve the minutes for the regular Historic Preservation Commission
meeting of 01/28/2021. Motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
Chair Clay 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 Clay visited all sites, with the exception of the vacant lot.
• Commissioner Saul visited all EBY sites.
1) COA-20-040: R13233-155-5230, Installation of a seven (7) foot fence to screen a
garbage dumpster.
Reserve Preservation Coordinator Jason Benson described the elements of the proposed
fence and site context, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's Landing
National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
Commission asked for and received clarification with regard to: the standards of color in relation
to the project, and screening elements.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
DISCUSSION
Hearing none, Chair Clay opened the floor to Commission discussion.
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve COA 20-040, as
presented. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
2) EBY-20-076: David and Tara Uffelman; S8535-00-00005-0; Construction of a new
single-family residence and beach access stairs.
Assistant Planner Liz Dickman described the elements of the proposed, single family residence
and beach access stairs, its site context, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's
Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines, and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation, with the following recommendation:
• The proposed metal roof will be non-reflective and dark color.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
The Commission asked for and received clarification with regard to the stairs and the Coastal
Commissions regulation and authority.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
DISCUSSION
Hearing none, Chair Clay opened the floor to Commission discussion.
The Commission asked for and received clarification with regard to a previous Island County
moratorium, in the vicinity of the project.
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve EBY 20-076, as
presented. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
3) EBY-21-002: Robert and Katherine Holloway; R03224-259-3060; Construction of a
new single-family residence.
Assistant Planner Elizabeth Dickman described the elements of the proposed construction of a
single-family residence, its site context, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's
Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines, and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation, with the following recommendations:
• The proposed residence will be painted a dark, earth-tone color.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
Commission clarified their position on conditions of colors vs recommendations of color.
Commission discussed eliminating color as a condition for approval.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Applicant Holloway had nothing to add to Staff Report. The applicant discussed their choice of
color for the structure.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to Commission discussion.
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve EBY 20-070, as
presented. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
4) EBY-21-003: Island County Public Works; R13221-061-3980; Realignment of portions
of Penn Cove Road to move it away from the eroding shoreline bluff.
Associate Planner Liz Dickman, described the elements of the realignment of portions of
Penn Cove Road, its site context, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with Ebey's
Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines, and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation, with the following conditions:
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
Commission asked for and received clarification of resident’s access during construction, the
prevention of further slides and their effect on this project long term, and infringing on private
property outside the Island County right of way.
Prior to the opening of public hearing, questions from the public, were taken, these questions are
outside the purview of the Commission, therefore were addressed to, and by the applicant; Island
County.
Lee Roof, Penn Cove Rd. asked for and received answers from Applicant on future erosion
prevention.
William Stelle Owner of Monroe House on Penn Cove. Offered an alternative to the proposed
road relocation. Spoke to the project as a short-term remedy, the archeological impact, the
guardrail, the proximity to historic structures, environmental evaluation and traffic monitoring.

Commission asked for and received confirmation as to whether the proposed project, is located
within the existing Island County right of way.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Hearing None.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to Commission discussion.
Commission discussed
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to object to the findings and conclusions of EBY 21-003, as
presented, and deny the approval EBY 21-003. Motion was seconded. Motion passed
unanimously.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 11:06

Respectfully submitted

_____________________________

_____________________________

Claudia Golden, Recording Secretary

Donna Keeler, Acting Planning Director

Claudia and William Stelle
1293 Penn Cove Road
Oak Harbor, WA 98277
wwstelle@gmail.com
claudia.stelle@gmail.com

February 3, 2021
Patricia Shults
Island County Planning Department
Via email: p.shults@islandcountywa.gov
Re: Penn Cove Road Realignment Project
Dear Patricia:
We write to provide comments and recommendations on the proposed Penn Cove
realignment project, and in doing so again thank you and Matt for your continued availability
and responsiveness to our earlier queries.
We offer comments in two parts. Part one pertains to encouraging the County to
consider a new and significant alternative to the road realignment proposal itself. Part two is
directed to more detailed comments on the County’s proposed project as it now stands.
Part One
We understand that several neighbors are encouraging the County to consider closing a
segment of Penn Cove Road to through-traffic at the area of greatest erosion risk. This
alternative to the current proposal for road relocation would close the segment of road
between Margaret George’s driveway and the Stelle driveway to vehicular traffic from both
directions. A narrower width of the existing roadway could remain open for pedestrians and
non-motorized vehicles.
We support this recommendation as being the most sustainable and cost-effective way
to address the erosion of the bluff in the area. The current proposed project will not hold up
over the long-term and will require the County to repeat the current expensive process when
the bluff erodes further, which it surely will.
As our neighbors have pointed out, Arnold Road is an excellent alternative for East/West
traffic, and the several connector streets from Penn Cove Road to Arnold Road will minimize
the inconvenience of this minimal section of road closure. In short, a road-closure alternative
would be an immediate, 100% effective, and long-lasting solution to the safety risks of ongoing
erosion at a fraction of the cost.

