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In the spirit of helping to create more affordable and workforce housing in Jefferson County, the 
Permitting Housing Action Team of HSN has put together a Permit Survey Report. The report is based on 
the findings of our survey, which received 100 responses between April - July 2020.  
 
Both Jefferson County and the City of Port Townsend declared housing emergencies well before the 
pandemic, and the pandemic has only made the housing crisis worse. We recognize that the housing 
emergency is a complex issue. We also recognize that the real and perceived barriers to building is a 
major obstacle in our community-wide efforts to address the housing emergency. Up until this point, 
complaints about the permitting process had been merely anecdotal, which is why we decided to create 
the Permit Survey. The survey findings have created a body of information that demonstrates the 
consistent challenges that citizen customers have experienced when trying to build homes and housing in 
Jefferson County. 

Our team is currently working with the City and County officials to develop a better understanding of the 
issues and procedures that have caused real and perceived barriers to building new housing units, and to 
address these barriers. With the current stress on our existing housing stock, this is a time make real 
change. We hope this Permit Survey Report is the beginning of change in the planning and building 
process.  To be clear, we expect everyone to change, not just the planning and building departments. 
Citizen customers will have to change too.  

We call upon everyone - to join us in expecting more from ourselves as citizen customers and more from 
our City and County planning and building officials. We ask the leaders in our City and County 
governments to make more use of the strong talent that exists in this county that is outside the formal 
leadership structure. Changes need to happen quickly and with a real sense of urgency that reflects the 
pandemic’s impact, which so many of our fellow citizens feel at this time. We recognize that budget and 
staff time are limited. This reinforces the need for creative thinking that enables our people to work 
smarter, not harder, and improve the flow, costs, and timeliness of permitting with the incentive to create 
the additional housing units that Port Townsend and Jefferson County need.
 
We are presently engaged in open, respectful conversations with both the City of Port Townsend and 
Jefferson County about the findings of the Report and strategizing how to move toward solutions. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this work, 
 
Permitting Housing Action Team 
Housing Solutions Network

https://housingsolutionsnetwork.org/
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PART ONE: Introduction

Background:

Jefferson County has a serious shortage of housing, and specifically of housing that is affordable 
for local workers. Both Jefferson County and the City of Port Townsend have declared a housing 
emergency. There is no simple solution; all individuals and organizations need to be part of the 
solution.  

Housing Solutions Network (HSN), which was incubated by the Jefferson Community 
Foundation, formed in 2019 with a goal of engaging all sectors of the community to remove 
obstacles to housing and create community solutions. HSN’s focus is affordable workforce 
housing, as workforce housing impacts the health of all our local industries and by extension, the 
health of the community at large.

HSN works to remove obstacles to housing in Jefferson County. The local permitting process 
was identified early on as a major barrier, both real and perceived, in building new houses, and 
especially in a way that could make them anywhere close to “affordable.” HSN’s Permit Housing 
Action Team (HAT), is looking at ways to work with City and County governments to remove 
obstacles in the permitting processes in order to make it more feasible for affordable housing to 
be built. 

The Permit HAT created a permit survey to document common challenges with local permitting 
processes that have, up until now, only been discussed anecdotally. With 100 respondents 
between April and July 2020, the survey produced measurable data from individuals who have 
gone through the permitting processes. There were a range of responses, and all are included in 
the following Permit Survey Report. For purposes of this report, the County will refer to all 
areas in Jefferson County outside of Port Townsend, and PT will refer to all areas included 
within the city limits of Port Townsend.

Purpose:

The present housing shortage calls for a range of proactive policies and practices that will 
encourage and expedite the development of workforce housing, including the removal of 
obstacles in the permitting process. Changes to the permitting processes are needed so that 
affordable workforce housing can be built more quickly and affordably to address community 
workforce housing needs. There is no desire to weaken any laws, safety protocols, or regulations. 
Rather, the goal is to remove impediments to, and streamline implementation of, laws, safety 
protocols, and regulations thereby providing a more cost-effective and efficient permitting 
environment for creating additional housing. 

This Permit Survey Report synthesizes the responses to the permit survey, and provides clear 
input that the County and Port Townsend can use to identify improvements to their respective 
permitting processes. We hope this opens the door for continued and ongoing conversations 
about how to create positive changes and address our housing crisis together. 
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Executive Summary of Findings
Overview:

Several respondents indicated no issue with the permitting processes while many others 
expressed a range of challenges; specifics are given below. Issues that occurred the most often 
and had the most impact on a development’s success fell into four categories: Cost and 
Timeliness, Information and Communication, Process Consistency and Public Interaction. There 
were also differences between Port Townsend and County in the number and types of responses. 

Cost and Timeliness
The costs of permits and fees was an obstacle for many. Respondents identified that the “hidden” 
or “indirect” cost of dealing with inconsistencies, incomplete communication, and delays, 
increased the total cost of building and may deter more affordable housing construction. 
Examples of comments from the survey in regard to cost and timeliness: 

• “The process took many many months and by the time I finally got my permit there had been 
many expensive changes.”

• “Find a way to adjust costs of fees to expenses of total project, a sliding fee scale. That is not 
intrinsically unfair to all concerned, and takes the burden off of the poor.”

• “It would be helpful to have all the permitting and lot line decisions made at one time, rather than 
changing and coming over the course of 12 months.”

• “After a meeting was sought with Engineer, Inspector and self, issue was dropped, but it cost 
$1,000 to get this to happen.”

• “We need to figure out how to increase and provide consistency in the funding for our planning 
and building departments. The current ‘fee for service’ revenue system is inadequate, unreliable, 
and inequitable.”

Information and Communication 
Survey Respondents clearly pointed to the need for a clear, concise, and written set of 
instructions for various types of permit requests, and for inspection expectations. Quite a few 
responses indicated that after completing the list of needed actions given to them, additional 
needs were then identified/required.  

The survey revealed that frequently once an application or other documentation was submitted 
requiring an official response to move forward, the necessary response took much longer than 
expected. Comments showed that there were quite a few times when people were unable to find 
anyone in the office. Calls went unanswered when someone was needed.  

In addition, Respondents noted that if a permit application was not in compliance, the reason for 
non-compliance should be stated, specifying whether this was because of protocols, laws, or 
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regulations. Examples of comments from the survey in regard to improved communication and 
information needed:

• “PT needs a simple checklist given to Customers as to Permits, Inspections, etc.”

• “Need a clear appeals process for when disputes arise regarding interpretation of Code.”

• “Reliable timing and timeliness of processes and staff.”

• “Have more than one person who can answer questions regarding building plans, and actually 
have them answer those questions.” 

• “It would be helpful, upfront, when making application, if the City Planning Department could 
provide a checklist of steps needed to obtain the necessary permits.”

• “Impossible to get anyone on phone in PT to answer questions.”

Consistency in the Process
The survey revealed many respondents do not believe codes are being applied in a consistent 
manner. This can lead to a permit application being approved or denied depending on who is 
doing the review and/or inspection.  

This inconsistency also occurs, as shown by the survey, when a drawing or plan created by a 
licensed engineer is not accepted. Should a plan or design not be accepted, a clear reason should 
be given.

Respondents noted it would be useful if Port Townsend and the County had a number of basic 
designs (e.g., Little Houses, ADU’s) that are pre-approved, within the criteria of the design. 
Samples of comments from the survey for needed improvement in consistency in the process are:

• “Inconsistent interpretation of Building Codes and Land Use Ordinances.

• “Disconnect between what my designer told me would happen and what the city then required.” 

• “Employees question the work of state certified, licensed and insured structural engineers.”

• “Clear and more comprehensive information from the start of the project would be more helpful.”

Public Interaction
Respondents expressed the clear assessment that an institutional focus on quality customer 
service was missing, which impacted both people’s experience and the efficiency of the process. 
Respondents clearly noted that the inconsistency of staff created numerous problems. 
Inconsistencies included new people coming and going, inadequate training and, at times, 
unprofessional communication. Examples of comments from the survey in regard to public 
interaction are:

• “Training of development services employees on legal limits to their authority and on better 
customer service.”
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• “We need to change the adversarial aspect between the inspector and the contractor. We both need 
to feel we are working together build quality safe homes to the current codes.”

• “Building staff issued requirements that turned out to be wrong. I lost several thousand dollars as 
a direct result of the mistake (which was never really acknowledged).”

• “Institute a follow-up review. It would at the very least make the people on the losing end of the 
power dynamic feel like the have an opportunity to be heard.”

Summation:

This Report is a compilation of written responses from community members who are building 
lives and homes in Jefferson County. These report findings are not meant to reflect the intentions 
of our government staff, but instead how the policies and practices of our local governments are 
being experienced by those who are trying to build. We look to our community  leaders to 
consider their comments, experiences, and observations and act to seek remedies. 

It is in the City and County’s interest to reduce real and perceived obstacles in the permitting 
process for these, and other, reasons:

• Lost revenue: When residents do not permit structures - either because they face obstacles in 
the process, permitting is cost prohibitive, or because the assumption is that it will be too 
difficult, long, and expensive that they do not try - local governments miss out on short term 
revenue from the permits and longterm revenue from an increased tax base. 

• Less overall construction and fewer affordable homes: Local construction and infrastructure 
costs are already extremely high. When the permit process is lengthy and expensive, the homes 
that end up getting built are not affordable for most income brackets. Contractors are 
incentivized to work for overbuilt custom homes rather than build modest speculative homes. 
Many parties have also reported that developers will avoid building in Jefferson County due to 
the difficulty of building here, leading to a lack of multi-family housing. 

• Weakened Economy: When people struggle to or will not build homes here, Jefferson County 
cannot expand its housing stock. This is having a profound effect on local businesses to hire, 
and preventing new businesses from moving here.
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PART TWO: Closed Questions: Select the Answer

Question 1. 

Question 2.
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Question 3.

Options Given: 
1) Yes - 71%
2) No - 23%
3) Other

Answers given in the “Other” option:
1. “Completed but hoops to jump through were considerable” 

2. “I personally have not applied but support mutual clients that are frustrated”

3. “This depends on how you define "challenge." I've certainly never had a permit application 
denied but of course there have been questions, requests for additional information, minor 
differences in code interpretation.”

