St. Charles Parish	Planning Board of Commissioners	November 1, 2012
	Minutes
Mr. Gibbs: First item on the agenda is a tabled case. We have to have a motion to take it off of the table please. Do I hear a motion to take it off the table?

Mr. Clulee: I’ll make that motion.

Mr. Perry: I’ll second.

Mr. Gibbs: Cast your votes please.

YEAS:		Pierre, Gibbs, Galliano, Clulee, Perry
NAYS:	None
ABSENT:	Foster, Booth

Mr. Gibbs: That’s unanimous with Mr. Foster and Mr. Booth absent. First item is PZHO-2012-15 requested by Christine and Jackie Bartley for special permission to operate the following home occupation at 9601 Red Church Lane, Destrehan – “Cajun Sweet Shop” – internet candy sales. Zoning District R-1A. Council District 1. Ms. Stein.

Ms. Stein: Thank you Mr. Chair. On September 11, the Planning and Zoning Department was notified that Cajun Sweet Shop, a candy maker, was in operation without zoning compliance and required permits/registrations from other agencies.  The owners have ceased operations while they pursue zoning compliance, building code compliance, and compliance with the LA Department of Health and Hospitals, Food and Drug Division (DHH).  The request appears before the Planning Commission because of the need for DHH approval.

A site inspection on September 19 showed that a kitchen had been added on to an existing accessory building (shed).  The owners are working with the Building Official to bring the new kitchen into compliance with the building code.

The addition expanded the accessory building toward the main structure (the house) such that 18” separates the buildings.  Under the Zoning Ordinance, this condition requires us to treat the accessory building (both the kitchen addition and the original shed) to be considered “attached” to the main building.  The shed originally was built 5.5’ from the rear property line.  There resulting condition is a violation of the 20’ required building setback from the rear property line.  Staff anticipates that if Cajun Sweet Shop can comply with DHH and the Building Official’s requirements, they will apply to the Zoning Board of Adjustments for relief from the required rear yard.

Staff has advised the owners that the regional food business incubator, Edible Enterprises (917 Third Street, Norco) provides a DHH licensed kitchen and ancillary services to support exactly this type of business. We do recommend Approval contingent upon compliance with building code requirements, setback requirements, and Department of Health and Hospitals/Food and Drug requirements

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Ms. Stein. This is a public hearing for PZHO-2012-15 is there anyone in the audience to speak in favor? Would you state your name and address please.

Jason Bartley, 9601 Red Church Lane.

Mr. Gibbs: Are there any questions?

Mr. Bartley: Business Manager of the division.

Mr. Clulee: Those setback requirements, Health and Hospital, Food and Drug requirements, you think you are going to be able to meet those?

Mr. Bartley: Yes.

Mr. Clulee: Thank you.

Mr. Gibbs: Are there any other questions? Thank you Mr. Bartley.  Is there anyone to speak against PZHO-2012-15? 

[bookmark: _GoBack]My name is Victor Buccola. I don’t like the way you all ask people if either you are speaking for it or speaking against it because I’m here neutral. I just want to express my opinion. I’m going to spare you having to listen to everything I have written down. I’ve been agonizing over this for the last few weeks because things that have happened in the neighborhood, I ended up under the bus because of circumstances that were totally beyond my control. I live 105 Burguires which is up the street from the Bartley’s. I own the property that is right next door to them at 123 Burguires, the street turns, it changes names to Red Church Lane. So my property abuts them. I got blindsided by this, I didn’t knew nothing of it until 4 days before the hearing. I happened to read the newspaper that I subscribe to but it kind of pile up in my office in the house and I get to them when I get to them. I am going to read a couple of things here because I can get it out a lot better and a lot quicker and you can move on with this long agenda that you have here tonight. As I said I was aggrieved because I didn’t get a letter, I didn’t get the courtesy of knowing what was going on. I thought I maybe needed some new glasses because I didn’t see a sign in the yard. So I checked that too, the 4th day before the meeting. I think the department will substantiate that they sent someone out to check that there was no posting of the property. If it hadn’t been for me coming across the agenda in the newspaper, I would not have known anything about this until after it transpired. So when I saw it, I basically blew a gasket, because I felt that someone, some people, some department or a combination of anything was basically trying to hide something from me, at times I can be controversial but it’s only because I don’t hesitate to speak my mind. It may not be the popular thing to do but I do it. There’s a lot of problems with this before I even had any knowledge of it. I’ll be honest and up front with your guys, like I am with everybody. There were a lot of these issues that you discovered that were problems, I saw them, but it wasn’t my business, it’s not my place to butt in, you have to pick your battles and I didn’t want this battle, it kind of fell in my lap because of the proximity of my property to theirs and the fact that the law says I’m entitled to receive a letter, to receive notification, I didn’t get it. Now I’m sure there are some explanations for why it happened and I’m not trying to crucify anybody because it did happen, but the fact that it did happen only proves that no matter how well the process is, there is always room for improvement. So when you pile the failures with what the Bartley’s have done, like I said I overlooked what they were doing, I had no knowledge of what they were doing it for, but it’s their business, it didn’t affect me. If they had been draining their water from their house on my property, then I would have taken care of that myself, or at least try to. I would think that they are rethinking what they did and regretting that they did what they did, the presumption is they didn’t consult with Planning and Zoning initially to let them know what they wanted to do and if it’s okay and blah, blah, blah. Everything that they did in preparation for their little adventure, their sweet, cake business I’m for that, but it’s just the way they went about it, that has rubbed me the wrong way and really, really upset me. I hope they didn’t do it because they were disregarding the laws that we have on the books concerning setbacks, building codes, DHH requirements and all. There is something else that I need to read to you because it really, really upset me and maybe it’s just me being paranoid, I don’t know. I was never approached by the Bartley’s, I know they know where I live, they pass my house every day, numerous times, and they know how to reach me by telephone, they should have told me. I have gone to them in the past every time I needed to do something on my property that concerned permits or variances, I’ve gone out and met every neighbor and with my property I have 8 of them, because the situation of my property and most of them are in the Red Church Subdivision and I would otherwise never ever see them and I’ve never had a problem, I’ve gone to every property owner and explained to them what I was trying to do and why they were going to get a letter and I would like you to come to the public hearing and either voice your approval or your objection, but I’ve always been up front. Two days after this hearing was tabled, I was stunned because one of our neighbors who are also an abutting property owner happens to be the only one in the neighborhood who got a letter. He approached me and actually confronted me about stopping this meeting. It’s true, I did stop it based on the procedural flaws, it didn’t go the way it was supposed to go and people even on the other side of the drainage ditch, to this day may not even realize that this hearing was taking place, so their property rights were infringed as well as mine were. So anyway, this fellow wanted to know, he was trying to trick me into denying that it was me that called the Planning and Zoning. This happened on the Wednesday, the day before the meeting and so he challenged me trying to get me to deny that I complained about the application, but I manned up to it and said that it was me and I had a good reason to complain about it because this thing was procedurally flawed and if you guys had just gone forward with it, it would have still been procedurally flawed, it would have been an illegal meeting that you would have had for this particular case, that’s my opinion, you may think otherwise, I don’t know. We debated this for a few minutes and my neighbor basically said that he would be surprise if they wanted to kill me and I was like. 

