St. Charles Parish	Planning Board of Commissioners	November 1, 2012
	Minutes
Mr. Gibbs: Next item on the agenda is PZR-2012-13 requested by Gerald Cannon, Amelia Cannon, Anthony Cannon and Tri-Logistics Construction Co., LLC for a change in zoning classification from C-2 and C-3 to M-1 on approximately 6.25 acres on Portions of Lot 31 and Lot 30-A, Almedia Plantation, (near 10422 Airline Drive) St. Rose. Council District 5. Ms. Stein.

Ms. Stein: Thank you Mr. Chair.  The property owners request rezoning to M-1 of three lots owned by the family: the larger portion of Lot 31 since 1995; the smaller portion of Lot 31 since 2000, and the frontage—the Portion of Lot 30-A since 2003.  The stated intent is to permit the activity/use—heavy equipment rental and storage—occurring in the rear portion and to market the front portion.  

The C-2/C-3 zoning dates to 1981.  The C-3 zoning district extends east to the 60 acres landfill site.  The C-2 zoning appears to have been provided as a transitional zoning buffer for adjacent residents of Fox Place.  

In order to receive a recommendation for approval, a rezoning request must meet all of the criteria of at least one of the tests listed in applicable regulations.  While the request meets the tests for rezoning the front, Portion of Lot 30-A, to M-1, it does not meet the criteria for rezoning the rear portions to M-1 as they are adjacent to an established residential neighborhood. 

The first test provides relief when land use character in an area has changed to the extent that current zoning no longer allows reasonable use of the property.  The changes to the area have occurred in the front, along Airline Hwy.  It could certainly be argued that the surrounding truck & heavy equipment rental and service business on adjacent properties discourage C-3 uses from developing on the front portion.  It is also unlikely that C-2 uses would develop in the area, as the residential density of Fox Place would not support a neighborhood commercial business and the rear lots do not have frontage on Airline Highway.  However, M-1 zoning is discouraged adjacent to residential zoning districts as it could promote incompatible land uses.

The second test is designed to protect public infrastructure, public welfare, and the character of a neighborhood.  Rezoning the front portion to M-1 would not create congestion, overcrowding or land uses that are incompatible with adjacent properties; however, rezoning the rear Lots to M-1 would create the potential for land uses that are incompatible with the established residences of Fox Place.

The third test is to ensure that zoning decisions are consistent with law and precedent.   As a request to extend an M-1 zoning district developed with M-1 uses, to a lot that is surrounded by M-1 uses and vacant C-3 zoning, the request to rezone the front lot is not a spot zone and likely would not adversely affect the reliance neighboring property owners have on existing zoning.  However, even as it is contiguous with the front portion (ignoring the 16’ road) the rear properties both abut R-1AM zoning and uses to the west.   Rezoning these lots to M-1 would likely adversely affect the reliance neighboring property owners have on existing zoning.  

Rezoning of the smaller Portion of Lot 31 (measuring 112.5’ on the 16’ road by 300’) to C-3 and rezoning the larger portion of Lot 31 such that it is C-3 in its entirety is more desirable than rezoning all three portions of ground to M-1. Therefore our recommendation is for Approval for Portion of Lot 30-A (rezone to M-1).  Denial for both Portions of Lot 31 to rezone to M-1.  Rezoning such that both Portions of Lot 31 are entirely C-3.

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Ms. Stein. This is a public hearing for PZR-2012-13 is there anyone in the audience that would like to speak in favor? State your name and your address please.

Ralph Miller, 410 Honeysuckle Drive, Norco, 70079. It’s not too often that I have an opportunity to come before the Commission or the courts anymore, even though I practice law here in St. Charles Parish and a lifelong resident for many years. The reason I’m involved in this is because the Cannon family and I go way, way back many years and when they were asking for this rezoning they asked would I assist them and I was happy to because like I said they are almost family to me. I believe that consistency in rezoning this to M-1 would be a better plan. I don’t know if you folks remember, you’re probably not as old as I am to remember, the Airline Hwy. from Almedia to Kenner how it looked several years ago, now it’s become almost a first class operation and that’s the way the Cannon’s want to continue to do it. I’m just pleased that that portion is improving substantially, greatly and it’s bringing economic development and taxes to our parish and it’s going to be an additional help to the Cannon’s hopefully you might notice if you’ve passed there recently that it’s primarily a lot of truck sales and truck repairs and stuff and some nice buildings that have gone up there, even a Waffle House, I never thought I’d ever see a Waffle House in St. Charles Parish. Anyway on a serious note, I think it would be more consistent and better and economically more feasible if you would make it all M-1 rather than cutting up the property. The Cannon family personally contacted the people on Fox Lane, they had no objection I don’t know of an objection to this M-1 classification that I’ve heard of. Mr. Booth is not here before I go way back here with him to, I tried to call him and unfortunately he’s out of town because of a family emergency. But I would really appreciate it if you would just stick with the M-1 classification for the entire property and I can assure you it will be a credit to the parish and an economic help to our area. So that’s what I’d ask that you do and as I said, we know of no opposition to it. Incidentally I want to say this too, Planning & Zoning has been very cooperative in assisting us in trying to find a way to get this done the right way. Thank you very much.

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Miller. Any questions from the Commission. 

Mr. Clulee: To the east, you got that piece in the front, who owns that? Is that the Smith’s? 

Mr. Miller: In the front?

Mr. Clulee: Across the highway is the travel center. They have that filled in piece with the sand, right? Is that where they’re building at?

Mr.  Miller: Yes.

Mr. Clulee: Then you have that wetland part

Mr. Miller: In the back.

Mr. Clulee: And you were talking about how Airline Hwy. looked 30-40 years ago and how it looks now.

Mr. Miller: Right.

Mr. Clulee: With development. Don’t you think eventually this to the east will also be M-1 and all of that?

Mr. Miller: I perfectly agree with you Mr. Clulee and I think that’s the way it’s going to go. In fact, I hate to admit it but I’m old enough to remember the only thing that I used to stop on the Airline Hwy was for the Penman Club, when my mother and father didn’t know I was going. 

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Miller. Is there anyone in the audience that has an opinion or would like to speak PZR-2012-13? Seeing none, Mr. Perry.

Mr. Perry: Are we voting to change the entire plot of land to M-1 or are we voting to make the change with the staff recommendation?

Mr. Gibbs: As I understand we’re voting to change to M-1, the entire.

Ms. Stein: It’s up to you whether you support the recommendation or whether you vote on the application as presented by the applicant.

Mr. Perry: So the application as presented by the applicant would turn the entire plot to M-1.

Mr. Gibbs: Right.

Mr. Perry: Do we need a motion to that affect?

Mr. Clulee: I make a motion to change the whole thing to M-1.

Mr. Perry: I second that motion.

Mr. Gibbs: Cast your vote please.

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

Mr. Gibbs: That passes unanimously with Mr. Foster and Mr. Booth absent. Cast your vote please.

YEAS:		Pierre, Gibbs, Galliano, Clulee, Perry
NAYS:	None
ABSENT:	Foster, Booth
Mr. Gibbs: And that’s unanimous with Mr. Foster and Mr. Booth absent. Yes sir you’re going to attend the Nov. 19 meeting at 6pm in this building. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you again Mr. Gibbs and members of the Council [Commission] I enjoyed the opportunity to appear before you even though I don’t enjoy the practice of law like I used to.
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