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introduction

This report on the proposed New Orleans Central Busi-
ness District Implementation Strategy, Program and Zoning
Plan represents the final product under our contractual obliga-
tions with the City of New Orleans.

Basically it is a continuation and extension of the planning
and implementation program starting in 1973 and resulting in
the New Orleans Central Area Growth Management Program,
including the foliowing on which implementation has begurn:

1. The Special Public Works Program

2. The need for the establishment of an agency to administer
the program

3. The Historic Districts Program

4. The Special CBD Tax District Program

Accordingly, the Implementation Strategy and Zoning
Plan has been developed fo relate to, mesh with, and support
each of these other Program elements. It is important that
these continue to be implemented and administered as one
coherent, integrated Program.

New Orleans, atiractive and interesting to the citizens of
the City and Nation alike (as demonstrated by the number who
visit it), is at a critical point in its development. Facing itare a
number of important decisions regarding its greater Central
Business District (CBD), which will decide its long term as well
as short term future. Aside from the national interest and con-
cern, these decisions are vital to the CBD, the City, and Region
as a whole. It is not an overstatement to state that this may be
its last chance to determine what kind of CBD it will be. i iaft
unchecked, another decade of unguided development and
change will alter the character of the CBD to such an extent
that its unique character, architectural heritage and many other
assets may be appreciably lost.

In addressing the various problems facing the CED, the
Zoning Plan drew extensively on a number of new approaches
and tools that have emerged in the last ten years. Combined
with other plan implementation devices, these new ap-
proaches constitute a breakthrough in plan implementation,
providing the basis for a greatly improved quality of new de-
velopment. The techniques can not only improve the quality of
new development but also be used to achieve an increase in
needed public improvements and amenities made possible by
improved coordination of public and private investments.

The basic organization of the report consists of a Sum-
mary of Findings and Conclusions designed to give a quick
overview followed by a statement of the Zoning Plan’s rela-
tionship to the Growth Management Program and an analysis
of the existing Ordinance’s deficiencies. The balance of the
report consists of an explanation of the philosophy, concepts
and rationale underlying the proposed Implementation
Strategy and Zoning Plan and technical descriptions of the
individual elements.

In the course of completing this assignment, it has been
our pleasure to work with several City agencies and policy
groups who provided us with policy directions and technical
review of the individual development control recom-
mendations. In this context, we would like to express our ap-



prectation to Mr. Harold R. Katner, Director-Secretary of the
City Planning Commission, and Mr. Anthony Gagliano, the
Mayor's Executive Assistant, and their respective staffs. Their
assistance and inputs at various policy and technical levels
contributed greatly in the translation of the general goals and
objectives into specific and tailor-made recommendations ap-
plicable to the unique conditions of New Orleans.

Having worked with these dedicated people and organiza-
tions gives us confidence that New Orleans has the capacity to
act affirmatively and implement the various proposals of the
Implementation Program and Zoning Plan.
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onclusions

1. Assets and Opportunities

Central New Orleans has unique remaining assets and
opportunities which it would be wise to protect and take full
advantage of including the following:

1. Acompact Central Business District (CBD) which functions
well and is one of the important assets and characteristics
to be valued and retained. A closely related asset is its
comparatively good transit service which makes compact-
ness possible.

2. Inthe greater CBD, in addition to the Vieux Carré, thereis a
continuity of a rich historic heritage in the form of an un-
usual number of historic areas and buildings interwoven
into the fabric of the CBD which are important to tourists,
the working population and the resident population.

3. The Riverfront is both the City’s primary natural environ-
mental feature, and in a real but unusual sense its most
historic feature or landmark. There is both great potential
and need for providing for multiple uses of the Riverfront
involving in addition to the port, facilities for recreation,
“visual participation” in the fascinating port facilities of the
second largest port in the United States, and prime, new
diversified development. Spanish Plaza, International River
Center and Canal Place are important steps in starting to
achieve this potential.

4. The Canal Street Retail Center, in spite of its problems, is a
major asset including its fortunate location between the Of-
fice Core and the Vieux Carré, where it provides a wide
range of pedestrian oriented retail services for day and
nighttime population. It also acts as an excellent transition
and buffer between the high-rise Office Core and the low
buildings of the Vieux Carré.

5. The Superdome and related development in the area is one
of the key factors in the future growth of Central New
Orleans.

2. Problems and Deficiencies

Along with these and other assets and opportunities, there
are some serious problems and deficiencies to be dealt with by
means of effective, problem solving implementation programs,
or some or all of the following types of adverse effects will
result: 1) Many or all of the Central Area’s opportunities for
future enhancement will be partially or totally lost; 2) Many of
the area’s assets and unique characteristics will be changed
for the worse; 3) Many of the deficiencies of existing de-
velopment and of the recent quality of development will not
only be unimproved, but also, perhaps, will be allowed to be-
come larger problems.

The specific problems can be briefly summarized as
follows:

1. The quality of many of the new developments in the CBD
is poor because of inadequate relationships with adjacent
buildings and activities in their areas, inadequate pedes-
trian facilities, services and amenities such as retail
facilities and really functionally usable open spaces and
landscaped areas. "Bare bones” buildings with such
facilities either lacking or poorly designed are less mar-
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ketable — certainly over the long run. Buildings containing
such facilities designed in relationship to their environ-
ment constitute enlightened real estate investment both
from the point of view of the marketability of individual
buildings and of increasing the economic potential and
viability of the Central Area.

. The netresult of the construction of most new office build-
ings and many hotels is for existing retail and service
facilities to be removed as a part of the demolition of exist-
ing structures but replaced by none or appreciably fewer
of such facilities to serve a much larger working or resi-
dent population in the new buildings. Of equal or greater
importance the street scene of the surrounding sub-area
suffers, becoming less vital, interesting and attractive as
well as less functional for serving both the day as well as
nighttime populations.

. There is danger that unless the present zoning regulations
are appreciably modified the present, cohesive compact
prime office and commercial core will be destroyed or ap-
preciably changed into one of several undesirable urban
forms. The nature of this process and reasons for these
very undesirable end products are described in great de-
tail in the body of the report.

. For many of the same reasons, the present process of
inadequately managed change and growth will also result
in the loss of historic continuity in the CBD. New and dif-
ferent zoning approaches and systems are required. These
new approaches should be carefully meshed with historic
preservation regulations and programs utilizing the new
sources of financing from the new special purpose tax
district.

. A concomitant result will be the excessive massing of
buildings with the consequert loss of light and air, exces-
sive congestion of streets, sidewalks, and transit facilities
and increases in the ecological problems of air pollution.

. Atminimum, there will be extreme congestion of streets
surrounding some squares developed at excessive den-
sities and attracting automobiles to new parking facilities.
. Perhaps of equal importance to all other problems and
potential dangers of the CBD are those of the following
four primary areas of the greater CBD, which may never
reach their full potential or with the wrong type of new
development may have adverse impacts on vital adjoining
areas: 1) The Riverfront; 2) The Superdome Area; 3) The
Canal Street Retail Center; and 4) The Vieux Carré.
These problems and potential dangers are summarized in
the next four items.

