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[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Mr. Booth:  Next item on the agenda is PZO-2011-05 An ordinance to amend the Code of Ordinances Appendix A (Zoning), Section XIV Amendments and Petitions and Appendix A, Section  XV Amendment Procedure, to modify the reporting and recommendation requirements.  Ms. Kim.

Ms. Marousek:  I can explain this. There has been some discussion as you are aware on the reporting requirement on rezone request from the Planning Commission that goes to the Parish Council. What this ordinance does is clarify that the report that goes to the Council is the report that has been submitted by the Planning Department along with verbatim minutes and whatever else we pull together so that the report of the Planning Department which includes a recommendation of the Commission on the rezone amendment request and that in total is the report itself that goes to the Council for their consideration.  So it’s relatively straight forward.  

Mr. Booth:  This is a public hearing for PZO-2011-05 amending the Zoning Code. Anyone here to speak about this particular issue? State your name and address for the record please.

Paul Hogan, Councilman District IV, 222 Down the Bayou Road, Des Allemands.  Before you tonight is a proposed amendment to the Zoning Regulations of St. Charles Parish.  The proposed ordinance amends what type of information is provided to the Council from the Planning and Zoning Department and from the Planning and Zoning Commission with regards to proposed zoning amendments.  The proposed ordinance requires that prior to the Council taking action on a proposed rezoning, it must first receive a full report from the Department on the merits of the proposed rezoning request, along with a recommendation from the Commission with the need for the Commission explaining how the rezoning request has merit.  The ordinance as it exists today requires that the Department performs an analysis and make a recommendation on the request based on the specific zoning criteria set forth in the code and requires that the Commission provides a full report to the Council on the merits of the proposed rezoning amendment.  I am generally in agreement with what the proposed ordinance states that the Council is to receive. The Council is the governing authority which is the only entity that can approve the rezoning request.  The rezoning amendment procedure contain within the Parish code was set up to (1) allow rezoning when an existing zoning no longer allow reasonable use to the property and to (2) allow rezoning provided the change does not have a negative impact on the neighbors of neighboring properties.  With that in mind, the Code was set up with 3 rezoning guidelines and criteria for which at least 1 of the 3 must be met in order for the rezoning request to be recommended.  The Code puts the burden on the applicant of the change to show how (1) one or more of the guidelines or criteria are met.  Rezoning of property is an item that can affect adjacent and surrounding property, residents and neighboring uses in a good way or a bad way. With that being the case, the Council takes into consideration every bit of information that it has at its disposal prior to changing the zoning designation.  There are four items of extreme importance which I take into consideration when considering a rezoning request, (1) the Parish codes, (2) the Departments land use report, (3) minutes of the meetings to see how the proponent claims he meets the criteria, to learn of the comments made by the public regarding the change and to learn of the discussion held by the Commission and finally the Commission’s recommendation.  Codes are sometimes subject to interpretation.  Sometimes the Department gets it wrong, the Department may interpret things one way, the proponent of the change another, the public another and the Commission even another. The Commission is the sounding board which hears the Planning Departments recommendation, it hears the applicants position, and it hears the position of the public. They can all be in agreement with the requested change or some can be for or some can be against.   What is clear however is that the Code requires that the proponent of the proposed change must show that the request meets at least one of the three criteria for the change to be recommended by the Commission and for the Council to approve the change.  In some cases, the proponent make take the position that the Department did not properly interpret the Code. The Commission can take that same position and so could the public.  That is where the Commission comes into play with its duties in providing its recommendations to the Council. The Commission is to listen to everyone’s position with regards to rezoning requests, meeting or not meeting the requirements of the Code. When the Commission’s recommendations matches that of the Department no explanation or discussion is really required by the Commission at its meeting.  That indicates that the Commission agrees with the Department’s interpretation and application of the Code.  When the Commission’s recommendation is opposite of that of the Department, that indicates that the Commission disagrees with the Department’s interpretation with regards to the 3 criteria.  Since the criteria is the sole item upon which the Commission is required by Code to base its recommendation.  When this happens, then as Councilman, I’m looking for information from the Commission as to the merits of the proposed rezoning request as interpreted by the Commission.  