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Dear City Council Members,  

We own the lot at 403 S. Necaise Avenue in Bay Saint Louis which is located in the 

Historic District.   We are hoping to find a mitigation plan for the tree removal issue at hand and 

proceed with building a second family home.   Thank you for your consideration on this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Will Raines 

Summary of Events 

Date Event 

  

Winter 2023- 
Feb 2025 

Will Raines noticed this overgrown abandoned lot and made contact with the 
partial owner to purchase the property.  After agreeing to sell, the title search 
revealed there were 12 heirs and cloudy title.  Will hired a local attorney to cure 
title by Quieting Title through the court system.  Will went through the timely and 
extraneous process of filing probates, working with all 12 heirs to sell their shares, 
and title was quieted in February 2025.  Property was surveyed on 07/09/2024. 

March, 25 The property was reviewed by 1 local BSL Architect, another Louisiana Architect, 
and an Arborist report was performed.  These studies concluded there was no 
feasible buildable area left and building around the tree would cause the tree to die 
quickly.   

April 21, 25 A Tree work permit and packet of research was filed and received by the Building 
Department via Fedex.  

May 30th, 25 Denial of the permit was submitted to Will via email. 

June 13th, 25 Appeal was filed and received by the Building Department. 

June 17th, 25 On a phone call, a representative from the Building Department told Will Raines, 
there was confusion and the Tree Protection Advisor thought he owned a second 
large adjoining open lot to the South.  This very well could have played a part into 
the Tree Advisor and the Building Official’s decision into denying the permit.  
Another company owns this lot.  The lot is surveyed with all corners and midpoints 
marked, but there is significant overgrowth from shrubbery on the majority of the 
lot.     

August 13th, 25 Planning and Zoning reviewed our agenda item and made a motion to approve with 
a 4 to 1 vote. 

August 19th, 25 This agenda item was brought before the City Council, presented, and the Council 
voted to table the issue. 
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Wrong Person Issued Denial on Permit 

i. On May 30th, 2025, Will Raines received denial notice via email through the Planning and 

Zoning Administrator.  The tree removal permit was initialed and written on by Ricky 

Ladner, the Building Official, and was dated for May 23rd, 2025.    

 

ii. As the ordinance above states on Section 22-92 (b), a Tree Advisor never communicated 

with Will Raines once throughout the process nor were any active steps shown to be 

taken into the decision of granting or denying the application for tree removal permit.    

Will Raines requests from the City Council a proper consideration of a tree removal and 

tree mitigation solution due to the fact that a Tree Protection Advisor appeared to 

never be engaged in the process pursuant to this Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances listed 

below: 

 

Tree Point #1.   The Tree Protection Advisor has the only authority per the ordinance, not the 

Building Official to grant or deny applications for tree permits pursuant to Bay St. Louis Code of 

Ordinances below. 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-92. Creation of tree protection advisor 

(a) The position of tree protection advisor is hereby created, who shall direct, 
regulate and control the care and necessary removal of all trees existing now and 
hereafter in the city.  

        (b) The tree protection advisor shall be an arborist or horticulturist. The 

arborist/horticulturist shall take active steps to process and render decisions granting 

or denying applications for permits under this article. 

(Code 1996, § 42-131; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-2), 2-20-1991) 

 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-94. Variances and appeals from decision of advisor. 

(b)  The planning and zoning commission shall hear any complaints of such person; and, 

after a full and complete hearing, the commission shall render its recommendation to 

the city council for final action, affirming, overruling or modifying the decision of the 

tree protection advisor, based upon the criteria set forth in section 22-117 

(Code 1996, § 42-133; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-17), 2-20-1991) 
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iii. It appears a Tree Protection Advisor never reviewed the tree site plan nor reviewed the 

tree permit.  It only appears the Building Official assumed the role of the Tree 

Protection Advisor.   The Building Official only has the authority to inspect any work for 

the purpose of ensuring compliance (such as recommendations from the Tree Advisor 

for pruning and planting).  The Building Official is never granted the authority to review, 

deny, or grant tree permit applications pursuant to the Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances 

listed below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-116. Required. 

(b)  No building permit shall be issued until the tree site plan has been reviewed and 

approved in writing by the Tree Protection Advisor, and a permit as provided is issued 

or denied within seven working days of submittal.  Reasons for denial shall also be 

reported to the applicant in writing. If the applicant is not notified of approval or 

disapproval within seven working days, such plans shall be considered approved, and 

such permit shall be considered issued by the tree protection advisor through the 

building official. 

