St. Charles Parish Planning Board of Commissioners March 6, 2025

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

MEMBERS PRESENT: Richard Folse, Jr., Carmine Frangella, Ryant Price, Marilyn
Ross, Webb Jay, Jack Keen

MEMBERS ABSENT: Randy Petit

ALSO PRESENT: Michael Albert, Brett Badgerow and Zoe Vittur, of the

Planning Department.

POSTPONED CASES:
2024-8-SPU requested by Regina Joseph for a boarding house (residential care home) in a C-1
zoning district (pending), 318 Clayton Drive, Norco. Council District 6.

This case remains postponed.

2025-3-MIN requested by Raven Land LLC for a resubdivision of one lot into two, 1313 Paul
Maillard Road, Luling. Zoning District C-3. Council District 7.

Mr. Badgerow — read the staff report, and the department recommends approval.
The applicant did not wish to speak.
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.

Commissioner Price made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Frangella.

YEAS: KEEN, PRICE, FRANGELLA, FOLSE, ROSS, JAY
NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: PETIT

PASSED

2025-2-R requested by Malcolm Darensbourg for M.A.D. IlI, LLC for a change of zoning from C-
2 to R-2 on Lots 1A and 2A, Square B, St. Rose Subdivision, 117 St. Rose Avenue, St. Rose.
Council District 5.

Mr. Albert — thank you Mr. Chairman. This request is to go from neighborhood commercial to 2
family zoning. It meets the second and third evaluation criteria per department review, the
department recommends approval. Thank you.

The public hearing was open.
Commissioner Keen stated we received 4 emails regarding this case.

Johnny Rupert 121 St. Rose Ave. Broadband Communications, I'm the business that’s right
next door to this location. I’'m strongly against it; you know a lot of times we work late, and the
fire department is right next to us, and we make a lot of noise. I'm concerned that if we get
residents there that’s just more of a reason for them to complain or stop us and on top of that
we have a, it’s a congested area right there and it’s always a lot of traffic and we’re concerned
about kids playing out in the yard, getting in a wreck possibly or somebody hitting them. There
is no shoulder on that road and to me it’s just a safety hazard for any family dwellings to live
right there. And almost everybody | talked to around that area the businesses they don’t want
a residential you know building right there. The reason that they even have a residence they
have a restaurant across the street and the guy he came to me and says look, | want to live
behind my restaurant, and he put up a sign and nobody really opposed it, it’s looks like he
rented out the place. He did live there for about 3-4 years and the next thing you know he’s
renting it out and that’s really the only you know residential they have and that’s not even, it’s
across the street away from us they not going to complain because they would be complaining
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about the business that he owns so they really don’t have a leg to stand on. That’s my concern
is the safety and us creating noise problems and look they have a bar that’s next door they at
least once a week I’'m working late, and | don’t have any problems with them they make noise.
So, if you put residents right there it’s going to be a catastrophe, you know the police over
there every day. To me, | see where on your list it's commercial right now and in the future,
you know the projected was to kind of expand the commercial not put residential into it. So, |
strongly oppose it, and | even have a video of this past weekend, you know they would put a,
this is right next to this lot if they would put residents there, there is no way, they would be
complaining they would be crying and they would have to shut those businesses down. So, I'm
strongly opposed to it. If y’all want to see that video.

Commission Keen —you would have to submit it.

Travis Cornwell 120 Bart St. St. Rose — thank you for hearing us out this afternoon. I'm
opposed to it. Reading through the criteria for evaluation | believe you said 2 and 3.

Mr. Albert — | apologize | meant to say 1 and 3.

