ST. TAMMANY PARISH COUNCIL

ORDINANCE

ORDINANCE CALENDAR NO. __3419  ORDINANCE COUNCIL SERIES NO.

COUNCIL SPONSOR ___MR. DEAN PROVIDED BY:____COUNCIL ATTORNEY
INTRODUCED BY: _ MR. DEAN SECONDED BY: ___ MR THOMPSON
ON THE __5™ DAY OF __ OCTOBER 2006

An Ordinance amending the official zoning map of St. Tammany
Parish, La., to reclassify a certain parcel located on the east side of La.
Hwy. 1077, west side of Tantella Ranch Road, situated in Sections 8,
17 and 20, T6S, R10E, which property comprises a total of 206.437
acres of land more or less, from its present SA (Suburban
Agriculture) District to a PUD (Planned Unit Development) District;-
Ward 1, District 1. (ZC04-07-055)

WHEREAS, the Zoning Commission of the Parish of St. Tammany, after public hearing in
accordance with law, held on August 4, 2004, Case No. ZC04-07-055, recommended to the Council
of the Parish of St. Tammany, Louisiana; that the application to change the zoning classification of
the above referenced area, from its present SA (Suburban Agriculture) District to a PUD (Planned
Unit Development) District (sec Exhibit "A"), be denied; and

WHEREAS, the Parish Council received an appeal of the decision of the Zoning Commission

and, after hearing the appeal, adopted Resolution C-1421, concurring in the recommended denial;
and

WHEREAS, on October 19, 2005 a lawsuit entitled “Lonesome Development, L.L.C., et al
vs. St. Tammany Parish Council and St. Tammany Parish”, 22™ Judicial District Court No. 2005-
14491 “G”, was filed against the St. Tammany Parish Council and St. Tammany Parish, challenging
the Council’s decision to deny the requested zoning change and seeking damages due to said denial
and the establishment of a moratorium that precluded development of the property; and

WHEREAS, after considering the facts and merits of the litigation, and the recommendation
of the St. Tammany Parish District Attorney, at its regularly scheduled meeting of October 5, 2006,
the Council determined by resolution that it was in the best interest of the Parish that the requested
change in zoning be granted pursuant to a consent judgment issued by the Court effectuating the
change in zoning of the subject property from the SA Zoning District to a PUD District, per the
attached plan dated September 19, 2006 (Exhibit A).

THE PARISH OF ST. TAMMANY HEREBY ORDAINS, in regular session convened, that
it has reevaluated the requested change in zoning and found it necessary, for the purpose of
protecting the public health, safety and general welfare, and in accordance with the Judgment granted
by the 22™ Judicial District Court, proceedings No, 2005-14491, it designates the above described
property as PUD (Planned Unit Development) District.

REPEAL: All Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.
SEVERABILITY: If any provision of this Ordinance shall be held to be invalid, such

invalidity shall not affect other provisions herein which can be given effect without the invalid
provision and to this end the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby declared to be severable.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This Ordinance shall become effective upon adoption.
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THIS ORDINANCE WAS DECLARED DULY ADOPTED AT A REGULAR MEETING
OF THE PARISH COUNCIL ON THE DAY OF , 2006; AND BECOMES

ORDINANCE COUNCIL, SERIES NO.

STEVE STEFANCIK, COUNCIL CHAIRMAN

ATTEST:

DIANE HUESCHEN, COUNCIL CLERK

KEVIN DAVIS, PARISH PRESIDENT

Published Introduction; . , 2006
Published Adoption: , 2006
Delivered to Parish President; , 2006 at

Returned to Council Clerk: : , 2006 at
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Lonesome Development, L.L.C., ¢/o Tim Henning
REQUESTED CHANGE: From SA (Suburban Agriculture) District to PUD (Planned Unit

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

CASE NO.:
PETITIONER:

OWNER:

Development) District

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

Highway 1077, §8, 17, & 20, T6S, R10E; Ward 1, District 1

- 206,437 acres

LOCATION:

SIZE:
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A +206.437 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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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT DATA FORM

Description of ProjectL

Applicant's Nawe Lonesome,  DeneloPMeNT

Mdress Vo. tov 67 ManDEMILLE LA 10470
Attach area location Map showing Lhe nruponed tlevelopment

Nawe of Development Bebico RaacH

Section 5’}'-”, 20 .-Tomlshlp 6-< Range [0-£
Nusber of acres in Development 206,437

Type of streets AN

Type of waler systems CENTRAL

Type of severage syatem CENTIZAL

Ultimate disposal of woates oV SiTE W?M"ﬂ#ﬂl'—

Ultimate dispossl of surface drainage

JeHefeveTn Riven [ LrkE Buwn,

Land forw: Vlat. .. \/ N Rolling Marsh
Swamp ————— Inundaled
Existing land nge: Rural v’ Reuldential
Commercial Industelal
Propoaéd land use: Rural ' ' Residential (el
Commercial Induatrial
Conforms to Major Boad Plan: Yen v’ No
Water frontage: Yes No - o~ if sBo how wnch
Name of Slream
Major highway frontage: Yen \/ No
Name of Ilighwny LA, HulvY, 1611

¥ill canals he conatrueled inlo rivers or lakes?

