
EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION   

November 9, 2017  

 

Site Visit: 9:00 at 2241 Madrona Way, Coupeville   

  

10:00:  Roll Call  

 

Approval of Minutes  

 

Public Hearings: 

EBY-17-046:  Jeffrey and Jennifer Porter; 2241 Madrona Way, Coupeville, Special Valuation. 

 

COA 117-17: Thomas and LaDonna Terpstra, 807 NE La Salle Street, Coupeville, Construction of a new 

SFR. 

 

COA 112-17: Kelly and Michael Beech, 405 S Main Street, Coupeville, Installation of a manufactured 

home in a manufactured home park. 
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EBEY’S LANDING HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION   
 

ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ HEARING ROOM, COUPEVILLE, WA 
On August 24, 2017 at 10:00 A. M. 

 
 

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT/ROLL CALL   
Chair Gilbert Erickson, Sarah Aldrich, Stig Carlson, David Carpentier, Ben Lovejoy, Ron VanDyk 
 
STAFF PRESENT   
Coupeville Planning Director Owen Dennison, Island County Senior Planner Michelle Pezley, Island 
County Senior Planner Jonathan Lange, Ebey’s Reserve National 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 
Commissioner Carlson moved to approve the agenda as presented.  Commissioner Aldrich second.  
Motion passed unanimously.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Commissioner VanDyk moved to approve the August 10, 
2017, minutes as written. Commissioner Carpentier second.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
NEW BUSINESS/PUBLIC HEARINGS   
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 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 Carlson noted he will recuse himself from discussion on 
EBY-17-038 as he is the architect on the project.  No other 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.   
 
Chair Erickson open the hearing for COA 073-17 Kellie Black & Carl Oliver, 24 NE Eighth Street, 
Coupeville, WA: New duplex residence and asked for the staff report.  [A staff report and copy of 
Certificate of Appropriateness application COA 073-17 were provided to the Historical Preservation 
Commission and applicant prior to the meeting.]   
 
Planner Dennison described the proposal and its context, noting that the project was originally proposed 
as a single family home with an accessory dwelling unit.  Accessory dwelling units are not an allowed use 
in the Town Commercial Zone according to zoning code.  Because the proposal also meets the definition 
of duplex, which is an allowed use in the Town Commercial zone, it was being processed as such.  
Correspondence was presented from the owner of the adjacent Horace Holbrook property expressing 
concern on both parking and the scale of the proposed building relative to the size of the site.   
 
Planner Dennison provided staff's analysis of compliance with the Ebey's Landing Design Guidelines 
with emphasis on guidelines related to the scale, massing, and parking issues raised in the public 
comments.  Staff acknowledged that the scale of proposal was large relative to the area of the site and that 



Historic Preservation Commission Draft Minutes  August 24, 2017 

Page 2 of 6 
 

parking areas were minimal but no specific inconsistencies with the design guidelines related to either 
issue were noted.  Staff recommended approval with four conditions, which were described.   
 
Commissioner Lovejoy asked whether the same guidelines for mass would apply to a commercial 
proposal as a residential proposal.  Planner Dennison stated that different guidelines would apply to a 
commercial proposal.  Staff interprets the residential guidelines as being primarily intended to mitigate 
massing impacts within a residential land use context.   
 
Commissioner Carpentier asked for clarification on the type of brick staff recommends for the chimney.  
Planner Dennison stated that weathered brick may be a better contextual fit but noted that the guidelines 
don’t address such distinctions.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked why staff recommends brick as alternative material since the guidelines 
don’t address brick as the appropriate material in this situation.  Planner Dennison answered that the 
guidelines state that stone may be used in small amounts.  In staff’s view, this proposal would constitute 
more than a small amount in terms of the visual prominence.  As a masonry alternative not limited by the 
design guidelines, brick is considered the more acceptable material.  Commissioner Carlson asked if it is 
staff’s opinion that brick is a preferred masonry option to stone.  Planner Dennison responded that it is 
staff’s observation that brick chimneys are more typical than stone in the Reserve although chimneys are 
more commonly internal rather than external.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification on the garage door condition recommended by staff.  
Planner Dennison answered that guidelines state the preference for having garage or vehicle storage in the 
rear or side of a structure.  When in front, the appearance should be minimized so that the garage is not 
the most detailed portion on the façade and does become the focal point of the building.  Commissioner 
Carlson asked for clarification about the garage door guidelines.  Staff provided clarification.  
Commissioner Carlson stated that it is important to be clear to the applicant as to what is allowed and 
what is required.  Commissioner Carlson suggested rewording that condition.  He expressed concern that 
the condition may result in a flat panel door with no relief.   
 
Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification on building footprint relative to the area of the footprint of 
the house adjacent to the east.  Staff stated that the proposed footprint was several hundred square feet 
larger and the lots are the same size.   
 
Chair Erickson asked for clarification on the proposed use of the property.  Planner Dennison answered 
that this proposal, by definition, is a duplex; by design, it is primarily a single family home with a small 
accessory unit.  To be approvable it must be regarded as a duplex rather than a single family dwelling 
because a single family residence with an accessory dwelling unit is not allowed in the Town Commercial 
zone.   
 
Chair Erickson opened the floor to applicant comment.  
 
Kellie Black, owner of the site, addressed the Commission.   
Ms. Black said she was trying to get as much square footage as possible on the footprint of the lot.  Chair 
Erickson asked if it was her intent to have it as a duplex.  Ms. Black responded that it is her intent to make 
it a mother-in-law unit.  She would be fine with any recommendations the Commission were to make.  
She wants people to like the proposal.  
 
Commissioner Carpentier asked if Ms. Black had any problem with the propane tanks being obscured.  
She stated that she concurred with the condition.  
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Commissioner VanDyk asked if the parking was manageable.  Ms. Black stated that it was.  
 
Commissioner Carlson asked if the applicant has an issue with the condition of using brick.  The applicant 
answered she preferred stone but would use brick.   
 
Chair Erickson opened the floor to public comment. 
No public comment was given.   
 
Commissioner Carlson said that he did not see the use of stone as a problem in this proposal.  Considering 
the massing of the house, even though the chimney is substantial, the amount of stone used qualifies as 
minimal in relation to the size of structure.  He feels it’s odd to require a brick chimney while allowing 
other accents on the proposal to be stone.   
 
Chair Erickson asked for clarification on the definition of architectural stone.  Commissioner Carlson 
offered the interpretation that it was any material that appeared to be stone, including faux stone.   
 
Commissioner VanDyk commented that he believed river rock would stand out more than brick. 
Traditionally, external chimneys in the area were primarily made of brick.  He felt it would blend in well 
with the architectural design of the proposal.  
 
MOTION 
Commissioner VanDyk moved to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness for application COA 073-17 with 
the four recommended conditions of approval. 

1. If masonry facing is used on the chimney, it shall be brick rather than stone. 
2. Window grids separating divided lights shall have perceptible relief. 
3. Garage door panels shall have no internal relief and shall be painted to match the primary house 

color to the extent possible. 
4. Exterior mechanical equipment shall be located in an interior yard not adjacent to a street and 

screened from view from public streets. 
 
Commissioner Carlson moved to amend the motion to modify Condition #3 to read ‘Applicant will work 
with staff to reduce the visual complexity of the garage door.’  Commissioner Carpentier second.  Motion 
passed unanimously.  
 
Chair Erickson asked for a vote of the Commissioners on the original motion as amended.  Motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
 
Chair Erickson opened the hearing for EBY-17-028: Daniel & Suzanne McCone; 951 Engel Rd, 
Coupeville, new single-family residence and asked for the staff report.  [A staff report and copy of 
Certificate of Appropriateness application EBY-17-026 were provided to the Historical Preservation 
Commission and applicant prior to the meeting.]   
  
Senior Planner Lange described the proposal and it context.  Staff found the design compliant with the 
design guidelines and consistent with the existing building on the site.  The proposed residence is similar 
in size and massing to adjacent properties.  A propane tank is proposed in a location visible from the 
public street.  Staff recommends granting of a certificate of appropriateness with one condition to screen 
the propane tank. 
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Chair Erickson asked for clarification of the reference in the findings of fact to two conditions.  Staff 
stated that only one condition is recommended.  
 
Commissioner Aldrich asked for clarification on the orientation of the main façade and the primary 
entrance of the main building.  Senior Planner Lange answered that the main façade is proposed to face 
the driveway at an angle to Engle Road.  Coordinator Steen added that the guideline states that the 
entrance can either face the road or be prominent in an alternative location as long as it reads as the 
entrance.  Commissioner Aldrich asked if any other houses in the area that faced away from Engle Road.  
Staff stated that the applicant can respond. 
 