A variant to this alternative would be to render Penn Cove a narrowed one-way road
from west to east, thereby enabling a broader buffer from the edge of the bluff to the active
guardrail and pavement. While less reliable as a long-term fix than a full closure, it would
address the immediate safety concerns while a longer-term closure or other solution can be
considered.
Part Two.
This section provides comments on the details of the current proposed realignment
project.
1.
Short-term remedy. As described above, relocating the two-lane road 6 feet northwest
to the boundary of the existing right of way is at best a short-term fix that will not meet the
long-term purposes of transportation safety in this at-risk area of Penn Cove Road.
2.
Significant archeological impacts not disclosed or taken into account in the proposed
determination of non-significance. The project is located on top of a major shell midden which
has been previously surveyed by licensed archeologists and visited by representatives of the
State Historic Preservation Office and the Swinomish Indian Tribal Community. The last known
(to us) visit was in the fall of 2020, when human remains were recovered and retained by SHPO
representatives. The SEPA environmental evaluation for the project does not contain any
substantive detail about the scope and significance of the potential disturbance of these
resources by the project, and therefore forecloses the ability of the public to understand or
evaluate these potential impacts and strategies to avoid, minimize or mitigate for them.
3.
Insufficient evaluation of relocating the compromised guardrail. The proposed project
should describe the engineering and geotechnical aspects of relocating 575 feet of the
compromised guardrail to the new southern edge of the realigned road. It does not do so
beyond depicting the location of the new rail on the map of the relocated road. The project
needs to evaluate the potential for further compromising the structural integrity of the bluff in
the area by removing the existing posts and/or implanting a series of new posts. Further, it
should disclose the likely geotechnical risks of further failures before finally deciding on these
features of the proposed project or on the project as a whole.
4.
Proximity to historic structures. The project evaluation states that there are no historic
structures in the vicinity of the proposed project. We believe this is not correct. The Monroe
House is described as a “contributing resource” in the Central Whidbey Island Historic District
National Register nomination form (1973, amended 1998). 1

1

As described by the National Park Service Scenic Easement Deed between Claudia and William Stelle and the
National Park Service, October 30, 2018, page 4.

5.
Potential to Conflict with Scenic Easement of the National Park Service. The 8.93 acre
parcel of land upon which the Monroe House is located is covered by a scenic easement
conveyed to the National Park Service. The purpose of the easement is to protect in perpetuity
the open space and agricultural character of the area, prohibiting the construction of any new
buildings, structures or improvements except as otherwise authorized. While the proposed
realignment project remains within the existing right of way for Penn Cove Road, which
predates the NPS easement, any further future relocating of the road northward into the area
of the easement may well conflict directly with it, rendering a “re-do” problematic if and when
the existing bluff further erodes. At the very least, the environmental evaluation of the project
and the decisionmaking associated with it should be disclosing and taking into account these
constraints.
6.
Monitor road usage before and during project construction. This comment
recommends commencing monitoring of Penn Cove Road traffic in this segment immediately in
early 2021 to generate data from which to establish a baseline of traffic data for the area.
During construction, the continued monitoring will generate further data on how traffic
patterns changed during road closures -- partial or total. These changes in observed traffic
patterns will be very instructive in evaluating the pros and cons of retaining or closing this
segment of Penn Cove Road for the long term.
In closing, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the current draft.
Please let us know if further evaluations or plan changes become available. Please also let us
know the opportunities for further engagement as the permitting and project evaluations
continue.
Sincerely,
William and Claudia Stelle
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Certificate of Appropriateness
107 S. Main Street, Coupeville, WA
COA 21-008
Level A or B (HPC review requested)
Level C

X

Jurisdiction:

Town of Coupeville

I – PROJECT SUMMARY
Ted Clifton of Coupe’s Village, LLP, requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 518 square foot
addition to a commercial building (Building F) at 107 S. Main Street. The subject building currently
houses a veterinary clinic on the lower level and medical offices on the top floor. The site in question is
located in Review Area 1 in the Town Commercial Zoning District. Pursuant to CTC 16.13, additions and
alterations to commercial structures require Certificate of Appropriateness review by the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC).
The proposal includes construction of an extension to the north side of Building F to provide two new
exam rooms and a receiving room for the veterinary office. Specific elements include:


Relocation of the existing exterior stairway to an open deck above.



