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West Slope Neighborhood Conservation District
PROTECT YOUR PROPERTY RIGHTS! The City of Tacoma received a request to establish a
conservation district overlay in your neighborhood. If the conservation district gets approved,
it would create additional government process and design guidelines on properties in YOUR
neighborhood beyond what is already required by the Tacoma Municipal Code. The additional
regulations would restrict how y.Ql.l as a homeowner remodel, rebuild, repair or add an addition to
your home. It would also restricrvour ability to build a garage or separate your property for
your own use.

This interference with your rights to develop your property puts you at a disadvantage against
other less regulated property owners in the City of Tacoma and surrounding jurisdictions. For
more information, please visit www.cityoftacoma.orgjPlanning and see the "2015 Annual
Amendments" and then click on the "West Slope Neighborhood Conservation District".

Let your voice be heard! SeDli feedback on this issue to the Master Builders Association
of Pierce County at 1120 PaCific Avenue, Suite 301, Tacoma, WA 98402 or give us a call at
253.272.2112 by April 1, 2015.

mbapierce
•• MASTER BUILDERS.















From: Dean Wilson
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Comments for LPC
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 2:49:39 PM

Reuben,
Please pass this email from a Narrowmoor resident to the LPC members.
 
Thank you,
Dean W.
WSNC
 

 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: <JANDNPUB@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Apr 6, 2015 at 12:30 PM
Subject: Hearing
To: dewilson064@gmail.com
Cc: jane.evancho@wamail.net, Dekedesigns@aol.com

Mr. Wilson,
 
My wife & I are not able to attend the hearing due to a previous commitment. I would
like to share my comments with you and the city via this email.
 
We at the WSNC are trying to preserve a unique neighborhood in Tacoma. Our large
lots and low lying homes with a western orientation were a collaboration over the
years of the original developer, individual homeowners, and the WSNC, and the city.
We used to live elsewhere in the Tacoma area but always looked at Narrowmoor and
thought "someday we would like to live there". Sixteen years ago we made the move
to Narrowmoor.
 
Recently some profit above all builders and their trade association have tried to
destroy our neighborhood by eliminating  views and increasing density in a non-
comforming push to maximize income and with a neighborhood character be damned
attitude. They figure with enough money they can railroad their short sighted
reconstruction of the west end and too bad for the current residents.
 
Their recent communication to us professed an ersatz desire to "help us out". I read it
another way. "We want you to help us destroy your neighborhood" is the way it read
to me.
 
No thanks to Mr. Rick Miller CEO ,and the entire MBA.  Peddle your pitch in your own
neighborhoods not ours. (Have a show of hands to see how many MBA members live
in Narrowmoor). I bet not 1.
 
All of us chose Narrowmoor due to its unique traits that include large street to street
lots. Low lying homes that preserve one another's views. Good horticulture practices
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that again preserves views. Let's not let the MBA or any other outside influences
make a carpetbag run through our development leaving a geographic and financial
mess for the long time residents to muddle through. I see no threat to conforming
homeowners in our proposed conservation district. The overlay is a key ally in
keeping these outside menaces outside Narrowmoor.
 
Jess & Nancy Searle
950 S. Locust Lane
Tacoma, WA. 98465
253-564-5885
 

tel:253-564-5885


Chris Granfield, Chair 
Landmarks Preservation Commission 
City of Tacoma 
747 Market Street   
Tacoma, WA 98402             March 29, 2015 

Dear Mr. Granfield: 

The West End Neighborhood Council, by a unanimous vote, supports the West Slope in their efforts and 
proposal for the Narrowmoor Conservation District.  This area is truly unique and needs to be maintained 
by an overlay- less constrictive than a historic overlay, but still giving the people who live in these areas 
the ability to keep the individuality of their neighborhood. 