Chair Erickson open the floor to applicant comment. 
 
Dan McCone, applicant, owner, and builder of the proposal.  
Mr. McCone clarified that position of the front entrance was designed to be adjacent to the detached 
garage for convenience.  It seemed a logically location.  He mentioned a neighbor to south has the main 
entrance facing west towards the view rather than east towards Engle road.  He concurred with staff’s 
recommendation that the propane tanks should be screened from view.    
 
Chair Erickson open the floor to public comment.  
No comment was provided.  
 
Chair Erickson closed the public hearing.  
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Carlson moved to approve a certificate of appropriateness for application EBY-17-028 
with the condition that the propane tank southwest of the proposed single-family residence shall be 
screened from Engle Road.  Commissioner Lovejoy second.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
Chair Erickson opened the hearing for EBY-17-034: Hampton agent, Gary and Deirdre Fairfax; 607 
Scenic Heights Rd. Oak Harbor, new single-family residence. [A staff report and copy of Certificate of 
Appropriateness application EBY-17-026 were provided to the Historical Preservation Commission and 
applicant prior to the meeting.]   
 
Senior Planner Pezley described the proposal and it context, noting that the proposal was a replacement 
for a former stick-built residence that was demolished without a permit.  An existing shed on the property 
is proposed for relocation.  The proposal included stone veneer on columns viewable from the public 
right-of-way.  Staff recommended a condition limiting the stone to the lower three feet of the columns for 
compliance with the guideline restricting stone to historically appropriate applications.  The front of the 
house will not face the road, but will be seen from the right-of-way.   
 
Senior Planner Pezley entered into the record an email from Jack Hampton that included photos of 
surrounding properties that have stone features.   
 
Staff recommended approval of a certificate of appropriateness with a condition that the stone veneer shall 
be limited to three feet from the base of the columns or similar to surrounding structures. 
 
Commissioner Carpentier asked if the shed has a foundation.  Senior Planner Pezley responded that the 
applicant would address the question.  
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Chair Erickson opened the floor to applicant comment. 
 
Scott Hampton, applicant.  
Mr. Hampton addressed the demolition permit that Senior Planner Pezley mentioned in her presentation.  
The permit was originally obtained by the prior owner.  Following the demolition, the property was 
purchased by the current owners.  Mr. Hampton provided clarification on the shed foundation.  With 
regard to the stone veneer, he noted that other buildings in the vicinity have full wall-height stone veneer.  
The proposed columns are relatively small and are key accents to the building design.  The columns are 
intended to complement the house.  The stone will blend with the earth tones on the remainder of the 
design.   
 
Commissioner Carlson requested and received clarification on the number of columns and their 
proportions.   
 
Commissioner Carpentier asked for clarification of the property line dispute noted in public comments.  
Mr. Hampton answered that he was able to locate and validate the property line markers and confirmed 
that the fence line is on their property.  If property lines remain a major concern, he would be happy to 
have the pins reset.   
 
Commissioner Carlson asked for clarification of the County process for verifying setbacks.  Staff stated 
that setbacks are confirmed during the inspection process.  
 
Chair Erickson closed the public hearing.  
 
Chair Carlson expressed his opinion that the stone appeared to be minimal, acting primarily as an accent 
rather than a primary material. 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Lovejoy moved to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness for application EBY-17-034 
without conditions.  Commissioner VanDyk second.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
Chair Erickson open the hearing for EBY-17-038: Carlson, agent, Janet Lewis & Catherine Reid; 1020 
Burchell Rd., Coupeville, remodel SFR.  [A staff report and copy of Certificate of Appropriateness 
application EBY-17-026 were provided to the Historical Preservation Commission and applicant prior to 
the meeting.] 
 
Commissioner Carlson recused himself.  
 
Senior Planner Pezley described the proposal and it context.  It is a modification to an existing structure 
with unique features.  The current proposal is a revision to a prior proposal for which a certificate of 
appropriateness was issued in April 2013, now expired.  According to staff’s analysis, the proposal is 
consistent with the design guidelines with the exception of the trapezoidal windows proposed to match the 
pitch of the roof on the ends.  The existing windows are rectangular.  Staff recommends approval of a 
certificate of appropriateness with one condition to preserve the existing window shape, specifically, all 
windows will need to be the same shape and no trapezoid windows allowed. 
 