4. “It was time consuming and costly but we did get approval on all of our permits.”

5. “The contractor (licensed, bonded, known & respected) was told to redo something which he said 
was clearly within code!”

6. “Always"
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Question 4.

Question 5.
 

Options Given: 
1) Community Development (County): 23 (24.5%)
2) Environmental Public Health (County): 29 (30.9%)
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3) Public Works (County): 13 (13.8%)
4) Building (City): 37 (39.4%)
5) Planning (City): 25 (26.2%)
6) Code Compliance (City): 16 (17%)
7) N/A - Never had a problem: 15 (16%)
8) Other

All answers given in the “Other” option:
1) “Regulation requirements made continuati…” (Not able to read full comment)
2) “The problem was a barrier to land use…” (Not able to read full comment)
3) “Development Services - This is the Plan…” (Not able to read full comment)
4) “Over the past several years I’ve had s…” (Not able to read full comment)
5) “Trails”
6) “No”
7) “I’m not sure I want to try. Hear it is…” (Not able to read full comment)

Question 6.

Options Given: 
1. CODE - inconsistent interpretation of code; plan review and inspection process - 7.1%
2. TIMING - Length of time to process permits, get responses - 27.1%
3. COMMUNICATION - Inconsistent answers; Customer Service (info, website, forms) - 11.8%
4. ALL OF THE ABOVE - 25.9%
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5. Other

All answers given in the “Other” option:
1. “Both inconsistent interpretation of the code & lack of communication with the plan review sub 

contractor. My plans had been sitting on their desk for two weeks before they could find them. 
Not acceptable organization.”

2. “Increases in the cost of one project was in part because of new regulations, and funding was 
unavailable.”

3. “All of the above! The Department seems to be completely disorganized, which set us back until 
the winter storms. Process for a simple permit for the foundation only took about nine months.”

4. "The Department required a permit for replacement of a window. This added to the cost of the 
job.”

5. “I couldn't even get started”
6. “Flexibility or leniency”
7. “All of the above plus excessive costs!”
8. “Everyone who builds says ‘all of the above’”
9. “Built my house with no issues. (County)”
10. “At customer assistance meeting the plan for an easement on our property, for access, was 

denied.”
11. “Need for unnecessary 3rd party consultants ie: geo-tech, wetland biologists”
12. “Timing plus modulation code is applied too rigorously. It's out of date with current modern 

styles of homes.”
13. “Inconsistent answers, inaccurate information, timing" 

Question 7.
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Options Given:
1. Inconsistent interpretation of the code / inconsistent answers from staff - 20.5%
2. Plan review and inspection process - 9.1%
3. Length of time to process permits - 22.7%
4. Information on website and forms - 1%
5. Zoning limitations - 6.8%
6. ALL OF THE ABOVE - 20.5%
7. Other

All answers given in the “Other” option:
1. “We need affordable housing but with the lack of R-3 property forces the development cost above 

a ROI. point. Secondly the Health Department can be unreasonable in septic issues with the new 
regulations on low nitrogen which haven't been established yet. They can preventive property 
development by over regulation systems design.”

2. “Failure of City Planning to communicate necessary steps to obtain permit”
3. “I didn't have any difficulty building a new home project out in the county.”
4. “Filling out the storm water portion of the permit is very complicated and difficult to 

interpret..usually need assistance”
5. “Inconsistent Interpretation and answers from Staff, Plan review process, and Information on 

website and forms.”
6. “Requiring permits for simple repairs to a home.”
7. “Communications- length of time to get replies/answers to questions”
8. “None”
9. “All of the above”
10. “More flexibility in codes for remodel of tear downs for affordable housing options.”
11. “Attitude of some (but not all) staff”
12. “Top three above: inconsistent interpretation, plan review and length of time to process”
13. “Planning for growth including infrastructure (roads, etc)”
14. “Inconsistent answers, Length of process time and Modulation code”
15. “Difficulty conforming with energy insulation requirements for ADU’s" 
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PART THREE:  Summary of Open-Ended: Respondents’ Own Answers

Permitting Survey: Summary of Open-Ended Questions

In tabulating the responses from 100 Respondents, many included comments touching on several issues. 
So, these comments were then broken down into various categories. For example, the first question had 

72 responses that became 86 comments when broken down into individual categories of responses. (Some 
responses had more than one issue identified.)

First Open-Ended Question: Please elaborate on a specific problem or a trend you have experienced 
regarding the Permit Process within the last 5 years. Be specific. Identify the problem(s) in concrete 

details and include the year it happened and issues like wetlands, waterfront, etc. NOTE: We will only 
share your answers with our local government offices if you say that is alright. (72 responses)

There were a total of 86 individual responses across 5 Categories:

1. Permits had 23 responses. (27%)

2. Officials and Inspectors in PT had 17 responses. (20%)

3. Zoning Codes had 22 responses. (25%)

4. Port Townsend and Jefferson County Personnel had 13 responses. (15%)

5. General Comments had 11 responses. (13%)

Second Open-Ended Question: What type of institutional change would you like to see? 
Please think of ideas that are specific and achievable. (Clearer information, reliable timing, 

consistency, etc.) (83 responses)

There were a total of 125 individual responses across 6 Categories:

1. Information and Communication had 16 responses. (13%)

2. Staffing had 29 responses. (23%)

3. Customer Service had 12 responses. (10%)

4. Cost, Timeliness and Flexibility had 13 responses. (10%)

5. Appeals, Permits and Zoning Modifications had 41 responses. (33%)

6. Rethinking/Redirection for Housing had 14 responses. (11%)  

Third Open-Ended Question: Anything else to share about the permitting process in Jefferson 
County?  (55 responses)

This question asked specifically about Jefferson County, but many people included responses specific to 
Port Townsend. There were a total of 60 individual responses across 3 Categories:

1. Jefferson County had 29 responses. (48%)
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2. Port Townsend had 23 responses. (38%)

3. Other had 8 responses. (14%) 

There were a total of 100 Respondents to this survey. They represented the Professionals in the various 
elements of Construction to Property Owners. All were trying to build or rehab property. They provided 
271 comments as to their experience(s). It is their hope that issues they raised can be improved upon.

Of the 271 comments, 211 were easily categorized. The remaining 60 comments appeared on the last 
open-ended question and were specifically directed to Port Townsend (23 responses 38%) or to Jefferson 
County (29 responses, 48%) or to “Other” (8 responses, 14%).

The 211 easily categorized responses, by number of responses across all categories are: 

1. Permitting, Zoning Codes, Appeals and Zoning Modifications (86 responses, 41%)

Sample of Comments:

• PT needs a simple checklist given to Customers as to Permits, Inspections, etc.

• Inconsistent interpretation of Building Codes and Land Use Ordinances. 

• Need a clear appeals process for when disputes arise regarding interpretation of Code.

2. Staffing, Officials and Inspectors, County and City Personnel (59 responses, 28%)

 Sample of Comments:

• Inconsistent application of Code by Inspectors.

• Through the whole process, from submitting for permits, code compliance questions, 
permit review, public works, inspections, etc. people are met with everything from 
annoyance to downright hostility.

• Inconsistency, poor management, huge turnover of staff in both City and County Offices.

3. Information, Communication, Customer Service, Cost, Timeliness and Flexibility (41 responses, 
19%)

 Sample of Comments:

• Consistent, courteous, articulate, concise information, reliable timing and a checklist.

• The whole attitude and institutional focus should be on customer service, solution 
oriented protocols and working as a team with designers, builders and citizens.

• Reliable timing and timeliness of processes and staff.
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4.  Re-thinking/Redirection, General Comments, (25 responses, (12%) 

  Sample of Comments:

• In PT making the building and/or placing of Tiny Homes and Mobile Homes more 
difficult only adds to homelessness and low income people unable to find affordable 
rents. Seems counter-productive.

• Make the process easier to develop ADUs and affordable housing.

• I have been officially homeless since last July. I am putting a small manufactured home 
on a lot in Cape George. This was the only way I could afford housing. Available 
apartments are non-existent. Even when I was working full time in our schools, one of 
the higher paid jobs in the area, I could not afford to buy a home. I was at the top of the 
salary scale.   

One caution to be noted, the third open-ended question asked for comments only on Jefferson County 
(JC), but there were quite a few responses in regard to Port Townsend (PT). And, it was not always easy 
to know to which entity the response applied. But, if you read through all of the comments in the survey, 
it was fairly discernible. 

It appears that the majority of comments throughout the survey dealt with Port Townsend staffing, 
process, timeliness, the need for simplicity of process and forms, and communication. But, it is also clear 
that the majority of Respondents’ experience appeared to be with PT.    

For Jefferson County the comments pointed to the need for more staffing and finding ways to develop 
lower cost housing.

The following Appendices provide the survey’s open-ended questions and Respondent comments by 
categories.
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APPENDICES:

APPENDIX A. All Open Ended Answers Written by Respondents

HAT SURVEY: First Open-Ended Question
Please elaborate on a specific problem or a trend you have experienced regarding the Permit Process 
within the last 5 years. Be specific. Identify the problem(s) in concrete details and include the year it 
happened and issues like wetlands, waterfront, etc. NOTE: We will only share your answers with our 
local government offices if you say that is alright. (48 responses/10 pages long)

Note: Some of these responses have been edited to remove identifying information, when requested, 
as well as for spelling and grammatical mistakes. 

1. Permits:

• Cost of permits for a Manufactured Home is almost as much as the cost of the home. 

• Process takes too long for City and County

• Assist clients through PT Permit process

- Every client gets a long list of Plan of Corrections that are required.

- These lists are inconsistent

- They question work of State Certified Engineers regularly even though PT holds no liability. 

• Receiving clear answers from PT is nearly impossible.

• We needed a check list of ALL permits that would be needed, in what order and when.

• PT needs a Permit timeline, Notification of where Permit is in process, and if staff can’t answer 
phone, have answering machine pick up so you can leave a message, or permit emails. 

• PT needs a simple checklist given to Customers as to Permits, Inspections, etc.