(6)   . The tree protection advisor shall specify the work to be done and may inspect the 
work in progress and make a final inspection upon the completion of the work as 
necessary.  

(Code 1996, § 42-151; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-5), 2-20-1991) 

 

Tree Point #2.   The applicant was not denied nor notified within 7 working days as provided in 

the ordinance of 22-116(b) listed above.   

-Per the records provided in pages 39-44 of this document, the applicant provided his 

application via FedEx.  The application was received and signed for by the Building Department 

on April 21st, 2025.  He was denied via email by the Building Department on May 30th, 2025.   
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Mitigation Asked For 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Tree Point #3.   The ordinance below offers mitigation plans to applicants yet none was offered 

or discussed with Will Raines.  The original permit requested mitigation yet while multiple 

phone calls and emails were made to the building official Ricky Ladner, in hopes to discuss a 

mitigation plan no phone calls, communications, or alternatives were offered.  (see permit 

records on page 39-44 and mitigation plan on page 10) 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-119. Tree relocation or replacement. 

(2) To replace those protected trees which will be destroyed with suitable 

replacement trees elsewhere within the site. 

(Code 1996, § 42-154; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-8), 2-20-1991) 
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Tree Site Mitigation Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tree Point #4. * The applicant would like to offer Three Live Oaks to replace the 

one live oak tree.  This would triple the recommended replacement as outlined in 

the ordinance cited on page 9 on this document. 
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Initial Letter Sent with Tree Permit 

 

Dear Tree Protection Advisor and City of Bay St. Louis, 

I appreciate the you taking the time to review our application and letter.  While taking 

into careful consideration the Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances, the Bay St. Louis Historic 

Preservation Commission’s new construction criteria, the tree site plan survey by a Licensed 

Professional Surveyor, buildable width diagram on the survey, tree report by a licensed ISA 

Arborist, and consultation with a licensed Architect it is with regret we humbly request 

permission to remove the existing live oak tree on our 0.17 Acre homesite located at Lot 261 

Second Ward on South Necaise Avenue, Bay Saint Louis, MS 39520.  We intend to develop a 

single-family residence on this homesite and have thoroughly reviewed the following reasons 

that would cause an extreme hardship if the permit were to be denied:   

1. Per Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-118. - Criteria for issuance (2) The 

necessity of removing the tree or trees in order to construct the proposed 

improvements or structures to allow reasonable economic use of the property: 

• In order to construct a new single-family residence on the site, there is a 

constraint of building within the 61.10 feet by 120 feet (7,332 sqft) lot from 

the setbacks and the existing tree which reduces the buildable area from 45.10 

feet by 75 feet (3,382.50 sqft) to only +/- 18.5 feet by +/- 50 feet (+/- 925 sqft) 

which is not viable for a typical residence. By removing the existing tree, it 

allows for practical development of the property. 

 

2. Per Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-118. - Criteria for issuance (7) The 

ease with which the applicant can alter or revise the proposed development or 

improvement to accommodate existing trees: 

Taking into account the lot setbacks and the drip line of the existing tree, the apparent 

buildable width is only +/- 18.5 feet for the proposed new residence.  In accordance 

with the Bay Saint Louis Historic Preservation Commission’s new construction 

criteria, under Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 2-257. (b) The following 

aspects of new construction shall be visually compatible with the buildings and 

environment with which the new construction is visually related, including but not 

limited to, the height, the gross volume, the proportion between width and height of 

the façade. And per Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 12-126. - Design 

regulation plan. “To be harmoniously and aesthetically attractive to the terrain and to 

existing structure(s) Design features and position of exterior features, such as doors, 
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windows, entry steps, porches, storage rooms, sheds, garages, shall be compatible 

with existing homes within the vicinity.”  

• A narrow width home would not conform to the existing Historic District 

characteristics and proportions of southern architecture with broad front 

porches typically 30 feet or wider. The proposed development is not able 

to accommodate the existing tree while meeting the Bay St. Louis Code of 

Ordinances’ design regulations and the Bay St. Louis Historic Preservation 

Commission’s new construction criteria because a home built with a 

narrow front elevation width would be devoid of the surrounding 

architectural styles and compatibility. 