Yes

Mo v~

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS DY A CIRCLE Anoumn YES Oft No
A,

Yoen the Propoaed development

n. Disrupt

v alter or dentroy up hldtnric or ar

thuologles! site or districe.  Yes @

b, fave substant[a) lmpact on "stural, ecological tecraation, or scenlc

fascurces YES
€. Pleplece & mubstantja) mmber of paople YIs @
d. Conform with the environmenta | rlans sm! gools that huve been '

atlopted by the parlkaly, o
‘e, (‘nuse Incressadt traffic, or othey congention
r.

Nave subetantint esthetica or visual eflact py the aren




Condt:
AHSWER ALL QUESTIONS BY A crEcLX AROUND Y85 O MO ]
g. Bbreach national, state or iucul standards relating i.o
{1 Hoilnme . . TES @
(2) Mr Qualley - . _Tes [wo
(N Vater Quslity TES | no
{4 Contamination or publie vater supnly TES | WO
(5) Cround wvater levels | TeS | NO
{6) Tlood Ing TES | Mo}
n Yromion TE5 | MO
| (1) Sedimentation TES w
h. Atfect rare or sndange

red spacies of animal or plant
habiitat or much » spacias

Cause substantial interferenca with the asvenent
of any redldent or uigratory flah or wildiite species

Tndute substantial toncentration of population

WL11 dradging be requived

1f yes, denote the ‘res proposed for epoil plecement
and the anticipated voluse in cuble yards.

Attach specifications on the following, it applicable

a. What types of materials

production of sanufacturi
and in what

will bde disposed of as »
ng processa,
sanner diesposal will accur,

h. What will be the aver

8ge nolse level of the
working hours.

Will any smoke, dust or

fumes be emitted as
operational brocess, I[ ap

explain fully,

you propose a center Bewerage aystea

produced.
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result of the
If applicable explain where

tevelopment during

& result of the

the ultimate disposal of the effluent
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Gentlenen:

I have completed Lhe altached Environmental Impact Assesswent Data Form and
hereby cerlif{y that the in[nrmntlon shown thereon is accurnte and is base on a

thorough study of the environwental jwpact by this development named:

Bebico Pasecil

DATE: S—/P-0¥f TI{LE

| I have reviewed the data submitted and concur’with the Ifformition with the

following exceptions:

| recommend the following:

DATE: PARISH ENGINEER:

I have reviewed the data submitted and concur with the information with the

following exceptions:

1 recommend ‘the following:

DATE: PARISH PLANNER;

1 have reviawed the Environmental Assessment Data From and concur with the

information submitted with the following exceptions:

I recommend: the following:
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ZONING STAFF REPORT

Date: July 23, 2004

Case No.: ZLC04-07-055
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., c/o Tim Henning
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; S8, 17, & 20, T6S, R10E; Ward 1, District 1
SIZE: 206.437 acres

o - SITE-ASSESSMENT
ACCESS ROAD INFORMATION — .
Type: Parish Road Surface: 2 lane asphalt Condition: fair
State 2 lane asphalt good
LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS
SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:
Direction Land Use Zoning :
North Undeveloped SA (Suburban Agriculture) District
South 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 residential, commercial and possibly other (institutional, recreational, 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

Single Family Residential — Conservation - These planned districts 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 Small 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 siteisa parcel 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 undeveloped save for a small Planned Unit Development
approximately half a mile north along Highway 1077 from the subject site. In December of 2003,




Rt 4

the petitioners submitted an application to change the zoning classification of the subject property
from SA to A-4 (ZC03-12-082). Although it was never submitted as an official component of 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 unquestionably 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 a much greater
degree of creativity and aesthetic sensitivity than a conventional subdivision design.

The developers have clearly attempted to provide a more attractive, more harmonious version of their
original development concept, and they have succeeded. However, staff’s principal concern with the
original rezoning application was less with the details of the development (which the revised plan
has adequately addressed) and more with the overall development concept, from which the
petitioners have not deviated. Indeed, the new plan calls for the exact same number of lots as the
original plan, resulting in an overall site density of 1.26 units per acre. It 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 6verall character of this portion of the Parish. Staff also

feels that a development of this scale would dramatically affect the natural hydrology, the traffic
patterns, and the infrastructure needs of the surrounding area.

When staff initially expressed similar misgivings in response to the original rezoning application,
it did so without the benefit of the 2025 Comprehensive Pian. 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 1and use map designates this area for “Single Family Residential - Conservation™ use. The
proposed PUD fails 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 recreation 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
on a part of the land to be subdivided in order to preserve the natural and scenic quality of the
remainder of the land.” With the vast majority of its designaied open space consisting of narrow

spindles of greenspace and engineered detention ponds, the proposed development plan would fali
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 calls 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 surround 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.” ' N

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




comprehensive plan states that

The Parish should encourage redevelopment within existing cities and towns,
villages and hamlets, whether incorporated or not, 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 prefer 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 to 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 Y 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 Tantella Ranch Road, staff considers this to-be unappealing -
development scenario as wel}, The potential for this kind of development 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 that are located off of public roads.

Furthermore, 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
to 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 a 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 recommends that the request for an PUD (Planned Unit Development) District designation
be denied.