When the Commission discusses the merits and makes a recommendation, which is opposite that of the Department, then I am able to read the minutes of the Commission meeting and understand how the request meets the Codes in the eyes of the Commission  In cases where the Commission’s recommendation is opposite of that of the Department and no discussion occur by the Commissioners during the meeting as to how the request meets at least 1 of the 3 guidelines and criteria, then the recommendation has no justification.  When the Commission recommendation is opposite that of the Department, there are currently 2 mechanisms available for the merits to be presented to the Council.  One is a full report to the Council on the merits of the proposed amendment and the other is by the words spoken by the member that makes the motion which differs from the Departments recommendation as required by Code.  In other words, the Commission is required to concur with the Department’s finding of the merit of the proposed change, except when it finds that the Department’s interpretation of the Code is wrong.  When a member makes a motion or vote in opposition of the Department’s recommendation as required by Code, that is when the discussion will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting that is presented to the Council.  With the current proposed change to the Code, there are no provisions for the Commission to provide the Council with any understanding of the merit that the Commission finds which allows it to make the recommendation in opposition to that of the Department.  A provision to inform the Council of the merits which the Commission finds in these cases must be transmitted in some means or another to the Council in order to help the Council in making its decision.  The Commission would be in the same place as this proposed ordinance would put the Council, if the only thing Department had provided to you, the Commission, before you make a decision, was a blank piece of paper with a recommendation on it, with no supporting information with no supporting information as to how it meets or does not meet the Code.  You need more information than that just as the Council does.  Councilman Cochran asked, Councilman Authement and myself to get with them on the proposed ordinance, but the ordinance was introduced and put on the agenda before we had an opportunity to meet. In order to address the Council getting what it needs to properly consider a rezoning request, I’ve asked that the Commission table this tonight so that Councilman Cochran, Authement and myself can be together to work on this proposed ordinance.  Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Sir.  Anyone else here to speak on this particular issue?  State your name and address for the record please Sir.
Milton Allemand, Hahnville.  First of all, let me say, I’m not up here to say that anyone is doing illegal or unethical, I don’t know that and anybody that knows me, knows enough that if I knew I would be telling somebody else, I wouldn’t be talking to ya’ll.  I don’t think this ordinance has a change that’s proposed, gets us where it needs to be.  Just like Mr. Clulee made a statement about the proposed sno-ball stand, he had a reason why he was making his vote and it was he thought it was a betterment for the community because it would provide something for the kids, that was beautiful.  With that I want to read something to you.   First let me say that I believe the granting of zoning changes, variances and even home occupation permitting for that matter, must be rooted in solemn reasoning.  This Parish has recently authorized and paid for a study on future parish growth and land use. For we as a parish to not have in place a policy to control the granting of non compliance zoning changes and variances and other land uses would be wrong.  All decisions and votes from this Commission, ZBA and Planning Department and the Council for that matter will have a profound effect on the growth of our parish.  Thus if this Commission or others should be directed to always issue with their decision a written explanation as to what was the driving force, it need not be long, but it must be precise. Also, as I’m sure you are aware of zoning is designed to protect the neighbor, not the person requesting the change.  To do anything else, would totally void the reason for having zoning laws.  With certain policy in place it would remove the personal emotions which often plays a part in your decision process.  Anything that would make your job easier, better guide, would get your mission complete, to prevent your task which often can be difficult easier and more equitable to all involved.  Let me share a story with you and I know this was not ya’ll it was the ZBA Board.  Few years back I had an adjacent neighbor who requested to construct a carport off of his home that would be less than 2 ft. from our joint property line.  I objected and thought he had other options, with no need to infringe on my property rights.  I’m fully aware that I had no right to tell my neighbor where he needed to build his structure.  However, the laws were there to protect my property.  Would you like me to hold up until your conversation is finished?

Mr. Clulee:  He was asking me a question.

Mr. Allemand:  I understand but what I’m saying is very important, thank you.

Mr. Clulee:  What I was saying to him was important. 

Mr. Allemand:  I’ll stop until you are finished.  

Mr. Booth:  We can move on.