 

3. Per Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-118. - Criteria for issuance (8) The 

economic hardship that would be imposed upon the applicant were the permit denied: 

• A typical single-family residence has an average width of around 25 feet 

to 40 feet with this narrow floorplan only +/- 18.5 feet wide, limit the 

overall footprint of the house, leading to limited layout options and 

resulting in smaller rooms which would render the home unpractical, 

deprives reasonable use, and negatively affect its value.  The total 

footprint area available is only +/-925 sqft, which the typical single-family 

residence has an average of +/-2,500 sqft and removing the tree would 

allow for a buildable area of 3,382.50 sqft.  It would not be economically 

viable or financially feasible to develop a home with the existing tree on 

the property, so we request that you take into consideration the practical 

difficulties of the site and unreasonable economic hardship that would be 

imposed if the tree work permit were to be denied.   

 

4. Per Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-118. - Criteria for issuance (11) 

Whether the continued presence of the tree or trees is likely to cause danger to a 

person or property: 

• If a structure were to be built near the drip line it would be both a risk with 

the new building’s foundation along with affecting the existing tree’s 

health.  The active root zone, especially on Live Oaks is shallow and 

wide, often 1.5 times the spread of the canopy, and occupying only the top 

few feet of soil. With an ever-growing canopy and root system, the 

foundation could be damaged by the tree absorbing moisture and creating 

volumetric changes in the soil that is supporting the foundation which 

would potentially leading to cracks, shifts, and structural issues. As well as 

the tree canopies growth negatively affecting the home’s roof by causing 

moisture retention due to debris accumulation and potential physical 

damage due to branches rubbing or falling which would ultimately lead to 
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issues like mold, rot, or structural damage.  The existing tree would also 

be impacted significantly by the new structure constructed on the site by 

limiting the future growth and ability of the root area to absorb water and 

nutrients from the soil along with affecting the physical health of the tree 

and its aesthetics with proposed pruning of the canopy.  

With the proposed removal of the existing tree, we intend to plant additional trees per the 

proposed tree replacement program referenced in the Bay St. Louis Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-

116 (5) and are open to your advisement and recommendations on the ideal plan of action for 

tree replacement for this lot along with remitting fees towards enhancing the beauty of Bay St. 

Louis as stated in paragraph 4.2 of the Tree Protection and Mitigation Ordinance. 

Thank you for your consideration, please contact me should further documentation or 

additional information be required. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

William Raines 
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Arborist Report 

 
(see following pages for Arborist Report) 
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Critical Root Zone Explanation from Mississippi State University 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
According to the Mississippi State University Extension, the critical root zone is the zone 
“1.25 feet in radial distance away from a tree for every inch in stem diameter.” Thus the 
table above includes the precise CRZ for each tree, based on its DBH. 

See Reference HERE, or http://extension.msstate.edu/publications/publications/preservingtrees- 
construction-sites 

**CRZ stands for Critical Root Zone and DBH stands for Diameter Breast Height. 
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Current Critical Root Zone Assessment on Tree 

-Per MS State University, for this 36 inch Stem Diameter at Breast Height tree, the Critical Root 

Zone is 45 feet in radial distance from the trunk.  (Sample Calculation:  36’’x1.25’= 45’) 

 

 

 

 

*According to the Mississippi State University Extension, “A tree would be recommended for 

removal if the tree protection zone is only 40 percent or less of the critical root area. Survival 

is unlikely for trees with so much of their critical roots unprotected.’’   

See Reference HERE, or http://extension.msstate.edu/publications/publications/preservingtrees- 
construction-sites 

 

 

 

Tree Point # 5.  *Once a driveway and home are built around the tree and through its Critical 

Root Zone there is a high chance the tree will not survive as a minimum of 40% or more of 

the root system will be destroyed and severed from the build process.  The true safe 

buildable area is outside of the CRZ strongly corelates to the MS State University 

recommendations above (see chart on page 20) and the city ordinance listed on page 26.   

 



22 
 

Tree Protection Advisor 

Will Raines was told from the Bay St. Louis building department that an individual named, “John 

Adams”, was the Tree Protection Advisor for the city of Bay Saint Louis and would be 

advising/consulting on the tree removal and mitigation request for the tree work permit.   

Tree Point #6.  It appears an unlicensed individual possibly breaking the MS state laws listed 

below is the city’s “Tree Protection Advisor”.  The tree situation at 403 S. Necaise was never 

properly and fairly evaluated by a qualified professional as listed below in the city’s ordinance 

and Will Raines requests a fair evaluation. 