Commissioner Lovejoy requested and received clarification on the proposed changes to the window 
shape.   
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Chair Erickson asked if there would be a change to the building footprint.  Staff stated that modification to 
the footprint would be minor.  Chair Erickson asked what threshold of improvement would require 
bringing the building into conformance with all current design guidelines.  Staff responded that only the 
proposed changes were subject to compliance with the guidelines. 
 
Chair Erickson opened the floor to applicant comment. 
 
Stig Carlson, designer and applicant. 
Chair Erickson asked whether the new portion on the rear is over the existing foundation.  Mr. Carlson 
stated that a semi-octagonal bay window addition for the kitchen will be replaced with a square bay 
window, which will not expand the existing footprint.  Mr. Carlson confirmed that the roof is flat as 
existing and as proposed and that the height of the building would not change. 
 
Commissioner Lovejoy asked for clarification about window shape and size.  Mr. Carlson answered that 
the proposal would taper the top of the windows to be parallel to the trapezoidal walls.  The amount of 
window area is slightly reduced from existing.  Trapezoidal windows are more compatible with the design 
of the home.   
 
Kathryn Reed, Owner 
Ms. Reed noted that the home faces Fort Casey Road but is set back almost a quarter mile.  The window 
details will not be visible from that distance.  All windows facing Burchell Road will be rectilinear.  
Existing windows on the south side are all reflective.  Proposed windows are inset and will reduce 
reflectivity. 
 
Chair Erickson asked for further public comment. 
No further comment was provided.  
 
Chair Erickson noted that the design guidelines for the rectilinear windows appear to be challenging due 
to lack of clarity and questions on applicability.  Coordinator Steen recommended considering the 
guideline on a case-by-case basis rather than amending the guideline.  She noted that this is a very unusual 
design. 
 
Commissioner VanDyk commented that the whole building is an unusual design and that the trapezoidal 
windows enhance the design.  He suggested that the guideline not be considered in this case.   
 
Chair Erickson closed the public comment portion of the hearing and requested a motion.  
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Lovejoy moved to approve a certificate of appropriateness for application EBY-17-038 
without conditions.   Commissioner Carpentier second.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
ADJOURNEMENT 
The meeting was adjourned by Chair Erickson at 11:42 a.m.   
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 
 
_____________________________   _____________________________ 
Carol Browne, Recording Secretary   Owen Dennison, Planning Director 
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  
 

Staff Report & Findings 
 Special Valuation for Libby House 

EBY-17-046 
 

 
Level B (Elevated)       
     
Level C (HPC CAO Decision)   
   
Level D (HPC Recommendation)    
   
Jurisdiction:   Town of Coupeville       Island County  
 

I – PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

The applicant requests a Special Valuation for the Libby House at 2241 Madrona Way.  
The house and the garage are contributing building and structure within the Ebey’s 
Landing National Historical Reserve.  The house is within Review Area 1 and is 
viewable from the Madrona Way.  The property owner began the restoration process in 
April of 2015.  The property owners received a Certificate of Appropriateness (EBY-14-
058) for the work of the addition (which could not be included with the cost of 
rehabilitation).  The property owners have worked the Ebey’s Landing National 
Historical Reserve Trust Board Staff to ensure the work was done to the Secretary of 
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation.  The code states that the work will need to follow 
the Washington State Advisory Council’s Standards for rehabilitation and maintenance 
of historic properties (WAC 254-20-100).   
 
The applicant submitted the Application and Certification of Special Valuation on 
Improvements to Historic Property to the Island County Accessor on July 2016.   Island 
County Planning received the form on February 23, 2017.  The work listed in the revised 
cost list show the cost occurred between September 2014 to September 2016 and are 
costs that meet qualified expenses per RCW 84.26.020.   
 
Mr. Anderson received an incomplete notice on March 2017.   . New information was 
received September 29, 2017.  Hearing was scheduled and noticed on October 25, 
2017.    
 
