EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
COUPEVILLE, WA
July 22, 2021 at 10:00 AM
Join Virtually via StarLeaf at
https://meet.starleaf.com/4989173471/app
Roll Call
Approval of Minutes
Discussion
Public Hearings:
• COA-21-029: Steven Byler, Penn Cove Cottage Co., S6415-00-12005-0, 104 NE 8th
Street, Coupeville; Construction of a new single family residence and detached studio;
• EBY-21-036: Sherrill Slichter, R13230-099-2780/2185 MADRONA WAY; Replace
existing home with a prefab modular system;
• EBY-21-037: Shellie Moore, R13101-331-0830/331 Morris Rd, Site Plan for repurposing
of building as Emergency Night-to-Night Shelter;
In accordance with Governor’s Proclamation 20-28 issued March 24, 2020, and following
updates, in-person participation at this meeting is not yet provided. Due to unprecedented times,
should a change occur on the hearing regarding location, date or time, the change(s) will be
posted on our website at: https://townofcoupeville.org/2020-historic-preservation-commission or
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/Planning. For additional information, email
k.bird@islandcountywa.gov. The HPC is a joint board of the Town and County. Please visit
www.islandcountywa.gov/planning/ for the Ebey’s Landing Guidelines. The public may submit
comments in writing to Planning & Community Development; PO Box 5000, Coupeville, WA
98239 for projects within the County (EBY). Projects within the Town (COA), submit written
comments to Town of Coupeville, PO Box 725, Coupeville, WA 98239.

The Historic Preservation Commission will hear testimony from interested persons via telephone or
video. Join meeting using the StarLeaf app: https://meet.starleaf.com/498 917 3471/app.
The phone number is +1-669-800-5335, meeting ID: 498 917 3471

EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION ISLAND COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM
June 24, 2021
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Clay called the meeting to order at 10:11 a.m.
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT
Commission Chair Bob Clay, Commissioners Katherine Baxter, Wilbur Bishop, Sheila Saul
Marshall Bronson.
STAFF PRESENT
Town of Coupeville Planning Director Donna Keeler, Grant Johnson Island County Assistant
Planner Kathryn Bird, Island County Current Use Planner Henry Rood, Island County Meredith
Penny, Island County Planning Program Coordinator Jana Raasch, Ebey’s National Reserve
Director, Kristen Griffin, Recording Secretary Claudia Golden.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
A motion was made to approve the June 24, 2021 Agenda, as revised; remove EBY 21-025 and
remove Stig Carlson from EBY 21-020. Motion passed unanimously.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A motion was made to approve the Minutes, for the regular Historic Preservation Commission
meeting of April 22, 2021. Motion passed unanimously.
DISCUSSION
The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
Selecting date for special HPC meeting: After July 22nd meeting.
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.
• Commissioner Saul shared email with Bob feels to be partial visited COA 21-024,
EBY 21-033 and EBY 21-031
• Commissioner Bronson Visited COA 21-024 site.
• Commissioner Baxter visited sites. COA 21-029 and EBY 21-020.
• Chair Bob Clay visited all sites except EBY 21-017.
1. COA-21-024: Jon Roberts, Cascade Custom Homes and Design, S7707-00-00008-0, 35
NW Birch Street, Coupeville; New addition to commercial building.
Planning Director Donna Keeler described the elements of the proposed commercial building
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, with the following conditions:
1. Applicant shall obtain approval for a new sign prior to installation.
2. The metal roof shall be a dark, non-reflective color.
3. Lighting shall be consistent with the Ebey’s Reserve Design Guidelines, Chapter 4.9.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
Chair Clay opened the floor to questions of Applicant.
No Questions.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
No comments.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor for discussion.
Commissioner Bishop noted the project does not meet the guidelines and is not compatible with
surrounding structures. Clarifying questions were asked and answered. Reserve Manager Griffin
spoke of the difference of the proposed addition, and that the changes allow it to be approvable.
MOTION
Commissioner Bronson moved to approve the application and its findings and conclusions and
approve COA 21-024, with the conditions of approval. Motion seconded.
Motion passed 3 ayes 2 nays
2. COA-21-029: Steven Byler, Penn Cove Cottage Co., S641500120050, 104 NE Eighth
Street, Coupeville; New SFR and detached studio.
Planning Director Donna Keeler described the elements of the proposed single-family residence,
detached studio, 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, subject to the following conditions:
1. Applicant shall maintain the existing native hedgerows and street side trees in
perpetuity to provide for adequate screening of the proposed structures.
2. Exterior light fixtures shall be screened so that the light sources are not visible off-site and
light does not spill onto other properties. Light fixtures should only be located over doors and
steps, and where demonstrated necessary for safety.

4. The proposed metal seam roof shall be a dark, non-reflective color.
Optional requirement for HPC Consideration:
5. Roofline shall be re-designed to be more consistent in style with the neighboring gable
and hipped roof designs.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
The Commission asked for and received clarification of roofline options, roof size and solar
panels.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Applicant Steven Byler spoke of the low profile and screening, visibility, shed style
compatibility.
Owner Carol Orazem commented on the effect of project with regard to surrounding area, the
placement of the proposed structure(s) on the site, vegetation and it’s compatibility with the
guidelines, and the roofline.
Reserve Manager Griffin commented on the Reserve’s guidelines in response to the project.
The Commission asked and received clarification with regard to roofline options, compatibility
with neighborhood and the addition as depicted in the proposal images
DISCUSSION
The Commission asked for clarification of the solar cells on roof, and then. discussed shed roof
visibility, compatibility with neighboring buildings, inconsistency with historic neighborhood.
Suggested applicant return with different roofline, owner asked clarifying questions with regard
to the roof and received answers. Applicant discussed asymmetrical gable.
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to not approve the findings and conclusions and disapprove COA
21-019, as presented. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
1. EBY 21-017: Robertson/Encinas, R13222-509-4290, 1175 Balda Rd. Oak Harbor; New
SFR & attached garage.
Island County Assistant Planner Kathryn Bird described the elements of the proposed new
single-family residence, and attached garage, 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, subject to the following conditions:
• Shop be a smaller and seperate structure.
• Site-plan reorientation of structure
• Additional landscaping
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
The Commission asked for and received clarification with regard to location, mass and scale of
garage vs proposed residence and existing structure on property, size and orientation of doors,
properties in area with similar outbuildings, classification, and location in Reserve.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.

