THIS DOCUMENT OUTLINES THE BASIS OF AN APPEAL OF THE APPROVAL TO ALLOW LOT 10 TO BUILD
A 563 SQUARE FOOT PORTICO ROOF THAT EXTENDS 24.5 FEET OUT FROM THE EXISTING HOUSE AT A
HEIGHT OF 16 FEET ABOVE AN EXISTING DECK (WHICH IS ALREADY AT LEAST 6 FEET ABOVE THE
EXISTING GROUND SURFACE AT THIS LOCATION). THE PROPOSED PORTICO ROOF WILL
SIGNIFICANTLY BLOCK EXISTING WATER VIEWS FROM LOTS 8 AND 9 AND IS CONTRARY TO THE CC&Rs
STATED PURPOSE OF PROTECTING THE VALUE AND DESIRABILITY OF PROPERTIES WITHIN THE
ASSOCIATION.
Submitted by Bev and Dennis Stettler (owners of Lot 9)
The Board, acting as the Buildings and Landscaping Committee (BLC), has voted to approve the
construction of a new portico roof over a replacement deck. It is our strong opinion that the approval is
not appropriate because the approval is not consistent with the stated purpose or intent of the CC&Rs
and does not consider and evaluate certain information that is required to be considered in the approval
process. It is not a matter of us just not liking the decision; the decision is simply wrong and the
following discussion will demonstrate that the approval should be repealed.
The CC&Rs is a legal document and contract between the members of the BMA that pertains equally to
every member of our community and establishes the guidelines for considering projects, improvements,
and alterations within our community. The fundamental purpose of the CC&Rs is laid out in section 1.0
of the document and states: “These conditions, covenants, restrictions, easements, reservations and
charges are intended to protect the value and desirability of the aforementioned real property.”
(Emphasis added).
Section 6.2 of the CC&Rs spells out required Association Approvals. This section states:
“No building shall be erected, placed or altered on any lot or building site until the building and
construction plans, specifications, site plan and landscaping plan showing the location of the structure
and the primary landscaping features have been approved in writing by the Buildings and Landscaping
Committee (BLC), described in Section 9.0. The BLC has the right to approve materials and workmanship
as to harmony of external design with existing structures, and location with respect to topography and
finish grade elevation.”
For purposes of analyzing whether a proposed structure or alteration violates the CC&Rs, the BLC must
consider two separate and coexisting standards: one objective and one subjective.
The CC&Rs (Sections 6.0 and 7.0) contain specific, clearly defined height restrictions for structures, trees,
shrubs and hedges with the stated purpose to “protect the general view of the water”. The clear and
stated intent of these height restrictions are for the protection of existing views for properties within
the community. These are objective standards that are defined and are basically pass/fail. A proposed
structure either satisfies the objective restrictions contained in the CC&Rs or it does not. To the best of
our knowledge, the proposed portico roof satisfies these objective standards as defined in the CC&Rs.
The CC&Rs (as well as most legal documents) do not specifically cover every possibility. Where an issue
is not specifically addressed in the CC&Rs or similar type of legal document, a legal proceeding would
consider the intent of the legal document and its provisions in the context of the entire document and
interpret the issue accordingly. Our real estate attorney sent a letter to the BLC advising the BLC (and
subsequently the Board) of the need to consider any proposal sent to the BLC for both specific criteria in