• Once Permits are received, cost is generally more than said in PT.

• Started building process in PT for an ADU that was rejected “out of pocket” because it was pre-
fab. Then went after HUD and State Building Code approved 700 ft. manufactured home. Needed 
permit for foundation. They kept telling me they needed more information, I kept providing, 
including manual from manufacturer that had everything in it. They kept asking more questions, 
so asked Manufacturer if they could help with questions. Manufacturer looked at questions, said 
they were all answered in manual, so they said they would send another copy of manual, which I 
had provided. Which PT the accepted. PT then tried to charge me permit fees for which they had 
never had to inspect, when questioned they cut fees in half. Then had to have surveys of Lot, 
seems that in PT many Lots have never been surveyed. I couldn’t afford all of these costs, so 
found Neighbor’s survey markers, and told PT, from street what the Lot measurements were. 
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Foundation finally poured, and house was installed in 3 ½ hours. But it took 10 months to get this 
done because of PT roadblocks, lack of help and cooperation.

• In PT had wood stove installed by reputable company. Found out I needed a permit to do, so went 
after one. Requirements were extreme, neither Company nor I could get answers when we called 
about what we had to do. No one answered our calls and going there did not help. I work, and 
they are closed for 2 hours on lunch hour on the days I could go. Now inspections have not yet 
been done.

• Have had a five year project underway with old house and surrounding land, most work we are 
doing ourselves. In these 5 years we have dealt with the County Permit people on numerous 
occasions. We have found them to be helpful, gracious, and timely when possible. Our efforts 
have had us working with Public Works, DCD, the Planning Commission, and the BoCC. It has 
been mostly pleasurable and helpful. But, a more streamlined process for obtaining permits would 
be helpful provided the same standards are applied.

• How you process Permits is disjointed and too many steps in PT.

• I had the experience of being told that the permits for the ADU unit on my property were not 
correct and that work on another project could not proceed. The ADU had been built before I 
bought the property so this should not have been my problem, but the City’s, who issued the 
permit. But, my project was held up. Recently my experience has been that every time I visit the 
permit folks, I hear of some new issue, or get information that contradicts information provided 
by other permit staff. Every meeting seems to go down a rabbit hole. I know that I can get all City 
officials together for a meeting, but then I have to pay for that. Once, I was told to hire an 
engineer about an issue; they told the city engineer it was fine, and it cost me $300 to have to do 
this - a waste of money. 

• It took 8 weeks to get a permit to lay a 12 inch pipe into a City (PT) storm drain I had to pay a 
total of $600 in permits and a cost of $10,000 for us to repair 300 feet of the City’s storm drain. 
This was done in sections of 100 feet. The 8 weeks for the second phase. The staff was always 
polite and would answer my emails quickly, but paperwork sat on too many desks for too long. 
Somehow at the end, the City Engineer got involved, which held up the job. The Contractor was 
extremely knowledgeable on how to do the job as he has done a great deal of work for the City.

• DSD requiring excessive items for permitting. Told the forms were out of date so they can ask for 
whatever they wish. DSD making claims an accusations found to be baseless by third party 
engineers. I can go on and on, but I have a great deal of documentation to substantiate the past 
year of trying to obtain a permit for ceiling joist replacement in a remodel project. 

• Recently got though a permitting process, with the permitting Office, it did not go smoothly. I 
completed my construction in April, 2019, and had been signed off by part of the DCD. Thinking 
I was finished, I forgot about it. In January I received a notice that the permit was not finished, 
and would soon run out (thanks for letting me know at last minute). The Health Department had 
failed to let DCD know that the septic system had been inspected and passed. I called my septic 
designer who said he had sent everything on to DCD, and that it should be considered finished. I 
spent an entire morning at Health Department waiting for Fellow at front desk to verify it and 
click a few computer buttons so I could go back to DCD and see if they had it, and all was done. I 
walked over to DCD Office, and the door was locked, everyone was at lunch until 1 PM. I 
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finished the rest by phone. Although they were polite, no one seemed to care that I was raked over 
the coals for a mistake that happened within the City’s own system.

• Began to get a permit for work on an existing structure and for a septic system. Between the 
length of time getting a Designer scheduled, getting the design submitted, having the perc holes 
inspected, having the first design rejected, getting a redesign submitted/reviewed, there was a real 
lack of communication from the County about what they needed from us as far as soil 
inspections, having to have our Wetlands re-classified, mis-processing the fees to read the 
inspection report, we didn’t receive our temporary permit until almost two years later. We were 
then given 90 days to put in a $30,000 septic system, for which we did not have the funds. This 
was after multiple fees for redesigns, reports and County. During this time, we could not continue 
work on the house because we couldn’t get that design approved without the septic system being 
approved.   

• PT’s Building Officials applied commercial standards to a small residential building, increasing 
expenses through the over-design. 

• Additionally, if staff are unable to answer the phone, answer voicemails or emails, at the very 
least an auto reply would be helpful. And then a response to every question within a given 
time frame. During the length of our project (2016-2019) we often felt blindsided by not 
having the above from a simple checklist of all permits needed (State/county/city) to answers 
to questions that sometimes were never answered. As an example I wrote to the City Manager 
at that time complaining of the lack of response to calls and emails and got ZERO response 
back.

• Over the past 5 years, and longer, my husband and I have been doing an extensive re-
development of our property in the County, replacing or improving failed infrastructure that 
would not have been built the way it was under today's building codes and land-use 
regulations. So far, we've dealt with critical areas and storm water management, the septic 
system, the power and water supplies. Now we're in the process of building a new house. (The 
existing house isn't worth relocating or repairing, and the only reason any of this work is 
"affordable" for us is because we're doing almost all of it ourselves.) I can honestly say that 
throughout all of this activity I have had no specific problem with getting permits from the 
County. Yes, our SPAAD was in review for several months, but it included a very complicated 
wetland report and a new septic design. Yes, we had questions from Environmental Health 
about certain aspects of our plumbing layout because the new house is located very close to 
the existing well. Even so, once those concerns were addressed, we got our building permit 
within a week. We've since gotten solar-panel and other mechanical permits over the counter. 
We've had only positive experiences with on-site inspections. To what do I attribute this 
overall positive track-record? I do my part. I go to the effort to read and understand the codes. 
I make sure my applications are complete. I accept, and factor into the budget, the fact that in 
some circumstances I will have to pay for engineering or other professional services in order 
to satisfy permit requirements. Also over the past few years we've been working with the 
County and within our neighborhood to address various land-use issues involving potential 
adverse impacts across boundaries and within the local watershed. Public process can often be 
adversarial and emotional but I feel we've always been treated fairly and openly in our 
dealings with Public Works, DCD, the Planning Commission, and the BoCC.
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• It took 4 months from submission to approval of permit for house addition.

• In 2016, I began the process of converting a garage to an ADU. It was expensive, slow and 
painful. There was no way for me to know ahead of time what the full permitting costs were 
going to be, and as before, it was much more expensive than seemed proportional to the 
amount time spent by staff. I did everything by the book, and still there were some surprises 
due to differing interpretations of code by different inspectors.

• One especially galling example of out of proportion permit fees involved a form I had to get 
completed by the city. Since I am in the county but on city water, I had to get the city to verify 
that there is adequate water supply for the new ADU. The cost to process that form was $70. I 
questioned why so much to send a form electronically, a 5 minute procedure. They said no, it 
can't get sent electronically, it had to be mailed. I asked if I could walk it into the city office, 
get it signed and walk it back in to them. They agreed to let me do that, but still charged me 
$70. When I took it in to the city, they laughed and said this wasn't even the right form, but 
whatever, they would sign it for me. The whole process took me about 15 minutes to complete 
for them. Ka-ching! I wish I could earn $70 for 15 mins of work.

2. Officials and Inspectors in PT:

• Difficult to work with, they challenge State Certified Engineers

• They break State Building Laws

• Delay Plan reviews with no rationale provided, and costs climb

• Inconsistent application of codes by Inspectors

• Apply commercial standards to small residential living buildings

• Increases costs by requiring over-design, even though were told it was minimal difference

• Radon mitigation was requested but would not make available any local radon issues, even after 
requesting in writing. Nothing was provided and a one word answer was given by Inspector: 
COMPLY. After a meeting was sought with Engineer, Inspector and self, issue was dropped, but 
it cost $1,000 to get this to happen.

• Bought a Lot in the County that did not have excess drainage field, but Lot had an individual 
number, but cannot now be re-sold. New Owner is stuck with a lot they cannot build on.

• Had large window replaced cause it was cracked. Was told we needed Permit and Inspection. 
Filled out paperwork, after calling several times once window was in, Inspector came by, never 
got out of car that he parked across the street, and drove off in a couple of minutes. When I went 
to pay for Permit, I saw Inspection fee. When I said no one really inspected my window and I 
didn’t think I should have to pay the fee, I was told that the time the person there had to talk to 
me more then covered the cost. This attitude was disrespectful, rude, etc.   

• Went to apply for Building Permit, they gave me some paperwork after I explained what I would 
be doing and where. After I got everything home, it was clear that they had not given me every 
form I needed. I had to keep going back and forth for more forms. Although some staff are 
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helpful, most do not seem to know what they are doing, which means a lack of training or 
experience.

• Impossible to get anyone on phone in PT to answer questions, timelines for CAM’s and pre-apps 
meetings are pathetic. These are problems not just not for Contractors but for Buyers who have 
to accept 60 day feasibility studies because Buyers can’t get any legit documented answers from 
City in less than 2 months. 

• Permit applied for ADU in May 2016. First problem, person at desk told me I would need a 
geological survey because of the grade of my property. I said my property was virtually flat, and 
such a survey was not needed for my original house. Staff argues with me, pointed to the map, 
and said your property is too steep. I then asked for my plans back and said I would put a trailer 
as a guest house instead. Staff snidely said that I couldn’t do that or I would be fined. I told staff 
to go ahead and sue me, staff relented and said maybe I didn’t need a survey. Not a good start to 
a permit application. During the plan review, the Building Inspector started to redline our plans 
suggesting they were improper. The plans were drawn by a Builder who has built 35 homes and 
designed another 20 for other Builders in Port Townsend. He told me that he had never had plans 
red lined before.