Extension of the building foundation on the east and north elevation.



Addition of new stairway from a new exterior door to finished grade.



Windows and Doors:

COA 21-008

o

Double hung windows to match existing:

o

Relocation of an existing window on the east elevation from the old exterior wall to the
new one. No new/additional windows will be added on the east elevation.

o

Replacement of one window on the west elevation with a wood and glass door and
sidelights.

o

Relocation of one window on the north elevation of the old exterior to the new exterior
(downstairs farthest west side).

o

Addition of three new windows on the north elevation (one upstairs and two below).

o

Removal of two existing doors that serve an aging wheelchair lift which will be
decommissioned.

1
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New finishes, paint and trim to match existing.



80 square feet of new sidewalk by the lower entrance on the west elevation.



Horizontal wood siding to match existing.



Composition roofing to match existing.



Removal of up to four shrubs.

II – PERMIT DATA
Building or Land Use Permit Type

Building permit

Application Number

COA 021-008

Application Date

February 16, 2021

Applicant/Owner

Ted Clifton, Coupe’s Village LLC.

III – SITE DATA
Address

107 S. Main St, Building F, Coupeville, WA

Location

Town of Coupeville

Parcel Number(s)

R13233-020-4350

Size of parcel(s)

Approximately 3.2

Historic Structure?

Yes

No

X

Proximity to Historic Structures?

Yes

No

X

Town Commercial

Zoning Designation
Critical Areas/Overlays?

Yes

No

X

Shoreline Jurisdiction?

Yes

No

X

NPS Easements?

Yes

No

X

Heritage Farm Plan?

No

IV – STAFF CONTACTS
Title
Planning
Director

Name
Donna Keeler

Phone
360-678-4461 Ext 3

E-mail
planner@townofcoupeville.org

V. DISCUSSION
The proposal is for a 518 sq. ft. addition to an existing commercial building in Coupe’s Village. The
application was discussed by the Historic Reserve Committee (HRC) on March 2, 2021. There were no
objections to bringing the proposal forward to the HPC.
VI. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal.

COA 21-008

2

HPC Staff Report

CHAPTER 4.2 – ALTERATIONS TO ALL BUILDINGS
Guiding Principles: Ebey’s Reserve contains older building that are not currently considered
historic buildings. While “non-historic “, they are still part of the fabric of the Reserve. These
buildings, as well as newer buildings, may be located in close proximity to historic buildings.
Changes should be compatible with the neighborhoods and small town character. Major alterations
of older non-historic building should also follow the Guidelines for new buildings to be more
compatible with any nearby historic buildings….
Design Guidelines
5. Use window sash color and material appropriate to the building color; do not use metallic finishes.
Staff analysis: The proposed vertical window sashes will match the existing is shape, design and color.
6. If the original window is double hung, then the replacement window should also be double hung.
Avoid using windows with false muntins; a simple window without false muntins is more appropriate. On
a new or replacement window, fake wooden muntins may be considered if they create the same effect as
the true divided lights. Often, this means that muntins will need to be used on the both the inside and
outside of the window. If adding muntins, consider their width in relation to those traditionally used.
Staff analysis: The majority of the original windows are double hung, and the new ones will be the same.
As noted above, some of the windows removed for the addition will be re-installed on the exterior walls.
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: The proposed size and proportions of the new windows will be the same as existing.
Overall, the balance of openings will remain similar to existing.
8. When replacing doors visible from a street, use wood, painted metal or another material that looks like
wood. Avoid shiny materials or overly ornate doors that are inappropriate to the style of the building.
Staff analysis: The building addition will result in the relocation of the front door from its current
location on the NW corner of the building to the north façade. The new door will have a glass front, wood
framing and sidelights. With exception to the sidelights, the new door will be similar to the existing.
CHAPTER 4.3 – ADDITIONS TO ALL BUILDINGS
4.3.1. Additions to All Buildings
Guiding Principles: For both historic and non-historic buildings, additions should be in keeping with
both the character of the building itself and the surrounding neighborhood and setting. Older additions
that have taken on significance of their own should be considered for preservation.
Design Guidelines
1. Before beginning work on any building, identify the building’s characteristics and its character defining
features. Even on a non-historic building, it is usually better to retain the distinctive features of the
building.
Staff analysis: Coupe’s Village is commercial and retail center composed of seven buildings clustered
around a parking lot and landscaped areas. All the buildings share the same character defining features
of overall form, rectangular hung windows, wood stairways and railings, strong gables and vertically
oriented siding. The proposed addition is designed to be fully integrated and compatible with the existing
building with the same exterior fabric materials.