We agree that accommodating newer materials and designs can be managed with a Conservation District 
while at the same time, keeping the neighborhood character which is so important to those presently 
living in the Narrowmoor Additions.  The major issues, at least as we see them, are scale (main house 
with a daylight basement), horizontal massing and heights- not to exceed those of the houses in that area 
and not taller than existing roof lines.  Although there is a concern for the height of trees and the blocking 
of views- this will need to be addressed in something other than a Conservation District.  Therefore, we 
feel a Conservation District is the most direct and efficient way to accommodate these concerns. 

The West End Neighborhood Council feels that the people living in this area should have the right to 
create and protect the character of their neighborhoods.  Yes, this would promote guidelines for design of 
new construction, additions to existing structures and demolition of an existing house, but this overlay is 
nowhere as constrictive as a Historic District.  This Conservation District should be considered as a well 
meaning way to maintain  wonderfully livable neighborhoods where the people only want to make sure 
their homes and ways of living will continue.  This, being the first stand alone Conservation District, 
would also help other groups in Tacoma to see there are ways, other than a Historic District, to protect 
their own neighborhoods in a less constricted way. 

It is our hope that the Conservation District will be approved and those living in the homes impacted by 
the Conservation District will embrace it and work with those who have gone to all of the work of 
protecting all of the Narrowmoor areas. 

Sincerely, 

Ken Kingsbury 
Ken Kingsbury, Chair 
West End Neighborhood Council 

Cc: Mayor Strickland and City Council Members 
      T.C. Broadnax, City Manager 
      Reuben McKnight, Historic Preservation 
      Dean Wilson, Co-Chair  West Slope Neighborhood Coalition 



From: David Pollock
To: landmarks@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: gam@mbapiercecounty.com
Subject: Narrowmoor Addition Conservation District
Date: Sunday, April 05, 2015 7:17:04 PM

I live at 620  Vista Drive, Tacoma, Washington.  I purchased the property in April 1986.
 
I am not is support of the proposed conservation district.
 
The program would reduce density in the subject west slope at a time when we should be increasing
 density.
 
The initiative is not a green program.  Over time, the density need to increase to allow for shorter
 commute distances.
 
The amount of water, fertilizer and gas from small engines used by home owners and landscapers
 due to the large yards pollute the atmosphere.
 
The homes are larger and use too much electricity and natural gas.
 
The original Narrowmoor plat indicated a minimum lot sizes of 9,500 square feet.
 
There are lots within the district that have been previously subdivided supporting the smaller lot
 sizes.
 
The road network in the area west of Jackson Avenue is in very poor condition.  Road improvements
 could be made a condition of future development.
 
What should be done is to develop a master plan that would increase the density of the
 neighborhood is a positive earth friendly way.
 
Implementing a conservation  is a taking of property rights.  Clearly, if implemented, property
 owners need to be compensated.
 
 
 
 
 
 
David H. Pollock
Certified General Appraiser
Pentagon Valuation, Inc.
Office:  253-305-0971
Mobile: 253-921-7675
 



From: Family Email
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Narrowmore Conservation District
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 8:47:38 PM

Dear Chairman Granfield,

I am not able to attend the public hearing on April 8th, but as a resident of the proposed Narrowmore Conservation
District, I would like to express my views.  I strongly support the efforts of our West Slope Neighborhood
Association to protect the general character of our neighborhood.  While the final design guidelines may not have
been finalized, the general intent to prohibit over-sized, view-blocking McMansions is essential to the preservation
of the essential qualities that make this part of Tacoma so worthwhile to live in.  Please support the well-
intentioned efforts of our neighborhood representatives to withstand the commercial forces of greed and over-
development. 

Sincerely,

Henry Stoll
609 Vista Drive
Tacoma, WA 98465
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From: wesixski11
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Dean Wilson
Subject: Narromoor conservation District
Date: Monday, April 06, 2015 7:38:00 PM

Dear Mr. McKnight;

  I would like to go on record as being strongly IN FAVOR of the Narromoor Conservation
District as outlined by Dean Wilson and David Zurfluh.   It is a measure that is sorely needed
by our neighborhood to preserve its unique character.   My late husband and I purchased
our house in the Narrowmoor Third Addition in the summer of 1976, and have raised our
five children here.   It is a wonderful place for families, and I am convinced that we need
this Conservation District to preserve the its wholesome character.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth T. Wight
1510 Ventura Drive
Tacoma, WA, 98465
253-564-9672
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From: Carol MacKinnon
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Narrowmoor Draft Guidelines
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 11:10:23 AM

Dear Reuben,

Thank you for forwarding the link to the commission packet. I have a few
questions and comments:

1) On pg. 151, it states, "vegetation addressed by other regulations".
What are they?