• Inspector required balloon framing of a gable wall that was clearly not necessary and required 
the rebuilding of soffits of the adjacent building (existing home) that was also not required by 
code. We relented on balloon framing but argues that the soffit rebuild was not within the 5 ft. 
proximity required for the soffit rebuild. The Building Inspector said that the building front (Side 
Street) was 1 foot too long and would need a bump out or recess to comply. I asked for a 
variance since it was only off by 1 foot beyond the size of requirement and the articulation of the 
façade would have required a complete redesign of the building. I waited a month for a response, 
then I called. The building official who answered told me I could just plant a tree or bush by the 
building corner to fulfill the requirement.  

• Building Inspector for PT came to floor framing inspection, red-tagged the framing suggesting 
that the use of IUBI’s for the rim joint was not acceptable. The detail is listed as acceptable in 
the code book, but he said he could over-ride the code book. Also said the rim joists needed to be 
toe-nailed with 10D nails but the code book required 8D nails. He told me to re-nail with 10D 
nails. I argued that the as-build was within code, and he got very aggressive and argumentative. I 
asked him to leave my property and told him he was no longer welcome on my property. I then 
called the City Manager and told him I had “fired” the Building Inspector and requested another 
Inspector. The next day another Inspector came and I told him the issues. He inspected, found no 
issues out of code and signed off on that stage. I asked this Inspector why the other Inspector 
was so unreasonable, he said that person did not know the code and had an attitude problem. The 
building continued with this Inspector and went very well until he left. Upon a sheet rock 
inspection, the first Inspector returned, and started off backing up on other sections already 
signed off on, stating he could over-ride the previous Inspector’s work. I, again, asked him to 
leave my property. I called the City and asked for the Building Official to intervene. The 
Building Official came to the site, inspected and signed off on all issues raised by the previous 
Inspector. He had the code book and a tape measure and showed me that the soffit rebuild was 
not necessary. He said that the Inspector was unreasonable and not knowledgeable of the code. 
The Building Officials did all of the following inspections on my property, with no further 
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issues. The problem Inspector is still working for City and has caused considerable problems 
with other Builders I have talked with.

• Requested Radon mitigation when not in 2015 IRC Appendices F which shows the locations of 
concern though out the USA requiring Radon determination and does not provide local Radon 
issues. Requesting the mitigation in writing was very frustrating. The response was “comply,” 
with no answer to our questions. A brick wall. This came from one Staff, another Staff person 
backed up my request and the matter was dropped during a meeting with my Engineer. The cost 
(along with another issue both issues were dropped) was $1,000 and I did not charge the client.

• Through the whole process, from submitting for permits, code compliance questions, permit 
review, public works, inspections, etc. people are met with everything from annoyance to 
downright hostility.

• In 2015 I bought a house where the previous owner/builder failed to get a final inspection. He 
had completed the house and lived in it for a couple of years before he left the area and let the 
house go into foreclosure. After the purchase closed, I went into Community Development to 
start the process of getting it finalized, and I was first told that, since I did not have the 
original plans and prior inspections, I would have to "start over from scratch". They claimed 
not to have any records of prior inspections/results, nor did they have the original plans, and 
only spotty records of permit applications etc. They also told me that I would have to bring 
the house up to the newly approved standards (2011 version) since the plans and permits were 
specific to standards that predated current code. The former owner was a well-known builder 
in the area, and he had a bad reputation for being explosive and hostile. There was clearly 
some residual "attitude" toward my property, due to previous unpleasant exchanges that had 
occurred. Staff customer service was unpredictable. Sometimes they were sincere and kind 
and they really tried to help me, other times they brushed me off and just wanted to get me 
out of the office. There was a lot of confusion about how to proceed, but bottom line, the idea 
of tearing out walls and starting over was completely unacceptable. Just when we had 
reached a stalemate, someone remembered a box full of plans that had never been finalized. 
Staff came out from the back office carrying a big roll of paper, which included the original 
plans, every inspection record and the list of deficiencies which had caused them to red flag 
the property (which caused the owner to throw a tantrum and walk away from the property). 
Once this occurred, staff agreed to come back to me with a modified list of requirements and 
a fee schedule. In the end, they did require that a few minor issues be brought into 
compliance with 2011 standards, and we completed the final inspection process within a few 
months. The fees they charged me were reduced, but still seemed excessive for the amount of 
actual work required from staff. I think I paid about $1400 for the privilege of getting them to 
sign off on the existing structure.

3.  Zoning Codes

• For County they are outdated in regard to: setbacks, size of ADUs, ADUs versus Duplexes, 
inability for people to live in RV during construction of their home.

• Generally no problems with working with County: learn their procedures, give them what they 
ask for, then you get your permits.
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• Codes enforced inconsistently in PT.

•  In PT some zoning and planning limitations are quite limiting to types of homes that can be built: 
daylight plane ordinance, modulation ordinance, lot coverage restrictions, and permeable 
surfaces.

• Interest in building a retirement community, using one floor housing (which makes the most 
sense) doesn’t work. PT lot size is 50’x100’. But if you subtract setback, you are left with 
35’x70’. Try to put in one care garage, living room, or kitchen into 35’. RE-2 Residential requires 
lot to be under 35%. You then have 1,750 sq. ft. for home, garage, and covered porch. There is 
much more, but this makes cost prohibitive to build now, and so there are no plans. 

• In PT was told I could split my Lot, like a Neighbor had, and could built a small Family dwelling. 
I moved forward on it paperwork, and was then told I could not because of a “small hindrance.” 
There was no further explanation, but I have the largest Lot on the street.

• Wanted to tear down old house near water, and build a home closer to water by 25’. Houses on 
either side were much closer to water. Told I had to have a study done, and it cost me $7,000, 
though the County should have been able to do it. We did a stick build, and it was over plan by 1 
foot. We had to remove garage, redo design of house and also septic system. Cost us thousands, 
there was no working with us. 

• Would like to divide my 6,000 sq. ft. PT Lot, so I could sell an ADU.

• In attempting to complete a garage conversion, I encountered numerous code requirement issues, 
mostly involving fire and water (evaporation) insulation related to property lines. These issues 
drove up cost of project beyond expectations, caused timing delays. Significantly reduced interior 
dimensions, and affected my personal well-being. I felt that some of the requirements were 
unnecessary (i.e., having to insulate a concrete border along the foundation). This was to be an 
artist studio, and ended up with an expensive, overly insulated, but too dark a studio tiny home 
that according to the City can ONLY be used as a studio.

• Not sure if this is in City’s control: Shoreline exemption permit requirement bogged down the 
length of time for window replacement, did not increase square footage. Finally waived off.

• We gave up after 3 years trying to rebuild a new house on the historic site of the farmhouse on 
our farm at the edge of the City.

• Final straw for us, came at the end of a third wetland survey, when the City said they “would” 
approve our application after we signed a Notice to Title. The Notice said we agreed to “make no 
further expansions to or additions to any structures or impervious surfaces on the property” or to 
undertake any additional vegetation removal without prior review by the Grantee. This wording 
would commit us to getting written approval from the City before “removing any vegetation on 
the property.”  And, well, we are a farm, growing and removing vegetation is what we do. The 
City insisted that the Notice only applied inside the wetland, but our Attorney verified the 
wording applied to “the property.” Out Attorney provided us with wording: “on portions of the 
property subject to CAO.” The City said they would review it for compatibility in September, 
prodded a few times in December for an answer. After 3 years, tens of thousands of dollars, 
repeated surveys, reports and permit applications, we abandoned the project and never did receive 
a building permit. Our designer and builder said this was representative of what the entire City 
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process has been like for years to deal with City Development. (This respondent provided some 
Leader article web pages on the various issues.

• Found the County to be uniformly helpful to an owner/builder who took the time to learn the code 
before starting and who supplied adequate information on application. Wish things were a bit 
faster, but not really unhappy. Inspections were good opportunities for oversight and to receive 
helpful input.  Meeting code and permit requirements are NOT a hindrance to affordable housing. 
Land prices, infrastructure (e.g., septic $24k) prices and the ability to find Builders willing to take 
the reduced profit of single family housing are a problem. Unless County finds a way to address 
the previous items mentioned, it will not address affordable housing in a meaningful way.

• The absolutism of applying the County Code to actual construction locations is a big problem. A 
little flexibility or allowance for waivers would help. In a septic system location, for instance, 
there are often severe constraints on where the drain-field, tank, building and driveway may be 
located. For arbitrary reasons, the tank can’t be less than 5 feet from the house. But if it is less 
than 5 feet from a deck, it is OK, even though the impact on the soil from the deck or house may 
be the same.    Is there no way to allow the deck to be incorporated into the house, even though 
the distance is 4.5 feet? A half a foot of leeway would go a long way toward better community 
relations.

• There are building lots in PT that are not on a street, and most of the neighboring lots have 
figured out how to have access. So the cost of building a street is not affordable, since everyone 
else has figured out their own access, and would not share in street costs.  For us, a lot separation 
from a 3 lot parcel would require putting in a street, a costly endeavor, along with taking down 
trees. In 2018 an easement across 2 of the lots was denied, though not sure as to why. We gave up 
for a while and then considered building an ADU on the lots. But, recently, the ADU size has 
increased to 1,000 sq. ft. We simply want to increase affordable housing in PT, and small 
apartments to rent seemed to be a good idea. It costs to have a CAM, and it has proven difficult to 
find answers to our questions about what is or is not allowed, by searching through the Code or 
other information.

• Inconsistent interpretation of building codes & land uses ordinances.

• I want to look forward to putting up a fence or building out an attached ADU, but I lack faith 
that the process is clear, fair, consistent, economical and unbiased.

• Told I needed to hire a surveyor when code does not require it; being told to add water lines to 
survey for BLA when code does not require them; gross lack of communication regarding 
status despite repeated requests; complete lack of adherence to their own prescribed turn 
around schedules.