. Inthe Riverfront Area, the essential interests of the public
may not be achieved because key elements of an efficient
transportation and pedestrian system, including separat-
ing pedestrian and vehicular traffic for adequate vehicular
and pedestrian flow, are not likely to be provided effec-
tively if left to individual developers or the present public
implementation programs and tools. Similarly, the objec-
tives of achieving adequate public access to the
Waterfront, appreciable increase in other public facilities
and amenities, and harmonious relationships and tie-ins

10.
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— both visual and functional — to the fabric of the old City
are not likely to be fully achieved for the same reasons.

. The Superdome Area with the present levels of permitted

density has great danger of experiencing development
which will generate excessive traffic congestion.

The Canal Street Retail Center including the Canal-
Iberville transition area has very real problems of the likely
loss of retail establishments, demolition of retail structures
to be replaced by high-rise hotels, multi-story garages,
and perhaps, office buildings with the resultant change in
the retail strength, character and scale of Canal Street and
added congestion and conflict with the scale of the low
buildings and special character of the adjoining Vieux
Carré. The final serious set of problems is the need for
additional non-zoning programs of conservation, stabiliza-
tion and enhancement including programs of street light-
ing, street furniture and other improvements as proposed
in the Growth Management Program. These should be
implemented in close coordination with the approaches
recommended in this report.

The Vieux Carré is subject to serious dangers because of
the present lack of controls of both density as well as type
of development on its borders particularly with regard to
Canal Street and the Riverfront where possible future
high-rise hotel, office, and multi-story garages are likely to
be both out of scale and sources of excessive traffic gen-
eration, congestion and noise in conflict with the special
character of adjoining parts of the Vieux Carré.

Under the present zoning regulations no constraints are
placed on speculation and land price inflation or on the
process of demolitions.

There is a strong possibility that no new residential de-
velopment will occur in the CBD with incentives for resi-
dential development lacking in the present zoning regu-
lations.

Inadequate sign regulations over a lengthy period of time
have resulted in an excessive number of unsightly signs
— especially along Canal Street. In potential development
areas including around the Superdome and around the
Waterfront, as well as in other areas recommended for
preservation and enhancement, there is danger of the
spread of this problem.

In addition to the various serious deficiencies in the 1970
Zoning Ordinance noted earlier, there are a number of
other deficiencies which are evaluated in detail in Part 3 of
this report. The inescapable conclusion is that these regu-
lations are neither designed for nor are they capable of
being adapted and used as a growth management tool.
Finally, there is at present no complete Growth Manage-
ment and Administrative System which involves workable,
equitable procedures and effective zoning administration
operating in coordination with the management of other
phases of the Growth Management Program. As a part of
this deficiency there is no system for monitoring problems,
growth and change and taking appropriate action when
and where required.



3. Proposed Detailed implemeniation
Strategy and Zoning Plan and
Prograim

The proposed implementation strategy including the zon-
ing plan will provide a detailed implementation program in
“how to do it terms” to manage and coordinate the growth and
development of both private and public developments and im-
provements. it is important to recognizé that the zoning plan
was designed asa part of an overall strategy and program to
be used in collaboration with other non-zoning programs, in-
cluding special CBD tax district funds, parking programs and
perhaps historic preservation districts.

The zoning plan has placed maximum emphasis on innova-
tive techniques with strong reliance on incentives and encourage-

ments to involve the private sector and business groups more

fully and creatively in a coordinated pubtic and private implemen-
tation process. These new techniques can be especially effective

in developing a system of pedestrian amenities, facilities and
services.

The recommended approaches, techniques and devices
for achieving the related goals of enhancing the quality of new
development in the CBD, more creatively managing change,
including rehabilitation of existing development, and maintain-
ing more of the existing historic character and continuity of the
CBD are not simple ones. Almost by definition, a whole new

system is called for. We are recommending such a system. The

remainder of this section consists of a summary of the five pri-

mary components of the proposed new zoning system, followed

by brief reviews of selected approaches, elements and types of
regulations comprising this system:

4. Summary of Proposed New
Zoning Sysiem

The five primary components of the system are as fol-
lows:

1. Anew system of zoning districts and regulations consisting
of new and revised zoning districts and tailored to the
characleristics of the various areas in the CBD with special
emphasis on their planning opportunities and problems.
This involves the five following major sub-elements: a) a
new system of recommended F.A.R.'s by district, b) revised
detailed use regulations, c) revised district height and area
controls, d) a new system of off-street parking approaches
and regulations, and e) a new system of special retail re-
quirements and contrasted to permitted retail uses.
Perhaps the most basic and important element is the rec-
ommended reduction of permitted F.A.R. levels since these
establish one of the key parameters for growth and
changes, constitute one of the primary tools for determining
the shape of the CBD (a desired cohesive and compact
prime Office Core) and set limits on the overloading of pub-
lic streets, sidewalks and transit facilities. Also of impor-
tance is the fact that density controls provide one of the
important bases for the level of accessory parking facilities,

including parking density limits. Finally, appropriate FA.R.
levels are basic to establishing parameters of scale as re-
lated to maintaining more of the existing character for both
new buildings and historic preservation.

2. Aproposed system of zoning maps for the application of
the proposed new and revised zoning districts.

3. Aproposed urban amenity system to improve the quality of
new development by requiring or encouraging pedestrian
oriented facilities, services and amenities (see Map 6). It
includes required retail facilities, pedestrian amenities sup-
portive of this particular land use and other related facilities.
This "amenity network” is a system consisting of: a) manda-
tory requirements {without FA.R. bonuses) related to height
and cornice limits or controls by area (see Map 6), and b) a
series of elective or optional features which can contribute
significantly to the quality of the environment including the
following: (1) arcades, (2) second level walkways, (3) mini-
parks and (4) gallerias.

This proposed system has been evolved as related to exist-
ing, committed and recommended additional public
amenities or improvements as shown on Map 5.

4. The development of special approaches for unique or spe-
cial areas of the CBD which after careful evaluation appear
to be amenable to "new zoning” approaches including the
following: a) the Riverfront, b) the two proposed historic
areas and c¢) the Canal Street Retail Center, including the
transitional tier of blocks between Canal Street and Iberville
— the boundary of the Vieux Carre.

5. Proposed revisions in the system of zoning administration
in order to use zoning more effectively as a growth man-
agement {ool.

5. Review of Selected Key Approaches,
Elements and Types of Regulations

A brief review of selected approaches, elements and
types of regulations comprising the components summarized
earlier follows.

Retaining a Compact CBD

The objective of a compact CBD is supported by limiting
the mapping of proposed districts where very high develop-
ment intensities are permitted to areas in and near the present
Office Core. The area mapped still provides ample room for
expansion of high-rise office construction with good latitude for
choice of sites.