Applicants David Encinas, Encinas Construction, asked clarifying questions with regard to
garage doors orientation and height requirements. Commission spoke of concerns that the mass
of the structure is out of scale with anything in the surrounding area, the shops attachment to the
residence and its placement on the property.
Assistant Planner Bird asked clarifying questions with regard to permitting the house without the
garage if the garage is an issue.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to discussion.
The Commission discussed their concern that the proposed residential structure is a guest house,
not a permanent residence, visibility of the buildings in its surroundings, the structures should be
separate, the garage doors orientation to the road, the need for landscape screening,
mass and scale of garage in relation to the residence it is attached to, and the existing structure,
and the size of the garage doors. Guidelines should be reviewed pertaining to the project.
MOTION #1
Commissioner Bishop moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve EBY 21-017, as
presented, excluding the 3rd condition for additional landscaping. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Saul.
Motion amended to remove part of condition #1, that shop be smaller.
Commissioner Saul withdrew her second on the main motion.
Commission discussed their concerns that approval of EBY 21-017, based on the conditions as
presented, does not guarantee the mass and scale of the shop, would meet the guidelines as they
pertain to the footprint of a structure.
Commission asked that the Motion be repeated. The motion was seconded. Motion failed 3 nays,
2 ayes.
MOTION #2
Commissioner Bishop moved to disapprove of adopting the findings of EBY 21-017, as
presented. Motion seconded.
Motion to amend the proposal to construct the SFR and a resubmission for the shop. Motion to
amend seconded. Motion to amend passed unanimously.
Motion to disapprove the facts and findings of EBY 21-017 as presented, with the amendment to
construct the SFR and resubmission for the shop. 2nd Motion passed unanimously.
MOTION #3
Commissioner Bishop moved to approve the facts and findings of EBY 21-017, condition that
shop is not included. Motion was seconded. 3rd Motion passed unanimously.
NOTE: Two Main Motions were adopted for EBY 21-017

2. EBY 21-020: Lee James, Crowder R13233-054-1920/ 22289 SR 20 Coupeville,
Remodel historic home.
Island County Assistant Planner Kathryn Bird described the elements of the proposed remodel,
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, subject to the following conditions:
• Maintain original windows
• Replace siding
• Minor change on screened side
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Applicant Lee James agrees with the proposal as presented.
Commission asked clarifying question with regard to the windows and deck, Reserve Manager
Griffin asked clarified question with regard to siding. Commission asked clarifying questions
regarding the siding.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to discussion. Hearing none.
MOTION
Commissioner Bronson moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve EBY 21-020, as
presented, Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
3. EBY 21-026: USA (Sheila Ragaanath)/ Kira Swanson, R13122-202-2000/ 1390 SR 20
Coupeville, Ft. Casey boat launch.
Island County Assistant Planner Kathryn Bird described the elements of the proposed boat
launch, 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.
The Commission asked for and received clarification with regard to the fabric used under the
rocks, the comby wall, materials, length and cost of project, FEMA funding,
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Applicant Shelia Ragaanath contributed to the Questions of Staff.

DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to discussion. Hearing none.
MOTION
Commissioner Bishop moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve EBY 21-026, as
presented. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
4. EBY 21-031: Mark Rutledge, S8060-02-00003-0/ Coupeville, new gazebo & tractor shed
on vacant lot.
Island County Assistant Planner Kathryn Bird described the elements of the proposed gazebo
and tractor shed, 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, subject to the 3 conditions.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF
Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Applicants Mark Rutledge is in agreement with the Staff presentation. Commission asked
clarifying questions and received answers with regard to the roof, the location of the structures,
any future structures.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to discussion. Commission asked clarifying questions as to the
discission of the window north façade with regard to the guidelines.
MOTION
Commissioner Bronson moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve COA 21-031, as
presented with recommendations. Motion seconded. Motion passed with 4 ayes and 1 abstention.
5. EBY 21-033: Crowder/ Stig Carlson, R13110-085-1980/ 710 Fort Casey Rd.
Coupeville, convert barn to SFR.
Island County Assistant Planner Kathryn Bird described the elements of the proposed barn
conversion to SFR, 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, subject to the 1 condition.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

Chair Clay opened the floor for questions to Staff.
The Commission asked for clarification with regard to the year the barn was built, it is unknown,
and when the renovation of the barn occurred, there is a permit dated 2007. The Commission
asked for and received clarification with regard to the whether the proposed changes were not
reversable.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Clay opened the floor for public comment.
Applicant Stig Carlson discussed his work with the owners on this project, and the conclusion of
preservation of property and converting the barn. Commission asked about the barn south view
where the renovation occurred; the timeline that excluded it from historic restructure, superficial
add on not change the structures not non reversable. 2007 is on the permit Stig said. Griffin
commented on drastic changes and how it affects future changes to the structure and the
remaining farmhouse that is a contributing structure and protecting it.
DISCUSSION
Chair Clay opened the floor to discussion.
MOTION
Commissioner moved to adopt findings and conclusions and approve COA 21-033, as presented,
without the proposed condition. Motion seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 1:04 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

