

St. Charles Parish	Planning Board of Commissioners	December 2, 2010
	Minutes
Mr. Booth:  The next item on our agenda tonight is PZR-2010-18 requested by Three C’s Properties, Inc. for a change in zoning classification from C-3 to M-1 at 141 I-310 Service Rd., St. Rose, La. Council District 5.  

Mr. Clulee:  Mr. Chairman I make a motion to remove this from the table and take it up tonight.  I think we have some people in the audience that may want to speak tonight about this.

Mr. Booth:  I believe so, yes.

Mr. Gibbs:  I’ll second that.

Mr. Booth:  We have a motion and a second to hear this and take it off of the table. I call for the vote please.

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

Mr. Booth:  This is now an active case.  PZR-2010-18.  Yes ma’am.

Ms. Marousek:  Thank you.  This is a request to rezone two large lots from C-3 to M-1, light industrial, in St. Rose, LA.  The property is currently home to a truck terminal that is owned and operated by the property owner.  The applicant does not list a contemplated use on their application for rezoning, but there is an accompanying application to permit a towing yard on part of the site, should the application for rezoning be approved.  The site is relatively isolated, located on the I-310 service road, near Almedia Road.  All of the properties in this area originally had frontage on Airline Highway, but when the I-310 was installed, DOTD put in a service road that currently provides access to the property.  It was subdivided in 2006 and we did evaluate this in light of the criteria to meet recommendations for rezone approval.   

This request does meet all of the criteria of the second test.  The proposed zoning change does not create undue congestion of streets and traffic access in that the street has little development currently and little potential in the number of developments possible.  It does not create overcrowding of land or overburden on public facilities such as transportation, sewerage, drainage, schools, parks and other public facilities.  The proposed change would require larger lots and therefore less density of development.  The proposal does not create land or building usage which, is, or may become incompatible with existing character or usage of the neighborhood.  The site is isolated from neighboring properties by section of undeveloped land to the East and a Railroad to the south, although residential development does exist south of the railroad tracks.  To the north is an existing restaurant and undeveloped property to the West.  Finally the proposed zoning change does not create an oversupply of types of land use or zoning in proportion to population, land use and public facilities in the neighborhood.  There is very little M-1 zoning property in the immediate area. The staff did make a recommendation of approval.  There have been several letters which you should have in front of you, that have come forward, in opposition to this rezone.  There is a memo from Public Works regarding some concerns about drainage in the area.  A letter from M.R. Pittman, a letter from Sealy Business Park, a letter from Lester Haydel, an e-mail from Terry Bresciani, and there was a letter also also received last night which you should have in front of you from the Lawn Company, Inc. which is located in James Business Park.  I don’t know if any of the Planning Commissioners have received additional feedback, I think a couple of things came through.  I can answer any questions that you might have.

Mr. Booth:  All of those correspondence that you reference, are they in favor or against?

Ms. Marousek:  Everyone that we received was against.

Mr. Booth:  Ok.  I have a correspondence from Ms. Gautreaux from 323 Johnson St., St. Rose who is against that particular change in zoning.  A letter from Chris LaBranche from the M.R. Pittman Group, General Contractors.  A letter from Councilman Larry Cochran. At this time we will open the public hearing for this particular case, PZR-2010-18 3C’s Properties, Inc. Anyone here to speak in favor of this particular zoning change?  Please step forward.  Seeing none, anyone opposing this zoning change?  Please step forward. State your name and address for the record.

Terry Martin, 250 Eisenhower Street, St. Rose.  I’m here to oppose this zoning change, simply for the fact that it’s not going to help our community, it’s not going to help the residential area that sits right across the railroad track from it and there is a major drainage problem out there already.  Adding another place like this and they are not even taking the time to consider the drainage problems that we are having out there is only going to be another problem in our community.  So I ask that you don’t accept this and not let this happen. Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you sir.  Anyone else here to speak in opposition to this proposal?  Please state your name and address for the record please ma’am.

Debra Pfister, 106 Johnson Street, St. Rose, Almedia Plantation Subdivision, which is right behind the railroad tracks.  There is a lot of drainage problems back there and I and several other people have been buying property in that neighborhood trying to make things better and we’ve been doing that for quite some years now and by putting this which is a holding yard, but we have had problems before in our neighborhood, there was a holding yard, a police holding yard and it became a full fledge wrecking yard, which is right down our main road going into our neighborhood.  So we’ve already had to deal with this, it’s was one thing and it turned into another.  I’ve been back there 31 years and we’ve been steadily trying to improve the area and I think that would make it, value wise, go down, but also the appearance and everything go down.  So I’m asking you to not let this happen. Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you ma’am.  Anyone else here to speak in opposition, please step forward.  State your name and address for the record.

Carla Venerella, 103 Johnson Street.  I strongly oppose this the same as my fellow neighbors have stated.  I just want to also mention that where that property is located, when you come down 310 which is our main thoroughfare on the eastbank, the first thing you want to see for our parish, I don’t think I want to see a holding yard, I’d rather much see some type of office building or something more well kept, that would not, in my opinion, bring down that area.  When I get off the interstate somewhere and I see a holding yard with excess vehicles, I don’t have a very good positive reaction to that place.  So I just prefer our area to be recognized more for better opportunities then that sort of thing.  Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you, anyone else here to speak in opposition? State your name and address please.

Chris Laiche, I’m one of the owners of M.R. Pittman Group who have purchased the land at 171 I-310 from 3C’s.  Mainly, just to reiterate some of the points in the letter that you read previously, we plan on building on that site, a class A type office building, architecturally pleasing, complete with landscaping.  We’ve gone through the entire process to submit our water runoff and all the permitting process and then we ran into a wetland issue and we’ve been fighting that for 3 years with the Corp, that’s just about to wrap up and we’ll begin construction shortly, hopefully. We plan on like the letter said, the office building is going to employ somewhere, depending on how things keep going,  currently we employ close to 15 people in the building.  We bought the property because it was zoned C-3 and we will have a warehouse and it will be architectural and it was limited in size by the zoning requirements, so we oppose this zoning change for that reason, for some of the reasons that some of the neighbors have stated that we are trying to build something there that is going to look nice and we plan on being there for quite some time.  Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you sir.  Anyone else here to speak in opposition?  Hearing none, the public hearing is closed on this issue.  Any comment from the Commission?  Let’s call for the vote.

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

Mr. Booth:  That fails unanimously.