Mr. Allemand.  Thank you. I stated at the ZBA meeting that my neighbor was a good guy and a good neighbor and if you are granting his wishes to change the setback requirement on that alone, there was no reason not to give it to him, he was a good neighbor, he was a good guy, still is.  Had it not been for 1 member of the ZBA who did understand the purpose of zoning, he would have been granted.  Just like ya’ll were showing hands, this is how it went down.  I think they may have had 5 or 6 members there that night, the first 2 voted to give him his request, the 3rd gentleman spoke up and said hold on now, the laws are set up to protect the neighbor’s property.  Once he made that statement, the rest of the people on that board voted not to give it to him. So being forward and having a reason why he made the decision makes a difference.  The strange thing is, a few years later the guy moved away.  He got angry with me, I still think he’s a good guy, I still think he’s a good neighbor.  He never infringed on me after that, he could have been petty and picked on me, but he didn’t do that, he’ a good neighbor, but had a given up my rights from zoning that protects my side yard just because he was a good guy and he moved away anyhow.  I hope you understand what I’m trying to say here.  There was a case not too long ago where a guy came and asked for a backyard variance, he realized the house he wanted to build didn’t fit the criteria, so why should he ask his new neighbors to be put out because he made a bad decision.  So in a nutshell what I’m saying is we need an ordinance that moves this parish forward, not yes he’s a good guy, he could do the right thing, let’s do him a favor and give him a permit.  You know we’ve got zoning issues in this parish that we rezone property because of a certain building or business is going there and the neighbors have no problem with it, but that building or business is no longer there, but that zoning is there.  They may get something in the neighborhood that they don’t want the next time.  Thank you.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Milton.

Mr. Foster:  I have a question.  Mr. Milton are you for or against this change?
Mr. Allemand:  I’m against what this does, because it doesn’t go far enough.  We need to be better, we need to move forward our parish.  What I would like to see is what I referred to Neal earlier.  He made a decision on what he thought would help that neighborhood and that was great.  I would say before votes are taken, there ought to be a reason why the vote was taken.  They met all the criteria, no they didn’t meet all the criteria, but it’s actually a good thing for the neighborhood or it would enhance the neighborhood, it wouldn’t take away from the neighborhood.  If you are against it, you could say the same thing, I would like to support this, but it’s a bad thing. I watch ya’ll up here. Ya’ll are listening and paying attention, but tell the public, because this is part of the public process of doing business in this parish. Tell the public why you are making those decisions. I don’t think its asking too much.  That’s what I want to see in the ordinance.  

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Milton. Anyone else to speak in this matter?

Mr. Cochran:  I wrote this, I got with Kim, I got with Mr. Vial, we wrote this to clarify to make it easier for ya’ll.  It was very vague before.  The Department they make the recommendation, ya’ll come up here, ya’ll vote.  It ultimately lands in our court, no matter what ya’ll do, so I don’t think ya’ll have to explain why you voted or anything else because when I get my agenda, ya’ll verbatim minutes helps me make my decision.  Now I don’t always agree with ya’ll, and I’m not going to say this one voted yea and this is his reason, I think that’s all craziness. Now, Mr. Hogan asked that ya’ll table it, I’m going to ask that ya’ll don’t table it because there is plenty of time for him and I and Terry to get together before the next Council meeting.  If I see a reason then to table it, I will motion to table it, but this is going to stay like it is.  So if ya’ll vote it down, I’m okay with that, if you vote for it, I’m going to move forward with it.

Mr. Foster:  Mr. Hogan, what was your reason for wanting this tabled?

Mr. Hogan:  Because if we get together I don’t want to have to wait another whole month and then not be able to get on the next agenda, if we wait to the Council meeting and it doesn’t get addressed or it does get addressed.  What is the question? If we made changes that are substantial to this, does it have to come back to this Commission?  If that’s the case, there is going to be 2 meetings before it could come back as compared to if you table it tonight, we can work on this in the next day or 2 and Kim can put it on the agenda and it will be back in front of you on May 5th. 

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Sir.  Mr. Clulee.

Mr. Clulee:  Councilman Hogan I have question for you.  This all came about with the Herschel Hill thing, is that correct?

