St. Charles Parish
Planning & Zoning Commission
September 5, 2002


Minutes


PZHO-2002-23 Requested by Gregory Scott, Sr. for special permission to operate the following home occupation – “Scott Investigations” – a private investigation agency at 347 Ash Street, Boutte, La.  Zoning District R-1A.  Council District 4.

Gregory Scott, Sr., 347 Ash Street, Boutte.  Mr. Scott stated that he is already a licensed private investigator by the State of Louisiana.  He’s held the license for approximately 1 year.  He’s venturing off to have his own agency.  The type of work that he is planning on doing is working for lawyers, surveillance work for insurance companies, child custody cases and things of that nature.  

Ms. Richoux asked Mr. Scott about his application where it stated that an office area would be in the home where clients would be met and interviewed.

Mr. Scott stated that he may have misworded that.  He stated that normally when he meet with a client, 99% of the time, it’s done at the client’s resident.  He stated that the office space will only be used to receive phone calls and maybe have computer equipment.  

Ms. Richoux clarified that he can’t have clients at the home.

Mr. Scott stated that he understands.

Speaking in favor:
None

Speaking in opposition:
None 

The public hearing was closed.

Mr. Scott stated that he understands.

Speaking in favor:
None

Speaking in opposition:
None 

The public hearing was closed.

Point of clarification, Mr. Wilson read from the home occupation application where it says that I will not have any employee come to my home, I will not have customers come to my home unless specifically authorized by the Planning Director.  Mr. Wilson stated that there is no law that says they can’t have customers coming to their home. Mr. Wilson stated that if they give an application that says they will occasionally have customers coming, then customers can come, it’s no different than a beauty salon.  Mr. Wilson stated that the objective is that there is no visible outward appearance and I think Mr. Scott answered that.

Ms. Richoux stated that she takes exception to that because the Code states that communities should not be residential in nature at all and that property values should be protected and Ms. Richoux stated that the Code in spirit discourages any clients to the home at all.  Ms. Richoux asked that the Director not give that permission.  Ms. Richoux feels that it’s not fair to give this gentleman permission and not others.  She does not feel that any clients should go to the home.  She feels that if they want to do that, they should go to a commercial area and pay rent and take up an office there like other businesses.

Ms. Charles asked Ms. Richoux if this is the same information that was approved for Hoffpauir.

Ms. Richoux stated yes.

Ms. Charles asked Ms. Richoux why would you approve one and not the other.

Ms. Richoux stated that she does not want the former gentleman to have clients at his home either.

Ms. Charles stated that it was approved.

Ms. Richoux stated that it wasn’t her understanding that their would be clients to his home.

Mr. Lambert stated that Mr. Derveloy could probably clarify the matter for everyone on the Commission if you recall applicant and allow me to ask him one question.

Mr. Wilson clarified that he heard Mr. Scott say that he is not having customers coming to his home.  That’s not the point and he does not want to debate it all night.  The point is that is a ludicrous argument because we permit beauty salons, we permit plenty of home occupations that specifically have customers coming to homes.  So Mr. Scott has the same right to have someone walk in his house.  The objective of home occupation which it says in the definition is that it is incidental the residential use.  If I pull up to the house I should not be able to tell there is a business in there.  I don’t care who’s in his house, I don’t care who comes to his house.  We can’t police that, so let’s don’t make statements like that, because we don’t have counters and cameras where I determine whether that guy is a client of Mr. Scott’s or his best friend or his worst enemy.  That’s my point.

Ms. Richoux stated that we turned down the last 2 applications for hair salons for home occupations.  Just about every home occupation, the first questions asked is will you have clients to the home and the answer is usually no.

Mr. Wilson stated that you asked that question, because it matters to you, but it’s not beyond the rules, that’s my point.

Ms. Richoux stated that the point is there’s nobody to monitor it and when parades of people start going in and out then the neighbors suffer and I think the Code should read no clients to the home and that’s what I would like to see enforced.  I’m trying to protect the integrity, we’re having too many people who are not complying and they are taking advantage and it’s not fair to the other property owners.

Mr. Wilson stated that the agrees, but don’t make rules that can’t be enforced.

Mr. Derveloy stated that this is a new form with different wording on the application.

Mr. Lambert stated that it has always been on the application.

Ms. Richoux asked Mr. Lambert why would you authorize clients to a home occupations.

Mr. Lambert stated that he don’t.  When an application of a nature, say for instance, a hair salon, where common sense indicates that you’re not going to pick up a hair salon and carry down the street to go to a customers house.  Since those types of personal service businesses all have to come before the Commission and the Council anyway, for me to then go back after that and tell that person who had been granted a home occupation by the Commission and Council, would give me as Director of the Department, veto authority over the actions of the Commission and the Council, which I don’t have and really don’t want.  I agree with Mr. Wilson, I think the question was asked and answered and I think the gentleman said he wasn’t going to have it.  I could see where his answer was misworded.  It could be read 2 different ways.  He stated what his intention was in his case.  I’m not going to grant him permission to have clients coming to his home.  I don’t think he asked you to either.  I take the gentleman at his word.  It’s good enough to me until proven otherwise.  

The foregoing having been submitted to a vote, the vote thereon was as follows:

YEAS:

Wilson, Charles, Derveloy, Richoux

NAYS:
None

ABSENT:
Hull, Babineaux, Thomas

Home occupation granted.