• In attempting to complete a garage conversion beginning 2018, I encountered numerous code 
requirement issues, mostly involving fire and water (evaporation) insulation related to property 
lines. These eventually drove up the cost of my project well beyond expectations, caused 
timing delays, significantly reduced the interior dimensions of the space, and affected my 
personal well-being. I felt some of the requirements were unnecessary (I.e. having to insulate a 
concrete border along the foundation) to the p
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• oint of being ridiculous. I initially submitted plans for an artist studio and ended up with an 
expensive, overly insulated but too dark for a studio tiny home that according to the city can 
now ONLY be used as a studio!

• We gave up after three years of attempting to build a house at the edge of the city. At all turns, 
the county offices were prompt, cordial and complete. But the city seemed to be positively 
antagonistic to the process. At each turn we seemed to have to wait the maximum allowed time 
for a response, received an incomplete response, sought clarification and then waited the 
maximum time again. If I went in with a question of clarification, I was told that I had to write 
a check and schedule a CAM. They wouldn't schedule the CAM until my check had cleared, 
then would schedule the CAM another 2-3 weeks out. Then I would wait a month for a 
response. If I needed clarification on the response, I had to go through the process again.

• The absolutism of applying the code to actual construction situations is a big problem...A little 
flexibility, or allowance for waivers might help. In a septic system location for instance, there 
are often severe constraints on where the drain field, tank, building, and driveway may be 
located. For arbitrary reasons, the tank can't be less than 5 feet from the house, but if it's less 
than 5 feet from a deck, it's OK, even though the impact on the soil from deck or house may be 
the same. No way to allow the deck to be incorporated into the house, even though the distance 
is 4.5 feet? A half a foot of leeway would go a long way toward better relations in the 
community.

• [Name] and [Name] are a nightmare to work with. They are both activists, not public servants. 
They interpret the code according to their own particular bent. [Name] thinks everything is a 
wetland and we had to hire a Wetland Biologist to prove otherwise. It cost a fortune and there 
was no wetland on the property. This held up the septic installation for over a year. [Name] is 
dishonest and deliberately misleading. [They have] got a bad attitude and [they] change [their] 
story from one day to the next.

4.  Port Townsend (PT) and Jefferson County (County) Personnel

• Confrontational, Abrasive, Unreasonable

• Building Dept. of PT is moving away from common sense solutions to issues to being overly 
strict and really unapproachable. They take things too personally. But their unwillingness to 
work with us invariably leads to more costs and loss of time. It’s a totally one way relationship 
with us always losing.

• Attitude: Arrogant, nasty, pugnacious behavior is absolutely unacceptable from PT Building 
Officials. Enforcing the code is one thing, bullying, bitching behavior is utterly unacceptable.

• The Staff at Community Development treat us like we are “less than.” They are in a position of 
power, they talk down are rude and negative.

• County was prompt, cordial and complete. But. City seemed to be positively antagonistic to the 
process on the edge of the City. We seemed to have to wait the maximum allowed time for a 
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response, received an incomplete response, sought clarification and then waited the maximum 
length of time again. If I went in for clarification, I was told I had to write a check and schedule 
a CAM, and they wouldn’t schedule a CAM until my check cleared. They would then schedule 
the CAM in another 2 to 3 weeks out. Then I would have to wait a month for a response, and if I 
needed clarification, I had to through the process all over again.

• Inconsistency, poor management, huge turnover of staff in both City and County Offices. 
Directors have no clue of their employees work load or time management. Asked City planning 
Department about utilities nearby to build area and received different answers depending upon 
whom I talked to.

• Abuse of discretion by City Development Services Department personnel in requiring irrelevant 
and unnecessary information for permit approval. Demanded information not required by the 
Code. Personal hostility, deliberate delays, and rude treatment from employees.

• County EPH was rude, unaccommodating and unhelpful at almost every point of contact. They 
consistently ignored emails, and phone messages, unless it was something they needed. The 
Inspector laughed in my Husband’s face at our first inspection and showed up unannounced 
despite our checking the box on their form requesting prior notification (we have dogs and 
livestock and it is not safe to be on our property unattended). They sent letters threatening to fine 
us despite our doing everything they asked us to do throughout the process. 

• PT has had difficulty hiring a building official that applies the code uniformly without personal 
prejudice. Building officials seem to think that their job is to slow permits and construction 
while being pompous and over-bearing. All of the building officials seem to have an “attitude 
“problem. You cannot ask questions and definitely do not question their judgement or you will 
never be issued a permit.

• The Permitting Offices are severely understaffed, every permit takes too long to process.

• I paid for a CAM and SIX WEEKS LATER was denied. Some guy called me and spent ten 
minutes telling me no. He was patronizing. I was in construction for 25 years! And he still 
0charged me $75. A year later, I tried again, and I got three options for my property, and I was 
recommended to get a survey ($1,500) to even start a conversation. I have A City lot. I don’t 
need a survey. It’s just insane!

• They don't have a spirit of helpfulness and service.

• Building staff issued requirements that turned out to be wrong. I lost several thousand dollars as a 
direct result of the mistake (which was never really acknowledged) by city building official. In 
addition her attitude was hostile, offensive, arrogant, aggressive and disrespectful.

5. General Comments
• Working with PT on building/construction has a negative trend.

• In PT making the building and/or placing of Tiny Homes and Mobile Homes more difficult only 
adds to homelessness and low income people unable to find affordable rents. Seems counter-
productive.
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• Low and moderate income housing is focused in small segregated Neighborhoods in PT. Need to 
allow such housing in other Neighborhoods. PT is creating ghettos, and Developers can’t make 
enough money building in Ghettos.  

• I moved a trail on an undeveloped street, cleaned the trail, followed criteria, but left a tidy row of 
brush next to the trail, it was only organic debris. The newer redone trail looked better and easier 
to walk along, but one person made me remove all of the organic debris. Made no sense after all 
of the hours I put in. 

• No problems in last 9 years.

• Forms not on line, contrary to State Law.

• The county allowed the former owner of our home and property to be sold off as a separate 
property. We bought it not realizing that we did not have an excess d0rain field. The former 
owner should never have been issued a separate property number for the lot he managed to 
sell. Now that owner is stuck with a lot that cannot be sold; it has been on the market for 5 
years. The county has never taken responsibility for this. We only discovered this grievous 
error when we asked for a permit in order to add a third bedroom to our home. Without an 
excess drain field we were unable to proceed since our property had a septic system, yes, but 
not an excess drain field which was now owned by a separate individual. By the time we 
discovered it, the statute of limitations for redress of our problem had expired. No lawyer was 
willing to take the county to court over their error. Why the title company did not address the 
issue indicates that even the title company was in error. The county, the realtor and the title 
company should have caught that when the surveyor did the inspection of the sale in our 
original transaction.

• First, a suggestion. Allow more than one answer selection per question. We're still in the 
process, so I don't want to burn any bridges. I believe even anonymous details will identify 
us. With that said, I would prefer to speak with someone before continuing. It's a doozy.

• In 2017, I began to think about adding another living space to my property, since I have a 
large lot. I called Environmental Health and they told me that I can't add any more living 
spaces to my property because my septic permit is maxed out. The septic permit and system 
was designed and built for a 4 bedroom house, which was never built. The existing 1 
bedroom house plus the 1 bedroom ADU maxes out the septic capacity on paper. It is 
operating well below ACTUAL capacity, since there is only one person living in the main 
house, and 1 person living in the ADU. They told me that I could take the kitchen out of the 
ADU, or I could add a bedroom to each of the existing units, but I could not add another 
standalone living space. I asked if there was a variance of any kind, they said no. Even if I 
committed to annual inspections to prove the septic system is operating well within capacity, 
they would not consider it. I understand that giving me an exception would set a precedent. I 
understand that I, as an environmentally committed and responsible property owner, could be 
trusted to not abuse the trust, but the next owner might not. It is just a real shame, since I 
have the land, I have the septic capacity (in reality, if not on paper), I have the desire to create 
affordable housing, and at that time, I had the money. I was laid off my job in 2017, so the 
latter is no longer true. It's a missed opportunity.

• Time consuming and expensive.
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• We're a collaborative farm that has nurtured the start of four new businesses run by young 
farmers in the community (as well as providing land for two other local family farm 
businesses). We're providing housing for four young farmers, and trying to build housing to 
support more. We're doing our best to preserve historic farmland and create community, jobs 
and housing for young people, and yet we feel stymied at every turn by City Development.

HAT SURVEY: Second Open-Ended Question
What type of institutional change would you like to see? Please think of ideas that are specific 
and achievable. (Clearer information, reliable timing, consistency, etc.) 53 responses

1. Information and Communication
• Better information about siting a building, better estimates about when a build can commence.
• It would be helpful up-front when making application, if the City Planning Department would 

make available a checklist of steps needed to obtain the necessary permits. When I was going 
through the process, I had to beg for each step. This was my first experience applying for permits 
with PT. 

• Time could be saved if there had been a check list at the first PT “Client Assistance” meeting. 
• PT Department needs to give clients all of the information on what is expected from the start. 

Department now takes what we do, then tells us “Now do this.” When that is finished they tell 
us now you have to do this. If we knew all of the things we had to do, the steps in order, it 
would save much of our time and that of the staff. It would be much more efficient and less 
frustrating.

• Clear and more comprehensive information from the start of the project would be more helpful     
in the City.

• Consistency 
• A clearly laid out process/system from start to finish would be very helpful. For example, not 

knowing we needed a fire permit until after the system was installed and ready for approval 
would have saved us WEEKS of work – staff time checking every 15 minutes for a fire (every 
hour we were open, every day of the week for weeks). And a way of knowing where we are in the 
process. 

• Timely communication.
Better communication, reasonable schedule times for planning and developments meetings, an 
answer from staff other than: “there is a 900 age code book, look it up,” answer the phone, stop 
giving preferential treatment to people you like more, follow the code, remove outdated and 
stupid codes, make the re-zoning of a parcel possible, stop trying to keep people from building 
here. 