COA 21-008
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4. The overall design of an addition should be in keeping of the design of the primary structure. Keep the
size of the addition small in relation to the main structure.
Staff analysis: The addition is in keeping with the design of the primary structure. The goal is to integrate
it so that it does not appear like an “addition” when completed. The proposed 518 square foot addition is
consistent with this guideline by being small in relation to the main 3,884 sq. ft. structure.
6. Pay careful attention to make the rooflines and roof pitch of the old and new sections compatible.
Gable or shed roofs are generally appropriate; flat roofs are usually inappropriate except in areas where
they are already an established pattern.
Staff analysis: The existing buildings are characterized by their interior-facing gables within the Village.
The new roof addition is designed to tie in with the existing roof line on the north side of Building F.
7. Orient the new addition to the primary building.
Staff analysis: The addition will match the orientation of the existing building.
9. Use windows visible from the public right-of-way that are compatible with those of the original
building. Also use a consistent wall-to-window ratio.
Staff analysis: The proposed windows are proposed to match the windows on the existing building.
13. Locate fire exits, stairs, landings, and ramps at the rear or in inconspicuous side locations.
Staff analysis: The proposal entails moving an existing exterior stairway away from Building F and
closer to Building D to the north. Although more conspicuous in the new location, the stairway,
constructed of wood, will be approximately 330 feet from Main Street views.
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 into its
site.
Redevelopment of existing strip developments shall provide buffers between parking areas and the
street, improvements to interior parking lot landscaping, as well as façade improvements and frontage
buildings as necessary, to improve the visual character of the site.
Design Guidelines
4.6.1 Architectural Character
1. The mass of larger buildings should be broken up into separate parts to give the appearance of a group
of building rather than one large building. Use trees and vegetation to soften their appearance. Design
buildings to be generally horizontal in from in order to be less conspicuous.
Staff analysis: In staff’s view, the existing buildings on the property, each under 5,000 square feet, are
compatible with each other and respond to the development pattern on S. Main Street. The modulated
buildings, varied orientations, similar heights, and architectural elements help reduce the appearance of
mass and size. The subject building addition is not anticipated to add significant bulk or mass to the
existing structure. Existing trees and vegetation will be preserved on site.

COA 21-008
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3. Building materials should be similar to materials of the surrounding neighborhood or use other
characteristic such as scale, form, architectural detailing, etc. to establish compatibility.
Staff analysis: Coupe’s Village is commercial center composed of seven buildings clustered around a
parking lot and landscaped areas. Building F is located on the southeast corner of the parcel. Although
each building slightly varies in appearance, they all share common architectural features and finishes
intended to complement each other.
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. Building or
structure that are inconsistent with form or shape throughout the Reserve are not permitted in Review
Area 1.
Staff analysis: The proposed addition appears compatible with surrounding development in materials,
scale, and mass. The addition will not be a significant change from the current circumstance.
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 exterior use of bare concrete,
aluminum or vinyl siding, stucco or synthetic materials. Concrete blocks may be used only as a
foundation material. Sone may be used in small amounts if it has a historically appropriate appearance.
Staff analysis: wood is proposed as the primary material for the addition.
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: Currently, the building site is landscaped with shrubs, trees and grass. Two to four existing
shrubs, located on the north and north/east side of the building will be removed to accommodate the
expansion. Staff is recommending a condition of approval requiring 1:1 ratio replacement of any shrubs
and trees removed, with like plantings.
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.
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 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 building 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
4.7.2 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.
4.7.4. 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