Mr. Hogan:  That’s one of the cases that raised a lot of questions.  When it came before me as a Councilman, I had the Planning and Zoning Department recommendation and analysis, the minutes of the meeting from the Commission, so the first thing I did was went through the minutes of the meeting to find out which of the 3 criteria did the Commission find that the Department got wrong, because the only way the Commission can make a recommendation approving a rezoning request, is if the request meets at least one of the three zoning criteria, that is the Code, that is what you have to follow.  It says that you cannot make a recommendation unless one of those three criteria is met.  So at that particular meeting the land use report said that none of the criteria was met. So I’m looking at the minutes of the meeting to find out what were the criteria that you thought that the Department got wrong.  Because the only way that the Commission can make that recommendation was to find that the applicant met one of them.  The applicant came up and spoke, I read the minutes, he did not say Commissioners the Department got it wrong, I meet criteria #2.  He didn’t say that, if he would have said something to that effect, then I could have interpreted that the Commission agreed with the applicant because it’s up to him per the Code, he’s the proponent, he has to show he meets one of the 3 criteria, but he didn’t make that statement.  So then the Commissioners made a vote and recommended for it.  I read the minutes to find out which one of the criteria did the Commission find that the applicant met, it wasn’t in the minutes, so that’s when I requested a full report from the Commission as the Code requires that the Commission supply me as a Councilman, based upon the merits of the rezoning request.  So the Commission made a recommendation that comes to me as a Councilman and I’m to make a decision on something that can affect the neighbors which as ya’ll heard and saw there was 10 or 15 people in opposition to this case, but the Commission recommended for it in opposition of the Department saying that it didn’t meet the criteria.  So all I wanted to know as a Councilman, was which one of the criteria did it meet so when I make my decision sitting up here that can affect all of these people, I know which one I can hang my hat on, otherwise I have a recommendation that does me no good, if I don’t know what criteria it meets, because I as a Councilman can only vote for it if it meets one of those criteria, same as ya’ll.  None of that information was available in the minutes of the meeting, so that’s when I asked for a report as the Code requires that ya’ll provide me on the merits of the case.  And that’s where we are at today.  Do I think ya’ll should sit there and write a report, no way, I don’t want to have to see one of ya’ll appointed to go home and write a report, the minutes of the meeting is fine, provided that the minutes of the meeting include the information that I need to show which of the criteria are met so that I can base my decision upon one of those criteria just as ya’ll are required to do.  

Mr. Clulee:  I hope ya’ll allow me as much time as ya’ll allow Mr. Hogan, please.  So Mr. Hogan, this did start with the Herschel Hill deal.

Mr. Hogan:  The Herschel Hill deal was a situation that came up, first case that came up with me being a Councilman.  That same issue has come up many times in the past, before I became Councilman, with not this Commission, but the previous Commissions where the recommendation was opposite of that of the Department, but there was no discussion, so it’s not an isolated issue, it’s an issue that’s occurred over the years.

Mr. Clulee: But that’s the first time that I can recall, that this issue was brought up, because I saw some of the paperwork that was going back and forth with you and our Chairman and everything and my personal belief is I think you were kind of being a little hard on our Chairman here, but you talk about the neighbors, the Herschel Hill property, I did a little research myself, you own the lot next to Herschel Hill, is that right?

Mr. Hogan:  That is correct.

Mr. Clulee:  So I guess you are one of the neighbors that you are so concerned about.

Mr. Hogan:  That is correct, just as any other property owner in this Parish.

Mr. Clulee:  So I’ve also heard, I’ve watched some of the Council meetings and Zoning Board meetings that I did not attend, and I’ve heard Kim say, sometimes she agrees with these Board members and sometimes she doesn’t.  We’re one person, one vote, just like you guys on the Council, just like our state representatives, just like state senate.  Sometimes they vote up or down and they don’t have to give a reason why.  So we’re going to lose some, we’re going to win some. You just go to the next fight that’s all and I’m for Mr. Cochran’s, I think Mr. Cochran is trying to work with you when you brought all of this stuff up to get something done, but this lady right here tapes every word that’s being said tonight, every word, they write a report, an analysis, sometimes I vote with them, sometimes  I don’t and that’s just the way I feel as one Commissioner.  I don’t feel that we need to do anything, but if this Larry Cochran deal helps you, I think we should go with this tonight and put this thing to bed. You got what you wanted, Herschel was turned down.  You went to the neighbors and politicked over there

Mr. Hogan:  Absolutely not.

Mr. Clulee:  Yes you did.  

Mr. Hogan:  Absolutely not.