Mr. Cornwell — | think I’'m strongly opposed to number 1 as far as it goes to the future land use,
as Johnny said the current zoning here in the middle versus the future land use. |1 done some
pretty extensive reading on the 2030 Comprehensive Plan for Land Use and my understanding
is they want to expand the commercial area (inaudible) St. Rose Ave. and River Road including
expanding into the residential area with some mix use maybe adding some business parks
zoning and things like that but nothing in it that | read said we want to reduce the commercial
use by taking this one of the last undeveloped commercial zoning and converting it into a
residential. | think that would actually go backwards against the projected land use that’s
shown on this map and put into the comprehensive plan, um like | say when you look at this
area that really is one of the last undeveloped commercial. | think currently there is another
lot, it's about 30 feet wide which is really not feasible for development. Next to it on River
Road, his business, all the additional businesses, there’s a restaurant across the street with
apartments like he said | think they want to say we already have rentals so that’s a justification
for similar use. |think it’s starting to put more residential more apartments than commercial so
it’s not really expanding commercial. Sure, you want residential to support commercial but you
kind of in danger of becoming more residential than commercial. Also, the shopping center
next door has a gas station, a daycare, a laundry mat etc. It has good occupancy | think we
could probably use some more commercial in that area (inaudible). If we turn this commercial
into a residential there really is no more commercial land to develop in that area. | think it will
stop and go against the future land use. Number 2 which did not meet the request | like the
way it’s supported by saying the current zoning C-2 has uses that the surrounding residential
neighborhood would benefit from | think that more supports the future land uses. The current
zoning C-2 supports the neighborhood more than a multi-family residential would. For the
third item, potential uses permitted by the zoning would be incompatible with the existing
neighborhood character or over burden public facilities. | got no dispute about public facilities.
But it would be incompatible with existing neighborhood character its kind of said this
intersection is a mix of C-2, R-1, R-1AM and R-2 but it’s really not a mix of R-2, yes there’s one
and they reference it one R-2 zone about 60 ft. behind it that’s actually owned by the St. Rose
Fire Department that’s not a rental, it’s unoccupied it’s probably just used for staffing purposes
for the public fire department so it’s really not a mix of R-2. It’s a mix of commercial and R-1 in
this area. There is a multi-tenant building across the street but that is also zone C-2, | don’t
think converting this to R-2 is going to expand it and if they want to use the C-2 for residential
then maybe they can apply for a special use permit and not a rezone. The neighborhood
character and the surrounding areas are predominantly R-1 and C-2, this is more or less looking
through a microscope but the more you zoom out there really are no R-2 in that area even
going back for miles. So, um in short | read through the Comprehensive Plan for 2030 the
future land use | strongly think it does not support number one that it conforms to the land
development established by St. Charles Parish and | don’t think it's compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. |think C-2 as is, is more compatible with future land use and
supports the neighborhood. Thank you.
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Johnny Rupert 22 Holster Lane St. Rose — my son and | own Broadband Communications, and
I’'m opposed to rezoning that property to R-2 because it’'s between two commercial buildings
and both owners oppose rezoning this and I'll tell you the reason why. | don’t want to do it,
there are many reasons but there’s the people who are going to move in them apartments you
got good people, and you got bad people. Now the good people they may move in and they
may have children they may not but they might have might be divorced and bring the children
in when the children come in they bring their skateboards and they bring their bicycles and you
know where their playground is, the parking lots of Broadband and the Cart n Carry. If one of
these kids gets killed by a car backing over them or they break their arm or their leg they
coming sue us, the owner. So, the next thing is the bank you could have a drug dealer in there
or you could have a drug user, and the drug user will spend all day trying to figure out how to
break, how to kill that alarm and break in the washeteria which is right out side his door or he
could come to our place Broadband and break in our building or steal a truck or break in a truck
so he can have money to support his habit. So, what I’'m saying we been through this before
years ago same thing different owner and it was denied. Now the only, right now the only
people who can support us and keep this from happening is Planning and Zoning. Thank you.

Dalton Gautreaux 106 Bart St. — lifelong resident of St. Rose Subdivision. I’'m in agreement
with these gentlemen that just spoke and went over these details and areas and like Johnny
had said, years ago different owner tried to do the same thing the people didn’t want it then,
don’t want it now. I’'m speaking for the homeowners, that’s all | got to say.

The public hearing is closed.

Commissioner Frangella made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Price.

YEAS: PRICE, ROSS

NAYS: JAY, KEEN, FRANGELLA, FOLSE
ABSENT: PETIT

FAILED

Permit No. 49358 requested by Lance Baker for AT&T for a waiver from the maximum size for
an attached sign in the Highway 90 Corridor Overlay Zone.

Mr. Badgerow — read the staff report.
Kasi Stewart 201 (inaudible) Harahan, LA. Sign company, stated her case.
The public hearing was opened and closed, no one spoke for or against.

Commissioner Frangella — the other two that they were referring to signs, they were in there
before the standard was passed. Correct?

Mr. Badgerow- that is correct.

Commissioner Price made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Jay.

YEAS: KEEN, PRICE, ROSS, JAY
NAYS: FRANGELLA, FOLSE
ABSENT: PETIT

PASSED

2025-1-RES a resolution in support of an ordinance requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish
President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to transfer the functions of the Local Coastal Zone
Management Advisory Committee to the Planning Commission for an interim period up to 18
months or until such time as a committee is appointed.
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Mr. Albert- thank you Mr. Chairman. This is something that we brought up to you a few
meetings back. What you have in front of you is a resolution saying that you as the Commission
support this endeavor being the local coastal zone board has not met in a number of years it’s
constituency is not among us some places so we are looking to make sure that we are fully code
compliant just for the record we have one coastal use permit per month and the only times you
would actually need to see something is when there is something creating friction between my
office and the person making the application. So, they would come to you for appeals and
those matters. We would also be bringing to you, we are working on a local coastal plan
supplement to prioritize projects in the parish so what we would eventually ask you to do is
take off one hat as the planning commission and put on the other hat for that body and take a
look at that plan as we move forward to council. But, we appreciate your support working with
us and hopefully we can work with the council in these 18 months to reconstitute the original
board. Thank you.