COA 21-008
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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.
Staff Analysis: The applicant has indicated the addition will be painted in the same color palette as the
primary structure to blend in. In staff’s view, the choice of colors on the existing building and adjacent
buildings are appropriate to the setting and meet the Guidelines.
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.
Design Guidelines
4.9.1 Lighting
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 or 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.
b. Low wattage holiday and special occasion accent lights. Flashing lights are prohibited.
6. Pedestrian-scaled lighting is discouraged in areas of pedestrian activity.
7. Avoid bright lighting on outdoor surfaces.
8. Colored lighting is prohibited except for temporary seasonal holiday lighting.
9. Flashing or moving lights are prohibited.
10. Use downward directional lighting. Except for intermittent security lighting on motions 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 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 pedestrian 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: In an email dated 3/15/2021, the applicant indicated two existing wall-mounted carriage
lamps will be relocated to light the new entry way. Per building code requirements, there will be lighting
at each exit, including one to light the rear stairs. Staff recommends a condition of approval ensuring
lighting is consistent with the guidelines.

COA 21-008
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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, or 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 be
installed on secondary facades, not facing the street.
Staff analysis: In an email dated 3/15/2021, the applicant stated there are no changes to the existing
mechanical systems which are currently not visible from the exterior or South Main Street.
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 21-008, with conditions of
approval, to be consistent with the Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design Guidelines, I move
to recommend granting a Certificate of Appropriateness subject to the following conditions and
recommendation:
1. Exterior lighting shall be consistent with the fixtures on the existing building in design and color
and downward directed.
2. Shrubs and trees removed for the expansion shall be replaced on a minimum 1:1 ratio and
replanted and be maintained in perpetuity within 15 feet of the subject building.
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 21-008:
1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on February 16, 2021, to
construct a 518 square foot addition to building at 107 S. Main Street in Coupe’s Village.
2. The site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and is classified
as an alteration of a non-residential structure, which requires action on a Certificate of
Appropriateness by the Historic Preservation Commission.
3. 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 March
25, 2021, and all wishing to be heard were heard.
4. In accordance with Guideline 4.6.1.1, landscape elements should be used to soften the appearance
of larger buildings.
5. In accordance with Chapter 4.9 of the Design Guidelines, exterior lighting must comply with
certain requirements.
6. 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 16.13.08 0.
COA 21-008
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Assistant Planner
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Clifton, Zero Energy Plans <ted@zero-energyplans.com>
Monday, March 15, 2021 7:32 PM
Donna Keeler
Re: Draft Staff Report

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Donna,
Thank you, I noted the following:
1. In the Permit Data Section, under Applicant Name, you have an extra "d" on "Ted".
2. Section 4.6.1, the existing buildings at Coupe's Village are all under 5,000 sf, not 4,000.
3. Chapter 4.9, the two existing wall-mounted carriage lamps will be re-located to light the new entry way. Per code,
we will have a light at each of the other exits, including one to light the rear stairs. The existing exit light will be
relocated to the new location for that purpose as well, and the one below outside the basement door will be chosen to
match. I will be providing Rene with a lighting plan tomorrow.
4. Chapter 4.11.3, there are no changes to the mechanical systems that would be visible from the exterior.
That is about it, nice job!
Ted
On Mon, Mar 15, 2021 at 2:15 PM Donna Keeler <planner@townofcoupeville.org> wrote:
Hi Ted,
Attached is a rough draft of the staff report of the addition for the HPC. Would you mind reviewing it to make sure I am
describing the proposed elements accurately? If you see any glaring errors please let me know. I would like to finalize
this by Wednesday.
Thanks!

Donna Keeler
Planning Director
4 NE Seventh
PO Box 725
Coupeville, WA 98239
360.678.4461 ext 103
360.678.3299 fax
1

Assistant Planner
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Clifton, Zero Energy Plans <ted@zero-energyplans.com>
Friday, March 12, 2021 10:36 AM
Donna Keeler
Re: Vet Clinic existing elevations

Donna,
Yes, the windows will all be of the same character as the existing windows. There is one window on the east elevation
that is moving from the old exterior wall to the new one. None are added on that side. There is one window on the
west side being replaced by a door with sidelights. There is one window on the north elevation that is moving from the
old exterior wall to the new one (downstairs farthest west), and there are three new windows on the north elevation,
one upstairs, and two downstairs. Two doors (the ones to the old wheel chair lift) will be removed, as we are
decommissioning that lift.
All new finishes, including paint and trim, will match the existing.
Ted
On Thu, Mar 11, 2021 at 3:36 PM Donna Keeler <planner@townofcoupeville.org> wrote:
Thanks, Ted. It was great to talk to you today! This will work nicely.

