
EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION   
 

ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM, COUPEVILLE, WA 
On August 10, 2017 at 10:00 A. M. 

 
Roll Call  
 
Approval of Minutes  
 
Public Hearings: 
 
COA 064-17: Coupeville School District, 2 S. Main St, Coupeville, multipurpose room addition. 
 
EBY-17-026: Shambaugh, Kevin and Maranatha, 2238 Kennedy Lagoon Ct., Coupeville, new SFR. 
  
 



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

COUPEVILLE, WA   
June 22, 2017 at 10:00 A. M. 

 
 
BOARD M EMBERS PRESENT I ROLL CALL  
Gilbert Erickson, Ron VanDyk, Ben Lovejoy, Sarah Aldrich, Stig Carlson, David Carpentier 
 
STAFF PRESENT County Planner Michelle Pezley, County Planner Jonathan Lange, 
Coupeville Planning Director Owen Dennison, Ebey’s Landing Historical Reserve Preservation 
Coordinator Sarah Steen, Recording Secretary Carol Browne 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Erickson called the meeting to order at 10:07 
 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
No training will be held today.  Commissioner Carlson moved to approve the agenda as presented.  
Commission Carpentier second.  Agenda was approved unanimously with noted change. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Commissioner Carpentier moved to approve the May 25, 2017, minutes as written. 
Commissioner Lovejoy second.  Minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
NEW BUSINESS I PUBLIC HEARING 
Chair Erickson 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 the commissioners to declare 
any conflict of interests or bias regarding the application on the agenda and to disclose any ex parte 
communications or site visits.  No declarations or disclosures were voiced.  Chair Erickson then asked 
those assembled for any challenge to a commissioner's impartiality.  No commissioner's participation 
was challenged. 
 
COA 037-17: Mark & Gwendalyn Papenhausen, 1103 NE Leach Street, Coupeville, New single-family 
residence. 

Planner Dennison described the proposal, identified design guidelines particularly relevant to the 
proposal, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with the Ebey's Landing Design Guidelines. [A 
staff report and copy of Certificate of Appropriateness application COA 037-17 were provided to the 
Historical Preservation Commission and applicant prior to the meeting.  Both documents are available on 
line at www.townofcoupeville.org.]   

 
CHAPTER 4.6 - NEW CONSTRUCTION 

 
Guiding Principles: New development should respect the Reserve's rural character. A successful new 
building will have compatible scale, massing, size, materials, and color that allow it to blend in to its 
site. 

 
Architectural Character 

 
 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. 

 



Planner Dennison noted that the roofline is the primary concern. The extensive shed roofline will 
define the character of the structure.  This style is not replicated elsewhere in the vicinity and few 
examples exist in town.  There are no other examples of a shed roofline this dramatic or of the same 
continuous length.  

 
Staff analysis:  The proposed residence is clearly distinct from historic structures and generally 
reflects the scale and materials of surrounding development.  The degree of difference between 
the proposal and historic residential structures may be an issue. 

 
 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. 
 

Planner Dennison state that the roof will be metal which is not common. Although there are 
examples of metal roofs throughout the town, there are none specifically in this area.  The 
guidelines don’t prohibit a metal roof; a metal roof is specifically prohibited on historic structures, 
and specifically allowed for agricultural structures.  Between those extremes, the guidelines are 
silent although metal roofs have been approved for residential development in the past.  

 
Chair Gilbert asked Staff if this is a reflection of a lack of evolution of the guidelines or if there a 
change in taste that should be addressed in the guidelines at some point?   

 
Planner Dennison responded that he suspects it was an oversight when the guidelines were 
prepared six years ago.  Clearly, if this is an important architectural feature or feature to be more 
judicially approved, then it should be addressed in the guidelines.   
 
Chair Gilbert asked for clarification on which zone Staff referred to when stating predominate roof 
and window styles.  Planner Dennison responded that Staff looks first to consistency and 
compatibility within the immediate neighborhood, then to consistency within the town.  Within the 
Reserve, there are other roof forms, typically outside the town and in more rural areas where lots 
are larger and more disperse. In these areas, there isn’t other development in close proximity to 
emphasize the distinction.  
 
Planner Dennison stated that it is important to address what the reserve is intended to do and 
referred the Commissioners to the bottom of page four of the staff report.   

Ebey’s Reserve is a historic district but has also been recognized as a nationally 
significant “cultural landscape”. As such, it is intended to represent a sweep of history up 
to and including the present day, rather than a more limited focus on a “snapshot in time” 
of a bygone era.  The existence of the Reserve is not intended to halt, but to thoughtfully 
incorporate, changes in the development, design, and culture of the community.  This 
means that allowances should be made to accommodate the architectural expression of 
evolving tastes, preferences, and lifestyles.  However, this allowance must be balanced so 
that new development does not eclipse or dilute the importance and visual prominence of 
the existing historical landscape.  Buildings distinctive for their break from more 
traditional or common styles should not be more noticeable than either their older or 
more contemporary neighbors. Since designs that are new and different tend to be more 
eye-catching, greater sensitivity for context is necessary when considering such designs. 
Where distinctly different designs have few or no antecedents in the community, locations 
are preferred where their visibility is not emphasized by the physical setting and where 
there are not contrasting designs in the immediate vicinity to highlight the distinctions. 