Commissioner Keen — does the parish want to come forward and say anything.
Mr. Albert — | would do this as a public hearing.
The public hearing was open.

Walter Pile Ex-Officio member of this Planning Commission and I’'m also the district 3 Council so
| will be hearing this later on. | understand what’s trying to be done here and it seems like it’s
awfully simple, however the previous coastal zone management advisory committee it was
approved as a local coastal program and that’s why because we have committee. I’'m learning a
little bit more, however, the likelihood that the local coastal program was approved is because
we had this committee. Now it hasn’t been seen or heard from or needed perhaps since 2017,
but when | read this, | was a little bit concerned about what it says here, you got the OCM
which is an NOAA administration approved coastal management plan St. Charles Parish can
now have local staff process coastal use permits of local concern faster than the state of OCM.
In my first inclination what background and what qualifications do people on this committee
have to make decisions of this particular regard. So, | also wonder if we haven’t had this
committee in roughly what now, 5 years, 6 years? So, is it important to get this board, the
commission to take this responsibility when I’'m not even sure people on this commission feel
good about it, so that’s all | have to say about this. As far as being able to process the coastal
restoration strategy through the required approval process | don’t see that being any issue for
anyone because it was done by an engineering firm, ok. So consequently, you really probably
don’t have to do anything, but the real clincher for me was, the planning commission will have
the authority to comment on coastal use permits of the local and state concern if they choose
to. So, is this optional? What is it? | just don’t see this, I’'m sorry but | need more clarification. |
would imagine you guys probably do as well. That’s all | have, thank you.

Mr. Albert — part of the reason why we brought forth this resolution is so that we get
conformation from the Planning Commission that you had no objection and were prepared to
take on these responsibilities. So, part of that task is the vote tonight, you could vote in down
and toss it back to the council entirely and they would have to sort that out. But the Planning
Commission has done a good and regular of job managing a case load where we felt
comfortable bringing this to you all for the work in hand. | don’t believe that there’s
requirements, some public boards require engineer, architect, a lawyer, like different
benchmarks to be set | don’t believe the Coastal Zoning Board establishes those. So, as long as
they have the council’s support they would be a qualifying member. And | also think that, to
Mr. Pile’s point the board has a lot of ability to decide what it hears and does not hear so they
might not choose to take up a request. The board has a lot of capacity to decide what it
entertains and what it relegates to my office to handle internally.

The public hearing is closed.
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Commissioner Frangella — | have some questions going back to it. Was there any specific
training that was done when they first put it together on the original one? And will we be
getting any training?

Mr. Albert — to my knowledge no, it was not any specific training that was assigned. We're
more than happy to arrange for whatever kind of training would help.

Commissioner Frangella — | guess it could be just something that would be, go over a few of the
last cases when they did to see what it would be and see what...

Mr. Albert — and Marny will be available to take any of those request, we can easily schedule
time for that.

Commissioner Price — any, | guess things that come up that we would have to look at, of course
we would have expert opinion just as we have now. Right?

Mr. Albert — correct. And most of the time you will be hearing it on apelet matters, someone,
you know most of the time a permit comes through my office it’s going to get reviewed and, in
all likelihood, issued. The only things you would really be hearing is if my office denied a permit
to somebody or refused to take it a local level, they might appeal to you to review it at that
point. So, the majority of all the leg works going to be done. And we don’t, you know we said
18 months this is not permanent this is us making sure that we’re meeting our regulatory
standards and working with the council in the meantime to get a full board appointed.

Commissioner Keen — as a retired Army Corp. of Engineers officer I've dealt with a few of these
in my time, Savannah Georgia (inaudible) was railroads interdictions, federal highway projects
those type of things. So, will this be, the majority of people that come towards y’all putting in
the request so far have they been state or federal entities or have they been local?

Mr. Albert — much smaller than what you just described it’s all local. When it’s a stated
concern it gets kicked up to the state.

Commissioner Keen — so if anything comes afterwards from the state itself...

Mr. Albert — you’re not going to get (inaudible) wells and trains or anything like that, this is
mostly piers.