 

  

 
 

 X 
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II – PERMIT DATA 

 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Single Family Residence requests 
special valuation 

Permit Number na 

Application Date Submitted to the Assessor, July 2016, 
complete October 2017  

Applicant/Owner  Jennifer and Jeff Porter 

Agent NA 

III – SITE DATA 
 

Address 2241 Madrona Way 

Location Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) R13230-154-2610 

Size of parcel(s) 0.8 acres 

Zoning Rural   

Historic Structure ? Yes X No   

Proximity to Historic Structures ? Yes X No   

Allowable Density  1 du/5 acre   

Critical Areas/Overlays  ? Yes X No   

Shoreline Jurisdiction ? Yes X No   

NPS Easements ? Yes  No X 

Heritage Farm Plan ? N/A 

 
III – STAFF CONTACTS 

 

Department Name Phone E-mail 

ICPCD Michelle Pezley 
 

360-678-7817 
 

m.pezley@co.island.wa.us 
 

 
IV – APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 
Property review criteria. In its review the HPC shall determine if the property 
meets all of the following criteria:  
 
a.  The property is a historic property which is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places within the reserve;  
 
Finding:  The applicant submitted the sheets from Ebey’s Landing National Historical 
Reserve Inventory showing that the building is classified as a contributing structure.   
 
b.  The property has been rehabilitated at a cost which meets the definition set 
forth in RCW 84.26.020(2) (and identified in rules and procedures of this 
chapter) within twenty-four (24) months prior to the date of application; and  
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Finding:  Staff reviewed the cost of the rehabilitation provided by the applicant and 
found that the costs identified by the applicant are the timeframe of September 2014 
to September 2016.  The applicant revised the costs submitted from the original 
application.  The revised list of costs meets the definition set forth in RCW 
84.26.020(2).  The applicant submitted a notarized affidavit attesting the actual 
itemized cost of restoration work. 
 
c.  The property has not been altered in any way which adversely affects those 
elements which qualify it as historically significant as determined by applying 
the Washington State Advisory Council's Standards for the Rehabilitation and 
Maintenance of Historic Properties (WAC 254-20-100(1)) and listed in rules and 
procedures of this chapter). 
 
Finding:  The property owners have worked closely with staff at the Trust Board of 
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve to make sure that the rehabilitation work 
meets the standards of Washington State Advisory Council's Standards for the 
Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Historic Properties.   Staff review the work done to 
make sure the work is complaint to Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
which are similar to the Washington State Advisory Council's Standards for the 
Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Historic Properties.   
 
V – DISCUSSION   

 
 The house and garage are listed in the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve 
inventory as a contributing structure and building.  The applicant received a COA.  The 
property owners have worked the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Trust 
Board Staff to ensure the work was done to the Secretary of Interior Standards for 
Rehabilitation.  The costs are qualified costs per RCW 84.26.020(2) and costs were 
accrued from September 2014 to September 2016. 
 

 
VII– RECOMMENDED MOTION 
 

Based upon the staff report, evidence presented, comments made at the public 
meeting, and finding the application no. EBY-17-046 meets the criteria established for a 
Special Valuation.  The Historic Preservation Commission directs the Chairperson to 
sign the agreement with the property owner in accordance with Island County Code 
17.04A.190E.   

 
 

VIII – FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

Based on the analysis presented above, staff proposes the following findings of fact with 
respect to Application No. EBY-17-046: 
 

1. The applicant submitted an application for a Special Valuation to Island County 
Planning Department of on September 29, 2017.     
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2. The buildings are listed in the Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve 
Inventory as a Contributing structures within the Reserve.  The Historic 
Preservation Commission reviewed the request in accordance with Section 
17.04A.190 of the Island County Code. 

3. After review of the proposed application, the Historic Preservation Commission 
finds that the application is consistent with the appropriate Washington State 
Advisory Council's Standards for the Rehabilitation and Maintenance of Historic 
Properties. 
 
 

IX - APPEAL PROCESS 
 

Per Island County Code 17.04A.190 F:  
 
 Appeals. Any decision of the HPC acting on any application for classification as historic 
property, eligible for special valuation may be appealed to superior court under RCW 
34.04.130 in addition to any other remedy of law. Any decision on the disqualification of 
historic property eligible for special valuation, or any other dispute, may be appealed to 
the County Board of Equalization. 
 
Approved  
 
 
By:   
_____________________________________ 
 
Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission 
 
Attest by: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Michelle Pezley, Senior Planner 
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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  

Certificate of Appropriateness 
Terpstra 

COA 117-17 
 

Level A or B (HPC review requested)  

Level C  X

Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville 

 

I – PROJECT SUMMARY 

Thomas and LaDonna Terpstra request a Certificate of Appropriateness for a proposal to construct a 
new single-family residence at 807 NE La Salle Street.  The site is located in Review Area 1.  No 
designated historic buildings are within 100 feet of the site.  The proposed residence is 1.5 stories 
with a total living area of 1,501 square feet.  Board and batten siding, composition roofing, vinyl and 
wood windows, a covered entry porch, and a wood deck are proposed.  Platted in 1889 (Academy 
Addition), the lot is 5,000 square feet and located at the southeast corner of NE La Salle Street and 
NE Ninth Street.  No garage is proposed.  Parking will occur on a driveway from NE La Salle Street. 