I have a few more questions:

I’m assuming the new windows will match the style of existing windows?
How many new windows and doors will be added?
Will the building be repainted the same color after the work is completed?

Thanks!

Donna Keeler
Planning Director
4 NE Seventh
PO Box 725
1

Coupeville, WA 98239
360.678.4461 ext 103
360.678.3299 fax
www.townofcoupeville.org

From: Ted Clifton, Zero Energy Plans [mailto:ted@zero-energyplans.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 4:28 PM
To: Donna Keeler <planner@townofcoupeville.org>
Subject: Fwd: Vet Clinic existing elevations

Donna,

Nice talking with you today. Welcome back to the Town!

I have attached hereto the elevations we submitted with the 2014-2015 remodel of the Vet Clinic. The colors were just
generic, not at all representative of what is there or will be there (we are matching existing), but they more clearly
illustrate the shape of the building than having everything more mono-tone.

Thank you,

Ted

-Zero Energy Plans, LLC
Ted Clifton
www.zero-energyplans.com
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

Certificate of Appropriateness
301 S. Main Street
COA 21-002
Level A or B (HPC review requested)

X

Level C
Jurisdiction:

Town of Coupeville

I – PROJECT SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND
Owners Meghan and Kris Iverson request a Certificate of Appropriateness for a proposal to approve
an existing 6 ft. by 12 ft. wooden shed at 301 S. Main Street. Located between the house and garage,
the shed is setback approximately 100 feet from the public right of way, in a prominent location with
views from South Main Street.
Specific design elements include:


Vertical wood siding from locally sourced and milled douglas fir



Wooden barn-style doors on the west and north elevations



Sloped, shed style dark corrugated metal roof



Above-ground concrete pavers (no continuous concrete foundation)



Metal hardware



Lighting fixtures: None

The Sergeant Clark house was originally constructed by Thomas Richards in 1892 near the south
west corner of Fort Casey Road and the old State Highway. In 1908, the house was purchased by
Sergeant Thomas Clark, a soldier stationed at Fort Casey. The home was occupied by members of
the Clark family until 1941. In 1947 ownership of the house passed to Fred Burchell who lived there
until his death in 1969. The house sat vacant for ten years following the death of Mr. Burchell and
deteriorated rapidly from neglect and vandalism. In 1979 Leonard and Linda Madsen purchased the
home and moved it to its current location on S. Main Street. The Madsen’s completed the restoration
of the house in 1986 and soon after sold the house to Brian Neunaber who kept it until the current
owners purchased the house in 2010. The current owners continue to maintain the historic structure
and have benefited from two special valuations for the structure, one as recent as October of 2020.

COA 21-002
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Zoned medium density residential (RM 9600), the Sergeant Clark house is in a predominantly
commercial area on South Main Street and is flanked by the Island Transit Park-n-Ride to the north
and a vacant parcel to the south. The subject house sits on a .85-acre site and is set back about 80
feet from S. Main Street right-of-way. The west (front) façade is visible from S. Main Street. Views
of the north and west facades are significantly obscured by vegetation and public views are limited
from the east side due to existing farm fields.
The design of the Sergeant Clark House, which has two stories and an attic, is essentially rectangular
with an intersecting side wing extending to the west. The main part of the house has a gabled hip
roof, while the wing has a plain gable. A large porch and upstairs verandah extend from the wings
across the west façade. In the rear, there is a one-story extension. The roof is composed wood
shingles that were recently replaced to replicate the roofing in historic photographs. Additional
details are attached hereto, including photographs.
Since the purchase of the property in 2010, the current owners have done significant improvements
to the historic building, including replacement of roof shingles, necessary exterior and interior repairs
and painting. As a consequence, the owners applied for and were granted two special valuations, one
as recent as 2020.
II. –PERMIT BACKGROUND AND RECOMMENDATION FOR ELEVATION TO LEVEL
FOR HPC REVIEW
The In January of this year it was brought to the Town’s attention that a shed had been installed on
the subject property without issuance of a COA. After contacting the owners about the unpermitted
structure, an application for a COA was submitted on January 25, 2021 for the subject shed and a
fence. Pursuant to Section 16.13 accessory structures and fences under six feet in height are
considered “Level A” (fences) and “Level B” (accessory structures).
On February 2, 2021 the Reserve Committee reviewed the portion of the application pertaining to the
accessory structure and found it to be out of compliance with the Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve Design Guidelines. While this small accessory structure utilizes potentially compatible
materials and is located adjacent to a non-historic building (garage) to lessen the effect of the shed
roof, the Reserve Committee is under the opinion the shed is sited in an inappropriate area that
visually competes with the historic Sergeant House. Notably, the new shed is only 14 feet from the
historic building visible from South Main Street.
The Reserve Committee determined that if the property owners had applied for a COA before
constructing the shed, there would have been an opportunity for staff from the Reserve to work with
the property owners to site the structure behind the historic house or garage. If the current location
was found to be the best location due to security or other reasons, staff would have very likely
recommended using different materials and/or painting the structure the same color as the house and
garage to lessen the effect of the new construction when viewing the historic property from the
public right-of-way.
Given the above and the fact that the property owners have benefited from two special valuation
determinations, the Reserve Committee recommended elevating application to the HPC for Level C
review.
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III – PERMIT DATA
Building or Land Use Permit Type