Retail Viability in the CBD

The goals and areas for which approaches were de-
veloped for retaining and enhancing the retail viability of the
CBD are as foilows: 1) protecting, stabilizing and enhancing
the important retail function of Canal Street, and 2) maintaining
a lively and interesting environment for pedestrians as new
development occurs in the remainder of the CBD. For Canal
Street, a new CBD-3 District is proposed which requires a
suitable amount of retail development to be provided in any

7



new building or enlargement. In areas of high development
intensity in the remainder of the CBD, itis proposed that a
modest amount of ground floor space as specified be allocated
to retail and pedestrian-criented uses.

Canal Street Retail Center

in addition to the proposed retail requirement for Canal
Street, the new CBD-3 District is designed to preserve and
enhance the Retail Center and protect the adjacent Vieux
Carré by a number of new approaches which: 1) limit building
heights to 85 feet; 2} limit permitted FA.R.’s to 6.0; 3) retain the
traditional building facade line; 4) make rehabilitation and con-
version of existing structures easier by liberalizing regulations;
5) permit the transfer of development rights from historic build-
ings; 8) prohibit new hoptels, motels, parking garages and lots
which will displace existing buildings and retail activities, as
well as create excessive traffic generation, congestion and
noise for both Canal Street and the adjoining Vieux Carre; and
7) require the removal of projecting signs within a year in order
to improve the appearance of Canal Street.

Historic Areas

To preserve the important attribute of historic continuity, a
combination of features is proposed in the new regulations: a)
limiting development intensity to moderate levels in historic
areas, by limiting new construction in historic areas to building
heights which do not greatly exceed the existing scale of de-
velopment, ¢) preserving street line continuity and maximum
cornice height continuity in areas where each is important, d)
liberalizing regulations to permit rehabilitation and conversion
of old structures and e) providing for development rights trans-
fer from landmark sites to development sites with proceeds
from sale of development rights to be used for landmark
maintenance.

The Riverfront

The Urban Design Plan shown on Map 8 is designed to
achieve the objectives of public access to the Waterfront,
maximum public amenities, adequate traffic flow, separation of
pedestrian and vehicular traffic and a harmonious relationship
to the fabric of the old City.

In terms of improving the guality of new development the
plan should have great utility in the following ways:

1. Achieving visual and functional tie-in with the old City in-
cluding visual easements or corridors, and providing
pedestrian access to the Waterfront.

2. Requiring key elements of the public infrastructure which is
not likely to be provided effectively if left to individual de-
velopers. These vital elements of infrastructure are: a)
pedestrian ways including a second level pathway system
and pedestrian bridges, b) the overall pedestrian access
system io parking, ¢} access and prohibited access to indi-
vidual parking area, d} truck access and, e) rail access.

3. Providing criteria for design review of amenities provided
under the plan.

4. Providing the basis for special use, density and off-street
parking controls related to the capacity of the infrastructure
and other important design considerations.

Additional Methods of Alleviating or =
improving Transportation Problems
including Guiding New Parking Facilities

The recommended approaches for achieving this goal -
consist of a combination of three approaches: 1) the proposed
Off-Street Parking Regulations, consisting of a new system of
guiding new parking facilities including the location and size of
both new public and accessory parking facilities, the level of
permitted and required accessory parking facilities and density
limits on perritted and required accessory parking cilities and
density limits on permitted parking spaces (a limit on the
number of parking spaces in relation to lot area for new uses or
activities in certain areas), 2) the recommended reduction of
F.A.R.sinthe CBD, and 3) the control of new curb cuts for —
off-street parking and loading facilities on designated streets.

Assist in Encouraging New Residential
Development

The recommended approaches for meeting the goal of
encouraging new residential development in the CBD will con-
sist of the following: 1) recommended incentives to encourage
new residential construction, and 2) removing the various
existing penalties and restrictions on new residential construc-
tion or rehabilitation in the existing zoning regulations.

Signs

Itis proposed that the present prohibition of roof signs and
general advertising signs now in the existing CBD-1 District be
extended throughout the CBD. ltis also recommended that the
present limits on sizes of signs and projecting signs in the
present CBD-1 District be extended to the Loyola O'Keefe
Corridor and the H.E.A.L. Civic Center Area. In addition, itis
recommended that the flashing signs be prohibited in the up-
river area (the CBD-7 District). Finally, to improve the appear-
ance of the Canal Street Retail Center, it is proposed that
projecting signs be removed within one year.

Administration -
A number of changes in zoning administration are pro-

posed, including new provisions for large scale developments.

For this purpose a new Central Business Planned Community -

(CBPC) District is proposed to assist in achieving improved

quality of development and to permit more than one landowner

to be involved, with the probability of improved coordination

between adjoining developments. Also, the developer or de-

velopers would be given greater flexibility in the distribution of

floor area, dwelling units and parking space, as well as permit-

ted valid modifications of yard requirements and height con-

trols.



Part 2-How the
Zoning Plan Relates
to the Growth
Management Program

The Growth Management Program for the Central Area of
New Orleans was submitted to the Steering Committee repre-
senting both public and private interests in April 1975. The
program presented an eight point strategy oriented to monitor-
ing the growth of Downtown. The strategy could be sum-
marized in two objectiVes:

1. Encourage quality growth and development in Central New
Orleans.

2. Preserve historic continuity and quality pedestrian envi-
ronment.

The Growth Management Program for the year 2000 set a
framework for development action with high growth areas on
the Riverfront, near the Superdome and along Poydras Street.
Areas of reinvestment were recommended along Canal Street
and in the historic Office Core. The market program developed
by Gladstone Associates called for eleven million square feet
of additional office space, twelve thousand hotel rooms and
1.2 million square feet of retail by the year 2000. Of this pro-
gram, 1.8 million square feet of office space was announced
by completion of this study. Also included in this “Probability I”
category were 5,150 hotel rooms and 318,000 square feet of
retail space.

The Plan however must contain an implementation
strategy to achieve success. This concept of strategy and tac-
tics was presented in part 3 of the GMP report and is sum-
marized as follows:

Tactical Moves for
Growth Management

1. Encourage growth to the Poydras/Riverfront Corridor, by
establishment of stricter controls over rezoning in the CBD
and Lafayette Square Historic Districts as the first steps.

2. Create new environments at multi-purpose sub-centers
(now underway) and disperse convention hotels away from
the Vieux Carré.

3. Rehabilitate the public elements of the Canal Street Retail
Core — sidewalks, street furniture, landscaping, lighting —
and infill new retail to strengthen area.

4. Strengthen residential communities of the Vieux Carré,
Faubourg Marigny and Faubourg Tremé. Rezone the latter
two to eliminate commercial encroachment which will also
help confine the market for commercial to the CBD.

5. Designate Lafayette Street a Mall and improve Lafayette
Square as steps toward encouraging infill development of
housing and smaller hotels. Integral parts of this tactic are:
the creation of a Detoxification and Rehabilitation Center
for Skid Row; and the development of parking garages as
part of the residential development.