the CC&Rs, as well as subjective criteria stated in the CC&Rs consistent with the purpose and clear
intent of the CC&Rs.
The CC&Rs cannot foresee and define all future situations, so it also contains subjective standards
(meaning subject to judgement and interpretation and that contain qualities that cannot be readily
measured or quantified). The subjective portion of Section 6.2 of the CC&Rs would be: “The BLC has the
right to approve materials and workmanship as to harmony of external design with existing structures,
and location with respect to topography and finish grade elevation.” This standard should be evaluated
with the overall goal and purpose of the CC&Rs in mind, which is to “protect the value and desirability”
of the properties. The decision should be made within the context of the overall CC&R document, which
in this case would include the clear intent of protection of existing views for the benefit of each of the
members of the Association. While this is a subjective standard, the BLC must still evaluate any
submissions to determine if the proposed structure or alterations would negatively affect the
community. This language clearly imposes a restriction above and beyond the strict height restrictions. It
creates a restriction on structures or alterations or additions to structures that are out of harmony with
existing structures or would be unwarranted due to “location with respect to topography and finish
grade elevation.”
Let’s look at the portion of the sentence regarding “The BLC has the right to approve materials and
workmanship as to harmony of external design with existing structures, . . .” It appears based on a
review of the planned construction that the project would be reasonably consistent with the
requirement that the materials and workmanship are in harmony with the external design as compared
to the existing structure.
Now let’s look at the other portion of the sentence “The BLC has the right to approve . . . location with
respect to topography and finish grade elevation.” This is a requirement that is above and beyond the
specific height restrictions contained in the CC&Rs and requires an evaluation of the location of the
proposed structure with respect to the effect such alterations might have on neighboring property
owners’ views. This subjective provision recognizes that even if a proposed alteration or improvement
meets the defined height restrictions, there may be circumstances where the structure’s location with
respect to topography and finish grade elevation results in the blockage of views from other properties
and/or does not protect the value and desirability of the properties. In this case the project should be
denied. This goes back to the fundamental goal and purpose of the CC&Rs: protect the value and
desirability of the properties.
The proposed portico roof, considering its location with respect to topography and finish grade, will be
22 feet or more above existing grade (the roof will be 16 feet above the deck per the permitted plan set,
plus the deck is at least 6 feet above the ground level at the deck location) and the combination of the
high, steeply-sloped roof, the existing tall and bushy wisteria hedge, and the stated intent of Lot 10 to
add vertical shades to block evening sun would have exactly the same effect on the view from Lots 8 and
9 as if a 22-foot high solid wall had been built at this location.
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The Board (acting as the BLC) focused on the defined height restrictions portion of the CC&Rs, but has
failed in its obligation to consider the proposed project with respect to LOCATION. If the proposed
project were located in such a manner as to not block views from neighboring properties and would not
negatively impact the value and desirability of other properties, then the project would meet this
subjective criteria. However, that is clearly not the case. The Board erred in their decision by ignoring
the impact the proposed project LOCATION would have on the value and desirability of the properties
by blocking a significant portion of the existing views from Lots 8 and 9.
The BLC (and in turn the Board acting as the BLC) was provided: 1) a letter from us (Lot 9) objecting to
the project in which the impact to our view and property value was clearly presented, including before
and “after” pictures of the view, 2) a letter from our real estate attorney in which he clearly outlined
the requirement that the BLC (and Board) evaluate both the objective and subjective requirements
contained in the CC&Rs, 3) an email from Lot 8 objecting to the project because of the significant impact
to their existing view, and 4) an email from our Realtor providing her estimate of the loss of property
value to Lot 9 as a result of this project (a similar concept would apply to Lot 8). Note that our Realtor’s
professional opinion is that the proposed view blockage would decrease Lot 9 property value by an
estimated $30,000 to $50,000. The portico will effectively increase the value of Lot 10 at the expense of
decreasing the value of Lots 8 and 9 by tens of thousands of dollars. The documents prepared by Lot 9
and submitted to the BLC and subsequently the Board are attached for your information and reference.
The Board (acting as the BLC) did not adequately consider and address the clear requirement to evaluate
the LOCATION of the project and the fundamental goal and purpose of the CC&Rs to protect the value
and desirability of adjacent properties in their decision. The position that the BLC has the right to
approve or deny the style of your house, or what color you paint your house, or what type of roofing
product you put on your roof, yet does not take action when the LOCATION of a proposed improvement
blocks a significant portion of an existing view for two members at a substantial loss in property value is
contrary to the goal and purpose of the CC&Rs and is simply ludicrous. Such an interpretation of the
CC&Rs is unlikely to prevail in a court of law. The project must be denied.
This has been a very frustrating process. The initial discussion of the project with the owners of Lot 10
was misleading and less than transparent. A number of assertions and misleading statements were
made by the owners of Lot 10, including the statement that the project would not impact our view,
which are simply not correct (see further discussion outlined in our attached May 19, 2021 letter to the
BLC).
Instead of respecting our concerns and trying to work through the issues with us, Lot 10 gave us no
indication that they were willing to modify the project. Attempts by other members of our community
to discuss the issue with Lot 10 to see if a compromise could be reached were rejected or ignored by Lot
10.
We are aware of attempts by some members of the Board to exclude from BLC consideration materials
provided by us that are supportive of our position. Attempts to exclude from consideration the position
of affected adjacent property owners is simply inappropriate and a flawed process. The actual plans
outlining the details of the project were not made available to us or anyone else outside of decision
makers until after the Board (acting as the BLC) made their decision. Our written request to see the
plans prior to that decision (even though we are an affected party, the plans are part of the public
record, and Bev Stettler is a member of the BLC who recused herself from voting) was denied by the