 
Planner Dennison stated that because this structure is close to other development it creates a 
contrast that makes it more noticeable. In the Reserve, the attention is intended to be on the older 



historic structures.  The new should not eclipse the very old. The intent of the Guidelines is to 
avoid outliers that draw undue attention and create focal points rather than allowing the focal point 
to remain on the designated historical resources.   
 
Chair Gilbert said that he understands the purpose of the guidelines but felt that there seems to be 
a focus on the shed roof style in the Reserve.  Chair Gilbert mentioned the salt-box style of roof 
often seen in the prairie. Preserve Coordinator Sarah Steen provided clarification on the salt-box 
style of roof.  Planner Dennison mentioned that a roof of that type was suggested for the 
applicant’s consideration but the applicant said it would represent too substantial of a design 
change.     
 
Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification on the source of Staff’s analysis referred to on the 
bottom of page four of the staff report.  Planner Dennison answered that it was staff’s 
interpretation.   
 
Planner Dennison stated that materials, scale, mass and size of new development are compatible 
with the current neighborhood and consistent with guidelines.  The form, however, deserves 
careful consideration so that it does not stand out in the context of the current neighborhood.   

 
Staff analysis:  In staff’s view, the residence will be compatible with regard to material, scale, 
mass, and size. However, the anomalous roof design, together with its prominent location will 
cause the building to stand out from the more conventional residential designs typical in vicinity 
and more generally in the Town. 

 
 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. 
 
Chair Gilbert asked for clarification on why the window design was changed.  Planner Dennison 
provided clarification.  

 
Staff analysis:  Surrounding residential development is characterized by gable and hip roofs.  The 
proposed shed roof is a departure from this pattern. Except for the entry configuration and 
relationship to the street, which is dictated in part by the shape of the lot and topographic change 
between the street grade and building site, the proposal is generally consistent with the character 
of surrounding development. 

 
The only real concern is the roofline.   

 
STAFF RECOMMENDED – (revised from the staff report) 
 

 
1. The primary structure should have a hip or gable roof, and the accessory structure should have a  
 complimentary roof.   
2. The metal roof will be non-reflective with a matte finish.  

 
Chair Gilbert asked for clarification on whether or not staff is accepting a shed roof.  Planner Dennison 
stated Staff believes a shed roof is inconsistent with the guidelines and, therefore, is recommending a hip or 
gable roof on the primary structure. The roof on the accessory structure has already been modified to a 
gable roof.     



 
Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification of where the views from Parker Road were taken.   Planner 
Dennison provided clarification.  Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification of future development of 
adjacent lots.  Clarification was provided.  
 
Chair Gilbert open the floor to public comment.  
 

Jerry Orioka:  Mr. Orioka is the owner of the lot to the south of the property.  At some point he 
hopes to build on his lot.  Mr. Orioka stated that it appears that the garage is greater than the twelve 
foot height limitation guideline.  Planner Dennison clarified that this guideline (4.6.7.4) only 
applies when the accessory structure encroaches on established setbacks of rear or side lot lines 
and a special exception to these setback has been granted.  It does not apply in this situation.  
 
Mark Papenhausen:  Mr. Papenhausen is the applicant.  He provided his personal background and 
shared the emotional importance of the design of the home. (Specifically to recreate a home similar 
in style to that of his wife’s parents who were killed in a house fire.  Their home was the center 
piece, gathering place for the family.  They intend for this home to become the new gathering 
place).   He noted that Guideline 4.6.1 states that new buildings should be stylistically different 
from historic structures.  He provided photos of buildings and rooflines that have been approved 
over the past several years.  He provided photos of views from Leach Street and Parker Road that 
show other homes he feels are as prominent as the proposed garage structure would be.  He 
mentioned he met numerous times with the Town Planner to soften up the garage structure as that 
will be the most visible structure on the lot.  They plan to put in a fair number of trees on the south 
side to shield the roofline as much as possible from view.  The lot just to the south will, at some 
point, have a development on it that will most likely block any view of their home.  He shared 
options of colors they were considering.  Finally he noted that the design of the home can be 
considered northwest contemporary.  They want to integrate the home into the landscape and 
compliment the large Douglas firs behind the house.  He doesn’t feel it will stand out significantly 
other than the roofline which will be obscured by the trees. 
 