2) On pg. 151, in the sentence with respect to the covenants, the
wording uses the past tense "prohibited" instead of the present tense
"prohibits". The covenants are still binding, enforceable legal
requirements; wouldn't it be better to change the tense to present tense?

3) On pages 152 and 157 there are several references to "historical
setbacks". That sounds to me like happenstance events. Why would the
regulations not refer to "as per the applicable restrictive covenants".
It is no accident that the setbacks are what they are; additionally, the
covenants have several lot-specific setbacks that not only protect views
of neighboring properties, but also would work well with the proposals
for keeping buildings to no more than 25% of the lot surface area. Why
does the proposed standard not embrace the existing covenants? Instead,
it comes across to me that is taking the tone of pretending the
restrictive covenants don't exist.

4) On page 157, there is a sentence that addresses location of RV
parking pads, and requires that, in order to preserve views, they should
be located on the east side of properties. If this requirement is
implemented, it means that the view of the uphill neighbor is ruined!
Why should the uphill neighbor have to look at the downslope owner's RV?
The RV owner should have to have his RV in his own view. This
requirement turns view protection on its head! Parking the RV downslope
of the house allows the view of the RV to be blocked by the mass of the
house. It is completely unfair for the downslope RV owner to not have to
have his RV in his own view.

5) On pg. 152, at the top under Site Design, the second sentence is
confusing to me and must be missing punctuation or a word: "New
additions should avoid blocking the views of neighboring properties by
extending to the side property line." Does this mean a new addition
should extend all the way to the side property line? What about
setbacks? Are additions supposed to be only to the north or south sides
of the existing structure? Or does this mean that new additions should
not be made to the north and south sides of the existing structure
because you block an uphill neighbor's view through the unconstructed
area between downslope houses? I.e., some people could read this and
think it says that if you build to the north and south sides you might
block a view whereas others might conclude that it is preferred to build
to the north and south.

This also raises the larger question, What about the structure that sits
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30 feet from the east line and 7.5 feet from the side lines (are those
persons prohibited from building an addition)?

Thanks considering my comments and I look forward to hearing answers to
my questions. If you aren't able to address my questions at this stage
of the process, please let me know. Thanks in advance,

Yours truly,
Carol MacKinnon



From: Carol MacKinnon
To: McKnight, Reuben
Subject: Further re Narrowmoor Proposed Ordinance
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 12:36:35 PM

Dear Reuben,

I have an additional question:
At page 157, the proposed ordinance specifically allows multiple
accessory buildings. In particular, this ordinance allows two twenty by
twenty garages, plus a ten by twenty shed. How does that preserve the
character of the neighborhood?

The applicable restrictive covenants plainly state that only a single
detached garage is allowed, which is part of why the character of the
neighborhood is what it is. I don't understand why you would want to
encourage multiple detached structures.

~Carol MacKinnon

mailto:cmack@telisphere.com
mailto:Reuben.McKnight@ci.tacoma.wa.us
















From: Dean Wilson
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: Mike and Nancy Fleming; J. Quilici
Subject: LPC Public Hearing
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2015 10:21:54 AM

Reuben,

On behalf of the WSNC, I want to pass on my thanks for all the work you and the LPC put
into the public hearing last night. We went away with very positive feelings regarding the
testimony of our residents. However, we would like to know from you if there was
anything that might be of concern to LPC that you think we should address prior to any
upcoming sessions.

BTW, are you still working on the timeline that we received at our last meeting at Titlow
Park? If you have a newer version, could you pass that on to me?