6. Rehabilitate buildings in the CBD and Lafayette Square
Historic Districts using funds from the Special CBD Tax
District. The new environment on Poydras Street and
multi-purpose centers on the Riverfront will help make this
economically feasible as well as infilling with appropriate
new development.



7. Capitalize on the Lafayette Square and Mall development
to extend new high rise residential development along St.
Charles Street toward the Lower Garden District.

8. Capitalize on (7) above and on the new Riverfront
Boulevard and Riverfront development to initiate a new-
town-in-town major residential community mixed with the
best of the warehousing and manufacturing.

The Urban Design Concept Plan for the year 2000 allo-
cated the development program for new construction to sites
which were considered susceptible to change.

Clearly the element of Growth Control and Zoning is of
critical importance in guiding growth of the Central Area. In
generaj the Steering Committee endorsed the continuing
Growth Management Program. The Committee recommended
a reduction in permitted development and an increase in
amenities developed on private property. The specific controls
and guidelines, however, were subject to extensive discussion
and study. Upon the conclusion of this study, the Steering
Committee determined that a more detailed zoning study was
required before final new zoning recommendations could be
accepted.”

This zoning study has been charged with the investigation
of how controls should be modified, what bonus provisions
should be encouraged and where zoning should be changed.

itis important to recognize that the Zoning Plan was de-
veloped as a part of the overall strategy, plan and program
contained in the Growth Management Program including the
following on which implementation has begun:
1) The establishment of an agency to administer the
program
2) The historic districts program
3) The Special CBD Tax District Program
4) The special public works program
The Zoning Plan and its administration were developed to
relate and mesh directly with each of these areas. It is impor-
tant that these continue to be implemented and administered
as one coherent, integrated program.

“In the spring of 1975, the Committee passed the following resolution: * This Growth Man-
agement Program Steering Committee acknowledges that a floor area ratio of 20 for the
New Orleans Central Business District may be excessive to provide rmanaged growth, but
that the proposed floor area ratios of 6, 10 and 14 may be 00 restrictive and may have a
detrimenta! effect on the value of downtown New Orleans real estate; but that this Steer-
ing Committee does approve the concept of a reduction in the floor area ratio in downtown
New Orleans if simultaneously therewith a bonus program is adopted whereby the re-
duced fioor area ratio would be increased ona particular project in exchange for items,
uses and amenities beneficial to the City of New Orleans.”

"It a bonus program is adopted, said program should include definite standards and
provisions, whereby bonuses may be granted upon application to the legally established
entity created for that purpose, which entity should include representation of downtown
business interests.”

“This matter should be pursued further, by the City of New Orleans through zoning experts
and consultants with input from the private sector in order to design a program establish-
ing reasonable 2oning regulations with appropriate bonuses in not such a complicated
fashion that would stifle development.”

10
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Part 3— Deficiencies
of the 1970 Zoning
Ordinance

12

The CBD District Controls of the 1970 Zoning Ordinance
can be generally characterized as extremely loose in regulat-
ing those aspects of development most in need of regulation
and relatively strict in the regulation of activities and uses
whichrare least in need of regulation, having less economic
viability and posing no special dangers or problems. The in-
escapable conclusion is that, so far as the CBD is concerned,
zoning is neither designed for nor is it operating as a growth
guidance tool. There are nevertheless some details in the
1970 Ordinance provisions that have a clear, if in some cases
flawed, rationale, such as the setback requirements for tall -
buildings and for buildings on narrow streets. We are here
concerned primarily with the zoning regulations’ major de-
ficiencies.

Extremely Loose Controls on Building Size

The floor area ratio controls of the 1970 Zoning Ordinance
are far too loose to provide any kind of planning guidance. The
present CBD-1 District permits F.A.R.’s as high as 20.0, and if
this is not enough the City Council can grant a higher FA.R.
without limit under conditional use procedures. The present
CBD-2 District permits a maximum F.A.R. 15.0 and the CBD-3
a maximum FA.R. 10.0.

Under existing controls, over 68 million square feet of floor o
space could be built on sites considered to be susceptible to
new development in the CBD-1 District alone. Of this amount
nearly 30 million square feet is permitted along the Riverfront.

While, fortunately, no one foresees this kind of market de-
mand, a massively over-built CBD could conceivably result in
the long run.

Continuation of some recent trends under these loose -
bulk controls would have very damaging conseqguences, in-
cluding areas of severe traffic congestion, pedestrian over-
crowding with lack of suitable amenities, land speculation and
building demolition, destruction of scale, character and historic
continuity, and loss of the compact, convenient form which is
still an important asset of the present CBD.

If any part of the New Orleans CBD were developed ex-
tensively at FA.R. 20 the congestion of pedestrians and vehi-
cles would be staggering. Anyone who has seen New York
City's World Trade Center at rush hour would have a fairly
good idea of the pedestrian traffic jams, but should bear in
mind that the World Trade Center's F.A.R. is only about 18 and
its towers are only partially occupied.

Areas Affected: The CBD-1 District is not confined to a
small core area. As indicated on Map 2, it covers an immense
area, in any part of which a mammoth office building could be
erected and in much of which speculation has beenrampant. -
The vulnerable areas include the Canal Street Retail Area,
where a 40-story hotel has gone up next to the Vieux Carré,
the Historic Core (Inner Wholesale Service Area) and the
Riverfront from Iberville to Calliope Street. The Historic Area
near Lafayette Square is also vulnerable under the FA.R. 15
zoning of the CBD-2. F.A.R. 15 is also permitted across Poyd-
ras from the Superdome regardless of potential traffic conse-
quences and through the H.E.A L. area to the CBD-1 boundary
on Cleveland Street.
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The practical consequences of these loose bulk controls
will be outlined in more detail in Part 5 on Proposed F.A.R.
Levels, which deals with the specific needs to be addressed by
the recommended building size limitations.

Parking

A good transit system with ridership far exceeding that of
most cities its size has been one of the factors enabling New
Orleans to retain a compact Office Core. Parking policy and
regulation of parking by zoning are of key importance in rela-
tion to the transit system and to the traffic capacity of the street
system.

The CBD-1 District does not require accessory off-street
parking for new development. In the Core, where traffic condi-
tions are constrained, the absence of a requirement makes
good sense. However, accessory parking is permitted without
limits, and commercial parking lots and garages are also per-
mitted as of right. In the other CBD Districts parking facilities
are also permitted without restriction, and higher than neces-
sary accessory parking requirements apply as well. The Board
of Adjustments can reduce the requirements by special
exception.

The failure to control the size and location of parking
facilities has many detrimental effects.

1. Traffic volumes generated by parking facilities in core loca-
tions burden the street system beyond its capacity.

2. Parking facilities in the wrong location disrupt retail con-
tinuity and other sensitive land use arrangements.

3. Parking facilities replace historic buildings and damage his-
toric areas.

4. Parking lots disrupt the scale of development and blight the
environment.

5. ltis impossible to implement a parking policy and plan.

