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£004-07-055

CASE NO.:

PETITIONER:

OWNER:

Lonesome Development, L.L.C., ¢/o Tim Henning
Lonesome Development, L.L.C., et al,

REQUESTED CHANGE: From SA (Suburban Agriculture) District to PUD (Planmed Unit

Development) District

LOCATION:

Parcel located west of Tantella Ranch Road, east of LA Highway
1077, north of the intersection of Tantelia Ranch Road and LA

Highway 1077; S8, 17, & 20, T6S, R10E; Ward 1, District 1

206,437 acres
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TONING STAFF REPORT

Date: July 23, 2004
Case No.:  ZC04:07-035
Prior Action; Tabled (07/06/04)
Posted: 07/15/04

Meeting Date: August 4,2004
Determination: Denied

GENERAL INFORMATION

PETITIONER: Lonesome Development, L.L.C., ¢/o Tim Herming

OWNER: Lonesome Development, L.L.C., et al.

REQUESTED CHANGE: From SA (Suburban Agriculture) District to PUD (Planned Unit
Development) District

LOCATION: Parcel located west of Tantella Ranch Road, east of LA Highway

' 1077, north of the intersection of Tantella Ranch Road and LA

Highway 1077; 58, 17, & 20, T6S, R10E; Ward 1, District 1

SIZE: 206.437 acres

M

SITE ASSESSMENT
ACCESS ROAD INFORMATION
Type: Parish Road Snrface: 2 lane asphalt Conditlon; fair -
State 2 lane asphalt good
LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS '
SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:
Direction  Land Use £Loning
North Undeveloped SA (Suburban Agriculture) District
Seuth Undeveloped SA (Suburban Agriculture} District
East Undeveloped SA (Suburban Agriculture) District
West Undeveloped

SA (Suburban Agriculture) District
EXISTING LAND USE:

Existing development? N
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN;

Planned Districts - Coordinated development on several parcels, usually at a higher density — but
not in all cases - than other parcels in the proximity, planned in an integrated fashion as single
units including residestial, commencial 2nd possibly other (institutional, recrcational, e.g.) uses,
as well as the supporting infrastructure and public services they will require (See “Small Area
Plans,” below). Generally, such developments improve environmental qualities, preserve natural
environments, provide for open space and recreational uses, and for residential as well as

commercial uses, and are equipped with central utility systems and efficient and effective internal
~ and external transportation access in multiple modes.

Multi occupancy development? Y

Singie Family Residential — Conservation - These planned disiricts would include clustered
single family residential uses, at a density — within the overall tract — which is similar to that of
adjoining residential uses, and conservation areas, following a Smal] Area Plan, and providing
for balance, compatibility and integration of uses and all supporting infrastructure. Such
individual Planned Residential — Conservation developments should aim to achieve contiguity
among adjoining conservation areas in adjacent developments.

STAFF COMMENTS:

The petitioner is requesting to change the zoning from an SA (Suburban Agriculture) District to a
PUD (Planned Unit Development) District. The site is a parce! located west of Tantella Ranch Road,
east of LA Highway 1077, north of the intersection of Tantella Ranch Road and LA Highway 1077.
The surrounding area is entirely rural and wndeveloped save for 2 small Planned Unit Development
approximately half a mile north along Highway 1077 from the subject site. In Decernber of 2003,
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the petitioners submitted an application to change the zoning classification of the subject property
from SA to A-4 {ZLC03-12-082), Although it was never submitted as an official component ulf the
rezoning application, the original, conceptual development plan would have consisted of 260 single

family home sites on 206 acres. In response to staff criticism and meetings with neighboring
residents, the petitioners have submitted a revised plan in the form of a PUD.

The revised plan is unguestionably an improvement upon the previous plan. The new conceptual
plan provides minimum 50' buffers along the entire road frontage, thereby making the development
less visually obtrusive than a conventional subdivision. It also provides for ample greenspace
(although it is not clear that the plan meets the minimum 25% greenspace requirement, as much of
the greenspace is “limited use™ land). Finally, the overall subdivision design displays amuch greater
degree of creativity and aesthetic sensitivity than a conventional subdivision design.

The developets have clearly attempted to provide a more atiractive, more harmonious version of their
original development concept, and they have succeeded. However, staff’s principal concemn with the
original rezoning application was less with the desails of the development (which the revised plan
has adequately addressed) and more with the overall development concept, ffom which the
petitioners have not deviaied. Indeed, the new plan calls for the exact same number of lots as the
original plan, resuiting in an overall site density of 1.26 units per acre. [t was precisely the density
and scale of the development that concerned staff at the time of the initial rezoning application.
Although the proposed density is less than the median density of newly approved subdivisions within
the Parish {1.55 units per acre) and less than the potential density of the A-4 zoning classification,
staff still feels that the size of the parcel and the proposed density of development would constitute
a profound change in the landscape and the overall character of this portion of the Parish. Staff also

fecls that a developroent of this scalc would dramatically affect the natural hydrology, the traffic
patterns, and the infrastructure needs of the surrounding area.

