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CALL TO ORDER 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Carmine Frangella, Ryant Price, Randy Petit, Webb Jay, 

Jack Keen 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Marilyn Ross, Richard Folse, Jr.  
ALSO PRESENT: Michael Albert, Chris Welker, Brett Badgerow, Zoe Finn, 

Donya Hebert and Toriel Flot of the Planning Department. 
   
2025-4-SPU requested by Nabut Brothers, LLC for expansion of automobile sales in a C-2 district 
on Lot 1-A, Autin Subdivision, 16830 Highway 90, Des Allemands. Council District 4. 
 
Mrs. Finn – read the staff report, and the department recommends approval with stipulations. 
 
The stipulations are as follows: 
 

• Adoption of the alternate site plan provided by St. Charles Paris Department of Planning 
and Zoning 

• Stacked parking shall be limited to designated inventory parking areas only and must 
not interfere with required drive aisle access at all times.  

• Loading/Unloading Area shall remain unobstructed except during active 
loading/unloading operations and that no loading/unloading occurs on Hwy. 90 right-of-
way. 

• The new parking area should be striped to clearly mark parking, vehicular circulation 
areas, and inventory storage in conformance with Appendix A., Section VIII. – Site 
Design Requirements.  

Applicant – Mike Nabut 1104 Primrose Boutte, stated his case.  
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Keen made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Price.   
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-6-SPU requested by Devon S. Zeringue for a modular home in an R-1A zoning district on 
Lot 5A, Norbert Zeringue Partition, 10555 River Road, Ama. Council District 2. 
 
Mr. Badgerow– read the staff report and the department recommends approval.  
 
Applicant – Devon Zeringue 111 Lussan St. Luling, La 70070, asked the board for consideration.  
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Price made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Keen. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

 2025-7-SPU requested by Tonya Bergeron for an Accessory Dwelling Unit in an R-1A zoning 
district on an undesignated one-half arpent wide tract, 17660 River Road, Montz. Council 
District 6. 
 
Mr. Badgerow– read the staff report and the department recommends approval.  
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Applicant – Tonya Bergeron 17660 River Road, stated her case.  
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Frangella made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Price. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-6-R requested by Edward Hymel III for TKENQ, LLC for a change of zoning from M-1 to C-
2 on Lot 4-II-A-5, Plantation Business Campus, 13080 River Road, Destrehan. Council District 2. 
 
Mr. Welker- yeah this request to go from M-1 to C-2.  The department finds this meets each of 
the three rezoning guidelines and gets a recommendation of approval.  To summarize those 
items, criteria one, the designation here is town center that designation includes a C-2 zoning 
district as part of its recommended zoning district and we would not consider this a spot zone as 
there is adjacent C-2 zoning in the area and this will basically expand upon that.   So, it meets 
criteria one.  Whether or not the land use pattern or character has changed the extent that the 
existing zoning no longer allows reason use.  In the proposed zoning does, this area has a long 
history of industrial use, but that has changed over time significantly most notably with the 
development of the east regional library in 2008 and the Plantation View Medical Office in 2013.  
This has become kind of a institutional and you know commercial node around West Campus and 
River Road and the M-1 zoning here just doesn’t suit it anymore, especially considering the size 
of the lot.  It’s not by much, but it is undersized by the required 10,000 square foot minimum for 
M-1 zoning and with M-1 zoning having increased setback requirements the buildable area is also 
limited on what it can be considered a small lot for the zoning district.  So, C-2 grants far more 
reasonable use, it’s more in character with the area, conforms to C-2 minimum requirements and 
the decreased setback requirements create more flexibility for developing the lot itself.  Item 
three, whether are not potential use is permitted by the proposed zoning, rezoning will not be 
incompatible with the existing neighborhood character, kind of echoing the previous two items.  
This development into a kind of commercial and institutional sector along River Road, like I said 
with the medical offices, the library, we have fire station, the Destrehan Plantation site is next 
door so the use of permitted in C-2 district would be perfectly compatible with what surrounds 
it.  So, it meets all three as summarized and the department does recommend approval. 
 