Parking requirements are lacking throughout the CBD-1
District and while this is appropriate in congested core loca-
tions, developments elsewhere in the District should provide
parking to take care of the parking demand they generate.”

In the CBD-2 and CBD-3 Districts excessive parking re-
quirements mandate competition with public transit. The Board
of Adjustments has the power to rectify this policy error in
individual cases, but the Board is not the appropriate agency
for making and implementing parking policy.

Residential Use Penalized

In alt existing CBD Districts, residential buildings are lim-
ited to F.A.R. 4.0, which is quite low for central area apartment
developments. However, if a mixed building has more than half
its floor space in non-residential use, the building can be
treated as non-residential. In that case the residential portion
of an F.A.R. 20 building could be as much as F.A.R. 10, which
is a very high density indeed. The only conceivable rationale
for these regulations is to prevent residential development
from becoming the predominant CBD use or pre-empting land

*At F.A.R. 20 they would generate too much parking traffic for the street system to handle,
but as previously noted F.A.R. limits should be much fower.
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best suited for commercial development. There is no danger of
this happening, but there are certainly less clumsy ways of
controlling the remote possibility of its happening. The net ef-
fectis to discourage residential development anywhere in the
CBD, which directly conflicts with Growth Management Pro-
gram policies.

Urban Design Considerations

The environment and urban design are almost completely
neglected by the 1970 Ordinance. Existing provisions for pro-
tecting the environment can be summarized as follows. Set-
backs from interior lot lines are required for portions of build-
ings more than 125 feet above grade, and sidewalk arcades
are also required for buildings exceeding that height, though
the arcade requirement can be avoided by setting the whole
building back. Buildings are required to set back so that they
are at least 30 feet from the center line of a narrow street.

The present Ordinance would be of no use in implement-
ing the urban design proposals of the Growth Management
Program. In fact it would be counter-productive. The following
deficiencies are especially noteworthy:

1. There are no regulations that would assist in the preserva-
tion of historic areas or buildings and no regulations for
preserving the continuity of street facade lines and cornice
lines. On the contrary, as already noted, the extremely high
development intensity permitted by the CBD-1 District’s
F.A.R. 20 encourages land speculation, building demolition
and the proliferation of parking lots.

2. There are no means for protecting or enhancing the River-

front, the CBD’s prime remaining natural environmental re-

source and one of its most important areas for potential
growth. Instead of relating new development along the

Riverfront to the older upland development, functional and

visual connections between the upland areas and the

waterfront could be destroyed by a Chinese Wall of im-

mense buildings. Equally important, no provision is made

for public access to the waterfront and pedestrian amenities
alongit.

There is no protection for Canal Street as a retail center.

4. There is no assurance that new office developments in the
CBD will provide the required restaurants and shops
needed by the working and visiting population.

5. There are no incentives for the provision by developers of
urban pedestrian amenities such as mini-parks and gal-
lerias, which are particularly needed in areas of high de-
velopment intensity. In fact the existing Ordinance allows
much higher densities than most developers need or want,
so that extra densities in return for the provision of impor-
tant amenities would be of no interest.

6. There is inadequate protection for the Vieux Carré from
future development in the adjoining Canal Street Area and
the Riverfront. It could be overwhelmed with high bulk build-
ings, uncontrolled parking and congestion permitted by the
present CBD-1 District.

@



Part 4 - Introduction
to Proposed
Implementation
Strategy and

Zoning Plan

The five primary components of the proposed new system
of growth management guidance through zoning were sum-
marized on page 7 of the Summary of Findings and Conclu-
sions. The detailed elements of each of the five components of
this system are listed in Table 1 and described briefly as
follows:

The first and second components, The New Zoning Dis-

tricts, Regulations and New Zoning District Mapping, were

evolved from four principal study processes, as follows:

1. Development of a system of use regulations to guide futute
locations and functions in line with the Growth Management
Program (See Part 9).

2. Development of a system of controls on the intensity of
developments geared primarily to the capacity of the street
system, to retaining a compact and efficient office center
and to preserving the scale of the CBD’s historic areas (See
Part 5).

3. Development of a system of parking requirements and con-
trols which is consistent with the objective of encouraging
transit ridership and 1) prohibits new parking in the oldest
and most congested areas, 2) limits permitted parking to
minimal amounts in the high density Office Core, 3) re-
quires new development in less congested areas outside
the Core to take care of the parking demand it generates,
and 4) permits the development of intercept parking
facilities in outlying parts of the CBD to meet excess park-
ing demands generated by Core development (See Part 8).

4. Preparation of maps representing each of the three above
systems of controls — use, development intensity and park-
ing — and adjusting and reconciling the mapped systems
into a set of 10 new, proposed zoning districts: CBD-1
through CBD-8 (See Part 10).

The third component, Special Approaches for Unique
Areas, involved a varied combination of the following ap-
proaches or sub-systems adapted to the characteristics of
each area: 1) the unique urban amenity network designed to
increase the quality of pedestrian facilities, services and
amenities; 2) regulations to preserve historic continuity and
neighborhood scale, including the protection of street facade
lines and limits on building heights and densities; 3) regu-
lations to establish harmonious functional and visual relation-
ships of developing areas to the fabric of existing adjoining
areas; 4) various proposed new districts and their requlations
designed and applied with sensitivity to the characteristics of
these areas; and 5) special administrative approaches. The
Special or Unique Areas are discussed in Part 7.

The fourth component, The Urban Amenity Plan, was
developed as a complete system or network. The Public Ele-
ments in the system and the Mandatory Private Elements are
both locational or site-specific in nature, while the Elective Pri-
vate Elements are those which developers would be encour-
aged to provide on any development site under the proposed
system of bonus incentives. (See Part 6.)

The fifth component, New Administrative Provisions,
is designed to adapt the administrative mechanisms to the new
concepts and techniques of the proposed implementation pro-
gram. These are explained in Part 13.
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Table 1 Primary Components of Implementation Program

New Zoning Regulations for
10 New Districts

1. New FA.R. System Including
Bonus Incentives for Amenities

2. New Use Regulations

3. New Regulations for Implementing
Off-Street Parking Strategy

4. New Height and Area Regulations

5. New Sign Regulations.

New Zoning District Mapping

© 10 New Districts Mapped to Apply
New District Regulations

o 2 Existing Districts Retained with
Minor Boundary Modifications

Mew Administrative Provisions

e Special Permits for:
1. Amenity bonuses
2. Transfer of development rights

e Conditional Use Permits:
Detailed criteria for approval of
non-accessory parking facilities

e New provisions for Central Business
Planned Community Districts

o Changes in Board of Adjustments
Powers in CBD Districts

Special Approaches for Unique Areas
(Implemented by New District Regulations
and/or Amenity Plan Provisions)

e Canal Street Retail Center
1. Build-to Street Line Regulations
2. Special Height Limits
3. Retail Requirement
4. Special Sign Controls

e Riverfront Area
1. Urban Design Framework Plan
2. Planned Community District
Regulations

e Historic Areas

. Build-to Street Line Regulations

2. Special Height Limits

3. Transfer of Development Rights

4. Liberal Open Space Requirements

-t
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Urban Amenity Plan Elements

e Public Elements
1. Pedestrian Ways and Malls
2. Pedestrian Streets
3. Pedestrian Overpasses
4. Second Level Pedestrian Ways

e Private Elements (Mandatory)
1. Building Walls along Street
Lines
2. Special Height Limits for
Designated Street Frontages
Retail Use Requirements
Curb-Cut Prohibitions
Visual Corridors

e Private Elements (Elective)