When staff initially expressed similar misgivings in tesponse to the original rezoning application,
it did so without the benefit of the 2025 Comprehensive Plan, At that point, staff’s concerns were
based on a more nebulous standard of “compatibility” with the surroundings. Now that the 2025
Land Use Plan and accompanying land use map have been adopted by Council, staff has a more
concrete basis for judging the appropriateness of zoning changes. Unfortunately, the proposed PUD
runs counter to much of the language within the Comprehensive Plan as well.

The 2025 land use map designates this area for “Singte Family Residential - Conservation™ use. The
proposed PUD {fzils to meet the definition of this land use classification in two ways. First, it fails
to provide true conservation areas that could potentially be linked with future conservation
subdivisions or tecreation areas. The greenspace that the petitioners have provided is merely
interstitial greenspace rather than large, preserved swaths of nature that could “achieve contiguity
among adjoining conservation areas in adjacent developments.” The Comprehensive Plan also
defines this land use designation as one that “results in the placement of buildings and improvements
oi & part of the 1and to be subdivided in order to preserve the natural and scenic quality of the
remainder of the land.” With the vast majority of its desipnated open space consisting of narrow
spindles of greenspace and engineered detention ponds, the proposed development plan would fall
short of any reasonable interpretation of this land use objective.

The second way in which the proposed PUD fails to conform to the “Single Family Residential -
Conservation™ classification is that this designation cails for “a density — within the overall tract -
which is similar to that of adjoining residential uses.” A cursory examination of the surrounding area
would undoubtedly yield the conclusion that the proposed density of development is grossly out of
scale with the surroundings; but to examine more precisely the extent to which the Bedico Ranch
development deviates from the surrounding density, staff conducted a field count of extant housing
units within the 12 square miles that include and swround the development site. This field count
yielded a total of 398 units in 7,680 acres for an overall density of 0,052 units per acre or, stated
inversely, an average parcel size of roughly 19 acres. The Bedico Ranch PUD would, therefore, have
a density 24 times that of the immediate surroundings. It is difficult to see under what reasonable

interpretation a 2,323% increase in density qualifies as a density that is “similar to that of adjoining
residential uses,”

There are a number of other less egregious yet still significant ways that the proposed
development runs counter to the spirit and the language of the Comprehensive Plan. The
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comprehensive plan siates that

The Parish should encourage redevelopment within existing cities and towns,
viflages and hamlets, whether incorporated or net, both as a means to efficiently
accommodate growth where infrastructure currently exists or can be installed or
expanded efficiently, and to serve market segments which prefes proximity to
associated uses and required services.

Staff would argue that the kind of development precedent that Bedico Ranch would establish in
an area that is currently completely undeveloped does not conform with this goal. Future
petitioners would doubtlessly cite the density standard established by the Bedico Ranch
development in applying for rezonings in this area; and the scale and density of development that
would ensue would run entirely counter to the above stated goal. Of course, it is instructive to
examine the alternatives 1o the proposed development as well, Under the Parish’s subdivision
and zoning regulations, the petitioners could create up to three new lots in any given year along
an existing public road, Each new lot could be as small as 22,500 square feet (roughly % acre)
and as narrow as 100" in width. Because of the density that would be permitted (albeit over a
longer time horizon) and because of the safety hazard that could result from laying multiple
driveways along Highway 1077 and Tantelia Ranch Road, staff considers this to be unappealing
development scenario as well, The potential for this kind of developrent suggests that the Parish
should perhaps re-examine the subdivision and zoning standards for the SA zoning district.
Nevertheless, staff’s preeminent concern is that, under the proposed PUD scenario, a precedent
for density within this region would be established that would perhaps facilitate the large-scale
subdivision of large swaths of undeveloped properties thax are located off of public roads.

Furthermote, the Comprehensive Plan enumerates a number of factors that should guide future
residential growth. The proposed development fails on a number of counts, including “proximity
10 employment centers,” “the actual (market-based) need for new residentially-zoned areas, given
the existing surplus of available appropriately zoned areas,” and preserving the “towns, villages

and hamlets separated by rural areas and green space” that are characteristic of the historical
pattern of development in St. Tammany Parish.