_____________________________

_____________________________

Claudia Golden, Recording Secretary

Donna Keeler, Acting Planning Director
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
REVISED STAFF REPORT
Certificate of Appropriateness
104 NE 8th Street, Coupeville, WA
COA 21-029
Level A or B (HPC review requested)
Level C
Jurisdiction:

X
Town of Coupeville

I – PROJECT SUMMARY
Steven Byler, on behalf of Carol Orazem, requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for construction of a
new 1,056 sq. ft. Single Family Residence with a detached 320 sq. ft. accessory dwelling at 104 NE 8th
Street. Located in Review Area 1 in the Town’s RM-9600 zoning district, the site is currently vacant with
the exception of a 528 sq. ft. pole barn/garage building with a gable roof on the southwest corner.
The subject parcel is a non-historic site. The nearest historic resource, the Thomas Griffith House is
immediately adjacent at the north west corner of the subject property, with the Ives house second nearest,
approximately 65’ to the east across NE Haller street. Other nearby historic structures include the Albert
Kineth House (across the street South), the First Methodist Parsonage, the Jacob Straub House, the
Jefferds House and the Hesselgrave House, to name a few. Pursuant to CTC 16.13, new construction
within Review Area 1 requires a Certificate of Appropriateness review by the Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC).
The proposed main residence will be a single story building painted in charcoal grey color with
dark/black trim. The primary façade will face NE 8th street and will have a single-story main volume of
45 linear feet facing NE 8th street. The street facing side of the home will have a covered porch, dark
colored standing seam side-gable roof, and vertical, dark colored vertical fiber cement/cedar board and
batten siding. The gable view of the roof will be most prominent from the east and west elevations. The
windows will be wood vinyl composite with black trim. The front door will be wood/fiberglass.
The proposed accessory dwelling will located approximately ten feet to the west and slightly to the north
behind the existing garage and west of the main house. Painted in the same charcoal grey color as the
primary residence, this smaller structure will be obscured from the street and will be of the same design,
materials and color as the primary residential building. The applicant is proposing to maintain the existing
hedgerows to screen views of the new buildings.
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Summary of character defining features:
 Single story 1, 056 square foot residence and 320 square foot detached studio (Charcoal grey)
 Existing garage/pole barn to remain and be re-painted and re-sided to match the new structures
 Vertical, dark colored fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding (both structures)
 Dark metal, side-gable roof
 Covered porches on south and north elevations
 Existing native hedgerows to remain
Summary of features by elevation of the 1,056 square foot primary building:
 South Elevation (View from NE 8th Street):
o Covered porch
o A total of six proportionally placed wood vinyl composite windows with black trim
o Wood/fiberglass door (black to match window trim)
o Vertical, dark colored fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding
o Dark metal, side-gable roof
 East Elevation (View from NE Haller Street):
o Two small square wood vinyl composite windows and one “picture size” wood vinyl
composite window
o Vertical, dark colored fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding
o Gable view of dark metal roof
 North Elevation (Partial view from NE Haller Street):
o Three side by side sliding glass, wood framed vinyl doors with transom accent windows
above and two picture style windows.
o Fiberglass/wood door
o Vertical, dark-colored fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding.
o Side-gable, dark metal roof
o Back porch
 West Elevation (Partial view from NE 8th Street):
o Two square, wood vinyl composite windows
o One fiberglass/wood door
o Vertical, dark-colored fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding
o Gable view of dark metal roof
 Existing hedgerows and majority of trees to remain.
Summary of features by elevation of the 320 square foot accessory (studio) building:
 The most prominent and visible elevations (north and south) will have matching windows and
vertical, fiber cement board and batten siding.
 Dark metal shed style roofline in a similar orientation as the primary structure.
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II – PERMIT DATA
Building or Land Use Permit Type

Building permit

Application Number

COA 021-029

Application Date

April 28, 2021

Applicant/Owner

Steven Byler for Carol Orazem

III – SITE DATA
Address

104 NE 8th St, Coupeville, WA

Location

Town of Coupeville

Parcel Number(s)

S6415-00-12005-0

Size of parcel(s)

10,000’sq

Historic Structure?

Yes

Proximity to Historic Structures?

Yes

No
X

X

No

RM9600

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 /BACKGROUND
The proposal is for a 1,056 sq. ft. new single family residential building with an additional 320 sq. ft.
detached accessory dwelling unit for a total build out of 1,376 sq. ft. on a mostly vacant lot in Review
Area 1. The application was discussed by the Historic Reserve Committee (HRC) on May 6, 2021 and on
June 2, 2021. Given the location and proximity to historic structures, the Reserve Committee expressed
concerns about the proposed roofline. These concerns were shared with the applicant who requested to
bring the project forward to the HPC as proposed for consideration.
On June 24, 2021 the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) discussed the original proposal which
included a shed style roof for the residence and accessory structure. Although the design for the single
family home was found to be consistent with a number of guidelines, including building mass, scale,
height, orientation and siting, the Commission determined the structure was inconsistent with the
requirements for roof forms. Per Section 4.6.2.5 of the Guidelines, in the Historic Limited Commercial
District “the form of the roof and building cornice should be similar to those on adjacent structures. Use
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roof types and pitches reflecting the configurations found in Coupeville. Gable roofs are most typical,
often with decorative parapets or false fronts.”
On June 28, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised design with a gable style roofline with a ridge and a
short roof face on the north side. The HRC expressed concerns that it still appeared as a shed style roof
and suggested extending the north face. Subsequently, the applicant made further revisions to the roofline
to give it a truer gable appearance resulting in the current configuration and design.