 
II – PERMIT DATA 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Building permit  

Application Number COA 117-17 

Application Date  

Applicant/Owner  Thomas and LaDonna Terpstra 

 
III – SITE DATA 

Address 807 NE La Salle Street 

Location Town of Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) S6005-00-13007-0 

Size of parcel(s) 5,000 square feet (0.11 acres) 

Historic Structure? Yes  No X 

C
O U N T

Y

D
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Proximity to Historic Structures? Yes  No X 

Zoning Designation Residential Medium Density (RM 9,600) 

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. GENERAL COMMENTS 

The site is a corner lot on NE Ninth Street and will have relatively high visibility.   
 
VI. SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards do not apply to this proposal for new construction. 
 
VI. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal.  The 
Commission may determine other guidelines to be similarly or more relevant. 
 
CHAPTER 4.6 - 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 

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:  Elements of the proposed house are similar in character to historic structures within 
the Reserve, including the primary gable and roof pitch, board and batten siding, window 
proportions and groupings, and simple posts supporting the porch roof.  In staff’s view, however, the 
design is sufficient to distinguish the building from historic structures.  Differences from more 
traditional buildings include the modulation of building surfaces and roof lines.  
 

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. 
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Staff analysis:  Primary surface materials include board and batten siding and composition roofing.  
Houses adjacent to the south and east appear to have T1-11 siding or similar vertically-oriented, 
wood material.  Board and batten will be similar in character.  Other residences in the vicinity are 
have horizontal lap siding.  Composition roofing is typical for the neighborhood.  Homes in the 
immediate vicinity are primarily simple in form, with few variations in surface planes.  While the 
surfaces of the proposed dwelling are more articulated than typical for the immediate neighborhood, 
the design provides visual interest without dominating the streetscape.  Further, the building will be 
relatively small and proportionate to the size of the site.  Most homes in the vicinity are one-story or 
one and a half stories.  Massing will be compatible with the context. 
 

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.   

Staff analysis:  The site is a highly visible corner lot.  
 

5.  Buildings should be designed to be compatible with their surroundings in material, scale, 
mass, size and form. Those that seek to stand out from the surroundings are discouraged. 
Use simplified interpretations of architectural features that are common to historic 
buildings in the Reserve. Buildings or structures that are inconsistent with form or shape 
throughout the Reserve are not permitted in Review Area 1. 

Staff analysis:  In staff’s view, the residence will be compatible with regard to material, scale, mass, 
size, and form and will not particularly stand out from its surroundings.  
 

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. 

Staff analysis:  The proposal appears to be consistent with the guideline.  
 

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

Staff analysis:  Vertically-oriented wood or cement fiber siding is proposed.  
 

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:  The site is a corner lot with two frontages.  A point of access from NE La Salle Street 
rather than NE Ninth Street is preferred for safety reasons.  The small size of the lot requires an east-
west orientation to achieve the required front and rear setbacks.  An 18-foot wide driveway is 
proposed at the front of the site to meet the requirement for two off-street parking spaces.  While a 
portion of the front yard will be lost to parking facilities, no other satisfactory options are evident.  
The north facing side yard along NE Ninth Street will have greater visibility to the traveling public 
and will allow uninterrupted landscaping. 
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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:  The site is in Review Area 1 and no flexibility is warranted or necessary.   
 

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 roofline is more detailed than most structures in the vicinity.  As noted, the house 
is small and other detailing is minimal.  Further, the roof articulation distinguishes the home from 
historic development.  In staff’s view, the architectural style, window patterns and proportions, finish 
materials, and entry configuration are complementary to the neighborhood.   
 

3.  Building shapes should be compatible to historic residential structures in the Reserve. 

Staff analysis:  In staff’s view, the building shape is compatible with historic residential structures.   
 

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 roof is proposed.   
 

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 façade is oriented to NE La Salle Street and the covered entry porch will be 
visible from both adjoining streets. 
 