Arcades

Mini-Parks

Gallerias

Through Arcades

Elevated Pedestrian Ways
Elevated Pedestrian Plazas

. Residential or Mixed Buildings

NN~ T AW




Part 5-Proposed
F.A.R. Levels

1. Adverse Effects of Present F.A.R.
Controls

Perhaps the most serious deficiency of the 1970 Zoning
Ordinance is that the Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) controls estab-
lishing the limits on density or intensity of land use activities
are set so high and mapped over such a wide area that they
provide virtually no growth management guidance. (See Map 2
on page 13) Under existing controls, over 68 million square
feet of development could occur on sites considered to be
susceptible to change and development in the CBD-1 District
alone.

It is important to recognize that the possible impact and
violation of basic goals and objectives is much more than the
potential sheer volume of new building construction (in black
and white terms). The potential dangers are much more wide
ranging and pervasive and would resuit in appreciable
changes in some of the more desirable aspects of the CBD. As
one result of the recent wave of demolitions, the citizens of
New Orleans have recently had occasion to become harshly
aware of how fragile and subject to rapid changes is their CBD.
They have also gained fresh perceptions and appreciation of
tis uniqueness, vitality, human scale and diversity of business,
shopping, cultural and entertainment facilities and other
pedestrian oriented amenities.

Itis difficult to overstate the importance of the proper level
and type of density controls as a part of a new zoning system
designed for encouraging the improved quality of new de-
velopment, preserving historic continuity and maintaining and
enhancing amenities and other aspects of the pedestrian envi-
ronment. There follows a brief listing of the various kinds of
potential adverse effects of the highly excessive levels of
F.A.R.'s permitted by the present system, which can be cor-
rected by the proposed new F.A.R. levels and related system
of urban design controls:

1. It makes the preservation of the continuity of historic areas
and buildings much more difficult.

2. ltis afactor in the process which encourages the demolition
of all types of buildings. With lower proposed FA.R.’s,
some constraints on land price speculation and speculative
property acquisitions may decrease the building dem-
olitions.

3. ltwould permit the destruction or appreciable disintegration
of the present cohesive, compact prime Office and Com-
mercial Core, which functions well and with maximum con-
venience for the working, resident and visiting populations.
Under the present system depending upon the market de-
mand and the actions of individual developers, two possible
alternative development patterns are an over-buiit massive
Office Core or a sporadic series of sprawled high rise de-
velopments over a larger area.

4. Again depending upon the market demand and the actions
of individual developers, another and very likely possible
development pattern would be massive congestion in and
around two or more squares while the remainder of the
CBD stagnates without new development or other neces-

17



2.

sary elements for revitalization. Aside from the projects al-
ready committed or planned, the projected office space
demand from now untit 1990 (estimated at 3.6 to 4 million
square feet) couid be met on just two 300 foot by 300 foot
squares under present FA.R. 20 zoning.

The loss of the present scale and character of many areas
of the CBD with excessive massing of buildings and the
resuiting loss of light and air.

Excessive congestion of sidewalks, streets and transit
facilities in certain locations and the general decline of
pedestrian convanience and amenity.

Additional congestion of streels by an appreciable increase
in the number of auiomobiles especially those attracted to
new parking facilities resulting in the extreme congestion of
surrounding streets. Along with this would occur an in-
crease of the ecological problems of air pollution.

Without a retail requirement, the continuation of the present
trend whereby retail and other pedestrian services such as
restaurants and shops are displaced by new office buildings
totally lacking or seriously deficient in such facilities.

Supply and Demand for CBD Land

Introduction — A detailed and definitive analysis of the

supply versus the demand for land for new developmentwas a
key factor in preparing the overall implementation strategy, the
zoning plan and the zoning maps.

This factor was considered so important that the greatest

amount of ime and care went into this analysis involving the
following technical steps:

1.

The evaluation of the Growth Management Plan and Pro-
gram and the role of density limits in its implementation.
The tentative establishment of proposed levels of FA.R.
The evaluation of the economic feasibility of these FA.R.
levels in terms of development economics.

The preparation of preliminary, proposed zoning maps in-
volving intensive field work and the testing of the various
F.A.R. levels.

The calculation of the amount of land proposed to be zoned
for the CBD as a whole as well as by sub-areas and the
comparison with the projected demand for land.
Revisions of both the FA.R. levels and zoning maps as a
result of the above steps and the preparation of the final
proposed F.A.R. levels and zoning maps.

Analysis of Present and Proposed Supply

of

ofi

Land and Floor Space Short Range

The proposed zoning maps contain 3.4 million square feet
and very susceptible for development, not including sites for

projects already “in the pipeline.” The proposed F.A.R. limits
and zoning maps would accommodate 24.5 million square feet
of office and related commercial floor area on this land. The
distribution of the very susceptible sites by sub-area within the
CBBD, their land area and their development potential under the
proposed F.A.R.'s are shown in Table 2.
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Table2  Commercial Development Potential
in Main Sub-Areas of New Orleens¢80 77
(includes only soft sites’ not slated for Probability | and |t Projects)?

Potentiai Commer-

Sub-Area Land Area cial Floor Area’ i

Mid Poydras
Loyola-Rampart
(north of Lafayette)

279,100 sq. ft.
354.900 sq. ft.

3.907.400 sq. ft.
3,903,900 sq. ft.

Loyola-Rampart 225,400 sq. it. 1.352.400 sq. ft.
{south of Lafayette)

Upper Canal Street 421.700 sq. ft. 3.373.600 sq. ft.
Oftice Core 137.900 sq. ft. 1.930,600 sq. ft.
Riverfront Area 1.800.000sg. ft. 7,907,000 sq. ft. ¢
Lower Canal St., etc. 195,400 sq. ft. 2.149.400 sq. ft.

TOTAL 3.414.400sq. ft. 24.524.300 sq. ft.

'Only sites which are very susceptible to change, not sites which are moderately susceptible
to change.
2As defined in the GMP Technical Report, Probability | Projects are those under construction or
firmly committed. Probability I Projects are those proposed and planned with a good chance
of being financed or budgeted. but not yet designed in detail.
IAt proposed F.A.R.'s inclusive of bonuses. et
*Does not include floor area in Probability | and 1l Projects (Canal Place and International
Rivercenter). .