Mr. Clulee:  Yes you did, but anyway.

Mr. Hogan:  I never spoke to a single person out there. Anyway the Codes clearly state that if you do your job, I would get the information I need. The Codes clearly….

Mr. Booth:  You’ve already told us about the Code many times, we understand the Code by now.  

Mr. Hogan:  Yes but Mr. Neal Clulee just explained that he doesn’t need to follow the Codes. I’m up here telling him he does. Your recommendation has to be based on a rezoning meeting criteria. 

Mr. Booth:  I fully understand that I do.

Mr. Gibbs:  I have a comment.
Mr. Hogan:  I don’t want to turn this into an argument.

Mr. Gibbs:  Oh it’s not, but some things have been said that I need to address as well. For me sitting up here and the applicant comes before us, I take into consideration what the codes are, I certainly do, but I also take into fact that I have the ability to reason and I use good common sense and if something overrides that my vote is going to be determined that way. In some instances it makes sense what the applicant comes up here and I don’t want to reiterate what they have said and I will stay silent.  When you read the minutes you will see where I haven’t said anything, but I voted for it. So when you read the minutes, you may have to read the minutes of the applicant because they were so compelling, that there was no reason for me to comment.  In this instance, where all of this came up, I didn’t say anything, because I thought what was being said, made sense and it was so compelling that it didn’t warrant me to comment. So I’m not sitting up here not listening, I’m not sitting up here twiddling my thumbs and I also don’t want to run a meeting so lengthy to reiterate what these people are saying.  I understand the code but I vote with good common sense and I take the ability to reason everyone of these that come before me.  And I think I can speak for these guys as well. We’re just not up here because it’s good for our Parish, we’re doing our civic duty.  With what you are saying, I completely understand, but what Mr. Cochran is offering here, I have to go with it.  I think it makes all the sense in the world, and I appreciate what you are doing, I really do.

Mr. Hogan:  I would just like to respond to one thing you said.  You take into consideration the code and sometimes you override the code, you do not have the authority.

Mr. Gibbs:  I do not believe I said that I override anything. I did not say that I override anything. I use the ability to reason.  

Mr. Hogan:  Ability to reason, my mistake in using that word, overriding, but the ability to reason imply that the codes may have to go by the wayside.

Mr. Gibbs: It implies to you. That’s not the implication at all.  

Mr. Hogan:  But the codes clearly state that you have nothing else to consider at all other than meeting one of those three criteria.  The person can come up here and it could be a hardship case, they can plead, they can cry, they can be emotional, none of that comes into play.  The only thing that can come into play as required by code when you make your decision is does it meet #1, does it meet #2 or does it meet #3.  Anything other than that, ya’ll are failing in ya’ll duty as a Commissioner. 

Mr. Gibbs:  I understand.

Mr. Hogan:  And all I want to know is that when it comes to me, did it meet #1, did it meet #2 or did it meet #3. And if there is no indication from the Commission’s discussion of which it is, it doesn’t help me, I need that information.  

Mr. Gibbs:  It’s not all black and white, there are gray areas.

Mr. Hogan:  Just explain it, explain your gray area, that’s fine.  When you have your discussion, discuss it where I can have it in the minutes, but if there is no word and no discussion on it, I’m sitting there with nothing.

Mr. Booth:  Yes Sir, Mr. Cochran.

Mr. Cochran:  Paul, since you’ve been Councilman have you ever when you did the 3, what you were talking about the 1, 2, and 3, have you ever voted against what they recommended or what they put forth? Have you ever voted against it?

Mr. Hogan:  Without going back and looking at the records I can’t tell you.

Mr. Cochran:  I can tell you, you have and I’ll show it to you as well.

Mr. Hogan:  And if I did, it means that I disagreed with the interpretation of the codes, it’s that simple.  And whenever, I make it a point as Councilman, whenever I vote against something, there is an explanation associated with that and if you go back and watch every case and see that to be the case.  And I would like to see the same from the Commissioners.  

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Sir, Mr. Foster you have a comment?

Mr. Foster:  If we vote to table this, if we should do that, what would happen? What would become of this?  