COA

Application Number

COA 21-002

Application Date

January 25, 2021

Applicant/Owner

Meghan and Kristofer Iverson

IV – SITE DATA
Address

301 S. Main Street

Location

Town of Coupeville

Parcel Number(s)

R13104-493-4210

Size of parcel(s)

.85 ac

Historic Structure?

Yes

X

No

Proximity to Historic Structures?

Yes

X

No

RM 9,600 (residential zone)

Zoning Designation
Critical Areas/Overlays?

Yes

No

X

Shoreline Jurisdiction?

Yes

No

X

NPS Easements?

Yes

No

X

Heritage Farm Plan?

No

V – STAFF CONTACTS
Department
Town Planning

Name

Phone

E-mail

Owen Dennison

360-678-4461 Ext 3

planner@townofcoupeville.org

VI. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards apply to the extent the proposal may affect the Sergeant
Clark House’s integrity of setting. 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. Design of adjacent buildings should be
compatible with and should not detract or pull attention 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.

COA 21-002
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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 opinion of the Reserve Committee, the current appearance and location of the
shed is incompatible with and will detract from the Sergeant Clark House. In the current location
the structure pulls attention away from the primary building. In staff’s view, the setting of the
Sergeant Captain House, along with its prominence and character, is diminished.
VII. 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 4.6 - 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
into its site.

4.6.1. Architectural Character
Design Guidelines
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.
Staff analysis: While staff has determined that the new building is stylistically distinct from the
historic structure, the visual characteristics that distinguish the new construction from the old are
not subtle enough, given its current location, to enable the new building to blend in with the historic
property.

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: In staff’s opinion, the design and color of the building is incompatible with the
primary historic structure and as such, draws attention to itself. As there is a wide range of styles
and forms in the Reserve, the shed may be potentially compatible in a different setting.