In addition, there are many other sites in the CBD which
are moderately susceptible to development and change. Fi- e
nally, as related to the long term process of change, aging and
deterioration of building stock, and private (and also possibly
some public) redevelopment, additional sites will become
available for development over time.

Demand for Land

As a part of the technical work in the preparation of the e
Growth Management Program estimates were made of the
floor space demands of the three primary types of land uses in
the CBD — office, hotel and retail. These estimated demands
for the years 1990 and 2000 are given in Table 3 and exclude
floor space in Probability { and 1i projects to allow comparison
with the development potentials presented in Table 2.

Table 3 Estimated Commercial Space Demands
(not including Probability | and i Projects)!

FLOOR SPACE (square feet) e
1990 2000

3.600.000-4,000,000
1.005.000
320,000

Office Floor Space
Hotel Floor Space
Retail Floor Space?

6,600.000-7.000.000
2,100,000
663.000

TOTAL 4,925.000-5,325,000 9.363.000-9.763.000

'As defined in the GMP Technical Report, Probability | Projects are those under construction
or firmly committed. Probability It Projects are those proposed and planned with a good chance s
of being financed or budgeted. but not yet designed in detai.

?Deducting 250.000 square feet estimated to be in Probabhility | and H Projects.

The consultant team is aware that there has been consid-
erable discussion of these projected demands for floor space
in the business community of New Orleans and that some of
these groups think that the projections are too low. After a
thorough reevaluation, the conclusion of the consultant team is
that the amount of space available is so great that debates
over the precision of the projections become academic based
upon the brief summary of supply and demand for land given
below. e
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Summary of Supply and Demand

The 24.5 million square feet of floor space capacity on
sites very susceptible to development is four and a half times
the most optimistic projected demand by the year 1990, the
time span of the proposed zoning controls. In addition, there
are many sites in the CBD which are moderately susceptible to
devé!cpment and change as well as more sites to be created
by the long term process of change and redevelopment noted
earlier.

The above studies and conclusions are reinforced by
three additional analyses which can be briefly summarized as
follows:

3. Analysis of Recent Development

Developments which have taken place in New Orleans in
recent years and those planned as Probability | or Probability H
Projects have not generally approached the F.A.R.’s permitted
by the present zoning. One Shell Square's FA.R.is 14. The
F.A.R.s that exceed 14 have usually been on small sites and
violated good open space standards, including two develop-
ments which exceeded F.A.R. 20.

Some FA.R.’s of development recently or currently being
planned have heen estimated as follows, and only one of these
is substantially in excess of EA.R. 14.0:

Rivercenter 6.4

River Place 6.0-11.0 (range depending on various fac-
fors)

Noro Plaza 8.7

Elk Place Medical Plaza 14.2

Howard Johnson (enlarged) 6.8

Poydras Plaza 10.0

Southern Savings and Loan 10.0

Pan American Life Center 8.2

Grand St. Charles Development 22.4

Boggs (Federal) Office Building 5.7

4. Analysis of Potential Non-
Conformity

The buildings which would be made non-conforming
under the proposed F.A.R. limits are shown on Map 3. This
map shows both those buildings which exceed the proposed
F.A.R.’s with and without the proposed F.A.R. bonuses. ltis
clear that only a comparatively few existing buildings would be
made non-conforming under the proposed F.A.R.’s and- many
of these just exceed the recommended density limits by an
insignificant amount.

5. Economic Feasibility

Economic viability is a consideration in setting FA.R.
limits, and where other valid considerations do not prevail it is
an important test of the control’s reasonableness.

The proposed F.A.R. levels have been tested for each part
of the CBD by comparing the prevailing land prices with land
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prices a knowledgeable buyer would pay for land to be de-
veloped for a particular use subject to the proposed F.A.R.
controls.

Data on land prices assembled by WMRT in 1973 showed (
for the Office Core arange in prices from $40-$60 per square -
foot and for Poydras Street frontage from $50-$80 per square
foot. Residual land value analyses, the results of which ap-
peared in the Investment Feasibility Model in the Appendices
of WMRT's Technical Report on the Growth Management Pro-
gram, indicated that a developer would be willing to pay $5.84
for land for each square foot of office floor area he developed.

The residual land value is derived by subtracting estimated 7~ '
construction cost per square foot from total supportable de-
velopment cost per square foot, which in turn is based on net
income the developer may expect from his building.

The land price payable for each square foot of office floor
area ($5.84) may be multiplied by the proposed building’s
F.A.R. to determine the land price payable per square foot of’
jand area. The results when muitiplied by proposed FA.R.'s
were generally consistent with prevailing land prices. The re-
sidual land value was generally consistent with values which
have been derived for office developments in the CBD's of e
other cities of comparable size, including Miami ($4.50) and
Baltimore ($5-$7). For a section of Lower Manhattan a 1970
study showed a residual land value of $6.61.

6. Proposed F.A.R.’s and Zoning
Maps

The proposed F.A.R. levels and zoning district maps
which implement these F.A.R. levels were evolved and then
modified and refined in accordance with the goals and princi-
ples enunciated earlier. Some of the more important of these
are: 1) Retaining a compact and functionally coherent high rise
Office- Commercial Core; 2) Limiting excessive congestion; and
3) Preserving the scale of the CBD's historic areas. In this -
technical work careful attention was paidto: 1) Land supply
and demand for future development; 2) Economic feasibility
or development economics; and 3) The amount of non-
conformity of existing buildings which might be created by re-
zoning.

Table 4 presents a summary of the bulk regulations for
each of the proposed districts, giving the district name and the
proposed FA.R. levels for commercial, residential and “mixed”
buildings, the latter including residential and non-residential
portions. Where a range is shown, the maximum figure is the
proposed F.A.R., including incentive bonuses; the minimum
figure is without bonuses.

The proposed F.A.R. district structure as shown on Map 4
is represented by maximum F.A.R.'s for commercial buildings
inclusive of bonuses. A brief explanation of the mapping of
each district follows:
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Table 4 Proposed Maximum Floor Area Ratios by District

Mixed
District Commercial Residential Building
CBD-1 11-14 [S] 13-17
CBD-2A 8-11 6 10-14
cBD-2B 6-8 6 8-11
cBD-3 6 4.5 6
CBD-4 6 4.5 6
CBD-5 6 4.5 6
CBD-6A&6B  3-6 3 3-6
CBD-7 3 4.5 6
CBD-8 4 4 4
Ll 1 1 1
Hi 1.5 - 1.5

CBD-1 -The proposed CBD-1 District has the highest pro-
posed F.A.R. and is designed to accommodate high rise office
buildings and a wide range of other activities. It is mappedin a
compact area comprising the present larger Office Core and
the developing Poydras Corridor — allowing for growth and
expansion in the greatest existing concentration of high bulk
office buildings. Some of the other prime considerations in
setting F.A.R. limits and mapping the district were: 1) Limiting
excessive congestion in the prime Office- Commercial Area; 2)
Higher F.A.R.'s would permit excessive concentration on a few
prime sites and weaken development prospects in the remain-
der of the District ; 3) F.A.R. 14 permits economic development
in line with land prices and other aspects of development eco-
nomics; 4) Only a few existing buildings in the District now
exceed FAR. 14.