Board. Our request to be allowed to make a statement to, and respond to any questions from, the Board
(acting as the BLC) was denied by the Board. In fairness to all members of our association, the process
should be open and transparent.
We are left with the unfortunate choice of rolling over and accepting a decision that we know is wrong
and clearly inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the CC&Rs, or fighting to protect our rights as a
member of the community to have our views and property value protected as provided for in the
CC&Rs. We are standing up for our rights, as I suspect most of the members of the community would do
if they were in our shoes. It is truly unfortunate that the Brutus membership must be put through this
experience.
We invite any members of the association to come to our home and observe first-hand the impact to
our existing views from this proposed project and ask us any questions to help clarify this issue. We
appreciate your thoughtful consideration and ask that you make an informed vote to deny the
application from Lot 10.
Bev and Dennis Stettler
(206) 234-5027 or (206) 499-3255
Attachments (copies of information already submitted to the BLC and Board for their consideration):
1. Stettler letter to the BLC (dated May 19, 2021), which includes before and after impact
pictures and requests the proposed Lot 10 portico roof project be brought to the BLC for
consideration and that the project be denied.
2. Letter from Adams & Duncan, Inc. P.S. (dated June 15, 2021) written to ensure that the BLC
and Board understand the interpretation of the CC&Rs and the decision process set forth in
that document.
3. Email from Nancy McClure, a Camano Island Windermere Broker and Realtor who is familiar
with our home, presenting her professional opinion on the estimated reduction in property
value as a result of the project.

May 19, 2021

Bev and Dennis Stettler
3492 Timothy Way
Camano Island, WA 98282

Brutus Maintenance Association
Attn:

Ron Louviere, Board Member
Kathi Harvey, BLC Chairperson

RE:

Proposed Thomas Portico

Dear Ron,
We are writing to you in your role as Brutus Maintenance Association (BMA) Board Representative to
the Brutus Landscape Committee (BLC). We are aware that Kathi Harvey, the BLC Chairperson, is
currently on vacation and will not be back for several weeks.
We have identified an issue that requires a decision from the BLC regarding a planned alteration to an
existing structure by one of the BMA community members. The decision regards a planned addition by
Paula and Steve Thomas of a portico roof structure that would extend a considerable distance out from
their current home. This portico addition would result in the blockage of a significant portion of the
current view of Saratoga Passage, Whidbey Island, and the Olympic Mountains as seen from the Stettler
and Comerford homes. Since Paula Thomas and Bev Stettler are two of the three current members of
the BLC, then two of the three committee members have a vested position and conflict of interest in
making a judgement on this matter.
Background
We became aware of this issue on April 18 when Paula Thomas casually mentioned, when we were both
out in our yards, that they would be replacing their wood deck with a deck of composite material
construction and building a portico roof structure over the deck. We want to make it clear that we have
no problem whatsoever as far as their plans to replace their current deck with a new deck in the same
footprint and that is of a substantially similar appearance to the current deck. We understand and agree
that the action of replacing the current deck with a new deck in the same location is a logical
maintenance activity that is required over time with wood decks.
However, we asked questions about what they were planning with respect to the portico roof and we
told Paula that the basis of our questions was that we were concerned that their planned roof structure
would block a significant portion of our water views. Paula at that time stated her opinion that their
planned portico roof would not block our view and should not be of concern to us. As we have learned
more about the scope and extent of the portico roof, it is without question that the planned portico roof
structure would block a significant portion of the water view as seen from both the Stettler and
Comerford homes.
To make sure that Paula and Steve understood our concerns, we invited them to meet on our deck on
May 3 to discuss their plans. This meeting also provided us the opportunity to show them first hand our
concerns about the view blockage that would occur as a result of their proposed construction.
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The following description of the scope of the proposed construction is based on our understanding of
the project as described to us by Paula and Steve. The portico roof would be the same configuration as
the roof line of the existing residence. The top of the portico roof was described as being about 1 to 2
feet lower than the height of the existing roof line and a similar steep roof pitch as the existing house
roof line. We understand the roof structure above the new deck would be 20 feet wide. We estimate
that the portico roof structure described to us would extend out from the house an estimated 26 feet,
covering an area of 520 square feet.
To illustrate the impact of the proposed structure on our view, we have attached to this letter several
before and “after” photos altered to illustrate our understanding of the extent of the proposed roof
structure. The proposed roof structure would block about 30% of our current westerly view of Saratoga
Passage, Whidbey Island, and the Olympic Mountains as seen from our living room and kitchen through
our west-facing living room window. From a viewpoint sitting at our dining room table looking through
the west-facing dining room window, the portico roof would block about 75% of our current view of
Saratoga Passage, Whidbey Island, and the Olympic Mountains from that location. Sitting at the desk in
our office and looking out the window, the majority of the water, island, and mountain view to the west
would be blocked by the portico. The view impact to our neighbors Terry and Lynda Comerford from the
proposed portico roof would also be significant. We have spoken to Terry and Lynda, and encouraged
them to prepare similar before and “after” photos to fully understand the extent of the impact to their
current views.
During our conversation with Paula and Steve on our deck, Paula and Steve raised a number of points
that they believe supported their position that they were free to proceed with their project as planned.
We would like to address below each of the points that we heard in our discussion:






We are of the opinion that the proposed project requires BLC approval under Section 6.2 of the
CC&Rs which states in part: “No building shall be erected, placed, or altered on any lot or
building site until the building and construction plans, specifications, site plan and landscaping
plan showing the location of the structure and primary landscaping features have been
approved in writing by the BLC . . . “. We consider the significant portico roof structure proposed
to be added to the Thomas house to be alteration of a building and under the CC&Rs would
require written approval by the BLC.
We were told that the proposed project did not require BLC approval because the BMA CC&Rs:
1) do not apply to anything that cannot be seen from the street, and 2) do not apply to anything
on the water side of the homes along the water side of the street. Our careful reading of the
CC&Rs does not support either of these positions.
Paula stated that the proposed portico roof project was taken to the BLC and approved. When
Bev stated that she was, of course, also a member of the BLC and had heard nothing of this
project from the BLC, Paula stated that she talked to Kathi Harvey and was told that the project
did not need to come to the BLC for the reasons stated in the preceding bullet. Therefore, she
had concurrence from the BLC to proceed. We subsequently had a telephone conversation with
Kathi Harvey and when we briefly described the scope of the roof project and the fact that it
would impact our water view, Kathi was of the clear opinion that the project should be
addressed by the BLC. We are not aware of the details of the earlier conversation between
Paula and Kathi, but it appears from what we have been told that each of them came away with
a different understanding of the conversation.
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Paula and Steve made a point of reinforcing how long she had owned their property and implied
that this gave them seniority as compared to our comparatively newer ownership and that we
just may not understand how things work here. While we respect that Paula has been a longterm property owner in the community, it is clear to us that the CC&Rs make no distinction
relative to seniority and are meant to protect the interests of all of the BMA owners and treat
each of owners of the BMA ownership community as equal members.
Paula and Steve stated that their property was in some way “grandfathered in”. The concept of
“grandfathered in” is meant to apply to something that was built prior to certain regulations
being in force and application of the more recent regulations would show that the existing
structure is out of compliance. A good example of that issue in our community is that the
current height of the house constructed on Lot 12 in 1983 exceeds the current structure height
restrictions. The CC&Rs explicitly make an exception for the existing structure on that lot
(essentially that structure is “grandfathered in”), while stating that any replacement house in
the future would be required to satisfy the current height restrictions. There is no mention in
the CC&Rs of Lot 10 being “grandfathered in” in any way. Furthermore, the concept of
“grandfathered in” simply does not apply to new construction.
Steve Thomas stated to us that they already had their permit to do this project from Island
County. Our check of permit applications with Island County indicates that they submitted a
permit application on April 20, 2021 (within several days of when we first talked with Paula
about the project) and as of May 18, 2021, the permit has NOT been issued and was still
pending in the Island County review process.
Paula and Steve indicated that they had followed the established process (obtaining an Island
County permit and approval of the BLC) and strongly implied that the proposed portico roof
project was a done deal. We disagree with this assertion in that they have not yet obtained a
permit for the project and their planned alteration to their house and addition to the structure
without written BLC approval would be a clear violation of the provisions of the CC&Rs.