Dan Miranda:  Mr. Miranda first complimented Mr. and Mrs. Papenhausen for their flexibility on 
the design of their home and garage.  Mr. Miranda Looking from Parker road, small window where 
go can see this view line.  The houses on hillside are just as prominent.  Feel what they are 
proposing will fit in well.  Not a snap shot in time.  Want to show a variety of style of houses.  
Trees will block things out as well as the new home being built.  As proposed, this will be a great 
addition to the neighborhood.  

 
Commissioner Lovejoy noted that the conversation to this point has been primarily focused on the shed 
roof style. He asked Mr. Miranda if there were other options to consider. Mr. Miranda responded that it is 
Mrs. Papenhausen’s dream to have this style of house.  The Papenhausen’s have agreed to make changes 
and the landscape will block and help soften the home and structure and its appearance from the different 
streets.  It is Mr. Miranda’s opinion that the shed roof will fit in just fine in the neighborhood as well as in 
the community. He noted that there are numerous shed roofs in and around down.  Commissioner Lovejoy 
asked how much design change it would take to change the roof.  Mr. Miranda responded that it would 
require significant redrawing and re-engineering of the plans. It could be done but it is not what the 
Papenhausen’s would prefer to have. 
 
Lorraine Beagel – 1008 NE Loop Street.  Ms. Beagel asked Mr. Miranda if landscaping would soften the 
view from 9th and the boat launch.  She feels this is a positive addition to the neighborhood and is open to 



what they’ve seen.  Mr. Miranda responded that there are existing apples trees and trees could be added to 
soften the front along the driveway amongst the twenty six trees they will be planting. 
Mr. Papenhausen mention that his wife is a master gardener and will be actively involved in making sure 
the lot is beautiful.  Chair Gilbert asked if the type of trees have already be determined and the growth plan 
projected.  Planner Dennison and Mr. Miranda responded that the information is on the landscape plan.   
 
Chair Gilbert noted that there appears to be a fundamental conflict between the applicant and Staff in that 
we have a shed roof that is not believed to meet guideline. We have new information that substantial 
landscaping will come in but are not certain if this landscape blocks the shed roof view? He asked that, 
with this new information, is Staff satisfied that the shed roof is not a problem or do you continue to 
believe it is out of guideline?   Coordinator Steen responded that landscape is often used to soften design 
but in this case Staff are looking at the building itself and the building’s relationship in terms of form to the 
buildings around it.  Different types of architecture need to be very carefully considered on a case-by-case 
basis about where they go in because they will have long standing impact.  Just by the fact that they are 
there they will change the area. Landscape does not totally mitigate the necessity to consider form. Chair 
Gilbert asked if Planner Dennison shared the same opinion.  Planner Dennison stated that his role is to 
evaluate the proposal against the guidelines. There is a guideline that allows more latitude where trees and 
vegetation will obscure a building.  Planner Dennison could not say that the landscape will or will not fix 
the issues raised, but advised the Commissioners that, if they believed it adequately addresses the guideline 
that provides that latitude, it has to overcome the identified inconsistencies with the guidelines.   
 
Chair Gilbert asked for Planner Dennison to note the place in the guidelines that most clearly identifies this 
roof type is non-compliant.  Planner Dennison directed the Commissioners to page forty three, 4.6.4 #6 – 
gable and hip are primary roof forms.   Planner Dennison also noted that this document is available to the 
public.   Mr. Papernhausen mentioned number one in the same section, (4.6.4) states that greater flexibility 
is permitted in review area 2.  Pictures of exceptions were provided to the Commissioners.  Chair Gilbert 
stated it was not advisable to compare previous construction situations and assumed approvals with the 
current situation.  Coordinator Steen added that a number of those examples pre-date the commission and 
the review process.  Mr. Papenhausen emphasized that there has been architectural advancement; northwest 
contemporary is a real architectural form.  He and his wife are trying to make this a subtle design form to 
fit in to the landscape.  
  
Chair Gilbert said the Commission is looking for buildings that reflect the architectural character of the 
surrounding buildings.  As Planner Dennison has noted and the guidelines have pointed out, this is not a 
common roof form in the community and is therefore, not complimentary.  
  
Commissioner Carpentier asked Mr. Miranda the estimated cost of re-design to a hip or gable roof.  Mr. 
Miranda answered that it was estimated in be a couple thousand dollars.  Planner Dennison made a point of 
order; the cost should not be a consideration. Chair Gilbert asked is it possible to solve the conflict on the 
applicant’s side?  Mr. Miranda answered that the applicant has already done numerous changes at their 
time and expense.  The main concern was the accessory structure.  They’ve solved five out of six of the 
Staff’s concerns. Commissioner Carlson asked if a gable or hip roof were used, would the roof line be 
higher.  Would this take you out of compliance with height code?  Mr. Miranda answered that yes, the roof 
would be higher but not out of compliance.  Chair Gilbert asked what benefit the applicant receives by 
remaining with the shed roof.  Why won’t they change the design?  Mr. Papenhausen answered that the 
sloped shed roof, which opens up to the view from a nine foot to fourteen foot height, is more consistent 
with the northwest contemporary style. Without it, the design would no longer be northwest contemporary. 
Chair Gilbert asked if the guidelines inhibit this style of architecture. Mr. Miranda responded that the 
guideline states the primary roof form is the gable or hip style but does not prohibit the shed roof.   
 