• Clearer communication.
• Better communication between Staff and Clients.
• Clearer information, better/consistent communication, 
• I have had no issues.
• Consistent, courteous, articulate, concise information. Reliable timing.
• Clarity. Consistency. Responsiveness.
• Clearer information, better/consistent communication, better customer service.
• Clearer information easier access to answers from folks who will actually reply.
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2. Staffing
• Would be good if the various Offices talked with each other.
• The City of PT does not need a Building Department with the County Offices located in PT.
• I am a second generation Builder in PT, and have building in PT for 17 years. The experience 

with the City has only gotten worse.
• Would like to see an Inspector who does not always challenge state certified engineers, and does 

not take on the responsibility for how structures are built with no liability obligations or insurance 
to back the City of PT.

• County Staff are great.
•  PT staff (named) need to be replaced as the Building Official by someone who is rational, 

reasonable, and has a communication style and personality more suited to dealing with the general 
public.

• There should be an official process for filing complaints against City employees. These 
complaints should be reviewed and deal with, as well as kept track of with human resources.
• City Employees should take classes on effective communication, public relations and dispute 

resolution.
• Lack of training of County Staff on the Building Codes for septic systems, lack of surveyor 

activity to determine property lines and the placement of utilities underground.
• More staffing needed to shorten processing time.
• Less heavy handiness by Staff.
• ATTITUDE!!!! Why must we endure contemptuous, arrogant, nasty behavior from “public   

servants?”
• Use your heads, not a rule book.
• Hire knowledgeable, friendly and helpful people in the City building department. 
• Jefferson County DCD needs a new leader. They need less land use planners and more upfront 

staff in the office. The Building Department is working on a skeleton crew. Yet it is the building 
permits that keeps that Department running. There is a lack of consistency between Land Use 
Planners. Literally, you will get a different solution and answer from each Land Use Planner. The 
County still has no Land Use Manager. They have replaces the Land Use Manager 3 times in the 
last 5 years with huge time in between finding a new Land Use Manager. The Land Use Planners 
are so inconsistent, that I watched 2 planning managers leave the County for different Career and 
job paths, due to lack of consistency, lack of authority and lack of management from the Land 
Use Planning Manager. Now the County is paying for a Consultant to be in-house, over $160/hr. 
to manage the LAND Use Planners. The whole Department is just plain backwards. My 
interaction with the City has been limited, however from what I understand, he does not care 
about his building permits and getting them issued in a timely manner. Both Directors (PT and 
County) do not seem to have a clue of what each person in their Departments strengths and 
weaknesses are.  

• A change in attitude of the leadership of the DCD. Be consistent with all forms. If they are out of 
date, honor them until staff makes approved changes. Be consistent in procedures to both 
Builders and private Owners. Do not refuse the work submitted by Washington State Licensed 
Professionals.

• Training of development services employees on legal limits to their authority and on better       
customer service.  

• Hire more staff at Community Development and Environmental Health.
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• I would have to say that the trend in the building dept. of Port Townsend is moving away from 
   just common sense issues to being overly strict and really unapproachable in discussing the 
   problems that always arise. They seem to take it too personally. But their unwillingness 
   invariably costs us more money and time. It's a totally one-sided relationship with us always 

            losing.
• I would like to see a Building Official that has compassion and interest in customer service 

that would make building in Port Townsend a pleasurable experience. 
• Hire people with strong construction backgrounds.
• Better coordination between staff, more understandable (to the lay person) rules, which seem 

to be written exclusively for contractors and not individuals, expedited process for our type of 
projects that are pre-approved by HUD and the State Building Codes, better communication 
between staff and clients, and especially the department needs to give clients all the 
information on what is expected of us from the start. Each time we went in to the dept. they 
would take what we had done then say, "Now do this", and then when we finished that, they 
would say now you have to do this. If we knew all the things we needed to do in order from 
the beginning it would save much of our time and theirs, and be much more efficient and less 
frustrating.

• Qualified staff.
• Be more helpful, be faster, be of service
• More staffing to shorten the length of process time.
• Less heavy-handiness
• Staff salaries and rewards should be contingent on efficiency as well as customer service. 

Those who are committed to solving problems, preventing problems, facilitating projects 
rather than impeding them, should be rewarded with higher pay and bonuses.

• A fundamental change in the attitude of the leadership of the city of Port Townsend relative to 
planning and building. I would like to see the city council and the new city manager LEAD 
instead of simply waffling. Leaders take full responsibility for the behavior of those under 
them. Leaders hold people accountable. Leaders set clear expectations with employees for 
how to relate to customers. Leaders also call out those employees who do a great job and 
reward them publicly.

• Training of development services employees on legal limits to their authority and better 
customer service.

• Culture change. Remove staff which get these complaints with frequency because they are 
obviously incompetent or obstructionist. The code should be clear and easy to understand but 
it is complicated and subject to interpretation so every planner chooses the toughest possible 
interpretation and they read between the lines to create unwritten demands.

3. Customer Service
• Would like to see Building Officials have compassion and interest in customer service that would      
make building in PT a more pleasurable experience. 
• Notice the professional Builders with fine reputations and a repetitive track record of high quality 
work and that their projects get built correctly. County Inspectors know who are good Builders and 
those they need to watch out for.
• Move toward thinking of the earth first, creative sustainability.
• The whole attitude and institutional focus should be on customer service, solution oriented 
protocols and working as a team with designers, builders and citizens.
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• There has to be better coordination as well as concern about the Applicant. The Departments need 
to stay open during all business hours, like a normal service entity. They should not be dependent 
upon fees for their entire operation. That incentive puts a drag on Applicants with all of the 
interconnected departments, and to send them to outside experts for so many of the steps, wastes 
time and money. There should be a culture of service, not “profit.” I would be happy to pay more in 
my general taxes if some of these problems could be fixed by supplying more money to the 
Departments.
• Better customer service.
• Try to hire people with better “people skills” first, then knowledge about building. Anyone 
working in a public relations job should not have delusions of good-hood.
• Also, the fact it's IMPOSSIBLE to get someone on the phone is absurd, and the timelines for 

simple meetings like CAM's and pre-app is absolutely pathetic. Not only is this a problem for 
buyers/builders, but for land owners who have to accept offers with 60 day feasibility studies 
because buyers can't get any legit, documented answers from the city in less than 2 months.

• Hours of operation consistent with normal operation on a daily basis.
• Customer service. We pay them. And often my experience was that I was an imposition, my 

questions were unreasonable, and I was wasting their time. What do I want now, I'm taking 
up their air space..... Very unprofessional and rude at times...

• There should be a development ombudsman/advocate, whose job it is to take the side of the 
homeowner/builder, to solve problems, to advocate with staff, to negotiate solutions. This 
person's job would be to smooth and facilitate projects, identify inconsistencies in inspection 
procedures and code interpretation, suggest methods to streamline procedures to reduce 
costs and prevent problems.

• Accurate answers to questions that don't change depending on who asks and who answers 
(builders often get very different answers than homeowners).

4. Cost, Timeliness and Flexibility
• Reliable timing and timeliness of processes and Staff.
• Find a way to adjust costs of fees to expenses of total project, a sliding fee scale. That is not            
intrinsically unfair to all concerned, and takes the burden off of the poor.
• More flexibility in reaching end goals, less burden on individuals for infrastructure.
• PT is not facing the lack of any way to fill the infrastructure in developed and less developed 
areas. It is just too expensive to build here for the average person.
• Don’t know why we have to pay Consulting fees when staff are there to assist us.
• Fees should be reduced to every extent possible.
• Consolidation between the City and County Building Department. 
• Shorten the process and realize that building brings tax revenue to the County.
• Also, there should be a difference between how they handle big developers and individual home 
builders, who can build at most, one house per year. The individual Builder should be given a great 
deal more leeway in the interpretation of the codes, and the added fees. 
• Strict oversight to limit the permit process to only what is specified in Code requirements.
• The trust of professional Builders with a repetitive track record of high quality work. That the 
projects get built correctly. The county inspectors know who are good builders and other they 
need to watch out for.
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• Fees should be predictable and well-described. Fees should be set based on actual costs; 1 
hour of staff time for this or that costs $x.
• Reliable timing
 
5. Appeals, Permits and Zoning Modifications
• Need a clear appeals process for when disputes arise regarding interpretations of the Code. 
• Implementation of strictly enforced mitigation requirements and zoning modification processes.
• Permit process should be streamlined.
• Code compliance should be enforced consistently with the focus being on safety and not the 

questioning of structural engineering.
• City specific zoning requirements should be relaxed to open up options to more creative designs 

and less restrictive building practices. 
• County unwilling to demand thorough surveyor and property history search on every Sale. 
• Lack of enforcement of excess drain fields on rural properties.
• County Staff to permit applicants is too large a caseload.
• Rubber stamping on whatever the County says on the part of the Title Company.
• A more rational and coordinated effort between all Departments to expedite the permit process.
• Maybe one idea can be to have various departments concurrently review a given project.
• Small projects should be able to be issued over the counter as is done in many other jurisdictions. 

This would significantly speed up the process.
• Better coordination between staff, better understandable rules for the lay person. Things seem to 

be written primarily for Contractors.
• Expedited process for lay persons with pre-approved HUD and State Building Codes.
• Change the provision for special cases in Uptown where lots can be divided to create housing. 
• Simplifying the process and having a central number to call. Could try modeling other permit 

agencies that are more functional.
• Do not require a permit for maintenance. We were also required to have a permit to repair our 

front porch. The job required reinforcing it underneath and replacing sections due to rot.    
Code enforcement should be based upon the building code and an understanding of it. The 
purpose is to promote the safety and structural soundness of the building. Current practice is to 
inflict the applicant to the whim of the building official. To answer the question directly, fire the 
current building official, and hire a new one. Maybe invite the public to review the applicants.

• I felt there was some inconsistency in the permitting process and quite a bit of “posturing” taking 
place on the part of Inspectors. And, I honestly think City planners were making things up in 
some of their decisions for lack of clear guidelines.

