June 1, 2004

Mr. Lane Carson

RE:
Jim Williamson Property


Our scheduled meeting with Sidney on Friday

So that you may know beforehand, what our meeting on Friday is about.

Mr. Jim Williamson asked my firm to design two buildings on the East Causeway Blvd. Service Road, an area zoned C-2 Hwy. Commercial.

In doing so, referring to the Parish Ordinances, the side yard setback requirement for this zoning is 0 feet (2.1205B.3 &4).  The ordinance further says that the only exception for this is section 2.1206, when common or party walls adjoin buildings on two zoning lots.  (This exception has nothing to do with our project.)  The ordinance also says that if you do have a side yard, the minimum is 3 feet.  There is no other exception noted.

Although this ordinance still exists as written, the parish has instituted a landscape setback for planned corridors, etc.  We followed this requirement and set the building (slab) back 5 feet, as required in both the side yard and rear yard, for the landscape setback.

The roofline of the building on the south practically goes to the property line (a property also owned by Mr. Williamson) while the rear roofs vary from 1’-6” from the property line of one, to 1’ +/- for the other.  None of these allow any water to fall across the property line.

One of the neighbors has complained, saying water from the buildings is going on her yard, when in actuality, it is the reverse, and Jim Williamson’s property gets some of her water.

The lady reported this to the parish enforcement people, and they say that the roof overhang can’t be closer than two feet from the property line, as stated in Ordinance 5.09 “Yards and Open Space Generally.”  5.09.1.b states in part that a roof must allow two feet of sky between the property line and the roof.

I guess it boils down to this, does 5.09.1.b apply, even though 2.1205.B.3 has only one exception and that exception doesn’t apply to this project?

Sidney Fontenot says 5.09.1.b does apply, and I don’t think that it should.

Additionally, in all my years on the Board of Adjustments, we considered that if water did not fall from the roof and across the property line, the roof was legal.

If you say that Sidney is right, then my client will file for a variance, which I understand that the staff will support.  I just believe that for 5.09.1.b to be a legal requirement, the exception should be called out in the C-2 requirements, namely in 2.1205B.3 & .4.

Also, can I represent this client to the board if I haven’t been off the board for 1 ½ years?

If you believe that I’m wrong, there is no need for a meeting.  Please let me know.

Thanks,

Pete