Chair Gilbert closed the public portion.  
 
Preservation Coordinator Sarah Steen was recognized.  Ms. Steen noted that northwest contemporary is a 
growing style and one that can be effectively incorporated in the Ebey’s Reserve.  It has been done in a 
number of cases both successfully and not so successfully.  Staff are considering this carefully because 
Ebey’s Reserve is a historic district and a national reserve and we are not everywhere else.  That is why the 
Historic Preservation Commission exists; to carefully consider what works with where it goes.  If we are 
going to fold the old and the new together in a way that doesn’t overwhelm the old, we need to do it on a 
case-by-case basis considering what belongs in what places and why, what draws attention where and why 
and what impact that will have on the larger scale. This is the hardest part of preservation to figure out 
what is compatible.  We are not creating any new historic buildings we are creating new buildings.  As a 
larger whole, we are looking at what happens when development overwhelms the character of the historic 
district and trying to find a thoughtful way to do both - to have a contemporary modern society within a 
historic district.  Staff are not saying no to the northwest contemporary style; staff are saying that in this 
case, it is not compatible to the character of the surrounding area.  
 
Commissioner Carlson commented that he felt the view impact from Parker Road was being 
overemphasized in the staff report.  In his opinion, there is greater impact from the water although he does 
not have a problem with that.  Commission Carlson also felt that future development to the south would 
obscure any potential view of this proposal from Parker Road.  Second, Commissioner Carlson stated that 
this proposal meets the requirements mentioned in Planner Dennison’s statement, namely that it does not or 
should not eclipse or dilute the importance or visual prominence of the existing historical landscape nor is 
it more noticeable than older or more contemporary neighbors. This would change, he thought, if a hip or 
gable roof is required; the roof would become more prominent and not fit into the landscape as well.  In the 
more important matter of mass and scale of the project, this proposal is compatible with the immediate 
neighborhood and fits well. Finally he stated he feels that contemporary designs tend to get the short stick 
and he would personally like to see changes in the guidelines.   
 
Chair Gilbert reiterated that this is not an insignificant issue.  We have an evolution going on and yet we 
have guidelines that say new buildings must reflect the architectural character of surrounding buildings as 
well as a list of ways that they should.  Guidelines do not suggest bold, new statements.   There are a 
limited set of choices.  Commissioner Carlson stated that the shed roof style is not a NOT recommended 
style; the guidelines encourage hip and gable forms. Shed is traditional style, but in this case is being used 
in contemporary style. 
 
Commissioner Lovejoy said that the Historic Preservation Commission is tasked with following the 
guidelines as they were created.  We’ve worked many years to get them this way.  If we soften the 
guidelines and say we need to take it on a case-by-case situation, with a “we can live with it” attitude, it 
sets a precedence.  What if there’s another applicant who wants the same type of structure.  We’ve had 
some controversial structures built in Coupeville but, because of this process, most are screened now.   
 
Commissioner Aldrich asked for clarification on the recommended motion.  Staff provided clarification.   
 
Commissioner Carlson moved to approve application COA 037-17 without the condition of changing the 
roof to a hip or gable roof but including the condition of a non-reflective matt finish. Commissioner 
Carpentier second.  Motion failed: 2 yes votes, 4 no votes.  
 
Commissioner Carlson said the he was not concerned about setting a precedence with this decision.  As a 
Commission, they are tasked with approving or denying each application on a case-by-case basis.  There 
are many examples of things we have approved.  



 
Commissioner VanDyk moved to approve application COA 037-17 with conditions as recommended by 
staff: (1) The roofs on the principal and accessory structures shall be redesigned as hip or gable roof, and, 
(2) the metal roof will be non-reflective, matte finish. Commissioner Aldrich second.  Motion passed 4 yes 
voted, 2 no votes.  
 
COA 046-17: Stuurmans Enterprises, Inc., 402 NW Wilkes Street, Coupeville, New single-family 
residence. 
Staff Report Planner Dennison described the proposal, identified design guidelines particularly relevant to 
the proposal, and provided staff's analysis of compliance with the Ebey's Landing Design Guidelines. [A 
staff report and copy of Certificate of Appropriateness application COA 046-17 were provided to the 
Historical Preservation Commission and applicant prior to the meeting.  Both documents are available on 
line at www.townofcoupeville.org.]   
 
Commissioner Lovejoy asked for clarification on possible locations for the garage.  Staff provided 
clarification.  
 
Chair Gilbert asked for clarification from the applicant on the house plan to be built.  The applicant 
confirmed which plan.   
 