Applicant – Edward Hymel 21 Shadow Lane Destrehan, and I can’t add nothing to that, he did a 
good job.  The lot itself is nonconforming to the M-1 anyway, so it’s got to be changed so because 
of the just the size of the lot.  Thank you for your support.   
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Price made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Keen. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-7-R requested by Richard D. Whitney Jr. for Whitney Properties VII, LLC for a change of 
zoning from C-2 to C-3 on Lots 1B-1 and 1B-2, Block J, Ellington Gardens, 207 and 211 Angus 
Drive, Luling. Council District 7. 
 
Mr.Welker – yeah just a little background on this request.  This is a resubmittal or an additional 
following submittal for a request that was, that did not, was not approved by the council last 
year, it was, the department recommended denial.  Last time out the commission 
recommended approval but ultimately failed at the council, it’s the exact same request and the 
department could not find any differences over the past year or two to  change our 
recommendation we did not find it meets any of the review criteria recommend denial, to go 
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over those items whether or not the rezoning conforms to the land development pattern 
established by the Comprehensive Plan or creates a spot zone.  The future land use designation 
here is again town center.  It recommends a variety of zoning districts, residential and up to C-2 
commercial.  C-3 is excluded from those recommendations, and we would determine that this a 
spot zone, there’s no C-3 in the immediate area.  It wouldn’t expand on any C-3, so we would 
consider this a spit zone and does not meet the first criteria.  The second item, whether or not 
the land use pattern or character has changed the extent that the existing zoning no longer 
allows reasonable use this criteria we cannot find it to be met because ultimately the C-2 zoning 
district in one of the most flexible we have in the parish.  It permits your standard commercial 
use by right anything you would go to like a store, office, anything like that but it also permits 
basically every kind of residential short of manufactured homes through a special permit.  
There’s a few C-3 uses that are also considered through the special permit review process.  So, 
you know because of the flexibility that the zoning district does have, it’s hard for us to 
determine that it’s actually unreasonable.  I do want to highlight that as part of the applicants 
testimony that’s specific to this criteria there was a letter from the St. Charles Parish Assessor’s 
Office submitted highlighting the economic obsolescence of the property suggesting that the C-
2 zoning you know kind of doesn’t fit it anymore and that a C-3 rezone would address this issue.  
While the property is definitely unique, it’s the former swim club, it’s hard to find anything that 
goes in one for one with the type of facilities that may be there.  The department just couldn’t 
find any particular reason for us to kind of follow with what the Assessor’s was you know, 
asserting in their letter.  They may be correct, but we just didn’t find enough there to dissuade 
us with this particular item.  And then on number three, potential uses permitted by the 
proposed rezoning will not be incompatible with the existing neighborhood character.  The C-3 
zoning district permits wholesale trade, warehousing, some light manufacturing, fabrication 
other various trade uses.  We couldn’t find these consistent with the existing neighborhood 
character.  There’s an elementary school, religious institute, various medical and neighborhood 
serving commercial facilities and residences of varying densities, so the C-3 uses just we 
couldn’t find fit within this area.  So, the department does recommend denial based on not 
meeting any of the three guidelines.   
 
Applicant – Richard Whitney 14471 River Road Hahnville.  I’m resubmitting this, you guys 
approved it last year.  I think you decided wisely.  I respectfully disagree with all three of your 
categories on this particular property.  It’s been idle now for, since before Ida.  I’ve had 
potential applications or customers interested in the property and they don’t meet C-2.  I even 
brough one customer into Planning and Zoning and sat down with of the Planners and was told 
no with the customer there.  And I said what about a special permit use.  They said we won’t 
accept that on this property.  That was in their office.  So again, I disagree. I think if you look at 
the property I’m surrounded by institutional uses.  I’m surrounded by the hospital, I’m 
surrounded by the school, the health unit this big swath of land across the street in the church.  
If you look in your package you should have a letter from the VFW where they say ther have no 
objection as I said I have met with the council at the church.  There was some stuff that 
happened last time that shouldn’t have happened.  The church called me in, I met with the 
council the commission, with the church.  They apologized, they said you know we don’t have 
an objection.  The new priest as I understand it didn’t want to issue a public statement.  But 
from what I been told, the church has no objection.  From what I understand the school board 
hasn’t issued any sort of object, have they Mr. Rome? 
 
