St. Charles Parish	Planning Board of Commissioners	July 11, 2013
	Minutes

Mr. Gibbs: PZSPU-2013-10 requested by Fifth African Baptist Church for a special permit to expand a church located at 174 Fourth Street, St. Rose to add a multi-purpose building, parking and other improvements in the area with waivers to setback, parking and landscaping requirements. Zoning District R-1AM. Council District 5.  Mr. Romano.

Mr. Romano: Thank you Mr. Chairman, please bear with me, this one is a little bit long, so please stay with me.  The applicant requests a special permit to expand an existing religious institution (Fifth African Baptist Church) in the R-1AM zoning district. In addition to requiring approval of a special permit use, the St. Charles Parish Zoning Ordinance requires that religious institutions be set back from all property lines 1 foot for each foot of building height.  The following evaluation has been completed based upon the survey submitted and current conditions on site.  The applicant has submitted a formal site plan for review.  Additionally, the applicant has not provided required owner’s endorsement for the application that is still the case.  The Staff recommends that either the Planning Commission does not make a final decision on this case until required owner’s endorsement is submitted into the record or into the file or you can conditionally approve the application pending receipt of the owner’s endorsement. 

The modular building was placed on site without first obtaining the necessary permit. Subsequently, the applicant filed a permit but was advised that special permit approval was required before the building permit could be processed.  The placement of the structure at its current location results in a number of issues.  The building does not meet setback requirements—the height of the highest point of the building. Additionally, the structure was placed on a lot that was intended to meet required parking for the church; a few planters were placed along the front of the building but this falls far short of what is required for landscaping. Other code issues such as Fire Marshall approval, building code compliance and sewer approval will need to be addressed through the permitting process should the special permit use be approved. 

In order to receive a recommendation for approval, a Special Permit Application must meet a majority of the eight evaluation criteria a-h. This request only meets criteria a, b, g, & h:
a.	Comparison with applicable standards established by the Comprehensive Land Use Plan as applied to the proposed use and site. The St Charles 2030 Future Land Use Map indicates the site for Moderate Density Residential. Church uses are allowed in residential areas and this church has existed in this community for decades. Expanding the use helps fulfill the needs of the community.
b.	Compatibility with existing or permitted uses on abutting sites, in terms of building construction, site development, and transportation related features. As an expansion of an existing religious institution use, this criteria is met.
g.	Conformity with the objectives of these regulations and the general purposes of the zone in which the site is located; and, 
h.	That any conditions applicable to approval are the minimum necessary to minimize potentially unfavorable impacts on nearby uses and to ensure compatibility of the proposed use with existing or permitted uses in the same district and the surrounding area. The proposed meets the above two criteria because religious uses meet the goals and policies of residential zoning districts as they provide a compatible land use.  Compatibility would be met if neighbors are not adversely impacted by lack of parking and general traffic congestion in the area since the structure has been placed on the parking lot area.

It does not meet the remaining criteria for the following reasons:

c.	Potentially unfavorable effects or impact on other existing conforming or permitted uses on abutting sites, to the extent such impacts exceed those impacts expected from a standard permitted use in the applicable zoning district. The building encroaches on neighboring structures. 
d.	Safety and convenience of vehicular and pedestrian circulation in the vicinity, including traffic reasonably expected to be generated by the proposed use and other uses reasonable and anticipated in the area considering existing zoning and uses in the area. This area is characterized by very narrow public streets that do not provide parking or shoulders for vehicles.  Because the structure was placed on the church parking lot, adverse impacts related to vehicles in the neighborhood during church services could be an issue.  However, this is a neighborhood church so the extent of the impact is contingent upon the number of parishioners who drive to attend services.
e.	Protection of persons and property from erosion, flood or water damage, fire, noise, glare, and similar hazards or impacts. The encroachment of the building on neighboring buildings may negatively impact the adjoining structures.
f.	Adequacy and convenience of off-street parking and loading facilities and protection of adjacent property from glare of site lighting. Placed on site that was being used for extra parking. So it reduced the amount of parking available for the church.