Motion – Ron accept as proposed, recognized error in proposal, not COA 036-17 but COA 046-17 with the 
amendments.  Dave second.  Unanimous.   
 
Adjourned 11:50. 
 
 

 



 
 
 
Note:  unusual site – S curve.  Buildable portion is the northeastern most portion.   
Newcomb Barn is part of a larger Newcomb property -  former owner of the site which is listed in Ebey 
Reserve inventory is within 100 feet of the house. .  HPC is reviewing app.   
Note:  unusual site – S curve.  Buildable portion is the northeastern most portion.   
Newcomb Barn is part of a larger Newcomb property -  former owner of the site which is listed in Ebey 
Reserve inventory is within 100 feet of the house. .  HPC is reviewing app.   
topography of site – buildable portion is the highest portion is the highest portion but it also makes it  
a prominent area from most viewpoints  
Driveway will snake around the northern portion and snake around to the east side.  
Surrounding development -  
ROOFLINES:  significant consideration in the review of the project. Hip, gable, hip with gables, 
gable and hip.  Garage will be behind the building adjacent to the entry.   
N visible from water and next parcel to the north.  East façade 
Unusual features:  primary access is on the opposite side from the street – guideline for which staff 
believes there is some latitude in approval because the building in general does not relate to the street, not 
very visible.    Street facing façade will not really be seen. Limited views of the house from Leach street.  
Initially less concerned about unusual roof line because it will not have many public views. View from 
Parker Rd.  however, this is where staff concern came from, placed on high point in surrounding area, 
profiled against the sky, high view, depending on degree of landscaping placed, significant public view of 
south façade of the building.  
Roofline consideration – Hip on the accessory structure will be above the main structure.  Shed roof on the 
main structure.   Roofline would not have many public view.   
 
Accessory – originally shed roof now a hip roof; stone column corners NW, SW facades are now removed; 
unusual windows non-rectangula, now rectangular.  
Guidelines 4.6.1 Architectural character 
Similar in character: concern of roofline extensive shed roofline will define the character of the 
structure and it is not replicated elsewhere, in the vicinity and there are few examples in town; 
nothing this dramatic or same length of shed roofline.   
3:  Building materials – roof will be metal which is not common but there are examples in throughout town, 
guidelines don’t specifically prohibit, it is specifically prohibited on historic, allowed on agricultural, 
between extremes guidelines are silent – has been approved in the past for residential development  
Gilbert – is that a reflection of a lack of evolution of guidelines? – metal roofing OK for agriculture but not 
for homes.  Owen – suspect just an oversight in guidelines prepared 6-7 years ago, clearly if important 
feature more judiciously approved, then the guidelines should be updated reviewed.  Gilbert – this process 
should be regularly updated.  Gilbert– shed rood not predominate style, and windows are not as well – what 
zone are you looking at?  Owen – immediate neighborhood – guidelines speak to consistency; then to town 
– more rural areas (bottom of page 4 – small discussion about this)  Important to address several issues – 
what the reserve is intended to do:  cultural landscape, means it’s not locked at one time, not trying to make 
everything historic, not only emphasizing early 1900’s, late 1800’s; really looking at examples throughout 
the sweep of history since the town has been here.  One of the concerns for particularly modern 
developments is it tends to attract more attention than contempory design or more typical design - those 
things we see more often (the contemporary).  Guidelines are not to preclude or stop design at a particular 
period of taste but be careful of how it’s introduced particularly as new development comes in.  Preserve 
attention on the older historic structures.  The new should not eclipse the very old.  That’s the concern here.  
The fact that it is close to other developments and therefore, creates the contrasts that makes it more 
noticeable is the concern.  The intent of the Guidelines of the gable roof for residential form is to avoid the 



outliers that do draw undue attention, that create the focal points rather than the designated historical 
resources.  Gilbert:  understand but seems to be a focus on the shed roof occurs frequently.  Steen.  Salt box 
roofs are just extended gable roofs, they are not the same as the shed roofs.  Owen did suggest something of 
that nature to the applicant.  They said it would represent a substantial design change.    Stig:  page 4 – 
staff’s interpretation not straight out of the guidelines?  Staff’s interpretation.    
Owen:  Several guidelines referring to compatibility to materials, scale, mass and size.  This is consistent.  
It is the form that deserves some careful consideration and reinforcing the characteristics of the existing 
neighborhood so that it doesn’t cause new development to particularly stand out the context of the 
current neighborhood, reflect the character - new building doesn’t stand out.    
Clarification on changes made to original design. Gilbert:  Hip roof on accessory building, removing stones 
on corners, modifying windows.  Gilbert – to lesson the focus?  Owen, unusual windows drew undue 
attention.   
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  

Certificate of Appropriateness 
Coupeville School District Multi-Purpose Building Addition 

COA 040-17 
 

Level A or B (HPC review requested)  

Level C (Decision) X 

Level C (Recommendation)  

Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville X Island County  

 

I – PROJECT SUMMARY 

The Coupeville School District requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for a proposal to construct a 
3,941 square foot addition to the existing, approximately 7,500 square foot Multi-Purpose Building 
on the Coupeville Elementary School parcel at 2 South Main Street.  The existing building was 
evidently constructed in the early 1980s. 