Mr. Gibbs: I got to stop you there, let’s not go with those type of accusations, we understand where you’re coming from and all I can do is apologize for some of the oversights and unfortunately it did happen, an apology is the only thing I can offer you at this point, we try to do things in the correct manner, sometimes things get overlooked and unfortunately you had to go through that situation, but things have taken the right course, the permits have been requested. I think we’re on the right course now and hopefully everything will work out.

Mr. Buccola: I want to be a good neighbor, and that’s a two way street. I’ll cut to the end here. I’m going to read this and you’ll know exactly where I stand. Baking cookies and making candy sounds like a wholesome and sweet deal, and even though I own the property and the house next door, and I live up the street, I didn’t even know any of this was going on. So I’m not here to oppose their application, I’m not here to support it either, I’m neutral on this. Rules are rules, you would have imposed the rules on me or anybody else if you had to. Concerning the departments recommendations that’s printed on the agenda, as long as the Bartley’s and sweet shop comply by all the rules, the code requirements, the setbacks, and meet all the requirements that any other citizen would be expected to meet, I have no objection, it’s clearly incidental and secondary to the neighborhood, because I didn’t even know what was going on. I maybe making a bigger case than you might think, but to me somebody else either consciously or unconsciously made a decision to deny me my rights to know what was going on. Trust me, it would not have been a problem, but how it went down, is a problem. I hope this doesn’t strain the relationship that I have with the Bartley’s which is just a casual, cordial hi and wave goodbye and that kind of stuff, it’s not like we party together. Let’s just move on.

Mr. Gibbs: We appreciate your comments.

Mr. Clulee: So your major gripe is the notice, being an adjacent property owner, you didn’t get a notice and there was no sign.

Mr. Buccola: I didn’t get the notice that the Department is legally required to send to me and I’m entitled to it as an abutting property owner. Absent the notice, two doors down, they are not entitled to a letter so the next thing is they are entitled to see the sign in the yard to know what is going on. If they don’t see a sign in the yard, it’s incumbent upon them to go buy a newspaper and read about it in the newspaper. There are a lot of  people that don’t really care about this kind of stuff, they don’t see the sign and they don’t read the newspaper, they don’t know what’s going on, they’re going to know about it after it’s all said and done. 

Mr. Clulee: So your answer is yes. 

Mr. Buccola: My gripe and we’re all human and we all make mistakes.
Mr. Clulee: I want to clear something up for you, we don’t put the signs up and we just serve on the board and we’re not going to kill nobody okay. I’m going to leave it like that and I’m going to vote yes or no.

Mr. Buccola: I hope you would support their business provided they meet all the requirements.

Mr. Gibbs: Is there anyone else who wants to speak or have an opinion on PZHO-2012-15?

Mr. Perry: Can I ask a question of the staff?

Mr. Gibbs: Sure.

Mr. Perry: Have the legal notification and signage requirement been met for this application?

Mr. Romano: Yes, yes and yes, the letters went out, I put the signs out 10 days before the meeting.

Mr. Perry: Everything has been met.

Mr. Romano: What he’s saying about not getting a letter might have been last month but this month he got the letter, the sign went out, the advertisement was made.

Mr. Buccola: That is true. 

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Romano. Commission members please cast your vote.
 
YEAS:		Pierre, Gibbs, Galliano, Clulee, Perry
NAYS:	None
ABSENT:	Foster, Booth

Mr. Gibbs: This is going to go before the Council on November 19. Good Luck.