9. Reflect the mass, scale, and height of adjacent structures. 

Staff analysis:  With a 10:12 roof pitch, the building will be taller than structures immediately 
adjacent to the east and south.  However, it is consistent with other residential buildings in the 
vicinity along NE Ninth Street.   
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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:  Footprints of buildings within 200 feet of the site range from 640 square feet to 1,788 
square feet with an average of 1,071 square feet.  The proposed footprint of the building, excluding 
the entry porch and the rear deck, is 1,007 square feet.   
 

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:  Window types and proportions vary widely among adjacent buildings.  Windows on 
the proposed residence are aligned with other windows and door on the same façade.  The window-
to-wall ratio appears to be similar to historic residences.  Staff has not identified issues with the form 
or spacing of the proposed windows. 
 

13. Wood windows are preferred on buildings. 

Staff analysis:  The application notes that vinyl and wood windows will be used, although these are 
not differentiated in the application. 
 

14. Acceptable window patterns for single- or double-hung windows include one- over-one, 
two-over-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. 

Staff analysis:  Muntins appear to be proposed on the west and north façade windows.  The 
application does not clarify whether dimensional muntins are proposed.  Staff has included 
a recommended condition of approval to address compliance with the guideline. 
 

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:  A driveway is proposed within the front (west) setback.  Given the significantly 
greater traffic volumes on NE Ninth Street than NE La Salle Street access from NE La Salle Street is 
the safer alternative.  The small lot size limits alternatives for vehicle parking. 
 
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 
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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, conditions of approval, and finding application 
COA 117-17 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. Window grids separating divided lights, if used, shall have perceptible relief. 
2. Exterior mechanical equipment shall be located in an interior yard not adjacent to a street and 

screened from view from public streets. 
 
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 117-17: 

1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on October 17, 2017, to 
construct a new single-family home at 807 NE La Salle Street.   

2. The site is within Review Area 1 of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, 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 
November 9, 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 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and design guidelines 
within Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve subject to 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: 

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;  
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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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Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve  

Certificate of Appropriateness to 
Install Manufactured Home in an 

Existing Manufactured Home Park 
COA 112-17 

 

Level A or B (HPC review requested)  

Level C  X 

Jurisdiction: Town of Coupeville

 

I – PROJECT SUMMARY 

A Certificate of Appropriateness is requested for a proposal to install a manufactured home in an 
existing space in the Tyee manufactured home park at 405 South Main Street in Coupeville.  The site 
is in Review Area 1 of the Reserve.   

The proposed structure is about 14 feet wide and about 66 feet in length.  The building will be 
installed with one narrow end facing the internal access drive and the other facing the park boundary.  
Exterior materials include aluminum siding, painted metal roof, and metal windows.  The roof is 
gabled with a pitch of less than 1:12.  The door and a three foot by three foot porch with steps to the 
surrounding grade will be located on the south side.  No image or materials description was provided 
for the landing or steps.   

The dwelling is proposed to be installed between two of the nine manufactured homes currently on 
the site.  The site is generally screened from adjacent properties to the north, south, and west by a 
wood fence and, along the west side, vegetation.  There is no screening structure or vegetation 
between the site and the cultivated field to the east.  An internal road system provides access within 
the site and to South Main Street via an intervening parking lot for the Tyee Motel.  The 
manufactured home will be only minimally visible from any off-site location, if at all. 

 
II – PERMIT DATA 

Building or Land Use Permit Type  Manufactured Home Installation Permit 

Application Number COA 112-17 

Application Date October 4, 2017 

C
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Applicant/Owner  Michael and Kelly Beech (dwelling ); Davis 
Family 902 LLC (site) 

 
III – SITE DATA 

Address 405 South Main Street  

Location Town of Coupeville 

Parcel Number(s) R13104-442-4420 

Size of parcel(s) 1.4 acres 

Historic Structure? Yes  No X 

Proximity to Historic Structures? Yes X No  

Zoning Designation Residential High Density 

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  

Installation of manufactured homes, either inside or outside of an existing manufactured home park, 
is not specified as a separate development type subject to a particular level of review in Chapter 
16.13 of the Coupeville Town Code.  Therefore, staff determined that the requirement for HPC 
review of new construction within Review Area 1 applies to the proposal.    

The application was discussed by the Historic Reserve Committee (HRC) on October 4, 2017.  HRC 
members concurred in recommending approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness without 
conditions.   
 
VI. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

Staff has identified the following design guidelines as particularly relevant to the proposal. 
 