VI. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards do not apply to this proposal for new construction.
VII. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal.

CHAPTER 4.5 – SITE DEVELOPMENT

4.4.1. Pre-Construction: 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 property 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, and significant open spaces— 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.
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 in the same scale and proportion as this predominant pattern, with particular
attention paid to setbacks and building orientation.
Staff analysis: The proposed structure, slightly smaller in scale and proportion than other
residential structures in the immediate vicinity, is oriented towards NE Eight Street, consistent with
the development pattern in the neighborhood. The main house will be located 25 feet setback from
the property line and approximately 18 feet from the edge of pavement. The proposed location and
setbacks are consistent with some of the more contemporary structures in the neighborhood
constructed after setback requirements were established. Staff is recommending a condition of
approval requiring existing hedgerows along the south and west borders of the site to be maintained
in perpetuity to conserve the existing streetscape appearance on NE 8th Street and NE Haller Street.
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Design Guidelines – Residential Neighborhoods
6. Maintain vegetative buffers, especially along scenic roadways, and hedgerows to screen
new development and enhance wildlife corridors. Plan to retain existing vegetation along
ridgelines when feasible.
Staff Analysis: Staff is recommending a condition of approval requiring the existing native
hedgerows on the subject property, along with existing trees on the street side of the hedgerow, be
maintained in perpetuity.
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.
Design Guidelines - 4.6.1 Architectural Character
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.
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.
Staff analysis:
The proposed fiber cement/cedar board and batten siding gives the appearance of wood and is
permissible under the Guidelines. According to the applicant, the exterior will be painted a charcoal
grey. The proposed dwelling and accessory unit are compatible with other nearby buildings in terms of
scale, mass, size and materials. The proposal is for 1,376 square foot build-out on the subject lot (both
buildings), and the average square footage of other residential structures on the street is just over 1,759
sq. ft. The proposed footprint is in line with the average footprint of neighboring structures, of 1,340
square feet. A comparison of massing based on both square footage and footprint area (for primary
structures) is provided in the table on the following page.
The majority of the surrounding residential buildings have gabled or hipped roofs and tend to be more
traditional in style. Although lower in pitch than many surrounding rooflines, the adjacent single family
residence to the west also has a lower, more contemporary pitch. In staff’s view, the proposed new
roofline is in fact a gable roof, and thus compatible in shape and form with surrounding buildings.
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Massing Comparison on NE 8th Street in Project Vicinity
Proposed Building Footprint and Square Footage of Primary Residence: 1,056 sq. ft.

Address

Notes

Building
Footprint

801 NE Center street

Parcel immediately adjacent to the west

1,802

Building
Square
Footage
2105.6

101 NE 9th street

Parcel immediately to the northwest

1,548

1684.6

107 NE 9th street

Parcel adjacent to the north

1,537

2653.1

201 NE 9th street

Parcel directly across NE Haller to northeast

920

920

803 NE Haller street

Parcel directly across NE Haller to east

558

940

801 NE Haller street

Parcel directly across Haller to southeast

1,520

1777.5

707 NE Haller street

Parcel across NE 8th AND, NE Haller to the
southeast

1,430

2161.1

703 NE Center street

Parcel directly across NE 8th, to the south

1,404

1836.0

8 total

10,719/8= 1,339.9 avg. building footprint
(sq. ft.)

Total avg.
footprint.
1,339.9

Total avg. sq.
footage
14,077.9

14,077.9/8 = 1,759.7 avg. building sq.
footage
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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.

1. In Review Area 2, and for totally screened development in Review Area 1, greater
flexibility in design and materials is permitted, as long as the building does not negatively
impact the historic character of the Reserve. Use historic features as inspiration for infill
design, not as a template.
Staff analysis: Following input provided by the HPC and the HRC, the applicant submitted a revised
design with a side gable roof. Given that the proposal meets the guidelines for roof shape, is
diminutive in scale and mass, and protects natural features in the Reserve (such as natural
vegetation and the existing streetscape), staff is recommending approval of the revised proposal with
conditions.

2. New buildings should reflect the architectural character of surrounding buildings in the
following ways:
a. Similar proportions, scale, and roofline;
b. Complementary architectural style and exterior finish materials;
c. Complementary patterns and proportions of windows;
d. Similar entry configuration and relationship to the street;
e. Complementary architectural details or features without imitating historic features.
Staff analysis: The neighborhood is composed of a mix of architectural styles, including historic
buildings (farm house, Queen Anne, Italianate) and more contemporary styles (ranch house, Cape
Cod, modern suburban, others). Gables and hipped roofs are most common in the immediate vicinity
of the site. Although the proposed gable style roof is lower in pitch than most surrounding structures,
staff is under the opinion the proposal meets the guidelines in the terms of roof shape, proportion,
scale, architectural style for accessory structures, exterior finish materials, entry configuration and
relationship to street.

6. Use gable and hipped roofs as primary roof forms. Avoid massing and building shapes that
are inconsistent with those found in the Reserve. Avoid flat roofs except on small
additions.
Staff analysis: A gable-style roof is proposed for the primary residence and a shed style roof is
proposed for the accessory building.