Mr. Rome – no objection on record.  
 
Mr. Whitney – Okay then, as I understand it, there is no objection from the hospital either.  
Those are the parties I’m surrounded by.  It’s a two, nearly two acre parcel.  The suggestion that 
there’s no C-3, if you scroll over I believe 1 or 2 more blocks toward the river from the hospital 
there’s a C-3 right there.  On the corner by across the street from the daycare, there is a C-3 
there.  If you go over into Luling, Dufresne Building Material is zoned M-1 right in the middle 
surrounded by four sides of residential.  I get all these trucks from the school, the parish, the 
hospital, Dufresne I just want to put my property into commerce and I’ve tried for several years 
and I cant.  There’s nothing out there that C-2 meets and if you read the description of C-2, it 
calls for cobbler shops, rv repair shops, radio shops, bingo hall, off track betting all of these 
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things that are preposterous.  What I envision there is like an equipment rental company, and I 
don’t have anything on, nobody on the hook.  I’m just suggesting things.  But you know we area 
parish of industry there are companies rent equipment there’s no this property is perfect for 
that.  But I can’t do anything because C-2 designations not appropriate for that particular 
property.  I’m happy to answer any questions, any concerns.  
 
Walter Pile Ducayet Destrehan – I’m the councilman for district three, so this isn’t my district.  
But a little history, I was here when they, when you as a council, excuse me as a Planning 
Commission approved this last year.  It went to council and surprisingly, it got turned down.  
One of the issues was a stream of cars that lined up to get their kids at the school which has 
nothing to do with this gentlemen’s endeavor here.  So, I want to say that I’ve heard what he 
has to say, this in my opinion is stranded property as a result of the zoning that you have right 
now.  When the Assessor comes out and says pretty much the same thing, well it’s a smart 
decision here on the part of this commission. I hope that in this case the council will vote for 
him instead of against him. But I think there was some misinformation that came about last 
time and this has been about 14 months.  So, the gentlemen is trying to rent this property and 
you know put it in commerce.  I fully support it. Thank you.  
 
Commissioner Petit – while the gentlemen approaches, we do have a letter from the VFW in 
support and we also have a letter from Todd Gowan in support.  
 
Victor Buccola 105 Burguieres Lane Destrehan – I’ve know Mr. Whitney for about 7 or 8 years 
now, I have a business relationship with him and he is about as close to being a perfectionist as 
I am.  Having said that, when I heard about his situation with this rezoning request I visited the 
zoning map because I was curious to see what other situations are out there.  It’s impossible for 
any council, whether it’s local, state, or you know the governing aurthotuyu, so to soeak to put 
a law that covers 100% of the situations in any community or any jurisdiction. And so when I 
visited the zoning map, I actually found that there are communities, there’s one right there off 
of Paul Maillard Road and Mr. Whitney alluded to that one.  But these other two that are in 
Norco, I found a number C-3 zonings that are in my opinion more intensive, if that the proper 
word to use where you actually have house R-1A and then it immediately jumps in a, in s single 
block and then it jumps to C-3 and these are on, they’re not even on collectors streets they’re 
on local streets.  So there are at least two of them.  One of them is a street in the 200 block of 
Barraca St. which I believe dead ends at the railroad tracks close to Airline Hwy.  But on the 
second street which is closer to the river that’s the only way in and out, I could be wrong on 
that, but according to the map it looks like it dead ends at the tracks.  And then the other one is 
on Goodhope St., you go from C-3 to immediately R1A right next door to it.  So with Mr. 
Whitney’s situation I don’t see any houses, you know really close by his situation.  He’s got 
medical around him and he’s got some office buildings and then you know the school is way 
down the road.  So, in my opinion, this situation deserves to be really thought out carefully, and 
I think it deserves to be approved so that he can move on with developing this property.  And 
again, I know he’s going to do a damn good job and not do anything that’s detrimental to the 
entire area. Thank you. Oh I’m sorry this letter that you guys have that you received from the 
Assessor’s I think it pretty  much sums up some, you know he’s not for it, he’s not against it, 
he’s just trying to help you all understand about the situation concerning something I’ve never 
heard of, the economic whatever it was, you got the letter. 
 