If attempts are made to get the building into compliance with Code of Ordinance regulations, then the application would meet more of the tests. In lieu of that, the following waivers would be required in order for the Special Permit can be approved:

Parking—per the Zoning Ordinance, 1 parking space per 6 persons of rated capacity of the modular building is required. Rated capacity is regulated through the state Fire Marshal. The building is 30’x66’, or 1,980 sf. The submitted site plan does not indicate how many spaces will be included. In fact, parking stripes were placed on the concrete pad previously for the purpose of church goers having a paved off street parking surface. But because there is now a building on the lot, a reduction of off street parking is the result. Furthermore, because adding the building to the church site will result in greater than a 10% increase in usage or demands, those parking needs must also be addressed. There are now 4 paved spaces. The applicant cannot meet the required parking regulations on the site without approval of a waiver to the parking requirements. According to the submitted survey, the church also owns abutting vacant lots on which paved parking could be installed.
Setbacks—the building measures 30 x 60 feet and is at least 10-feet high. Its rear is situated 0-feet from the abutting property line and less than 10-feet from one side and approximately 8-feet from the Third Street side. With the lot depth only being 48.30 feet, even if placed in the center of the lot, it cannot meet the required setback.
Landscaping—fifteen percent of the open area of lots is required to be green and landscaped. And two thirds of this is required to be installed around the required parking and front of buildings. The lot measures 5,796 sf—the open area measures 3,816 sf. Fifteen percent of this measures 575 sf. This is how much square feet of green and landscaping is required; and of this, 382 sf is required at the front of the building and around required parking area. This lot consists almost entirely of concrete. The only practical way to meet the landscape requirements is the installation of additional planters. If the applicant claims hardship, then a request to waive the required landscaping and green space from 575 sf to a specific square feet (or 0-feet) must be presented. The Department recommends either table the case until the endorsement that is required has been filed with the Department and reviewed to acceptance.   If site plan/owners endorsement is approved, recommend approval with appropriate waivers to parking, setback and landscaping. 

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Romano. This is a public hearing for PZSPU-2013-10, is there anyone in the audience that would care to speak in favor or against? State your name and address please.

Eric Vinnett, 217 Turtle Creek Lane, I’m speaking on behalf of Fifth African Baptist Church. I know the building was put there sort of illegally and we’ve been trying to rectify the problem. That building is actually going to be used as a multi-purpose building, it’s not going to be affecting the parking, because it won’t be used at the same time as the church facility, so there is parking. The church owns property at 3 other locations and we have the use of 2 other properties, so now there is more parking that the church actually have for that building. The sewerage and the drainage part has been taken care of and hopefully we get approval and finish the other little things that we have as far as planters and setbacks.

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Vinnett. Sounds like you have a lot of work to do to get the endorsement approved. You have parking, setbacks and landscaping. You sort of addressed it, are you planning to do this right of way? Do you have a timetable?

Mr. Vinnett: On the parking, when we talked to Planning and Zoning, they didn’t say if we have to pave those parking or provide for it. The spots that we have been using is grass and now on the Fourth Street side is actually gravel that we have along 3 sets of property. 

Mr. Booth: In the report, it mentions the Fire Marshal approval, some building code compliance and you said you’ve already addressed the sewer.

Mr. Vinnett: The Fire Marshal approval, I believe they have that. I actually have a copy of it, they should have one also.

Mr. Booth: I think you need to make sure that it’s been submitted.

Mr. Vinnett: According to the Fire Marshal, they already have that in Planning and Zoning. 

Ms. Stein: The Fire Marshal was given an architectural review by mail, but the final inspection they hand that back to the property owner and the property owner submits it to us.

Mr. Gibbs: But you have that.

Mr. Vinnett: Yes.

Mr. Gibbs: Favorable?

Mr. Vinnett: Yes.