7. Front porches should be used to emphasize the front entry. When there is no front porch or
when a front porch is not a prominent feature of the new house design, the front door must
be oriented facing the street.
8. Orient the main façade, with the primary entrance of a new building, facing the street.
Enhance the primary entrance with stairs, a porch, stoop, or other design features
appropriate to the architectural style of the building.
Staff analysis: The main façade is oriented to NE Eighth Street. A front covered porch is proposed.
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9. Reflect the mass, scale, and height of adjacent structures.
Staff analysis: As discussed above, the proposal is for two, single-story structures that will reflect
diminished mass, scale and height in comparison to adjacent structures.

10. Building footprints should be no larger than the average footprint size of all buildings
located within 200 feet of the site or those that are on parcels contiguous to the common
boundary and in the same zone and of similar lot size. Accessory structures (e.g., sheds
and garages) may be excluded from this calculation.
Staff analysis: As noted in the table above, the proposed building footprint of the primary residence
is 1,065 square feet, well below the average footprint of 1,339 sq. ft. in the immediate vicinity.

12. Use similar window types and proportions as those found on nearby buildings. To the
extent possible, multiple windows on a single wall plane should be spaced and aligned
with other windows and doors on the same wall plane. Single grouped windows on a wall
plane should relate to other architectural features such as roof forms, doors, or facade
projections. The ratio of window-to-wall shall be similar to that on historic residences’
primary facades.
Staff analysis: The window types are generally similar to nearby non-historic buildings and appear
to be proportional adding architectural interest to wall planes

13. Wood windows are preferred on buildings.
Staff analysis: The application notes that vinyl windows are proposed. Wood windows are not
required.

15. Do not locate garages, parking lots, or carports in front of the building. Screen surface
parking lots with appropriate vegetation. Provide parking at the rear of the lot, when
feasible, and screen parking from adjacent properties.
Staff analysis: The existing garage will remain. The proposed outdoor parking area will be located
between the existing building and a native hedgerow and will be largely screened from adjacent
properties.
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.
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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
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 that the exterior of the house will be painted a charcoal grey
with black or dark trim. The roof will be a dark color. Staff is recommending a condition of approval
requiring the proposed metal roof material on both structures to be non-reflective dark color.

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.
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.
7. Avoid bright lighting on outdoor surfaces of buildings.
Staff analysis: Staff recommends a condition of approval to screen exterior light fixtures so that the
light source is not visible off-site and light does not spill onto other properties. Light fixtures should
only be located over doors and steps and where demonstrated necessary for safety. Light fixtures
intended to illuminate the side of the building should not be permitted.
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 propane tanks, heat pump, or other common exterior utilities are addressed 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 21-029 to be consistent with the
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Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design Guidelines, I move to recommend granting a
Certificate of Appropriateness subject to the following conditions of approval.
1. Applicant shall maintain the existing native hedgerows and street side trees in perpetuity to provide for
adequate screening of the proposed structures.
2. Exterior light fixtures shall be screened so that the light sources are not visible off-site and light
does not spill onto other properties. Light fixtures should only be located over doors and steps and
where demonstrated necessary for safety.
3. The proposed metal seam roof shall be a dark, non-reflective color.
4. Exterior mechanical equipment shall be located in an interior yard not adjacent to a street and screened
from view from public streets.
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 21-029:
1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on April 28, 2021, to construct
a new single-family residence and detached accessory dwelling unit on a mostly (except for a preexisting garage) vacant parcel located at 104 NE 8th street.
2. On June 24, 2021 the Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the application in an open and
duly advertised public meeting and found the application to be inconsistent with the applicable
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines and denied the proposal.
3. On June 28, 2021, the applicant submitted revised drawings for consideration by the HRC.
Following input and guidance from the HRC and staff, the applicant submitted (new) revised
drawings on July 13, 2021 for consideration by the HPC.
4. The site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and is classified
as construction of a new residential structure, which requires action on a Certificate of
Appropriateness by the Historic Preservation Commission.
5. 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 July 22,
2021, and all wishing to be heard were heard.
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.
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REVISED
DRAWINGS
SUBMITTED
JULY 13, 2021

NE ELEVATION PERSPECTIVE
REVISED 07/13/21

SOUTHWEST ELEVATION PERSPECTIVE
REVISED 07/13/2021

NORTH ELEVATION
REVISED 07/13/2021

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Findings of Fact
Slichter Replace SFR
EBY-21-036

Level B (Elevated)

X

Level C (HPC CAO Decision)

X

Level D (HPC Recommendation)
Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville

Island County

X

I – PROJECT SUMMARY
Sherrill Slichter, property owner, proposes to replace existing home with a prefab modular system Ideabox. The home will be delivered nearly complete and placed on a poured concrete foundation within
Design Review Area 1. The neighboring parcels contain single-family residences around an aquatic lagoon.
The subject property is within 100 feet of contributing structure Madrona Way. The subject parcel is
located on the western edge of Penn Cove, near the midpoint of Ebey’s Reserve.
II – PERMIT DATA
Building or Land Use Permit Type
Permit Number
Application Date
Applicant/Owner
Agent

Replace SFR with prefab modular home
EBY-21-036
June 9, 2021
Sherrill Slichter
Larry Kwarsick

III – SITE DATA
Address
Location
Parcel Number(s)
Size of parcel(s)
Zoning
Historic Structure?
Proximity to Historic Structures?

EBY-21-036 Slichter

2185 Madrona Way
Coupeville
R13230-099-2780

0.91 acres
Rural
Yes
Yes

No
No

X
X

1

Allowable Density

1 dwelling unit per 5 acres

Critical Areas/Overlays?