Mr. Rome – yea just a point of note the school system does have no objection on file, but that 
does not equate to a vote in favor or a letter in favor of.  The school board owns the property 
for the district, so any consideration or vote in favor of or letter would have to come through 
the school board once they convened.  So, just wanted to make that clarification.  While we 
don’t have an objection on file it does not equate to a vote in favor.  
 
Commissioner Petit – thank you.  
 
Commissioner Frangella made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Keen. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
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NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-8-R requested by Dana Davis for a change of zoning from R-1A(M) to R-2 on Lot 46, Block 
E, Oak Ridge Park Subdivision, 1017 Paul Frederick Drive, Luling. Council District 1. 
 
Mr. Welker – the department finds this request meets 2 of the 3 rezoning criteria and would be, 
and is recommended for approval.  To summarize those items, whether or not the request 
conforms to the future land use map designation or creates a spot zone. The subject site is 
designated town center which recommends a variety of zoning districts which includes the 
requested R-2 and the R-2 would not be considered a spot zone.  It doesn’t extend special 
privileges to this lot not extended to those in the neighborhood, including a row of lots recently 
rezoned.  I think last year the R-2 that’s directly across the street and a few others just a couple 
more spaces down.  There’s also R-2 uses permitted within the Paul Maillard Road overlay, which 
is adjacent to the rear.  It does not meet the second guideline; we couldn’t find anything with the 
R-1AM zoning that restricts reasonable use it can be developed with either a site-built house or 
a manufactured home.  Right now, there’s nothing in the way of doing that.  So, it does not meet 
the second guideline, but it does meet the third.  Whether or not potential use is permitted by 
the proposed rezoning would be incompatible with the existing neighborhood character.  The 
change of zoning does introduce the ability to add a second unit on one lot.  But despite that, the 
construction standards between R-2 and the site-built structures that are in the area are very 
similar, especially compared to the existing R-1A(M) zoning which can permit manufactured 
homes along side site construction.  So, to go over the similarities, one is the site construction lot 
area requirements are the same, R-1A(M) does allow for smaller lots the setback requirements 
are the same with R-1A(M) allowing for shorter setbacks and there are requirements for required 
rear yard coverage.  So, in R-1A(M) that doesn’t exist, so you’re, most of your rear yard can be 
covered in accessory structures, etc.  So, there are similarities there.  So, we don’t think there 
would be such a departure from you know what might be around there mostly site build homes 
that exists.  So, the department recommends approval.  I said based on meeting the first and the 
third criteria.   
 
The public hearing is open. 
 
Jeanice Boyd 704 Kinler St. Luling – just to add to what this gentleman.   So, I’m familiar with the 
area and live around there and so I just believe that it would improve the community and 
betterment of everyone as a whole and as other developers continue to develop that area.  Thank 
you. 
 
The public hearing was closed.  
 
Commissioner Price made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Frangella. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-9-R requested by Edith E. Perez Zapata for a change of zoning from R-1M to R-1A(M) on 
Lot 16, Block 1, Lone Star Park Subdivision, between 116 and 118 Louis the First Street, Luling. 
Council District 2. 
 