Mr. Cochran:  I can’t bring it before the Council, ya’ll have to approve it for me to bring it before the Council.  Let me assure you there is plenty of time for Mr. Hogan and Mr. Authement to get with me before the Council meeting.  Let me tell you something, ya’ll Chairman was beat up, quite frankly I got tired of it. I went to Kim, I asked what is going on here. She explained it, she said Larry we have to clarify this. I said let’s do it, let’s make it easy on ya’ll and on them and on the public. I agree with what the gentleman said to a certain extent, I’m sorry Mr. Allemand, I know your name, I’m emotional because my appointment got beat up over this. He was threatened with the Attorney General, he was threatened with a whole bunch of things and I got tired of it. I’m tired of these Boards, I’m not going to go there, they had enough time to get with me, I can tell you right now I’m not changing it, I might add something to it, I’m not changing it as far as this or pulling anything out of it.  I think Paul knows that, it’s going to go before the Council as it is now and I’m more than willing to meet with Mr. Hogan and Mr. Authement. There is no reason to table it, I don’t see any reason to table it. 

Mr. Hogan: I don’t like the accusations that I was somehow attacking you. In the letters that I wrote to you I was nice, kind, polite every time that I spoke with you on the phone, it was nice, cordial never once did I say anything derogatory to you and I want you to make that clear to the public and to Larry Cochran that never did I do anything other than ask from you what the code stated that I was required.

Mr. Booth:  Thank you Sir.

Mr. Hogan:  I want you to make that statement that I did not attack you, that I did not state anything derogatory to you.

Mr. Booth:  When you stop speaking I can say that. Thank you Sir.  Mr. Hogan had a question and an interpretation about the ordinance.  He questioned me in writing and he questioned me by telephone.  My recourse was to ask the Attorney for this Parish to give me an interpretation to see if I was doing something wrong.  The Attorney for this Parish said this ordinance change is exactly what has been happening at this Commission and the Planning Department for years. He agrees that this is the way it has been done, this is the Parish Attorney’s interpretation of what should be done and this should clarify and clear up this issue according to the lawyer that the Parish hires to interpret and advise this Parish.  I’ve had no problem with Mr. Hogan other than he has a different interpretation of the ordinance than the Parish Attorney and I’m caught in the middle of it, that’s the squeeze I had.  I’m trying to listen to the Parish Attorney and I’m trying to listen to Mr. Hogan and I can’t please both of them, I guarantee that. 

Mr. Hogan:  I just wanted to make it clear that I never did attack you, I never did attack this Commission as was claimed and slandered against me at numerous times.  As far as the phone call, me and you only spoke  one time and that one time was after the letters and the response came back from the Parish Attorney and once again that was just a nice phone conversation, nothing derogatory, you stated your position, I stated mine and we went our way, just like it should be.

Mr. Booth:  Exactly.

Mr. Hogan:  For anybody to claim other than that, they are lying.

Mr. Booth:  I told on the telephone, our choices were to go to the Parish Attorney, you said you had done that and you weren’t happy with that. Your next choice was to have me removed from this Commission, I said that was your choice and you said you would not do it.  You want me to tell you what happen, if you would let me talk, I’ll give you a chance to talk in a minute.  Thank you.  The three things I told you were we’ll go to the Parish Attorney, you can have me removed and you said that you didn’t want to do it or you could go to the Attorney General and you took it to the Council of this Parish to recommend it and they refused to do that and those were the 3 choices that I thought you had. We’ve exhausted those choices, this is the way I think we can resolve it, if it’s not resolved here tonight, we’ll have to resolve it some other way with the Parish Council. Thank you.

Mr. Hogan:  The Council did not refuse to send it to the Attorney General, I removed it from consideration. 

Mr. Booth:  Ok, the Attorney General is out of the picture is that it?

Mr. Hogan:  Correct. 

Mr. Booth:  Thank you, those are the 3 things we talked about. 

Mr. Foster:  I like to say one thing, we’re all a little out of control here, so let’s calm down a little bit.  Other than that, I would like to table this only because I don’t understand it, I’m a little confused. I understand where Paul is coming from, I definitely understand where Larry is coming from but I don’t know if this is right or not. I’d like to make a motion table.

Mr. Booth:  We have a motion to table, does anyone want to second that motion? Without a second that does not go forward.  Outside of the rules of this Commission please step forward.