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.
COA 21-002

4

Staff Report and Findings

Staff analysis: The proposed shed appears to meet this guideline and would be potentially
acceptable in a different, less conspicuous location.
4.6.7 New Accessory Structures (Including Garages and Sheds)
Guiding Principle: Accessory structures should be designed to be compatible with the primary
building and setting.
Design Guidelines – Historic Sites
2.
New accessory structures should be designed to be compatible with the historic context
and setting and the structure should be secondary to the main historic building.
Staff analysis: As discussed above, the Reserve Committee could not make a determination that
the proposed structure, in the proposed location is compatible with the historic context and
setting. The size and scale however, clearly appears secondary to the main historic structure.
3.
Place accessory structures in the rear yard or at the rear of the side yard, so they are
minimally visible from the street.
Staff analysis: The accessory structure is located 14 feet from the primary historic building in line
with the garage. The shed is neither in the rear yard, at the rear of the side yard, or behind an
existing building out of view. Therefore, the shed does not comply with this guideline.
5.
New accessory structures, when visible from public view, should have design and
materials compatible with the primary structure. Stock or kit outbuildings, fabric buildings, cargo
containers and carports are inappropriate when visible from public view.
Staff analysis: The proposal does not meet this guideline due to its high visibility from public view.
The design and materials are potentially compatible if the building was in a less visible location,
as stated above.
VIII. RECOMMENDED MOTION
Based on the record developed to date including application materials, staff report, evidence
presented and comments made at the public meeting, I find application COA 21-002 to be
inconsistent with various Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design Guidelines and the
Secretary of Interior Standards, I move to recommend denying a Certificate of Appropriateness or
granting conditional approval subject to the following:
1. Within 30 days of the date of this meeting, applicant shall relocate the shed to a more appropriate
location in coordination with staff from the Reserve.
IX. 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 21-002:
1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on January 25, 2021, for
approval of an “after the fact” 6 ft. by 12 ft. shed adjacent to a historic resource at 301 S.
Main Street.
2. The site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and within
COA 21-002
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100 feet of a historic resource.
3. The Historic Review Committee considered the application on February 2, 2021 and
recommended elevating the proposal to “Level C” for review by the HPC.
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
March 25, 2021.
5. After review of the proposed application and consideration of public comment and staff’s
recommendation, the Historic Preservation Commission finds the application inconsistent
with the applicable Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines and
concluded the shed should be removed and/or relocated to a more appropriate location.
X. 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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Appendix C: Iverson Tool & Garden Shed Justification of Placement
Present Shed Position
The following are our thoughts about the positioning of the shed:
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The historic house is a “fishbowl” with public access on the west (main street), the north (the
park and ride walkway), the south (National Forest Service parcel and farmland access
easement) and the east (the community pond).
In its present location, there are no angles in which the shed blocks a view of the historic house
The shed is screened from the road by natural vegetation including hedgerows, native trees, and
hosts a “round about” between the road and the shed containing a large Hawthorn and a young
English walnut. It is winter now and the natural screening is at its lowest point for the year.
The shed is positioned with the smallest dimensions facing the main street visibility blocked by
the garage or the historic house from most other angles.
It does not block a view to the prairie beyond the house - it extends from the garage only as far
out as existing obstructions – the garage staircase, and the base of a large tree
The shed supports approved uses of the property – home maintenance, gardening, and orchard
activity for the commercial cider business.
The historic house and garage have a history of burglaries and break-ins likely related to its
proximity to transit and the park and ride next door. Both structures are actively monitored.
The detached garage is a contemporary structure built soon after the house moved (1980s)
This structure does not modify present structures or require a change to the landscaping.
It is a smaller and submissive structure to the present structures.

Precedent in the Reserve
A brief walk through the neighborhood identified numerous auxiliary structures in the front or streetside of properties that may not be in conformance with the guidelines as strictly interpreted.

Examples in town
Example 1: This Island County Transit Park and Ride (201 S. Main St) auxiliary structure is just 22’ from
the north side of the historic Sergeant Clark house and located near the front of the property.
To comply with the Reserve design guidelines, this structure would need to be located in the back or
back-side of the property and it may need to be relocated about 100’ to the east.

Example 2: Cascade Custom Homes & Design (35 NW Birch St. Coupeville) and the adjacent business
have multiple auxiliary structures on the front and side of the property directly street side.

Example 3:
The Island Count Historical Museum (908 NW Alexander St, Coupeville) has multiple auxiliary structures
in the front of the building and directly street-side.

Example 4: the Coupeville School District has a new Farm to School program with an auxiliary shed in the
field that is visible from the street.

Examples around the immediate neighborhood
Example 5: The property located at 22289 SR20, Coupeville contains three auxiliary structures in the
front of the houses including one that appears recent with a sloped metal roof right at the street side.

Example 6: The property at 140 S Ebey Rd Coupeville, a recent Ebey’s Forever Grant recipient, hosts a
derelict auxiliary building in the front of the property.

Example 7: the property located at 225 S. Ebey Rd Coupeville, a historic farm, contains an unmaintained
auxiliary building in front of the house directly off Ebey’s Road.

Example 8: the property located at 209 S Ebey Rd Coupeville, has an auxiliary garage structure directly
off the street and in front of the house entrance.

These are just a few nearby examples in the neighborhood of the Sergeant Clark House – more can be
found in the broader community within the boundaries of the Reserve.

Historical examples
There are numerous historical examples of auxiliary buildings near the side or front of properties in the
Reserve.
It is our belief that auxiliary structures that support the approved uses of a property are a delightful
feature of the Reserve and there are numerous examples (such as the blockhouses) that today some
might find very unpleasant but are also viewed as having high historical value.

Sgt. Clark House and Garage, shed view from street.

Sgt. Clark House and Garage, shed view from street.

Sgt. Clark House and Garage, shed view from street.

Sgt. Clark House and Garage, shed view from street.