• There was also a clear disconnect between my Designer told me would happen and what the City 
then required. The process took many months, and by the time I finally got my permit there had been 
many expensive changes. I had already taken out a loan and invested a lot of money (i.e., having to 
get a survey of my property done) so I had to carry on regardless.   
• Recently completed a vegetation clearing permit. I think the fee was excessive and I have 
anecdotally learned very few ever bother to do so.
• I don’t really know. I am so burned out with the City and frustrated by trying to get anything 
done. The only think I can think of, in answer to the question, is that when a permit is needed, they 
need to set a date to get everyone related to the permit in the room at the same time. Identify all of 
the issues, get everyone’s understanding and commitment to what is exactly needed, and by when.
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• First, support for individual, non-contractor permit applicants. PT doesn’t like working with home 
owners. Then have some reasonableness and flexibility. Finally, figure out some way to eliminate the 
rabbit holes – deliver all of the correct information at once. 
• Make building small tiny homes on smaller lots within the City.
• Create on-line permit status, e.g., 1) assigned to [Name] for review, 2) review in process, and 3) 

waiting for response from applicant.
• An appeal process where community members can volunteer to weigh in.
• Utilize actual ground truth in received reports for same and neighboring parcels.
• Ability to look at each property and make a decision based upon each property’s needs.
• Obviously, one of the most important aspects of creating new affordable housing is managing 

the costs of construction. A more streamlined process for obtaining permits would be some 
help but I don't think it should come about as a result of lowering or disregarding the 
standards set by the codes and regulations.

• SIMPLIFY. MAKE IT SUPER EASY TO OBTAIN PERMITS FOR INFILL/ADU'S, ETC.
• Stream line permitting.
• Faster turn-around in the approval process
• Permitting should be examined critically; it should be asked, is it true, is it necessary, and is it 

helpful? So much bureaucracy is built up over time, and no one really questions if it is even 
true anymore. It's just the way it has always been done.

• There should be a process for requesting variances, where concessions can be made when 
owner/builders commit to providing assurance of proof of meeting standards.

• Code enforcement should be based upon the building code and an understanding of it. The 
purpose is to promote the safety and structural soundness of the building. Current practice it 
to inflict the applicant to the illogical whim of the building official. To answer the question 
directly: Fire the current building official. Hire new one. Maybe invite the public to review 
the applicants.

• Adherence to their own documented turn around schedule; stick to the requirements of JCC, 
do not add individual wish list items as if they are requirements.

• Common sense, There are instances where a gravity septic system would be appropriate but 
there is a blanket, one size fits all that ends up costing more money and is unnecessary. 
Elaborate pump systems may be right for one home and a gravity system perfect for another. 
Gravity system.

• Utilize actual ground truth in received reports for same and neighboring parcels/lots.
• Strict oversight to limit the permit process to only what is specified in code requirements. 
• Adequate staffing to process permit applications, inspections, and plans examination in 

within days or weeks, not months.
• Permit and inspection fees in line with value of project (it shouldn't cost $300 in permits to 

replace a $500 deck!)
• If the permit process is clear, transparent, costs are commensurate and known up front, more 

homeowners will be willing to go through the permit process vs. simply working without 
permits.
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6. Rethinking/Redirection for Housing
• Speaking for myself as a long-time Resident, I do know that persons without significant income 

cannot seem to find any place to rent or buy in Jefferson County. I don’t know what the solution, 
what the problem is – zoning? Rent control? Air BnB regulation? Changing how we fund our 
schools? Bias toward permitting larger (higher taxes) homes? Lack of interest in building 
apartment buildings? I see many of what could be considered additional housing units on existing 
properties being rented out for the weekend or short term, as in vacation and get away rentals, 
rather than being used for housing or being maintained for the use of visiting family only. I speak 
for myself as we have what could serve as a small housing unit that we keep for our visiting 
children and grandchildren. I realize that some units used as a vacation rentals are absolutely 
needed by the property owners in order for them to be able to pay their property. I am aware of 
others being used for additional income where many would question the need for that additional 
income when compared with the need for housing for, for example, young people working on 
organic farms and other young professionals and people starting out over. It needn’t be either/or – 
but it is. I understand the rationalizations, the justifications, and the perceived need for the status 
quo and at the same time I am disheartened by the unevenness. So, bottom line, there is a real 
need for, I believe, as a start, rent controls  and regulations, and rentals and started homes and 
apartments that young people and old people starting over who are not wealthy or extraordinarily 
lucky can afford.  

• Density in City core where all services are.
• Common sense. There are instances where a gravity septic system would be appropriate but there 

is a blanket, one size fits all that ends up costing more money and is unnecessary. Elaborate pump 
systems may be right for one home, and a gravity system perfect for another. Gravity systems do 
not have so many problems or cease to work when the power goes out and yet they are “not 
permitted.”

• We need to change the adversarial aspect between the inspector and contractor. We both need to 
feel that we are working together to build quality, safe homes to the current codes. We should not 
have to pay attorneys or construction engineers to resolve problems with the inspectors. We need 
to have a cordial relationship. Each structure built will add thousands of tax dollars to the City 
and the county over time. There is a huge benefit to the City. Thirty-five years ago we built the 
first Ravenscraft Inn in town. That business has paid thousands of property tax dollars as well as 
sales tax and a bed tax. How many City workers did this help pay for their salary.

• For ADU building, it would be good to have pictures of several examples, and detail whether 
some older houses and ADU plans would NOT be permitted to day. There was some talk at a the 
March City Council meeting of the City providing ready-made ADU plans, already approved so 
that builders could consider them. I have talked with several contractors who do not want to 
bother with ADU building because of the uncertainty of what would be approved, and a past 
experience of difficulties with this permitting process.

• I live next door to a renovation that appears to almost have doubled the size of the house. Fully 
permitted, I assume, but in no way suite the scale of the neighborhood nor the lot it is built on. We 
need oversight that respects the scale of the street and the needs and wishes of the neighbors. I 
have lived in my house for 25 years, never imagining that my view would not be a 20 foot wall, 
one that eliminates all contact with sky and with plants. I have been forced to remove a large tree 
almost on the property line, since the new folks decided to have its companion, just inside of their 
property line, removed. Trees are safe in community, especially when large. It’s been expensive 
for me for them to build their “dream home,” around $3,000. That includes removing a garden 
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trampled during their tree removal. Permitting allowed windows looking directly into my house. 
I’ve had to fight every inch of the way to remove them, but how about our laws and permitting 
employees? Most unpleasant!   

• Make the process easier to develop ADU’s and affordable housing.
• More ability to be creative in solutions, including grey water solutions and composting toilets.
• Switch away from a fee for service model to make county officials more accessible to answer 

questions and work with property owners to come up with creative solutions to work for everyone 
and adhere to the spirit of the law.

• We need to figure out how to increase and provide consistency in the funding for our planning 
and building departments. The current "fee for service" revenue system is inadequate, 
unreliable, and inequitable. A modest increase in property taxes could go a long way.

• Also, there should be a difference between how they handle the big developers, versus the 
individual home builder, who can only build at most one house per year: The individual 
builder should be given a great deal more leeway in the interpretation of the codes, and the 
added fees.

• Many owners of homes with existing ADUs (a good source of low-income housing) are 
unwilling to rent those units out of fear of reprisals because the unit might have originally 
been built without permits. A low cost "permit amnesty" program might being a lot of housing 
units online quickly.

• Ability to look at each property and make a decision based on each property's needs. More 
ability to be creative in solutions, including grey water solutions and composting toilets.

• Switching away from a fee for service model to make county officials more accessible to 
answer questions and work with property owners to come up with creative solutions that work 
for everyone and adhere to the spirit of the law.

PERMIT SURVEY: Third Open-Ended Question

Anything Else to share about the permitting process in Jefferson County?  (33 responses)

1. County
• [Name] has been difficult to work with. Inconsistent in which Codes [they] like to  enforce.
• In general, have found the County to be easier to deal with in many ways. Their permit process is 
more cumbersome, and needs to be simplified and streamlined. That being said, typically plans move 
through permit review without engineering being called into question and very rarely are there “plan 
of corrections” that need to be addressed which adds more time and cost to the process (as with 
City).
• There are occasional delays and challenges with the Environmental Health Department, but 
overall, I would much rather deal with the County than PT.
• I’m old enough to remember the days before Jefferson County even had a building code; and I 
have to say that I’m willing to accept a few frustrations with today’s permitting process for the 
progress we’ve made toward improving the health, safety and welfare of our citizens. 
• We had an excellent experience building our house in Jefferson County.
• I had a good response from Inspection staff, they were very professional and timely.
• This part of Jefferson County has a reputation for being unreasonable and overly rigid, not from a 
rational perspective, but from a political one of no growth agenda.  
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• Over 30 years in building trade practice locally. I have never understood the prevailing attitude of 
some members of the “public servants” in the building and associated departments. As long as I 
am civil to them. I should be entitled to expect civil behavior and a helpful, constructive attitude 
when I apply for permits or call for inspections. I am adding to the County and PT tax bases, 
helping to construct housing, plus my taxes and fees help pay these people’s salaries. But with 
certain individuals employed by the PT and the County, I am consistently met with negative, 
arrogant, dismissive nasty behavior and attitude. WHY??!! Why is this allowed to continue? I am 
not the only one, everyone I talk to about it says the same things, and then relate their own horror 
stories. The worst part is, if you are a building professional in any aspect of the industry, if you 
dare to contradict or question these individuals, good luck in future projects, they will make the 
process even worse the next time (they name a person), PT building official and (they name a 
person), County Health, are two prime examples of individuals who should be terminated 
immediately, with prejudice.    

• Construction has been delayed all of this time (due to COVID 19 since April). My contractor is a 
ready to go, but cannot proceed without an inspection, which is delayed. I have had difficulty 
with the HOA which also requires inspections, their inspector is part of the community and 
frequently travels. Why does the HOA have to inspect when the County already has? 

• Perhaps now that so many employees are furloughed and permit process is subbed out we may 
see more efficiency in the process.

• Yeah, if a contractor and/or architect stake their reputation, financial and legal health on doing 
it right, why do they need to go over the plans with a fine tooth comb, picking it apart? Why is 
their job policing? They should be our servants, helping us get things all coordinated.