Mr. Welker – the department recommends approval for this request finding it meets each of the 
three zoning criteria.  The future land use designation here is low to moderate residential which 
recommends the R-1A(M) zoning district as one of its recommended zoning districts.  We also 
find it does not meet the definition of a spot zone.  While it might give the appearance of a spot 
zone because it would bring R-1A(M) zoning onto just this whole lot in this area.  The definition 
says, does it give to a single lot or a small area privileges not extended to other land in the vicinity 
and which is not done in furtherance of the comprehensive plan in this instance, it’s, this spot is 
unique in that it is on two sides.  It basically is adjacent to an old manufactured home park and it 
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is you know it has manufactured homes to the rear, to the side and then a grouping of them 
heading towards River Road.  There’s also a few sprinkled in throughout the neighborhood, 
there’s not many but there are there.  So, it would not be getting any special privileges not 
extended to other properties in the vicinity.  So, it meets the first guideline whether or not the 
land use pattern or character has changed to where the existing zoning is unreasonable.  This is 
nearly a textbook example of existing zoning being unreasonable.  R-1M is a very specific zoning 
district for manufactured and RV parks so large sites, one single site where you have multiple 
units, you know, we know what they look like and in this case it’s a single lot that is owned 
separately from the rest of the R-1M zoned property that is the manufactured home park.  So, it 
literally can’t be developed, that part that zoning does not permit a single unit on a single lot, it 
for a larger site.  So, in this instance the rezoning would address an issue with basically not being 
able to permit anything on this site and the R-1A(M) wouldn’t not be unreasonable given what’s 
in the surrounding area.  Then on criteria three, whether or not the permitted uses are 
compatible or incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood, the R-1A(M) zoning district 
permits either site built single family homes or manufactured homes.  This would not be 
incompatible with the surrounding area.  There’s a site-built home on one side as we mentioned, 
there’s the manufactured homes that are in the park space adjacent to it.  So, there would not 
be an issue of compatibility by being able to permit a single mobile ho me on this lot if the 
rezoning is approved.  So, we do recommend approval based on meeting all three guidelines. 
 
Applicant – Edith Perez Zapata 103 Louis the First St. Luling.  In the current zone I really can’t do 
nothing with it.  I’m stuck with an empty lot right now and in the proposed zone I’ll be able to put 
a mobile home and be useful.   
 
The public hearing is open.  
 
Richard Whitney 14471 River Road – I own the 11 lots that are adjacent to this property and I 
support what she wants to do, mobile homes on the 11 lots that are there, and I welcome 
whatever she wants to do.  No objection. 
 
The public hearing is closed.  
 
Commissioner Keen made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Price. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-10-R requested by Micah Colly for a change of zoning from R-1A to R-2 on Lot 29-B-1, 
Flaggville, 475 Courthouse Lane, Hahnville. Council District 1. 
 
Mr. Welker – the department recommends denial on this request finding did not meet any of 
the three rezoning criteria.  To go over those items whether or not it meets the future land use 
designation, the designation here is low to moderate residential.  The residential district does not 
explicitly recommend R-2 zoning.  There is some language which does kind of leave room for 
some development which could fit within R-2 zoning, including duplexes, townhomes, stuff like 
that.  But in this instance, we couldn’t find room to find an appropriate to fit within this 
designation.  We also would find this to be a spot zone, there’s no R-2 in the area.  This is all 
pretty solidly an R-1A zoning district, both along Courthouse and the adjacent property.  So, it 
does not meet the first guideline whether or not the land use pattern or character has changed 
to the extent that the existing zoning no longer allows for reasonable use.  The department 
cannot identify any changes in land use pattern or neighborhood character affecting the ability 
to develop or keep the subject site under the existing zoning. It is developed with a single family 
home and there’s nothing that we could pick up that limits the continued use of a single family 
home on this site, whether or not potential use is permitted by the proposed rezoning will be 
incompatible with the existing neighborhood character.  The neighborhood character along 
Courthouse is fairly consistently single family.  There are some older duplexes along Courthouse 
they’re kind of bunched up along in specific lots and there are more exceptions, it’s hard to really 
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say they tip the character in favor of this guideline being met.  There’s site constriction adjacent 
to this site across the street, so we would have to stick with that being the kind of predominant 
character in the duplexes permitted in R-2 here would not fit in with that.  So, the department 
again would recommend denial based on not meeting any of the three guidelines. 
 
Applicant – Micah Colly 475 Courthouse Lane.  I did bring some pictures of what the home 
currently looks like and what I would like to do with it as far as the R-2.  I did also bring three 
properties that are already existing as a duplex in the area for you guys to see that there are 
actually the same type of properties that I would like to do existing on the street already.  One is 
across the street and one is two houses down, specifically of the two, but there are other ones 
so I would recommend.  I would like to ask that you consider approving it.  With this rezoning it 
represents responsible growth by making efficient use of existing infrastructure, I’m sorry while 
addressing today’s housing demand.  Several adjacent and nearby parcels have already been 
developed as duplexes, rentals or small multi family residences.  Thank you.   
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Keen made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Jay. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-7-ORD requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to 
amend Section VIII.F.2. of the St. Charles Parish Zoning Ordinance of 1981, as amended, to 
exempt dust-free paving requirements for manufactured and mobile homes under R-1A(M) 
zoning.  
 