Wetlands, Steep Slope, Flood Hazard, Cultural
Resources
Yes
X
No
No
No
X
N/A

Shoreline Jurisdiction?
NPS Easements?
Heritage Farm Plan?
IV – STAFF CONTACTS
Department
ICPCD

Name
Henry Rood

Phone
360-678-7258

E-mail
h.rood@islandcountywa.gov

V – APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES
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.
Finding: One small (1040 square foot) factory-constructed structure is proposed.
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.
Finding: The applicants did not propose a false historic structure. The proposed house is stylistically
distinct from historic structures though it does have similarities with the scale, materials, and color
of surrounding properties.
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.
Finding: The exterior materials proposed are similar to the exterior materials found on the
neighboring homes.
4. Buildings in wooded areas that are substantially and permanently screened from the road by trees
may have greater flexibility in massing, scale, and materials.
Finding: The proposed home is in a wooded area its location along Madrona Way and is partially
screened by the existing tree line. A tree may need to be removed to place the modular home on
its foundation
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
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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.
Finding: The proposed building is similar in scale to surrounding primary structures, as well as
mass.).
6. New buildings shall acknowledge 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. It is recommended that a
purchaser check the Guidelines and the available options before purchasing the building or
materials.
Finding: The modular home is similar in size to the existing home (1,165 sq ft) and appears to
conform to the guidelines.
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.
Finding: The applicants propose fiber cement siding as a gesture to northwest regional
architecture.
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.
Finding: No site modifications proposed beyond those necessitated by the installation of the
structure.
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.
Design Guidelines
1. In Review Area 2, and for totally screened development in Review Area 1, greater flexibility in
design and materials is permitted, as long as the building does not negatively impact the historic
character of the Reserve. Use historic features as inspiration for infill design, not as a template.
Finding: The proposal will be partially screened from the public right of way and the lagoon, and
is not disruptive to the surrounding neighborhood.
2. New buildings should reflect the architectural character of surrounding buildings in the following
ways:
a) Similar proportions, scale, and roofline;
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b)
c)
d)
e)

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.

Finding: Configuration is similar to other Ideabox modular homes approved along Madrona way
and does not imitate historic features.
3. Building shapes should be compatible to historic residential structures in the Reserve.
Finding: Building shape is standard for small residential structures in the Reserve.
4. Vary design in groups of buildings. Denser developments are encouraged to include details that
create a sense of human scale and break down the bulk of large buildings.
Finding: Only one building is proposed.
5. Smaller accessory structures are encouraged in order to reduce the mass of the primary building.
These structures should be consistent with the proportion of the main building and site and
should be compatible with the main building in design, materials, and color.
Finding: The property already contains one small accessory structure not visible from the road,
which will remain unaltered in this proposal.
6. Use gable and hipped roofs as primary roof forms. Avoid massing and building shapes that are
inconsistent with those found in the Reserve. Avoid flat roofs except on small additions.
Finding: The applicants propose a shed roofline.
7. Front porches should be used to emphasize the front entry. When there is no front porch or when
a front porch is not a prominent feature of the new house design, the front door must be oriented
facing the street.
Finding: The front entry will include a small porch entry. A rear deck is also planned. The home will
be required to be elevated above grade to conform with the floor level elevations of the flood
hazard requirements. Decks may be required to be break-away.
8. Orient the main facade, and the primary entrance of a new building, facing the street. Enhance
the primary entrance with stairs, a porch, stoop, or other design features appropriate to the
architectural style of the building.
Finding: Front door to be oriented towards Madrona Way.
9. Reflect the mass, scale, and height of adjacent structures.
Finding: The proposed structure is comparable to scale and mass of adjacent homes.
10. Building footprints should be no larger than the average footprint size of all buildings located
within 200 feet of the site or those that are on parcels contiguous to the common boundary and
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in the same zone and of similar lot size. Accessory structures (e.g., sheds and garages) may be
excluded from this calculation.
Finding: Building footprint is small. Proposed 1,104 sq ft is on scale with the adjacent homes.
11. To avoid overwhelming smaller neighboring buildings, divide a wide facade to look like smaller
building masses.
12. Use similar window types and proportions as those found on nearby buildings. To the extent
possible, multiple windows on a single wall plane should be spaced and aligned with other
windows and doors on the same wall plane. Single grouped windows on a wall plane should relate
to other architectural features such as roof forms, doors, or facade projections. The ratio of
window-to-wall shall be similar to that on historic residences’ primary facades.
Finding: Window types and spacing are aligned and functionally related to the interior use of the
modular home.
13. Wood windows are preferred on buildings.
Finding: Proposed vinyl windows chosen for coastal location and affordability objective; color to
be selected to match the siding color.
14. Acceptable window patterns for single- or double-hung windows include one- over-one, twoover-two, or four-over- four lights. Multi-paned sashes over single-paned sashes are also
appropriate. Artificial muntins may be used, provided they are the wider contoured grids as
opposed to the narrow flat grids. Single-paned sashes without muntins (e.g., one-over-one light)
are always appropriate and are preferred over the use of artificial grids, particularly if window
sections are divided by mullions of two inches or more.
Finding: Water-facing transom windows are proposed.
15. Do not locate garages, parking lots, or carports in front of the building. Screen surface parking lots
with appropriate vegetation. Provide parking at the rear of the lot, when feasible, and screen
parking from adjacent properties.
Finding: No new parking proposed. The applicant will utilize the existing carport located as an
attachment to the accessory building.
16. Vary design on units or groups of units. Varied details are encouraged to ensure that denser types
of housing include details that create a sense of human scale and break down the bulk of larger
buildings.
Finding: Only one structure is proposed.
4.5.1 - Pre-Construction: 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 property 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.
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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, and significant open spaces— shall be preserved.
Design Guidelines—Rural settings
1. Site development should be designed to reflect the natural conditions of the site, including
topography and existing vegetation. Consider the prominence of your building site and evaluate
how new construction will affect the view of existing open land from the public right (s)-of-way.
Every effort should be made to avoid locating new construction in the middle of fields, on hill and
ridge tops, or where it would be silhouetted against the sky.
2. Plan the site layout (including buildings, roads, and other elements) to preserve scenic vistas,
historical patterns of development, natural and historic landscape features (such as hills, trees,
ponds, hedgerows, woodlands, or open fields), and visual relationships.
3. Reflect, rather than obscure, natural topography. For instance, buildings should be designed to
“step up” hillsides to accommodate significant changes in elevation. Where neighboring buildings
have responded to similar topographic conditions in their sites in a consistent way, consider
similar treatment for the new structure. Minimize the visual and environmental impact of
development on hillsides by designing buildings and other elements to fit natural slopes rather
than re-grading the slope. Plan to set buildings back from the edge of bluffs to protect views from
scenic areas below. (Also refer to specific code requirements regulating the location of structures
in proximity to steep or unstable slopes.)
4. Retain the historic relationship between buildings and landscape features of the setting. For
example, preserve the relationship between an agricultural field and adjacent historic buildings,
historic roads, or landscape features.
5. When there is significant contrast in land use type or intensity, retain open space, trees, native
vegetation, or other natural features such as buffers between the existing uses and proposed
uses.
6. Retain historic viewsheds to and from historic buildings and structures.
7. Protect public views to and along the shoreline, other scenic vistas (including natural features),
and views of historic properties seen from public roads and public lands. Maintain scenic vistas
and views of historic properties as seen from public roads.
8. Maintain vegetative buffers, especially along scenic roadways, and hedgerows to screen new
development and enhance wildlife corridors. Retain existing vegetation along ridgelines.
Finding: The subject parcel is relatively narrow with numerous trees, meaning that the proposed
residence is partially screened. Given the existent screening, the proposed structure is not likely to
obscure view of historic properties approximately 500 feet to the north.
Chapter 4.7 -Painting and Colors
Design Guidelines
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.
3. For buildings in Review Area 1, on the prairies and in woodlands, color is very important. In most
cases, darker earth tones found in the surrounding landscape are called for to help make new
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construction “recede” into the landscape. White or lighter colors are appropriate for historic
buildings. Colors that blend with dark tones in the landscape help buildings recede rather than
stand out. The more visible a building is from public viewpoints, the more important color
selection is. Bright or light colors increase a building’s visibility and alter the historic viewsheds.
7. Elsewhere in the Reserve, use colors (usually dark colors) that blend with or complement the
surroundings.
Finding: As mentioned in the guidelines, color is a personal choice. The applicants have not
proposed a specific color in their application, instead stating that “The proposed exterior colors
will responsive the the guidling principal and associatd guidelines. See elevations. As the house is
“simple” fewer colors will be used... Paint colors that are appropriate to the style, period and type
of building and its waterfront location will be selected. The paint colors will be complementary to
each other and used to accentuate a building’s significant features.”.
Staff recommends that the house be a dark, earth-tone color (RECOMMENDATION), so that it
does not stand out from other houses in the area.