The building is located south of the main school building and is currently used as a gymnasium and 
cafeteria.  The proposed addition will primarily be a second gym space to allow physical education to 
occur at the same time lunch is being served.  The addition will also include a concession stand and 
restrooms to serve the track and athletic field on the site.   

The existing building has a one-story facade on the street-facing east side that projects 16 feet in 
front of the taller gym wall.  The proposed east façade of the addition will align with the existing 
gym wall and will be about 445 feet west of South Main Street.  Staff understands that emergency 
vehicle hammerhead turnaround shown on the site plan southwest of the addition is no longer 
proposed.   

Exterior wall materials are brick and concrete fiber siding.  The brick will match the existing 
building.  Metal doors and aluminum windows area proposed.  A membrane roof is proposed to 
match the roof on the existing building. 

As the site is in Review Area 1 and is an alteration to an institutional building, a Certificate of 
Appropriateness by the Historic Preservation Commission is required.   
 
II – PERMIT DATA 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Building permit  

C
O U N T
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Application Number COA 064-17 

Application Date July 6, 2017 

Applicant/Owner  Coupeville School District 

 
III – SITE DATA 

Address 2 South Main Street  

Location Town of Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) R13233-014-3260 

Size of parcel(s) 15.57 acres 

Historic Structure? Yes  No X 

Proximity to Historic Structures? Yes  No X 

Zoning Designation Public/Quasi-Public 

Critical Areas/Overlays? Yes  No X 

Shoreline Jurisdiction? Yes  No X 

NPS Easements? Yes  No X 

Heritage Farm Plan? No  

 
IV – STAFF CONTACTS 

Department Name Phone E-mail 

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

 
V. DISCUSSION  

The application was discussed by the Historic Reserve Committee (HRC) on August 2, 2017.  No 
specific consistency issues were identified by the HRC.  However, the HRC recommends a condition 
that exterior lighting, if any, shall be downward directed.   
 
VI. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal. 
 
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 or 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. 
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Staff analysis:  The character defining features of the existing building are expansive and relatively 
unmodulated brick walls, metal doors, and wide eave overhangs. 

 
4. The overall design of an addition should be in keeping with the design of the primary structure. 

Keep the size of the addition small in relation to the main structure. 
 

Staff analysis:  The addition continues the brick surfacing as a primary material on the east and as 
an accent material on the south and west.  The doors and roof planes and overhangs of the existing 
building are matched on the addition. 

 
5. Recognize and respect the existing pattern along the street, such as building spacing, setbacks, 

height, size, and massing. 
 

Staff analysis:  While the massing of the current and Multi-Purpose proposed building is greater 
than other buildings in the vicinity, it is over 400 feet from the South Main Street right-of-way.  The 
proposal is not anticipated to have a significant effect on the streetscape. 

 
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 building has a gabled roof.  The roof of the proposed addition will 
continue and extend the current roofline.  The shed roof proposed for the concession/restroom 
projection on the west side will match the roof of the existing projection on the east façade.  A 
canopy is proposed on the east façade at the height of the lower roofline on the existing building to 
provide visual continuity.    

 
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 existing building has no windows.  Three windows are proposed near the eaves 
on the east façade.  While a design divergence from the existing building, the windows will add 
interest to the street-facing façade.   

 
10. Use building materials that are compatible with the original building and its surroundings. 
 

Staff analysis:  The existing building is faced entirely in brick.  The use of brick in the addition 
provides visual continuity between the existing and new portions.  The contrasting lap siding breaks 
the wall areas vertically and horizontally and adds visual interest.  In staff’s view, the proposed 
siding materials are compatible. 

 
13. Locate fire exits, stairs, landings, and ramps at the rear or in inconspicuous side locations. 
 

Staff analysis:  The ramp located on the west (rear) side of the building will be modified slightly to 
accommodate the concession stand and restrooms but will remain on the rear side of the building. 
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CHAPTER 4.6 - NEW CONSTRUCTION 
Guiding Principles: New development should respect the Reserve's rural character. A successful 
new building will have compatible scale, massing, size, materials, and color that allow it to blend 
in to its site. 
 
4.6.1 - Architectural Character 
Design Guidelines 

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

 
Staff analysis:  The existing building is characterized by extensive brick walls, articulated by doors 
and the lower roofline on the east façade.  The proposed addition incorporates a variation in 
materials and color to reduce the appearance of massing, including exposed brick columns and base 
course on the south side.   

 
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:  The existing building and the proposed addition are clearly non-historic in character.  
The addition incorporates the brick from the existing building and lap siding reflective of 
surrounding development. 