Commissioner Keen — ok

Commissioner Jay — | see that, so | was looking over this paperwork and it says that the coastal
use permits of local concern are for small development projects, activities. Examples,
subdivisions, houses, commercial buildings, maintenance of existing structures and developed
sites, jetties, breakwaters, bulkheads, piers, camps, water control structures and that we’re not
responsible for permitting projects across parish lines or activities involving minerals oil and
gas, state lands water bottoms or water and flood control structures or pipelines. So, in, can
you give us any more specific examples of the things that we would be reviewing? Because |
mean it does list a host of items, but it still is quite vague in my opinion.

Mr. Albert — you can think of it as anything that touches the water bottom, pier, jetty, some
bulkhead if it’s being done on a small site something that relegated to what that individual
property is doing nothing of large-scale concern or weight.

Commissioner Keen — would an example be like someone wanting to build a new fishing camp?

Mr. Albert — yes.

Commissioner Keen — | imagine that’s a lot of what y’all heard from.
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Mr. Albert- correct.
Commissioner Keen — bulkhead improvement.

Mr. Albert — and even the bulkhead might be too big depending on where there at and what
there doing.

Commissioner Keen — will this go to council.

Mr. Albert — the ordinance will go to council the proposed ordinance with your resolution of
support attached to it. We just wanted, | mean we wanted come in and check in to make sure
that we had your support that you were ok with doing this. Otherwise, it’s going to be a council

concern.

Commissioner Price made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Folse.

YEAS: KEEN, PRICE, FRANGELLA, FOLSE, ROSS, JAY
NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: PETIT

PASSED

2025-2-ORD requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to
amend Section XX.B of the St. Charles Parish Zoning Ordinance of 1981, as amended, to add a
definition of “Base Flood Elevation” to the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.

Mr. Albert — thank you Mr. Chair, I’'m going to give a bit of a preamble for this application and
the next one. The parish just went through its CAV visit its community assistance visit where
FEMA comes in and talks to us about our program and all the things that we do to protect the
residents from flood risk. We got our report back we had two things we needed to correct in
our code that’s what you seeing tonight is this ordinance and the next. Both of these things are
completely benign this placement of this definition is something we already have we’re bound
to it by FEMA regulations its simply not enumerated in the code in the place that FEMA wants it
to be. So, what you're seeing with this definition that 2025-2 is adding is “Base Flood Elevation”
is simply a term we have to add into our codes. It’s not changing any regulatory structure at all
not adding any new requirements, it’s simply putting the words on paper.

The public hearing was open.

Walter Pile —it’s me again. Having read this there are things in our codes that refer to DFIRM
which is (inaudible) is something we haven’t accepted for the parish back 2012, 2013. | know a
lot about this because | faced it recently. The question | have is by looks of this definition here
and the reference back to like 1981 and 83 does that mean that this is gonna be relegated to
using not DFIRM which is used for construction of new houses as well as substantial completion
or construction or modification to a structure. So, | think this probably could use a little bit
more clarification before we go forward with the language, and | really believe that a review of
the existing code would reveal what I’'m saying. That’s all | have to say, thank you.

Mr. Albert — just for reference the language is being used is verbatim what we were ordered to
put in our code by FEMA.

Commissioner Keen — nothing from the State regulatory on that?
Mr. Albert — this is straight from FEMA.

Commissioner Keen — part of the problem.

Mr. Albert — what’s that?

Commissioner Keen — part of the problem.
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Mr. Albert — this is the definition that we use like this is what we currently working with its just
not in the code where they want it.

Commissioner Keen — we just doing some maintenance.
The public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Price made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Frangella.

YEAS: KEEN, PRICE, FRANGELLA, FOLSE, ROSS, JAY
NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: PETIT

PASSED

2025-2-ORD requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to
amend Section XX.E.1 of the St. Charles Parish Zoning Ordinance of 1981, as amended, to add
general standards for new and replacement water supply systems to the Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance.

Mr. Albert — continuing, this is the second item on our CAV visit that we have to correct. This is
something we deal with in other places in the ordinance this refers to | and | infiltration of storm
water going into the various systems. | have support from Director of Water Works on this we
talked to them and confirmed the language is in line with exactly what we doing now we just
need to make sure it is in our flood hazard election ordinance, flood damage prevention
ordinance.

The public hearing was open and closed, no one spoke for or against.

Commissioner Price made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Folse.

YEAS: KEEN, PRICE, FRANGELLA, FOLSE, ROSS, JAY
NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: PETIT

PASSED

Unfinished/Old Business-

New Business- Training Commissioner workshop March 2025
Minutes- February 6, 2025 (Approved)

Adjourn




