St. Charles Parish			Planning Board of Adjustment	November 7, 2013 
Minutes

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Gibbs: Next item on the agenda is PZSPU-2013-16 requested by Mohammad Munawar for a special permit use for 4 apartments (R-3 use) in a C-2 zoning district at 112 St. Rose Avenue, St. Rose. Council District 5.  Mr. Romano.

Mr. Romano: Thank you Sir.  The applicant requests a special permit for an R-3 use on a C-2 at the corner of St Rose Avenue and River Road. The site has been vacant for at least 5 years and previously existed as a restaurant and bar. The front part of the building—the part closest to St Rose Ave—is under permit review for a restaurant. Eight parking spaces are required for this use. The 4 apartment units will be located to the rear of the site. Ten parking spaces are required for the residential use. The submitted site plan indicates a total of 16 spaces, 8 of which are required for the Subway. But because 10 spaces are required for 4 rental units, the site will be deficient by 2 spaces. The applicant has presented a general site plan with this application detailing area, rear yard area, greenspace and the aforementioned parking. 

Site specific review and development of the interiors of each unit will be evaluated upon permit application for development. General standards include:  2,500 sq. ft. of lot area per family; 20% lot area as green space; parking; landscape buffering and fencing requirements, where applicable.  

a. Comparison with applicable standards established by the Comprehensive Land Use Plan as applied to the proposed use and site.  The neighborhood commercial land use designation also seeks to introduce moderate density residential uses; therefore this application is consistent with the land use designation.

b. Compatibility with existing or permitted uses on abutting sites, in terms of building construction, site development, and transportation related features.  The previous use of the site was strictly commercial.  Building code separation issues must be addressed to accommodate a residential use as presented.  The shared parking lot may lead to limited parking or inconvenient parking for tenants.

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 lack of parking for the residential use could adversely affect the retail use on the subject property.  If adequate parking is not provided, it could create a spill-over effect to the other commercial uses that abut the subject property.

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. The combined parking area has the potential to create pedestrian and vehicular conflicts particularly because adequate parking has not been provided.  Some separation or dedication of parking spaces would be desirable to reduce potential conflicts related to parking demand.

e. Protection of persons and property from erosion, flood or water damage, fire, noise, glare, and similar hazards or impacts.  Building code requirements must be met for the residential use to be constructed.  Those requirements should protect both people and property from these types of hazards.  Lighting from the parking lot and adjoining business should be carefully evaluated to make sure it does not cast glare into the residential units.

f. Adequacy and convenience of off-street parking and loading facilities and protection of adjacent property from glare of site lighting.  At this time, adequate parking has not been provided to accommodate the retail space and four residential units.

g. Conformity with the objectives of these regulations and the general purposes of the zone in which the site is located.  Because code compliant parking has not been provided, this criterion is not met.

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. If the application is approved, conditions related to minimum parking and lighting requirements should be stipulated.

Approval of this application would conflict with at least 5 of 8 special permit use criteria. Land uses within the immediate area are primarily commercial in nature. Within the property itself, there will be vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot for Subway, which is also where the apartment tenants will park. The Department has concerns about the vehicular and pedestrian conflicts that can exist between these two uses. Tenants will reside in an area where commercial activity, noise, and lighting will abut their living spaces without adequate buffering in place.

If this Special Permit Use is ultimately approved, it should be noted that this application is site specific and tied to the application submitted.  If approved, the applicant will be limited to the density approved by the Commission and Council. The Commission also has the authority to make specific stipulations as conditions for approval, should they be deemed warranted through the review and hearing process. The department recommends denial. 

If approved, the following stipulations are recommended:
1. The site shall be redesigned to reflect code-compliant parking both in number and design.  Alternatively, the number of residential units shall be reduced so that parking standards are met.
2. Cut sheets for parking lot and exterior building light fixtures shall be submitted for review and approval by the Department of Planning and Zoning.  All lighting shall be installed in such a way as to not create glare into the residential units.

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Romano. This is a public hearing for PZSPU-2013-16 is there anyone in the audience who cares to speak in favor or against? 

Mahesa Koleru, I’m one of the owners of the property. 

Mr. Gibbs: You’ve had the site redesigned and everything submitted and no problem with the light fixtures? Compliant with all of that? 

Mr. Koleru: We’re going to have a sign on top of the building and one on the side of the building. 

Mr. Gibbs: Ms. Marousek if we were to approve this do we have to stipulate the 3 apartments now? 

Ms. Marousek: Yes.

Mr. Gibbs: Any other questions/concerns? Thank you Sir. This is a public hearing for PZSPU-2013-16 anyone else in the audience care to speak in favor or against? Seeing none.

Mr. Booth: the only thing before we call for the vote is that the parking is code compliant and the apartments are reduced from 4 to 3 units and that they submit the exterior building light to the department.

Mr. Gibbs: Thank you Mr. Booth. Commission members cast your votes.

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

Mr. Gibbs: That’s unanimous with Mr. Foster and Ms. Pierre absent.