 
3. Building materials should be similar to materials of the surrounding neighborhood or use other 

characteristics such as scale, form, architectural detailing, etc. to establish compatibility. 
 

Staff analysis:  The addition is somewhat limited in the potential to incorporate building forms from 
the surrounding neighborhood as it will be used as, and extend, a gym building.  As noted, materials 
will match existing development in the vicinity. 

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The proposed addition appears compatible with surrounding development in 
materials, but the form and scale largely follow the building’s function.  Detailing is relatively 
simple, following the design of the exiting building.  The design does not appear to be intended to 
make the building stand out from its surroundings. 

 
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. 
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Staff analysis:  Fiber cement wood-appearance material is proposed for the lap siding.  Brick is not 
referred to in the guideline, but is helpful in achieving continuity between the addition and the 
existing building.   

 
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:  An extensive parking area exists between the building and the street.  The proposed 
location of the addition currently contains nine parking spaces.  Four new parking spaces are 
proposed to replace a landscape bed of about 500 square feet at the southeast corner of the existing 
building.  In staff’s view, loss of the planting area will have a negligible effect on the character of the 
site due to the distance from the street and the size of the existing parking area. 
 
4.6.6 - New Governmental, Institutional, or Historic Limited Commercial Zone, Including 
Expansions of Existing Buildings within the Reserve 
 
Guiding Principles: Government and institutional buildings are often larger than surrounding 
buildings, but they should be made to relate to their surroundings through the use of 
appropriate design, materials, scale and form. They should not give a false historic appearance. 
 
Design Guidelines 

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

 
Staff analysis:  The addition is over 400 feet from the South Main Street frontage and is not 
anticipated to affect the character of existing development along the street.  From the public view, 
the additional massing of the building will be mitigated by distance as well as windows and the 
incorporation of different materials and colors.  
 

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

 
Staff analysis:  The design of the addition complements and reinforces the character of the existing 
Multi-Purpose Building and other school buildings on the site.  

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

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

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

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

Staff analysis:  The south façade of the addition will be just over 22 feet from the south property line.  
The remaining area between the structure and the property line will be a vehicle and pedestrian 
access way to the back of the building and the athletic field to the west.  About eight feet of turf will 
be replaced with asphalt to the property line.  A residential building, which is part of the Big Rock 
Apartment complex, is about 23 feet south of the property line.  The materials will reduce the 
appearance of massing to some degree.  There is no room for landscaping between the building and 
the site boundary. 

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

height differences, or setbacks and varying materials. 
 

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

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

Staff analysis:  The building has numerous entries but does not currently have and is not proposed to 
have a defined primary entrance.  As its name describes, the building has various functions and is 
primarily intended for the use of elementary school students rather than the general public.  In staff’s 
view, the guideline does not appear to have particular applicability to a public school gymnasium.   

 
7. All building facades are to be considered and designed appropriately, especially those exposed 

to public view. 
 

Staff analysis:  The applicant has increased the detail and visual interest of the public east façade 
while maintaining compatibility and consistency with the existing building.   

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The applicant proposes increased articulation on the addition consistent with the 
function of the building and the existing portion.  Due to the large setback from the right-of-way, the 
addition will have minimal effect on the streetscape.   

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The addition will add about 40 feet to the east façade facing South Main Street.  The 
lower portion is not articulated, but three windows are proposed on the upper portion of the façade.  
Increased articulation of the addition may create compatibility issues with the generally austere 
façade of the existing building.  Further, the building is significantly set back from the street.   
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10. Building facades appropriately punctuated by windows or other design treatments should be 
used to add vitality and interest to the public street. 

 
Staff analysis:  Due to its setback, the addition will not relate significantly to the public street.   

 
11. Approaches to add interest to the building facade include: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The addition incorporates a number of the elements in the guideline.  The south 
façade includes strong vertical elements differentiated by material and surface plane.  The addition 
continues the wide roof overhang on the east and west, and includes a canopy on the east façade at 
the level of the lower roof on the existing building, which breaks up the appearance of vertical 
massing and provides a suggestion of two floors.  Doorways are a repetitive element on the east 
façade.  The addition incorporates contrasting surface materials and textures.   

 
12. Within the Town, encourage pedestrian activity on the street with elements such as storefront 

windows, seating, doors facing the street and canopies appropriate for the setting and building 
design. 

 
Staff analysis:  Due to its setback, the guideline does not appear to be applicable.   

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  Exterior materials appear to be appropriate.   

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The roof of the addition will generally continue the existing roofline, which has a 
slight gable.   
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15. Rooftop design shall effectively screen mechanical equipment or incorporate mechanical 
equipment within the roof structure. 

 
Staff analysis:  Mechanical equipment will be located on the west side above the restrooms and/or 
concession area, and will not be visible or will be only minimally visible from off-site locations. 

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

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

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  The site contains open spaces, landscaping, and pedestrian connections to other 
portions of the site and the public sidewalk.   