Mr. Allemand:  Other members of this audience has had multiple times to speak.  I got to tell you I don’t know what’s going on between Paul and Larry and I don’t really care, I don’t have a dog in this fight if that’s what’s happening. Very seldom does the public have the opportunity to express their opinions on how we do our zoning issues in this Parish.  This is an opening regardless of any disagreements on how it was handled.  This is an opening for us to think about how we are doing things, it’s being more transparent with the Parish and the people.  Would you think that a person on the losing end, a person that is opposing a zoning change, if ya’ll gave them an explanation as to why he’s losing, don’t you think he could handle that a little better?  That’s all I’m saying.  We need to get better, this Parish has grown for us to use our land the way we want to, we have to be more consistent. Neal you are 100% right ya’ll have the right to vote any way you want, up or down, anyway you want. He made references to Councilmen, Representatives, you know the main difference, none of ya’ll are elected ya’ll all are appointed and that’s great. As I said earlier, I don’t have a problem with the job you’re doing, I want you to do a better job. I’m not here making any accusations, I’m not going to get excited, I want you to do a better job, I want you to be able to tell the public the reason why your decisions are made, the public needs to know. Thank you.

Mr. Clulee: Mr. Allemand, we on mostly everything we do just make a recommendation, we have no power, if this goes to the Council, you know I see you on tv all the time, you come to the meetings, you want the public to have more input, tell them to come.  Come to the Council meetings, come to all these meetings.  What I’m trying to say I would like for us tonight to put this to bed and let it go on to the Council and hopefully they put it to bed up or down and then that’s it.

Mr. Allemand:  My problem with it is this ordinance doesn’t accomplish what I would like to see happen, more transparency, that’s all.  You got the right to vote anyway you want, up or down, like you said, but you need to have a rationale as to why you made that decision, not just because I felt like it. I think this needs to be worked on some more.  I don’t think this gets us anywhere we need to be.  

Mr. Clulee:  I’d like to call for the vote please.

Mr. Galliano:  This ordinance has a lot of people for and against, what I want to say is this would keep us from justifying our vote at this meeting.

Mr. Cochran:  What this clarifies is what ya’ll have been doing forever.  That’s it. Same thing ya’ll been doing, changes really nothing. Mr. Hogan can rewrite it and put it before ya’ll and then put it before the Council as well, I never said that Paul was derogatory towards Billy at all, he put Billy through a lot of stuff, a lot of unnecessary paperwork, a lot of threats were issued with the Attorney General…

Mr. Hogan (from the audience): Quit saying that I threatened people.

Mr. Cochran:  Paul you are out of order now.
Mr. Hogan (from the audience):  No you are out of order.

Mr. Cochran:  After I brought this before the Council, Mr. Hogan did motion to remove it, after I put this which ya’ll have before ya’ll before the Council, that was when that was motioned to remove.

Mr. Galliano:  Larry going back to Mr. Foster’s comments, I really don’t understand it either but this is just to ensure that we vote how we feel and like Mr. Gibbs said to vote our common sense and not have to justify what we are voting on. 

Mr. Cochran:  If ya’ll want to state why ya’ll are voting a certain way, you can, this is America and the Council don’t have to explain the way they vote and none of the other Boards have to explain how they vote, levee boards or anything. So this is the first I’ve ever heard that a person voting on anything had to give a written report to why he voted a certain way.  I get the same report that Mr. Hogan gets and I think it’s enough in here for me to make an intelligent decision and I just tried to clarify it because of all the stuff going back and forth.  If ya’ll don’t want to vote for it, I’m okay with that, but all this does is simplify it and it’s written down and that’s it.

Mr. Foster:  If we do vote for this and I would believe it is, from here what happens to it? It goes to the Council? I hear Paul saying that he would like some input and the other Councilmember would like some input.

Mr. Cochran:  I have time to meet with them before the meeting and we can table it at that point.  

Mr. Foster:  Are you going to do that?

Mr. Cochran:  I don’t have a problem with that. 

Mr. Clulee:  Mr. Chairman we are voting on PZO-2011-05 up or down, don’t have to give a reason and let’s vote up or down.

Mr. Booth:  Let’s call for the vote.  Once again the electronic voting is not working so those in favor raise your hand.

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

Mr. Booth:  Okay we have a unanimous recommendation for this to go forward to the Council. 