VI – DISCUSSION
Sherrill Slichter, property owner, proposes to replace existing home with a prefab modular system Ideabox. The home will be delivered nearly complete and placed on a poured concrete foundation within
Design Review Area 1. The neighboring parcels contain single-family residences around an aquatic lagoon.
The subject property is within 100 feet of contributing structure Madrona Way. The subject parcel is
located on the western edge of Penn Cove, near the midpoint of Ebey’s Reserve.

VII– RECOMMENDATION:
1. Add more vegetative screening along Madrona Way, especially on the northern side.
2. Replace any vegetation removed for the purposes of installation with native vegetation
3. Roof should be of non-reflective metal.

VIII – FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the analysis presented above, HPC approved the following findings of fact with respect to
Application No. EBY-21-036:
1. The applicants submitted an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness on May 28, 2021 to
replace the existing home with a prefab modular system from Ideabox, to be delivered nearly
complete and placed on a poured concrete foudnation.
2. This site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and is classified as
new construction, which requires approval of a Level C Certificate of Appropriateness. In
accordance with Section 17.04A.110 of the Island County Code, the Historic Preservation
Commission reviewed the new structure within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve.
3. After review of the proposed application, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the
application is consistent with the appropriate Design Guidelines for new construction and
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accessory structures with Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve. The architectural design is
consistent with the standards for New Construction with respect to design continuity, building,
and building access, building materials, colors, height, bulk, and building facades.

IX - APPEAL PROCESS
The HPC decision regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness may be appealed in conformance with the
administrative appeal procedures set forth in Island County Code 16.19.190 OR CTC. Specifically, the
following appeal procedures apply:
1. If appealed, Level C Certificates are to be appealed consistent with Type III decisions pursuant to
Section 16.19.190B ICC.
All appeals of the HPC decision regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be consolidated with any
appeal of the underlying or companion land use or building permit application. Such appeals shall be heard
at a single simultaneous hearing before the Hearing Examiner or BOCC to consider the Director’s or HPC
decision or recommendation on the proposal.
Should you wish to appeal this decision, please familiarize yourself with the above noted code
requirements pertaining to the type of appeal process applicable to this decision. The exact language of
Section 16.19 ICC can be found on the County’s website; hard copies are available from the Planning
Department.

THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS IS APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF_JULY, 2021.