 
 
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 well it blends into its 
surroundings. The varied landscapes of the Reserve call for varied approaches to color, and 
the recommended color palettes are tailored for various areas. There is little record of the 
original colors of the buildings in Coupeville, but old photographs show that most buildings 
were white or light in color, sometimes with darker trim. Coupeville’s New England roots led 
to buildings of generally simple design with simple paint schemes. 
 
Design Guidelines 
 

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

 
2. While color choice is a personal decision of the property owner, consider how your building's 

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

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

surroundings. 
 
9. Limit the number of paint colors on a building. Where there is more than one module to a 

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

 
Staff analysis:  The brick color will match existing.  Apart from door color, it appears only one color 
is proposed for painted surfaces. 
 
CHAPTER 4.9 - LIGHTING 
 
Guiding Principle: Provide adequate lighting for public safety and security without detracting 
from the historic small- town and rural character of the Reserve. 
 
4.9.1 Lighting 
Design Guidelines 
 

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

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

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

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

7. Avoid bright lighting on outdoor surfaces of buildings. 

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

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

12 Excessive light throw is prohibited. Lighting shall not be cast beyond the premises and 
shall be limited to illumination of surfaces intended for pedestrians or vehicles. 
Illumination of landscaped areas shall be avoided unless lighting is part of the landscape 
area immediately around the building or the area is intended for recreational use. 
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Staff analysis:  No lighting is indicated on the application, although pedestrian lighting is evident on 
the existing conditions photos.  Staff recommends a condition to ensure that lighting is consistent 
with the guidelines. 
 
CHAPTER 4.11 - PARKING AND DRIVEWAYS 
 
Guiding Principle: Parking should be designed to reduce visual and other impacts and to be as 
unobtrusive as possible. Driveways should be designed and located to be as unobtrusive as possible 
and to enhance pedestrian safety. 
 
4.11.2 Nonresidential 
 
Design Guidelines 

1. Place parking lots beside or behind buildings whenever possible, locating them to 
minimize the visual impacts of parking and to enhance the pedestrian environment and 
streetscape. 

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

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

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

 
Staff analysis:  Existing parking is not compliant with the guidelines above.  However, modifications 
to on-site parking are minor and will not increase existing nonconformities.   
 
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. 
 
Design Guidelines 
 

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

 
Staff analysis:  Mechanical equipment will be located on the west side above the restrooms and/or 
concession area, and will not be visible or will be only minimally visible from off-site locations. 
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2.   Use compatible colors to help make equipment less visible. 
 

Staff analysis:  No color has been indicated for mechanical equipment. 
 
4.   Screen rooftop mechanical equipment with parapet walls or other roof forms so that it is not 

visible from the street. Buildings visible from above (such as those easily visible from 
hillsides) should conceal their equipment appropriately. Painting the equipment is not 
sufficient. 

 
Staff analysis:  Mechanical equipment will be located on the west side above the restrooms and/or 
concession area, and will not be visible from the 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 040-17, 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:   

1. Exterior lighting shall be downward directed, fixtures shall be opaque, and light sources shall 
not be visible from any off-site location. 

2. Unscreened mechanical equipment shall be painted to match the adjacent building wall. 
 
VII. 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 040-17: 

1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on July 7, 2017, to 
construct an addition to the Coupeville Elementary School Multi-Purpose Building on Island 
County tax parcel R13233-014-3260.  

2. The site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and is 
classified as new construction, 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 
August 10, 2017, and all wishing to be heard were heard.  

4. 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 design guidelines for new construction within Ebey’s Landing National 
Historical Reserve subject to two conditions. 

 
IX. APPEAL PROCESS 

A decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness may be 
appealed in conformance with the administrative appeal procedures set forth in Coupeville Town 
Code Sections 16.06.060 and 16.13.080.  Specifically, the following appeal procedures apply: 
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Appeals to the Town Council. Appeals shall be filed with the town clerk-treasurer within 
fifteen (15) days following the date of the decision on the matter being appealed. The appeal 
shall contain the following information:  

1. The decision being appealed; 

2. The name and address of the appellant and his or her interest(s) in the matter; 

3. The specific reason(s) why the appellant believes the decision to be incorrect. The 
appellant shall bear the burden of proving the decision was incorrect;  

4. The desired outcome or change to the decision; 

5. The appeal fee. 

Judicial Appeal. 

1. Appeals of final decisions by the town council, for which all other appeals specifically 
authorized have been timely exhausted, shall be made to the Island County Superior Court 
within thirty (30) days of the date of the decision or action becomes final, unless another time 
period set by state law or local ordinance preempts this time frame.  

2. The cost of transcribing and preparing all records ordered certified by the court or desired 
by the appellant shall be borne by the appellant. The appellant shall post with the town clerk-
treasurer prior to the preparation of any records an advance fee deposit in the amount 
specified by the town clerk-treasurer. 
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