 

*Upon reviewing this individual’s credentials, it appears he has never held a license for 

Horticulture or as an Arborist in the states of Louisiana and Mississippi.   Records were checked 

from the Mississippi Bureau of Plant Industry and the Louisiana Department of Agriculture & 

Foresty.  (See city code below & research) 

Ordinance:   Sec. 22-92. Creation of tree protection advisor. 

(a) The position of tree protection advisor is hereby created, who shall direct, regulate and 
control the care and necessary removal of all trees existing now and hereafter in the city.  

(b) The tree protection advisor shall be an arborist or horticulturist. The arborist/horticulturist 
shall take active steps to process and render decisions granting or denying applications for 
permits under this article. Any decisions of the tree protection advisor, as authorized 
herein, shall be final unless an appeal is submitted to the city planning and zoning 
commission.  

(Code 1996, § 42-131; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-2), 2-20-1991) 

 

Research on MS state laws and the individual’s credentials 

-It appears not knowingly the city violated its own ordinance in Section 22-92  (a) & (b) by 

appointing someone who lacked the required active arborist or horticulturist credentials.  

Moreover, that individual’s advice amounted to practicing as a horticulturist without a valid 

license, breaching Mississippi’s licensing statutes (Miss. Code Ann. §  73-61-5 et seq.), which 

prohibits unlicensed practice and carries civil and criminal penalties.  We would ask the city to 

follow the Mississippi’s Administrative Procedures Act and compel the city to follow Sec. 22-92’s 

mandate.  Just as an engineer, architect, and doctors have licenses to ensure public safety, 

compliance with laws, and maintain quality standards of practice, an arborist or horticulturist 

have equal obligations to upkeep their licenses and certifications.   
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-The following “John Adams” are unrelated to the John Adams operating as the Tree Protection 

Advisor in Bay Saint Louis.   

--For thorough measure, Will Raines, On September 19th, 2025 contacted the one currently 

Louisiana licensed horticulturist named “John C. Adams” operating in New Orleans, LA.  This 

individual confirmed he is not and has never worked directly with the city of Bay Saint Louis on 

Tree Advisory services. 

-As well, on September 19th, 2025, Will Raines contacted the second formerly horticulture 

licensed in MS in 2010, “John R. Adams” operating out of Petal, MS.  He confirmed as well he is 

not and has never worked directly with the city of Bay Saint Louis.    (see research below) 
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Proposed House Plot Plan & Tree Survey 
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Buildable Width & Depth outside of Drip Line 

-Upon further detailed measurement of the tree’s canopy, a revised tree survey performed by 

Duke Levy & Associates shows there is only 12.8 feet in buildable width from the tree’s drip line 

to a future proposed side setback of 5 feet.   

-Per the building code which says you cannot build within 5 feet of a protected species tree.  

Many licensed Arborists recommend not building within 1 foot the drip line, there is little to no 

buildable area left.   

*The ordinance above strongly correlates to the MS State Extension recommendation on page 20. 

Tree Point #7. *Even with a wider proposed 

side setback of the average granted, 5 foot 

side setback, there is only 12.8 feet of 

buildable width outside the dripline.  The 

perforated lines are the current setbacks. 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-67. Construction near trees. 

During construction, the builder shall be required to erect suitable protective barriers around all such 
protected trees to be preserved. Excluding sidewalks and driveways, no person shall pave with 
concrete, asphalt or other impervious material within five feet of the outside diameter of any tree. If 
necessary, the tree protection advisor will require additional footage beyond the minimum 
requirement of five feet from the outside diameter of any protected tree to prohibit any impervious 
materials.      

(Code 1996, § 42-107; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-13), 2-20-1991) 
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Tree Point #8. *If the tree were to remain, Will Raines would not be allowed reasonable 

economic use of the property as outlined in the ordinance below. 

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-118.  Criteria for issuance. 

After the application for a permit under this article is filed with the building department, the 
tree protection advisor shall consider the following criteria in the approval or denial of a tree permit 
for the removal, relocation or substantial alteration of a protected tree:  

(2) The necessity of removing the tree or trees in order to construct the proposed 
improvements or structures to allow reasonable economic use of the property.  

(Code 1996, § 42-153; Ord. No. 338, pt. 1(25-7), 2-20-1991) 

 

Tree Point #10. *If the tree were to remain, an economic hardship would be imposed on Will 

Raines if this permit were denied.  A home in size under 750 square feet of living would have to 

be built to accommodate the tree and cause the applicant a drastic decrease in lot and residential 

home value.  Building a home this size would also violate another city ordinance to not construct 

homes under 750 living square feet.  