By:

____________________________________
Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Attest by:

____________________________
Henry Rood, Assistant Planner

Attachments:
- Site Plan, approved June X, 2021
- Architectural elevation drawings, approved June X , 2021
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Findings of Fact
Moore Site Plan Review
EBY-21-037

Level B (Elevated)

X

Level C (HPC CAO Decision)

X

Level D (HPC Recommendation)
Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville

Island County

X

I – PROJECT SUMMARY
Sherrill Slichter, property owner, proposes to replace existing home with a prefab modular system Ideabox. The home will be delivered nearly complete and placed on a poured concrete foundation within
Design Review Area 1. The neighboring parcels contain single-family residences around an aquatic lagoon.
The subject property is within 100 feet of contributing structure Madrona Way. The subject parcel is
located on the western edge of Penn Cove, near the midpoint of Ebey’s Reserve.
II – PERMIT DATA
Building or Land Use Permit Type
Permit Number
Application Date
Applicant/Owner
Agent

Site Plan Review
EBY-21-037
June 9, 2021
Shellie Moore
Baz Stevens

III – SITE DATA
Address
Location
Parcel Number(s)
Size of parcel(s)
Zoning
Historic Structure?
Proximity to Historic Structures?

EBY-21-037 Moore

331 W Morris Rd
Coupeville
R13101-331-0830

1.94 acres
Rural
Yes
Yes

No
No

X
X

1

Allowable Density

1 dwelling unit per 5 acres

Critical Areas/Overlays?

Ebey’s Review Area 1

Shoreline Jurisdiction?
NPS Easements?
Heritage Farm Plan?

Yes
No
N/A

No
No

X
X

IV – STAFF CONTACTS
Department
ICPCD

Name
Henry Rood

Phone
360-678-7258

E-mail
h.rood@islandcountywa.gov

V – APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES

CHAPTER 2.3 – REVIEW AND APPLICATION PROCEDURES
Historic and Scenic Vistas: In these areas, the overall character is derived primarily from
the landscape, particularly farmland, open fields, forested road corridors, hedgerows,
and shoreline areas. Included are all buildings in the Reserve visible across a prairie or
body of water or from a public road, as well as the intrinsic links between historic
buildings and other significant historic features. These links shall be visually protected to
maintain the sense of the historic setting. The main consideration is that the visible
landscape be substantially preserved.
Finding: Additional vegetative screening on all sides of the site would better serve the visual protection of
the historic setting and help limit any potential disruption to views.

CHAPTER 4.5 - SITE DEVELOPMENT
The Reserve has distinctly different Landscape Character Areas with varied settings.
What is appropriate in one area, or for one type of building, may not be appropriate for
another. Therefore, Guidelines for new construction and other site development activities
are divided into subsections. It is important that all aspects of site development and
permitting be coordinated. Please be advised that it may be necessary to apply more than
one subsection of the Guidelines to any specific project (e.g., a new multifamily housing
project may also be in close proximity to a historic building). 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. While well and drain field locations obviously
depend on site conditions, they should be sited with regard to the landscape and historic
character as well as technical considerations.
4.5.1 - Pre-Construction: 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 property
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
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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 PART 4 Ebey’s Reserve Design Guidelines 32 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, and significant open
spaces— shall be preserved.
VI – DISCUSSION
Sherrill Slichter, property owner, proposes to replace existing home with a prefab modular system from
Ideabox. The home will be delivered nearly complete and placed on a poured concrete foundation within
Design Review Area 1. The neighboring parcels contain single-family residences around an aquatic lagoon.
The subject property is within 100 feet of contributing structure Madrona Way. The subject parcel is
located on the western edge of Penn Cove, near the midpoint of Ebey’s Reserve.
VII: PUBLIC COMMENTS:

The public comment period for this Certificate of Appropriateness was from July 7, 2021
until July 21, 2021. Public comments for the Site Plan Review application were received,
but did not directly pertain to Ebey’s Reserve Design Review Guidelines.
VIII– RECOMMENDATION:
1. Add vegetative screening along all sides of the site, especially facing SR 20 and Morris Road.

IX – FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the analysis presented above, HPC approved the following findings of fact with respect to
Application No. EBY-21-037:
1. The applicants submitted an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness on June 10, 2021 for
Site Plan Review of the proposed Emergency Night-to-Night Shelter on 331 Morris Road.
2. This site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and is classified as
Site Review, which requires approval of a Level C Certificate of Appropriateness. In accordance
with Section 17.04A.110 of the Island County Code, the Historic Preservation Commission
reviewed the new structure within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve.
3. After review of the proposed application, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the
application is consistent with the appropriate Design Guidelines for new construction and
accessory structures with Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve. The architectural design is
consistent with the standards for New Construction with respect to design continuity, building,
and building access, building materials, colors, height, bulk, and building facades.

X - APPEAL PROCESS
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The HPC decision regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness may be appealed in conformance with the
administrative appeal procedures set forth in Island County Code 16.19.190 OR CTC. Specifically, the
following appeal procedures apply:
1. If appealed, Level C Certificates are to be appealed consistent with Type III decisions pursuant to
Section 16.19.190B ICC.
All appeals of the HPC decision regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be consolidated with any
appeal of the underlying or companion land use or building permit application. Such appeals shall be heard
at a single simultaneous hearing before the Hearing Examiner or BOCC to consider the Director’s or HPC
decision or recommendation on the proposal.
Should you wish to appeal this decision, please familiarize yourself with the above noted code
requirements pertaining to the type of appeal process applicable to this decision. The exact language of
Section 16.19 ICC can be found on the County’s website; hard copies are available from the Planning
Department.

THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS IS APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF_JULY, 2021.

By:

____________________________________
Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

Attest by:

____________________________
Henry Rood, Assistant Planner

Attachments:
- Site Plan, approved June X, 2021
- Architectural elevation drawings, approved June X , 2021
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