Mr. Albert – Thank you Mr. Chairman.  You’ll recognize this from last month we did take this 
ordinance to the council, it was denied at that point and we got some feed back on what might 
help it get through the process.  So, we’re bringing it back to you with some specifics on the use 
types where this would be appropriate.  The ordinance as presented will allow for aggregate 
parking in manufactured homes in R-1A(M) district just as they would be in open land.  If there’s 
any questions, I’ll be happy to answer them.   
 
The public hearing was open.  
 
Walter Pile Ducayet Dr. Destrehan – I was the one that motioned to postpone this particular 
measure indefinitely and it had to do with the terminology of mobile homes and not R-1A alone 
because you could put a site built stick home in R-1A and then you get around the requirements 
that are made for that.  So, I absolutely support this as rewritten, I just wanted to make that clear. 
 
The public hearing was closed.  
 
Commissioner Frangella made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Price. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-8-ORD requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to 
amend Sections VI. and VII. of the St. Charles Parish Zoning Ordinance of 1981, as amended, to 
increase the minimum setback for accessory buildings from three (3) feet to five (5) feet where 
applicable.  
 
Mr. Albert – Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Recently we’ve had a few instances where residents have 
purchased an accessory building and gone to place it in a legal place on their property and then 
found out through building code that that was not permissible.  Building code actually requires 
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10 ft. between buildings unless you have fire rated walls, and the structures don’t come with fire 
rated walls.  So, what we’re trying to do is align the building code with the zoning code in this 
instance.  So, effectively anyone placing a shed or accessory building on the back portion of the 
property would have to be 5 ft. away from the property line.  Those two 5 ft. differences would 
add up to 10 ft. to meet building code going forward.  
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against.  
 
Commissioner Keen – is there going to be a limitation, ie if it’s open land behind you and there’s 
nothing back there are you still going to be required to have the 10 ft, or 5 ft. spacing? 
 
Mr. Albert – yes sir, that’s because the code specifically has that setback mentioned in those 
zoning districts, but we are amending also puts it in the supplementary regulations.  So it will 
apply throughout all zoning districts when these buildings get sited. 
 
Commissioner Price made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Keen. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

2025-9-ORD requested by Matthew Jewell, Parish President / Dept. of Planning & Zoning to 
amend Section II.E.3.e. and Section IV.B.1. of the St. Charles Parish Subdivision Regulations of 
1981, to clarify the approval process for utilization of private sewer systems.  
 
Mr. Albert – Thank you Mr. Chairman.  In coordination with the Wastewater director there has 
been an interpretation that the request for private sewer would require a waiver and that was 
implied in the code.  Due to recent reviews we’ve decided to make sure that it explicitly stated in 
the code so that there’s no ambiguity on that matter.  Thank you.   
 
The public hearing was opened and closed after no one spoke for or against. 
 
Commissioner Petit – so the applicant last month that withdrew with the exception they would 
come back and since their application is submitted do they fall under this or this would pertain 
to any new applications? 
 
Mr. Albert – it would have applied during the last application had the wastewater director 
acquired it at that point.  
 
Commissioner Petit – okay.  
 
Mr. Albert – and it will apply for new, for anything coming forward.  Currently there is no 
application submitted and even if it came up tomorrow I believe the waiver would be requested 
for that private sewer. 
 
Commissioner Petit – okay, thank you.  
 
Commissioner Frangella made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner Keen. 
 
YEAS:  FRANGELLA, FOLSE, PRICE, ROSS, PETIT, JAY 
NAYS:  NONE 
ABSENT: KEEN 
PASSED 

Unfinished/Old Business- 
New Business- Commissioner Petit asked to review the listed uses in C2 and C3 
Minutes-August 7, 2025 (APPROVED) 
Adjourn 
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