In conclusion, staff sincerely commends the applicants on submitting a revised development plan
that is more attractive and creative than the original design. However, in exercising its judgement
as to the fitness of a proposed development, whether the proposal merits 2 change of zoning, and
whether the proposal conforms to the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, staff finds much in this
proposal that runs entirely counter to the general objectives and the specific language of the

recently adopted 2025 Land Use Plan. Staff feels that the proposed PUD is entirely incompatible
with the surrounding area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recomsnends that the request for an PUD {Planned Unit Development) District designation
be denied. )




A %208.437 ACRE PARCEL OF GROUND LOCATED IN
SECTIONS 8, 17 _AND 20, TOWNSHIP 6 SOUTH, RANGE 10 EAST
, ST. TAMMANY PARISH, LOUISIANA
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ENY I RONMENT AL ABSESSMENT DATA FOUM

Description of 'roject

Appllcantts Nawe LOE\-\E’.@OME. D&NELDPME.I\JT-'
Address V.o. %ot &7 MANDEVIWLE. L..x 10470

Attaclh nrea locatlon Map showing

Lhe propopes) develonmenl,
Keme of Development Bebico _ Raraic it
Section _&.17 20 Townakip é-£

Busber of acres |y Development 206.4937

Trre of streats

Trpe of waler ayatens CenTN

Type of sewernge gystes CENTIZAL.

Vitinate disposat of wanten W /7Y Mfwmﬂr
Ultimate tispoast

of surface drainage Tenefoncrm m/m fon &,

Land form: plat / Rolling Karah
Swaun Inundnbe) —

Exlating land wae: fural " Rewlidentinl

Commercin] Indnstrinl
Uroposéd 1and ume: linral ' Residential e

Commercial Industrial )
Conforsa Lo Major Road Plap: Yes v Ho
Water frontage: Yag Ne

il wo how wnch
Hame of Sirens

Major highway frantage:

Yesn / Ho
Name of Higlwuiy La., WY, 1877

I3 development eubject Lo inundation In norunl high

rainfall and/or Lige?

— Ra v

¥ill canals ye conatructed inke rlvers nr takes?

Yen

Yag -

Ko l'/f

ANSHER ALL QUESTIONS BY A CIRCLE AR[HIHIJ
1.

YES on no

Doan the propossd d-nlumn'l.

' DMarupt, wligy T duskroy

an histarie Ar arzhnologiea] wiie

ar districe, ,TES @

'R Mave & aubmtant|y) Ispact on raturnt, ecolagical rxcraatlon, or scenic

Lanolireey ) TES
e, Elaplsge o submtantlal fimhar of people TS @
d. Crmlore wlLh Lhe ¥ |l rvimental plags sl goole 1hat buve Lean

adopkad Ivr tha Ak s, @ »e
fu, fnwse Incressad Lratfle, or galige congentlon Yes @
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v FAGE 2 or )
y Gonde ; '

ANSWER ALL CURSTIONS BY 4 CLYCLE agauD ¥ES on Fn

. Breach mallonal, stwis or locs} atendarida ralating te
11 Holme T3 r?a
r Air Quallty + TES | HO
1 Unter Quajlty TE5 | HO
(L] . Contaminstionm or pablle vatar supply TS | Ho
i5) Lround wvater levels TES | MO
%) Flood Ine LR ET _
(3] Ironian TES |[¥n
8.} Ssdimantation T2 @
h. dtfect rure or sndangwred Bpuciss of snlmal ar plant
habitat or wuch » speniss i 1 11 fm]
L. Caves substantlat interferencs with tha oy eman i '
of any rewldent or migratary Fluh or wildlifw apwcies TES
J. Tnduce subetantial concentration of popuylstion TiS ﬁ)
k.,

-
Wi11 dredging be required

mi @

If yad, denots the iYER propassd for spoil planement
and the antloipated *olums {n oubla yarda.

Attach apecifications on Lhe following, ¢ applicable

4

n. What typas of materialg will be disposed of ag » result of the

rreduction af sanufacturing process. [t spplicable explaln where
and In whal wanner dlapapal will ocenr.

h. What will be the

Average noise level of
working hoursa,

the developmant during

c. Will eny smoke, du

8L or fumea b e-iﬁted ag n reahlt of Lhe
operational process

+ Il mo explain fully.

Explain In detail the itess warked YES

alyvyve indicabing how ¥ou propase to reduce
or elislnate the environmental

rrablewn caysed by your developwent apnd explain
how you will ultimately dlupose ol Lhe

surfuce water generated by yout
development including

Lhe route of the surface weler into A major atresm and 1§
¥OU propose a center Beverage system Lhe nltlsnte disposal of the efrluent

produced.




TAGE 1 OF 3

Genbllepen:

1 have completed the altached Eavironmsental Tupact Aageaanent Dala Fare and
hereby cerlily thot the lnforeation shown thereon is accurate and is base on =

thorough atndy of the environsental impact by this development newed:

Bebica pavecd

DATE: B s A 11£LE

I have revlewed tha data submltted and concur with the ifforaftyon with the

folloving exceptiona:

1 recoumend the {ollowlng:

DATE PARTSI ENGINEER:

T have reviewed the data syhmltted and concur wlth the information with the

following exceptians:

1 recommend the following:

DATE:

PARISIL PLANNER:

I have veviswed the Envivonmentel assessment Data Prom and concur with the

inTormation subaitted wlth the following exceptions:

I recammend the following:

(OLICE JURDR; -
WARD