• I appreciate that the use of the IBC standardizes all construction, but what amount of 
flexibility does it demonstrate for alternative construction methods, such as rammed earth, 
adobe, clay/straw and other techniques that are much more earth-friendly? We are fortunate to 
have local and abundant supplies of wood but these other materials can easily displace the use 
of high embodied energy products like concrete, steel, aluminum, plastic, asphalt, and foam, 
which are also difficult if not impossible to recycle at the end of life of the project. And there 
are NO standards when it comes to toxic building products, including those that are known to 
cause cancer and environmental sensitivities. There are NO standards when it comes to 
protecting the occupants from dangerous levels of electromagnetic fields other than the 
National Electric Code which is very limited in its scope and does not include protection from 
radiofrequency radiation, electric fields, magnetic fields or dirty electricity, all which can be 
successfully mitigated especially in the beginning phases of a project.

• Not at this time but I am sure there is.
• Hire more employees so that they are not overwhelmed.
• We are currently working to build a house and shop on Marrowstone Island. I think that a big 

part of the frustration is that there are so many separate departments and no one can speak for 
others. Yet the parts are really interconnected. There should be someone in the permitting 
process who knows the whole story. You can't build until you get septic permit but you can't 
get answers until you get the permit in order to figure out if you can build on a certain site for 
instance. I'm saying the parts are interconnected for the home builder, yet it is all so 
departmentalized in the system so that you can never plan how the parts, septic/building/
environment can work together. Thank you for listening.

• No
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• We are about ready to add a porch expansion and we will be applying for a new building 
permit. An initial look at the website has left me confused and heading back to the architect 
for help in negotiating the details.

• Permitting process was simple, quick, and straight forward. Code compliance needs help.
• The inspectors were easy to work, the issues are of an admin type.
• Inspections were all done in a timely manner,
• Inspectors were professional and good.
• No not for me.
• I worked in an office in another state which also had a horrendous reputation for terrible 

customer service. It took years, but we set out to change the perceptions and attitudes of both 
staff and "customers". It can be done, but it has to come from within. Most staff are too 
defensive to be truly committed to change. It is up to leadership to create the expectation for 
positive culture change, to not accept excuses, to confront the uncomfortable realities and 
celebrate successes.

• Somehow, we must eliminate this concept of being blacklisted if you push back or ask for 
purpose, reason and code backup to the limitless requests.

• The process seems too adversarial. A more positive attitude that would assist and encourage 
permit seekers in lieu of discouraging them.

• It’s all about leadership and responsibility. Without leadership nothing will change.
• Provide information about any appeal process, in an easy-to-find place. Can the denial of an 

easement be appealed? if so, what is the process? and cost?
• Way too many forms to fill out in the permit process with repetitive information for the 

planers. It’s as if there is no inner office communication between them. Each operating in their 
own bubble. I have found submitting for a building per it is the most stressful part of my job 
as an architect/builder. Unfortunately the county lost what I thought was the best permit intake 
person I had ever run across in 29 years. She has started a business of tackling the permit 
submittal process. I will definitely hire her in the future.

• The lack of professionalism, failure to follow through, constantly changing answers and 
processes, and complete lack of transparency make building anything in JeffCo a nightmare. 
Processing takes years, and important plans and paperwork are routinely lost or mislaid. Old 
versions are inadvertently used, resulting in expensive corrections later. Working with the 
County DCD is like a cartoon parody of an efficient, transparent process.

2. Port Townsend
• The only thing that the City wants to build is high income, single-family housing and it wants to 

protect the higher income neighborhoods from encroachment by low to moderate income people.
• Faster turn-around time, common sense in the City and Heath Departments would be nice.
• The PT permit process was extremely frustrating. I am not sure if the County is different, but I 

have heard multiple complaints from others over the years. Some people will simply not build in 
Jefferson County because it is too difficult.

• I feel that we have been required to have permits for maintenance in part because our house faces 
a busy street and the work is therefore visible. Other people who live on small side streets seem to 
get jobs like this done without permits.  

• PT does a great job!
• Over 30 years in building trade practice locally. I have never understood the prevailing attitude of 

some members of the “public servants” in the building and associated departments. As long as I 
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am civil to them. I should be entitled to expect civil behavior and a helpful, constructive attitude 
when I apply for permits or call for inspections. I am adding to the County and PT tax bases, 
helping to construct housing, plus my taxes and fees help pay these people’s salaries. But with 
certain individuals employed by the PT and the County, I am consistently met with negative, 
arrogant, dismissive nasty behavior and attitude. WHY??!! Why is this allowed to continue? I am 
not the only one, everyone I talk to about it says the same things, and then relate their own horror 
stories. The worst part is, if you are a building professional in any aspect of the industry, if you 
dare to contradict or question these individuals, good luck in future projects, they will make the 
process even worse the next time (they name a person), PT building official and (they name a 
person), County Health, are two prime examples of individuals who should be terminated 
immediately, with prejudice.    

• I have been practicing architecture in PT for well over 20 years (Seattle 8 years before that). 
Some years ago we had at least 5 building inspectors in 18 months. Then we finally got one that 
stayed around for a while. Then came a building official that was almost as bad as our current 
one. Is there something about the kind of people that enter the permit process, or is there 
something wrong with the person doing the hiring. What kind of parameters are being used to 
make the hiring decisions? They all seem to have a bad attitude and a desire to “boss” the public 
around. The process seems to be too adversarial. A more positive attitude that would assist and 
encourage permit seekers in lieu of discouraging them.

• Plenty of room for improvement, starting with being nice and not discouraging people regarding 
their projects.

• I’m sorry to say I do not have much respect for the department as it stands today. Good people do 
not seem to know what they are doing.

• There were plenty of hoops to jump through with County permits. But, I fund the County Folks to 
be responsive and supportive, as long as we made it clear we were doing our homework and 
doing our best to comply with the letter and intent of the code. (At one point, they actually 
reached out and apologized that it was taking so long to process our permit to drill a well.) They 
explained that because the well was inside of City limits, they had to get City sign-off before 
approving, and they had been unable to get a timely response from the City. SIGH.

• Remove the ability for plan checkers and inspectors to make arbitrary decisions.
• By its nature, review is manpower dependent. Staff for average or staff for peak demand. If the 

latter, how to fund?
• Please don’t force applicants to lean on outside experts so often. Try to have a system that can 

resolve doubts without resorting to the builder having to pay for engineers or septic designers at 
every turn. If the Department has been paid for the inspection, let them do the inspection.

• (Two people named) end up costing citizens unnecessary additional fees and costs.
• Need new management – New Directors and more staff.
• You must be aware that due to the frustrating nature of the permitting process, there are many 

who simply build without one. This could be reduced if people felt your agencies were willing to 
give low income builders the benefit of the doubt, and allow unusual things, at least on a 
temporary basis, so that Folks could create places to live.

• It is arbitrary and dependent on petty bureaucrats in the PT Development Services Department.
• The person at DCD who accepted my permit was a true delight, very helpful and very empathetic 

to my distress about issues we were having.
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• I have had several contractors and clients sell their property and leave town, because of capricious 
land-use interpretation (illegal). Several clients have successfully sued the City, and have had 
their plans reviewed through the private sector. This is a HUGE problem.

• Be reasonable! Be competent. Be less laborious. Don’t complicate things that should be 
simple. Take a page out of some swifter counties’ playbook and help land owners instead of 
standing in the way at every step.

• This is a great project and a good survey. Unfortunately, I have no story to contribute. The 
only permit I have sought was to build our ADU in 2004. Back then, it was easy to go in and 
talk to city staff. They didn't seem overwhelmed and they were solution-oriented. We were 
able to build the ADU without any serious delay.

• Plenty of room for improvement, starting with being nice and not discouraging people 
regarding their projects.

• I have worked with scores of building departments, the City of Port Townsend has been 
consistently the worst over the 22 years I have been submitting plans here. Also the 
Environmental Health Department at the County has been the sticking point in all of my 
permit applications there.

3. Other
• I strongly agree that there must be new development, mostly in the form of apartments. The 

apartment buildings in PT are 30 to 40 years old, and those are the most recent. We need more 
options for renters, and a couple of larger complexes that offer everything from studios to 3 
bedrooms would help so much. And, pet friendly! It’s bad enough there’s so little to rent here, but 
landlords are notoriously inflexible regarding allowing people to have or even keep their pets.

• This is a great project and a good survey. Unfortunately I have no story to contribute. The only 
permit I have sought was to build our ADU in 2004. Back then, it was easy to go on and talk to 
PT staff. They didn’t seem overwhelmed and they were solution oriented. We were able to build 
the ADU without any serious delay. 

• Provide information about any appeal process, in an easy to find place. Can the denial of an 
easement be appealed? If so, what is the process? What is the cost? 

• I have been officially homeless since last July. I am putting a small manufactured home on a lot in 
Cape George. This was the only way I could afford housing. Available apartments are non-
existent. Even when I was working full time in our schools, one of the higher paid jobs in the 
area, I could not afford to buy a home. I was at the top of the salary scale.   

• I met a PT teacher who living in the county in a "hut", without water or sanitation. This is 
typical. A non-resident owner "provided" housing in exchange for work on the property. 
Because there was no plumbing to the outbuildings, compost was tumbled in a cement truck. 
Can you believe it? You can't make these things up!

• By its nature, review is manpower dependent. Staff for average or staff for peak demand. If the 
latter, how to fund?

• Perhaps now that so many employees are furloughed and permit process is subbed out we may 
see more efficiency in the process.

• Be reasonable! Be competent. Be more less laborious. Don’t complicate things that should be 
simple. Take a page out of some swifter counties’ playbook and help land owners instead of 
standing in the way at every step.
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APPENDIX B.  Process and Design of Survey

The Permit HAT of HSN formed the draft questions for the survey in early spring 2020, and revised the 
questions based on feedback from other HSN members. The survey was promoted from April to July 
online through the HSN website as well as personal emails sent to realtors, contractors, and specific 

people of interest. The survey received 100 responses. 

APPENDIX C. Permit Housing Action Team Members

Kay Raffo, Jay Bakst, Suzanne Tyler, Teri Nomura 

Fred Kimball, Peter West, Michael Armstrong 

with support from staff of the Housing Solutions Network: 

Justine Gonzalez-Berg, Kerry Hastings
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