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-118.  Criteria for issuance. 

(8) The economic hardship that would be imposed upon the applicant were the permit 
denied.  

 

Tree Point #9. *If the tree were to remain, it would be quite difficult, cumbersome, and nearly 

impossible to build around the tree.   

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-118.  Criteria for issuance. 

(7) The ease with which the applicant can alter or revise the proposed development or 
improvement to accommodate existing trees.  

 

Tree Point #11. *If the tree were to remain, its presence could very likely cause bodily harm and 

injury to the applicant and his guests, cause foundation issues with the residential structure, 

potentially make the home uninsurable or raise costs, and unwarrantable by a builder/contractor.   

Ordinance-   Sec. 22-118.  Criteria for issuance. 

(11) Whether the continued presence of the tree or trees is likely to cause danger to a person 
or property.  

 



28 
 

Lot Measurements around Tree  

 

- 30.5’  center line width. 

- 19.5’ from rear of tree dripline to 20’ setback 

- 20’ setback  
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Forced Fire Hazard 

   (Tax Assessor Map Lines are not approximate).   This further poses an economic hardship as 

Will Raines would have forced additional expenses of firewalls for this side of the home.  

Residences that sit closer than 10 feet from one another have to be firewalled for those 

perimeter walls by building code.   If a fire were to occur between the two properties, this 

would create an unsafe & dangerous 5-8 foot narrow alley way for the fire department. 

 

 

Tree Point #11. * By granting a side setback to save the tree and Will Raines building his 

home near the rear of the lot this further poses a forced fire hazard as the neighboring 

historic home to the northeast on Union Street sits an approximate 2-3 feet of the northeast 

boundary line. 



30 
 

Inverse Condemnation  

 

Inverse condemnation is when a government takes or damages a property for public use 

without having brought an eminent domain proceeding.   

See reference here:  inverse condemnation | Wex | US Law | LII / Legal Information Institute 

 

Eminent domain is the right of the government or a private entity to take land away for a 

public purpose.  The actual taking of the land is known as condemnation.   

>MS Law -  Mississippi Constitution, Art. 3, § 17, establishes the state's eminent domain 

law, requiring that private property taken or damaged for public use must be 

compensated with "due compensation" paid to the owner first. 

 

>Case – Mississippi vs. Murphy.   

Mississippi v. Murphy :: 2016 :: Supreme Court of Mississippi Decisions :: Mississippi Case Law :: 

Mississippi Law :: U.S. Law :: Justia 

> Mississippi v. Murphy (2016) – Case Summary 

Court: Mississippi Supreme Court 

Citation: 2016-CA-00598-SCT 

Issue: Ownership of Bay St. Louis tidelands and inverse condemnation 

Background 

The Murphy family owned waterfront land in Bay St. Louis. The State leased nearby tidelands to 

the city for a harbor project, but the Murphys claimed part of their private property was included 

and sued for inverse condemnation. 

State’s Position 

Tree Point #12.  Inverse condemnation is being applied by not allowing the tree removal due 

to significant loss of economic value and difficulty to insure a structure built close to the tree.  

Economic value is significantly impacted by no feasible building area left and the difficulty to 

insure any structure on this property.   If an extremely narrow home were to be built the 

resale value would be significantly impacted due to lack of normal functionality.   

https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/inverse_condemnation
https://law.justia.com/cases/mississippi/supreme-court/2016/2015-ca-00598-sct.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/mississippi/supreme-court/2016/2015-ca-00598-sct.html
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Mississippi argued all land east of the Old Seawall was public trust tidelands, that the 

boundary was the toe of the seawall, and that the Murphys’ claim was time-barred by the 1994 

Tidelands Map. 

Trial & Appeal 

A Hancock County jury sided with the Murphys, awarding $******. 

The State appealed, but the Supreme Court affirmed, holding that: 

• The tidelands boundary is the mean high-water line, not the seawall, unless the 

shoreline was artificially filled. 

• The Murphys’ suit was timely because the taking occurred when the harbor was built. 

• The jury’s damages award was supported by evidence. 

Key Takeaways 

• Tidelands boundary: Mean high-water mark unless artificially renourished. 

• Inverse condemnation: Claim begins when property is actually taken. 

• 1994 Tidelands Map: Not conclusive of ownership. 

• Outcome: Verdict for Murphys upheld; $****** compensation confirmed. 