Interpretation of the CC&Rs
The CC&Rs of the BMA were established for the benefit of each of the owners of the 22 building lots
within the Plat of Brutus. The purpose of the CC&Rs is contained in Section 1.0 of the CC&Rs and states
in part “These conditions, covenants, restrictions, easements, reservations and charges are intended to
protect the value and desirability of the aforementioned real property.” This stated intent is at the heart
of the issue that we raise to the BLC and the Board. It is our heartfelt opinion that the proposed portico
roof project would adversely affect the value and desirability of our home by blocking a significant
portion of our existing view. For both Lot 9 and 8 of the plat (Stettler and Comerford property), the
primary view is to the west across the backyard of Lot 10 (the Thomas property). A tall portico roof
extending out from the existing house 26 feet into the view portal for the Stettler and Comerford
properties represents a significant issue.
The CC&Rs have specific height restrictions with respect to both buildings and landscaping. These
restrictions are specifically oriented towards protecting the existing views of the water from neighboring
properties and are a way of providing clear definition of acceptable and unacceptable heights. There are
a number of other conceivable issues that could arise that are not specifically defined one way or the
other in the CC&Rs. The acceptability of adding on to a structure is not specifically addressed in the
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CC&Rs. In this case, it would be reasonable to judge an issue in the context of the intent of the CC&Rs.
The stated intent of the CC&Rs to “protect the value and desirability” of properties within the BMA
comes into play in consideration of the applicability of the CC&Rs to the portico roof issue. The clear
intent of the CC&Rs is to protect the existing views of the water for the owners within the community
and is a fundamental consideration in judging the acceptability of the addition to and alteration of the
existing house.
It is our interpretation that there should be no question that the planned alteration of the existing house
to add a tall portico roof structure that extends beyond the existing house by 26 feet and that impacts
existing views from two of the adjacent properties falls within the purview of the BLC to review and
approve or deny. We hereby formally request that the BLC inform Paula and Steve Thomas of their
obligation to submit the required plans to the BLC in writing as provided in the CC&Rs.
It is our interpretation that the BLC should strongly consider the significant impact of the proposed
project on the existing views from the two neighboring properties, the requirement contained in the
CC&Rs to “protect the value and desirability” of properties within the BMA, and the clear intent within
the CC&Rs to protect and not allow degradation of existing views.
In addition, as stated in Section 6.2 of the CC&Rs, “The BLC has the right to approve materials and
workmanship as to harmony of external design with existing structures, and location with respect to
topography and finish grade elevations.” The portion with italics added is pertinent because of the
location of the proposed portico roof with respect to the existing topography. The location of the deck
and proposed portico roof is over an area of the Thomas property that slopes downward toward the
bluff. Although we presume that the roof line of the Thomas house is within the 17 foot height
restriction as defined in the CC&Rs, it appears to us that the proposed portico roof would be well over
20 feet, and possibly a much as 25 feet in height, above the existing ground at the location of the deck
because of the significant ground elevation difference between the elevated deck and the ground
directly below. We ask that the BLC consider the location of the portico roof with respect to topography
and finish grade elevations.
We have reviewed the CC&Rs with our real estate attorney and he concurs that our interpretations of
the CC&Rs are reasonable and appropriate within the context of this specific situation.
In the event that the BLC is unable to make a determination on this matter, or if the BLC feels that this
issue needs to be considered by a broader audience considering two of the current BLC committee
members have conflicts of interest in this matter, we request that the matter be forwarded to the Board
for their consideration. Of course, Board Member Steve Thomas would also have a conflict of interest
and would need to recuse himself regarding this issue. Please provide us with any status updates in
writing as this process proceeds.
Upon review of the proposed portico roof plans, appropriate discussions with the affected parties, and
consideration of the view impacts within the provisions and intent of the CC&Rs, we request that the
BLC or Board deny approval of the proposed portico roof.
We appreciate your attention to this matter. We recognize that this type of situation is always difficult
to address in a small community of neighbors and do not relish bringing up this issue or creating any
friction in the community. This is not our style. However, prior to us purchasing our home we carefully
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June 15, 2021
Brutus Maintenance Association
Board of Directors
Buildings and Landscaping Committee
3469 Timothy Way
Camano Island, WA 98282
Attn:

Kathi Harvey, BLC Chair
kathiannharvey@gmail.com
Ron Louviere, Board Vice President
ronlouviere@yahoo.com
Re:

Brutus Maintenance Association – Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions

Dear Brutus Maintenance Association Board of Directors and Buildings and Landscaping
Committee Members:
I represent Dennis and Beverly Stettler, who own property located at 3492 Timothy
Way, Camano Island, Washington (the “Stettler Property”). The Stettler Property is
located in the Plat of Brutus, and is encumbered and governed by, like all of the other
property within the plat, the Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions, most recently amended and recorded on September 16, 2019,
under Island County Auditor’s Recording No. 4471395 (the “CC&Rs”). I am writing
regarding a proposed expansion to one of the properties neighboring the Stettler Property
that may affect the Stettler’s view, and the process which the CC&Rs set forth governing
such proposed expansions. As a result of the proposed expansion, my clients have heard
multiple different analyses of the CC&Rs and how they dictate such a situation be dealt
with. I write solely to ensure that the Board and the members of the Buildings and
Landscaping Committee understand the CC&Rs and the process set forward therein.
The CC&Rs include several restrictions on the use of the properties in the Plat of
Brutus, including restrictions on alterations to existing structures, and outlines a process
for consideration of any renovation plans. Specifically, the CC&Rs create an architectural
review committee, called the “Buildings and Landscaping Committee” (the “BLC”),

which has the responsibility to “either approve or reject all plans and specifications for
any building or structure to be constructed or modified within the properties, in
accordance with the guidelines in Section 6.0.” 1
Any property owner planning to modify or alter the building on their lot must
submit their building and construction plans, specifications, site plan and landscaping
plan showing the location of the structure to the BLC. 2 For purposes of analyzing whether
a proposed alteration violates the CC&Rs, the BLC must consider two separate and
coexisting standards; one objective, the other subjective.
First, CC&Rs contain a specific height restriction on Lots 9–11 and 13–20. These
lots have a 17-foot height restriction, measured “from ground level at the foundation of
the residence, known as the ‘control point,’ to the highest peak of the residence.” 3 The
measurements are to be made from the “highest point where the existing grade meets the
side of the foundation to establish the control point [which] will be determined by
shooting the elevation when the foundation is staked out prior to excavation.” 4 This is an
objective standard, and the BLC must evaluate any proposed modifications to any of the
subject lots to ensure that no lot is in violation.
Second, the CC&Rs contain a subjective standard for evaluating any proposed
alterations. Specifically, the BLC “has the right to approve materials and workmanship
as to harmony of external design with existing structures, and location with respect to
topography and finish grade elevation.”5 This standard should be evaluated with the goal
of the CC&Rs in mind, which is to “protect the value and desirability” of the properties
within the plat.6 While this is a subjective standard, the BLC must still evaluate any
submissions to determine if the proposed alterations would negatively affect the
community. The language clearly imposes a restriction above and beyond the strict
height restriction, and in addition creates a restriction on external alterations that are out
of harmony with the existing structures or would be unwarranted due to “location with
respect to topography and finish grade elevation.” Consequently, it seems necessary to
evaluate any proposed alterations with respect to the effect such alterations might have
on neighboring properties’ views.
The Stettlers maintain that the proposed alterations to Lot 10, specifically the
additional 563-square-foot enclosed portico on the location of what is now a deck, will
substantially affect the Stettlers’ lot and will adversely affect their enjoyment of their
property and the property’s value as compared to the existing conditions. I believe the
Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, Section 9.1.
Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, Section 6.2.
3 Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, Section 6.5.
4 Id.
5 Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, Section 6.2.
6 Brutus Maintenance Association Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, Section 1.0.
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Stettlers have already written a letter to the BLC outlining the Stettlers’ claim in more
specific detail. If this matter is advanced to the Board instead of being resolved by the
BLC, please forward this letter to the Board for their consideration.
I hope that this letter helps the BLC and the Board in its evaluation of the proposed
alterations. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Dylan M. LeValley
cc:

Client