One item I noted from the public hearing is that three speakers suggested that covenants
should be integral to the conservation district. I believe they perceive that covenants and
design guidelines could somehow be mutually supportive. As well intended as that may be,
we are opposed to entangling those two, for the reasons stated below.

a)  Covenants and design guidelines are apples and oranges:
Covenants are private restrictions conveyed with individual property titles. Design guidelines
are implemented under the auspices of a public, city ordinance, and transcend individual
properties.

b) Enforcement procedures are very different:
    Covenants maintain their "enforceability" only insofar as they are deemed enforceable
through the Superior Court, which must consider issues such as abandonment, standing,
intent, terminology and other factors. Because it is a virtual impossibility of getting covenants
updated or changed, their enforcement is often problematic. In addition, enforcement must be
undertaken through legal action by an affected property owner after the fact, i.e., after a
violation is discovered.
    Design guidelines are consistently "enforced" through the oversight of the LPC and city's
established administrative processes. Where adaptive changes are needed, they can be
accomplished by a petition of the residents involved, and/or requests for variances in
individual cases. Because of the built-in review process, "violations" are effectively
precluded and "enforcement" actions pre-empted.
 
b)  Undue complexity:
    To cite covenants within the conservation district regulations and guidelines would unduly
complicate the oversight and enforcement process and would risk getting LPC members
enmeshed in private legal issues and even interpreting law.
    At the same time, just because design guidelines may parallel existing covenants, they
provide no additional heft to covenants from the court's standpoint as covenants must stand on
their own and in accordance with legal precedence and interpretations. Of course, attorneys in
civil actions would still be free to cite design guidelines if they serve to clarify an issue or
intent.
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c)  City legal involvement with covenant actions:
We are well aware of the city's traditional, well established policy that the city is not in the
business of enforcing private covenants. This has been firmly re-established in the court case
where we are currently involved in protesting a short-plat application to the city. To even cite
covenants in the conservation district, let alone intertwining them as somehow mutually
supportive or augmenting of the other, would surely invite the scrutiny and immediate
rejection of the City's legal staff as they would perceive this as a contrivance to draw the city
into enforcing private covenants.

To be clear, we have no problem with the acknowledgement that there are existing covenants
in place, which remain valid insofar as they are deemed so by the courts, but are nevertheless
problematic for a number of reasons. (Those reasons, of course, are a large part of our
motivation to put into place a conservation district which promises to be far more effective
than covenants in the long term). However, beyond that, we firmly believe that covenants
should not be cited in any manner with regard to the proposed design guidelines and, in
particular, the draft ordinance. These two means of  "restriction"  are very different animals
and need to be kept cleanly separable in the documentation that goes forward to the planning
commission and city council.

Since the Conservation District would ultimately be implemented through a ordinance passed
by the City Council, the proposal would necessarily be reviewed by the City's legal staff prior
to going to the council. If the draft ordinance, purpose statement, or guidelines include
references to covenants, I believe it would put the conservation district application in
jeopardy at a very crucial point it the process, i.e., final approval by the City Council.

Thanks again for all your good work. We look forward to continuing the process as we
finalize the design guidelines and move on to the next steps.

~ Dean W.
   WSNC Co-Chair



From: Mike & Nancy
To: McKnight, Reuben
Cc: dewilson064@gmail.com
Subject: Refinement to Footprint in Design Guidelings
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 2:35:47 PM

Reuben,

I'm submitting this e-mail to the LPC, to get this feedback to them within their April 10 period for taking
comments.

In the DRAFT Design Guidelines it calls for the "footprint" of replacement homes to closely match the original
home's footprint.
The intent and focus of this provision has to do with limiting the "massing" of rebuilds.

Please consider making it clearer that this requirement applies to the footprint's square footage, and not to
configuration of the foundation's shape.  The latter would create an excessive restriction, especially for owners
seeking to have a new configuration, such as a shape that might include having more parking area in an attached
garage.

Mike Fleming
1520 S Fairview Dr.
Tacoma, WA 98465
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