4.6.1 Architectural Character [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. 

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

differences in design to distinguish them from historic structures.  Contemporary designs which 
reflect the scale, materials, and color of surrounding development are appropriate.  False historic 
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structures are not appropriate.  New buildings should be stylistically distinct from historic 
structures. 

 
Staff analysis:  The proposal is to locate a manufactured home in an existing space in a 
manufactured home park.  The building will be stylistically distinct from historic structures.  The 
form, scale, and materials reflect the era of its construction (1977) and the form, scale, and materials 
of surrounding homes within the park.   
 

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 proposed building will be similar to and compatible with other homes within the 
manufactured home park. 
 

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. 

 
Staff analysis:  Although not located in a wooded area, the manufactured home will be separated and 
nearly or entirely screened from public ways by fencing, vegetation, and existing structures. 

 
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 building will be compatible with surrounding development within the 
manufactured home park with regard to material, scale, mass, size, and form.  Within its context, the 
dwelling will not stand out from its surroundings.  As discussed below, the primary inconsistency 
with other buildings in the Reserve is the building’s surface materials rather than its form or scale. 
 

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. 

 
Staff analysis:  In staff’s view, the proposal reinforces the development pattern and character of its 
setting.  The manufactured home is not consistent with materials preferences articulated in the 
guidelines, and may not be supported by staff in another context within the Reserve.  However, the 
extenuating circumstance of a location within a development of manufactured homes from the same 
general era that is screened from off-site areas significantly mitigates this inconsistency with 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. 
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Staff analysis:  The roof, siding, and skirting are metal painted a light color.  In most circumstances, 
the extent of metal on the structure, as well as the paint color, would be inappropriate within the 
Reserve.  In staff’s view, however, the manufactured home park context and the lack of visibility from 
off-site locations constitute special circumstances that minimize the significance of the inconsistency 
and any detrimental effects on the character of the Reserve. 
 
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   

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 proposal will closely reflect the architectural character of surrounding buildings 
with regard to all the dimensions described in the guideline.  
 

3. Building shapes should be compatible to historic residential structures in the Reserve. 
 

Staff analysis:  The simple building shape is generally compatible with historic 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. 
 

Staff analysis:  The manufactured home park is fairly dense relative to other single-family 
neighborhoods within the Reserve.  While the proposed dwelling does not have significant 
modulation, it is relatively small and consistent with a human scale.  

 
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:  The proposed building has a minimal gable.  

 
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. 
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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. 

 
Staff analysis:  The manufactured home park has private internal access ways for circulation.  
The park entry is set back over 100 feet from the public street.  Due to the narrow spaces, the 
homes are oriented perpendicular to, rather than facing, the internal drive.  The proposal 
includes a small porch and steps down to the surrounding grade, which will identify the entry 
to the home. 

 
9. Reflect the mass, scale, and height of adjacent structures. 

 
Staff analysis:  The proposed residence will closely reflect the mass, scale, and height of 
adjacent structures within the manufactured home park.  Outside the park, the closest adjacent 
structures are commercial and old or designated historic single-family homes, all of which are 
taller and have a greater appearance of mass than the proposed dwelling.  Due to existing 
screening, the dwelling will be seen in the context of other structures within rather than 
surrounding the park. 
 

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:  The proposal appears to comply with the guideline. 
 

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:  Window types and proportions on the proposed dwelling appear to be 
consistent with those on surrounding buildings and are aligned on the façades. 
 

13. Wood windows are preferred on buildings. 
 
Staff analysis:  The window frames are metal but will not be seen from locations outside the 
manufactured home park. 
 

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. 
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Staff analysis:  Consistent with other manufactured home sites within the park, the parking 
area will be at the front of the lot and beside the dwelling.  The intent of the guideline is to 
minimize the visual prominence of parking areas from the street and adjacent properties.  In 
this case, parking will only be visible from on-site locations.   
 
VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 

Based on the record developed to date, including application materials, staff report, and evidence 
presented and comments made at the public meeting, and finding application COA 112-17 to be 
consistent with the Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve Design Guidelines, I move to 
recommend a Certificate of Appropriateness as proposed. 

 
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 COA 112-17: 

1. An application was submitted for a Certificate of Appropriateness on October 4, 2017, to 
install a manufactured home in a manufactured home park on Island County tax parcel 
R13104-442-4420.  

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 
November 9, 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 as proposed. 

 
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: 

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. 
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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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