More Mississippi Case Law in Reference to to Trees 

1. City of Jackson v. Freeman-Howie, Inc., 239 So.3d 550 (Miss. 2018) 

• Background: Developer sought site-work approval to remove significant vegetation 

(including trees) as part of a construction project. 

• Initial Denial: City denied the permit, citing tree and landscaping preservation 

requirements. 

• Outcome: On appeal, the developer ultimately prevailed on certain aspects, because 

the City’s denial was found to be unsupported by substantial evidence as to some 

parcels. 

• Rule: If the City’s reason for denial is not backed by the administrative record, or if it 

fails to apply its ordinance standards consistently, the owner can obtain reversal and 

proceed with removal. 

    Key takeaway: A city cannot arbitrarily deny a tree-removal or site-alteration request if the 

applicant meets ordinance criteria and no substantial evidence supports the denial. 
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2. City of Ocean Springs v. Home Builders Ass’n of Mississippi, 932 So.2d 44 

(Miss. 2006) 

• Facts: The City imposed landscaping and tree preservation requirements that 

significantly limited building and lot clearing. 

• Holding: The Mississippi Supreme Court found parts of the ordinance 

unconstitutionally vague and overbroad as applied to certain private developments. 

• Result: The ruling effectively allowed property owners and developers to remove or 

alter vegetation where the ordinance did not clearly define “protected trees” or removal 

criteria. 

    Key takeaway: A city ordinance that is vague or inconsistently enforced cannot be used to 

prohibit tree removal. 

 

3. P & Z Comm’n of City of Ridgeland v. Hogg, 791 So.2d 226 (Miss. Ct. App. 

2001) 

• Facts: A homeowner sought to remove vegetation (including large trees) to construct 

improvements inconsistent with landscape requirements. 

• Ruling: The court remanded the matter for reconsideration because the Commission 

failed to make findings supported by evidence as required by ordinance. 

• Significance: The court clarified that owners are entitled to relief when a city’s denial 

lacks factual justification or misapplies ordinance standards. 

    Key takeaway: Even protected tree denials can be overturned if the city’s process is flawed 

or lacks evidentiary support. 
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Home Owner’s Insurance Denied 

 

Tree Point #13. * The proposed home site renders the property ineligible for homeowner’s 

insurance. 
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Historic District Map & Home Location 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

-The yellow X indicates the lot location.   
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Narrow Width Home Study in BSL Historic District 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tree Point #14. * If the applicant used the narrow buildable width left of approximately 12.8 

feet depending on the allowable pruning of the live oak.   This would be the narrowest future 

built home in the vicinity.   A home this narrow would be visually non compatible with the 

historic district and virtually any neighborhood in the US.  The average single wide mobile is 

between 14-18 feet.  See study and photos below. 
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Most Narrow Home in the Historic District 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 feet Wide on 231 Ballentine 
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  Setbacks granted from 2 years of Previous City Council Meeting Minutes 

-The property at 403 S. Necaise resides in R-1 zoning and we ask that the council consider how the 

past 2 years of previous side set back variances were granted.    It appears that a maximum of 5 feet 

in side setbacks were granted to an existing variance in zone R-1 or R-2 when new construction 

residences were proposed.   For constructing accessory dwellings or additions to follow setbacks 

closer side setbacks were allowed. (See study below - from September of 2023 through July of 2025) 
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Photoshop of Narrow Home on Lot 

 

  

**18 foot wide patio home 

photoshopped on existing lot 

photos.   The actual buildable 

width outside of the drip line 

would only be 12.8 feet when 

measuring the canopy to a future 

proposed wider side setback of 5 

feet. 
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Records of Emails, Receipts, & Correspondence 

 

Delivery of Permit via FedEx – 04-21-2025 
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Denial Notification – 05-30-2025 
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Receipt of Appeal Delivery -06-13-25 
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Front Elevation & Specs 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*For this 46 foot wide home to fit this lot without asking for a side setback variance, the plan is 

to have the architect reduce the size by ½ of foot on each side to meet the 8 foot per side 

setback.  (Lot is 61 feet wide)   

*Our goal is to build a second family home visually compatible with similar charm in the Historic 

District such as:   107 Sycamore, 123 Sycamore, 202 Citizen, & 344 Demontluzin.  We hope our 

home improves the ongoing development in this area behind the St. Stanislaus football field, 

the Train Depot, and near 100 Men Hall.     