Mr. Foster: If we were to table this until this criteria was met, would that create a hardship for you guys? What would happen if we did that? I don’t want to prolong you guys doing what you have to do for your church.

Mr. Vinnett: It won’t prolong us much, but we just need to know what else we need done, because apparently we thought we had 90% of the things done that was on the that they gave us.

Mr. Booth: This is in my area and I think that we can move forward tonight with the stipulation that they are going to get the endorsement and all the required things that Planning and Zoning wants and once those are met with those stipulations they can move forth.

Mr. Gibbs: I do want to read into the record that we do have a letter from a Ms. Smith. It was sent to our Director, Kim. It states “Thank you for the letter dated June 28, 2013 in which you informed me of a special permit requested by Fifth African Baptist Church, St. Rose, LA. I am replying to strongly object to this application. After having read the letter of the proposal of these additions, enough specific information is not given that I can make the proper decision in this matter. These are some things that deeply concern me, drainage, elevations, lighting and traffic affecting the area”.  The way it sounds to me right now is you’re in the process, you’re rolling with this, you’re going to meet all the criteria.

Mr. Vinnett: Yes.

Mr. Gibbs: Tabling it would just prolong the inevitable. I guess I can see going forth with this and giving the approval with the stipulation that all of this gets completed. 

Ms. Marousek: Yes, we need to complete the public hearing.

Mr. Gibbs: I’m going to.

Mr. Marousek: Before the Commission takes a final vote on this, I would like to clarify what waivers they are intending to need with regards to parking, I’m assuming they are not going to move from where it is, so we know we need setback waivers, because from here it goes to the Council. So we need to clarify so we can get it in the resolution, exactly what requirements they are waiving and I understand that the church has existing parking that is non-conforming and not paved and we’re not addressing that issue, it is what it is, the parking that we are dealing with tonight is related strictly to the new structure. So I don’t think any additional parking was added with regards to that structure, is that correct?

Mr. Vinnett: No.

Ms. Marousek: Ok. So you’re not intending on paving any additional parking for that structure?

Mr. Vinnett: Not if was don’t have to.

Ms. Marousek: The point that I’m getting to is if that’s not the intent, then we would want to waive the parking requirement for this multi-purpose building down to 0, so that would be the request that would go to the Council, would be a waiver to the parking requirement to 0 for this structure and we’re not dealing with the church itself. Just wanted to clarify, and then with regards to the landscaping we need to get to a number on that as well. So after we’re done with public hearing, maybe we can get to that point.

Mr. Vinnett: Ok.

Mr. Gibbs: Ok. Thank you Mr. Vinnett. This is a public hearing for PZSPU-2013-01, is there anyone else in the audience that would like to speak in favor or against? 

Mr. Booth: This is in my area, I think we can go forward with those stipulations, we will request the parking waiver, the setback waiver and the landscape to be worked on between the church and the Planning and Zoning Commission. Of course we need that plan and the owner’s endorsement and I think we can go ahead and do something with that tonight. It will not have a negative impact on the community, I don’t believe, because it was existing and it states that the building itself will not be used at the same time as the church, so it will be something that will not negatively impact the area. 

Ms. Marousek: I think what you probably need to do is if the applicant can come by the office tomorrow or Monday, we can work out the exact number on the landscaping because he does have some landscaping on site, we’ll just need to figure out how much additional room they have to provide to get to that number, but we do need that owner’s endorsement, so we’ll need that notarized signature for the owner’s endorsement before we can move this forward to the Council. 

Mr. Booth: I recommend we go ahead with the vote with the stipulations that have been discussed tonight. Thank you.

Mr. Gibbs: Any other questions or concerns? Cast your vote please.

YEAS:		Foster, Booth, Gibbs, Galliano, Loupe
NAYS:	None
ABSENT:	Frangella, Pierre

Mr. Gibbs: That passes unanimously with Mr. Frangella and Ms. Pierre absent.  Mr. Vinnett this will go to the Council on August 5th, same venue. 
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