
From: Ellen Pierce <rawoyster@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2023 9:56 PM 
To: Rick Danielson 
Subject: FW: Amending an Amendment 
Attachments: OPINION_ Sucette ordinance a hot mess - Mandeville Daily.pdf 
  

 
I would challenge that.  I think you can amend an amendment once.  
 

From: Ellen Pierce <rawoyster@earthlink.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2023 7:56 AM 
To: 'Rhonda Alleman' <ralleman4@gmail.com> 
Subject: FW: Amending an Amendment 
 
 
Kropog is going to post the attached saying that you can’t amend an amendment, but I think Roberts Rules says that you 
can. 
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90-unit cap gives developers few options

Expand more profitable features or drop losers?

Kreller amendments will need to be corrected

Editorial

Something’s got to give when it comes to the proposed Sucette Harbor project, where developers had
once hoped to build a sprawling hotel, events center, adult living apartments, and marina on
Mandeville’s western lakefront.
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The debate over whose density calculations you believe — the developer’s or Councilman at Large Jason
Zuckerman’s — became irrelevant once that amendment passed at the July 12th special meeting.

That amendment locked capped the number of apartments at 90 and it cannot be undone now.

According to Robert’s Rules of Order, subsequent amendments to an ordinance cannot alter or have a
nullifying effect on previous amendments. And a motion to reconsider… Well, that’s a dead-end too
because such a motion must occur at the same meeting as when the amendment was adopted.

So it would appear that President of Woodward Interests Bill Hoffman and his team are in a pickle. If
what Hoffman has been saying all along is true, that “it’s not a simple question of do you take out 10
apartments and everything still stays OK”, then how do they make losing 88 total units work to their
advantage?

What’s their next move?

Will they ask to expand the more profitable features of the proposal, like the events center or hotel?

With the number of apartments cut in half, is the logical choice to ask for a bigger hotel, not that that
would fly with the three council members who capped the apartments out of density concerns.

Or will they ask to cut something loose that many feel was included in the project only to sweeten the
deal… the proposed marina?

The developer is going to be expected to put out what could end up being $2 million or more to install
bulkheads and dredge the body of water when they start construction on the rest of the project.

Maybe that’s why they fought so hard against having Parcel U — the “marina” — tied to the rest of the
project for so long? Maybe they knew from the beginning the marina would be expendable and they
could sell it off if need be.

But not now. That option went away with District II Councilman Dr. Skelly Kreller’s amendments July
12th, effectively joining Parcels D and U together.

Again, according to Robert’s Rules, a new amendment cannot alter or nullify an existing amendment.

And who knows what other amendments might be offered tonight to either further strangle the project
or perhaps go in the opposite direction by expanding other areas now that the apartments are fixed at
90.

Or, as opponents of the development hope, is this the end? Will they ask Councilman at Large Rick
Danielson to withdraw the ordinance so they can start over of just abandon the idea altogether. Well…
don’t count on it.

Hard to believe they can’t make something work. After all, they got the property for free.

And as far as the Kreller amendments, there are definitely some technical issues that will need to be
addressed before Ordinance 23-16 is adopted.

Kreller used “Whereas” clauses to require action by the City or Planning and Zoning Commission. A
“Whereas” clause should only explain a motivation behind an ordinance or cite what gives the City the
authority or reason for doing what’s in the ordinance.
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So all in all, Ordinance 23-16 is one hot mess. Maybe things will get cleaned up tonight. But then again,
maybe they won’t.

-30-
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Robert’s Rules of Order Made Simple: Top of page 4 says an amendment cannot nullify an existing
amendment.

Robert’s
Rules of
Order Made
Simple: Top
of page 4
says an
amendment
cannot
nullify an
existing
amendment.
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