CBD-2A - This district is proposed to be mapped adjacent
to the Office Core, permitting high rise development and
growth but at somewhat lower density to hold down the con-
centratipn of employees in these areas. It is mapped along the
Loyola-O’Keefe Corridor (between Lafayette and Union Street)
where limiting excessive traffic concentration is important and
in the Lower Canal Street Area where proximity to the Vieux
Carré was a consideration.

CBD-2B - This District is mapped in two locations:

1) Along the Riverfront, where higher densities than proposed
would seriously overload the street system as explained in
detail in Part 7, Section 2; 2) West of Loyola Avenue including
the Civic Center, H.E.A.L. and the Upper Canal Street Area.
Proposed densities are based on limited street capacities and
on the need for meeting generated parking demand within the
district. The district must accommodate parking facilities for
the Riverfront developments, H.E.A.L., the Civic Center as well
as accessory parking for developments along Upper Canal
Street.
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CBD-3 - As explained in detail in Part 7, Section 1, this
district is designed specifically for the purpose of protecting
and enhancing the Canal Street Retail Center, including ap-
proptiate densities and height controls to prevent worsening of
traffic congestion, preserve human scale for large numbers of
people, preserve historic buildings and provide a suitable tran-
sition to the lower building heights of the Vieux Carré as ex-
plained.

CBD-4 - This Districtis designed to assist in conserving the
important historic area between St. Charles and Tchoupitoulas
Streets with the proposed F.A.R. limited to 6.0 and building
heights to 85 feet.

CBD-5 - This District is designed to permit commercial and
residential development at moderate densities (thereby limit-
ing the spread of high bulk office buildings).

CBD-6A, CBD-6B - These Districts are proposed along
upper Poydras Street and North Rampart Street with a pro-
posed F.A.R. of 8.0 to limit traffic congestion in these two criti-
cally important corridors to the CBD.

CBD-7 - This District is mapped upriver from Girod Street.
between O'Keefe and Camp Streets where residential, hotel ,
and mixed buildings (residentiai and other activities) are fa-
vored and encouraged. Mixed buildings have a proposed
F.A.R. of 6.C, residential 4.5, and commercial 3.0. This system
of FA.R.’s is designed to limit the spread of commercial de-
velopment, especially high-rise buildings and preserve the
present human scale, especially along uptown-downtown
streets. F.A.R. 6.0 and 4.5 will permit high-rise and mid-rise
mixed buildings and residential developments in block interiors
and is the maximum building butk consistent with good resi-
dential open space standards. Figure 2 illustrates a prototype
development in this district.

CBD-8 - This District is mapped in the Warehouse-
Manufacturing Area, extending toward the River from Camp
Street and encompassing roughly the same area now zoned
as CBD-3 and LI. The proposed F.A.R. of 4.0 is not restrictive
on such activities and will permit conversions while preserving
the existing scale of development and discouraging specula-
tive acquisitions.

LI and Hi - These two existingDistricts are proposed to be
continued in the two following locations: 1) The area adjacent
to the Superdome and Union Passenger Terminal, which isin
public ownership, should retain the present LI with FA.R. 1.0.
Possible future changes in density should await further as-
sessment of the impact of traffic generated by the Dome and
an approved development plan; 2) The area adjoining the
bridge approach which is presently zone Hi with FA.R. 1.5
should retain this density limit, which appears to be appro-
priate (at least for the immediate future) for the activities in the
Area.



Prototype Building in the CBD-7 District

S
/

i

Fig. 2. CBD-7,
Maximum FA.R.-6
(414,000 sq. ft.)

This figure shows a development on St. Charles Street
with concern for the building height and street character. Even
though the maximum F.A.R. in CBD-7 is only 3 for commercial
uses, addition of residential units can increase F.A.R. for the
entire building to 6. At F.A.R. 6 with height control on St.
Charles Street a total of 414,000 square feet can be built on
the prototype block between Girod and Julia Street. Parking
garages are encouraged in this block. Thus a development of
offices and residential apartments with a parking garage base
could occur as illustrated. The higher structure is set back from
St. Charles to permit a continuous cornice line on the street.

RESIDENTIAL
GARAGE
A
7y
4t OFFICES
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art 6 — Amenity
an Implementation
and Incentive Systems

24

1. Implementation of
Proposed Amenities Plan

The Central Business District of New Orleans along with
the Vieux Carré is an area which can and should be enjoyed by
pedestrians. Part of the CBD’s unusual flavor and vitality is the
pedestrian orientation of its ground floor uses. Another partis
the human scale of much of its development and the quality of
its architecture. These are advantages to be built upon.
Pedestrians, workers and visitors alike, are the principal group
we should be planning for in physical terms.

The Urban Amenities Plan is a plan for pedestrians. It
includes some elements such as pedestrian malls which would
be provided by public agencies and some to be provided pri-
vately on individual parcels by developers. The latter include
some features which are mandatory and others which may be
provided at the option of the developer. The proposed zoning
ordinance determines the process whereby developers can
provide the elements falling within their sphere. The elements
of the Plan are summarized as follows:

Table5 Urban Amenity Plan Elements

Private Elements

Public Elements Mandatory Elective

Pedestrian Ways and Building Walls along Arcades
Malls Street Lines
Pedestrian Streets Special Height Limits ~ Mini-Parks
for Designated Street
Frontages Gallerias
Pedestrian Overpasses Pedestrian-Oriented Through Arcades
Ground Floor Uses

Second Level Pedestrian Curb Cut Prohibitions  Elevated Pedestrian Ways

Ways
Visual Corridors

Public Elements

The public elements all relate {o pedestrian circulation.
This pedestrian circulation network is designed to accommo-
date the highly concentrated pedestrian movements to and
from such important destinations as Canal Street, the Vieux
Carré, the Riverfront and the Superdome. Pedestrian bridges
and second level pedestrian ways are proposed for access to
the Riverfront, Superdome and Civic Center. The pedestrian
malls and pedestrian streets are proposed as the major circu-
lation elements at grade. The malls would be closed to most
vehicular traffic. The pedestrian streets would not be closed.

These two elements would be the focus of special public pro-
grams such as landscaping, lighting and street furniture. Two
immediate actions which can be taken to enhance the pedest-
rian experience are introduction of adequate street lighting
while preserving the historic fixtures now existing, and p/anting
trees. In a climate such as New Orleans’, it is disappointing to
find so few trees planted along streets in the core of downtown.

Some of the privately provided amenities, such as ar-
cades, which the proposed zoning regulations either mandate
or encourage with bonus incentives, are closely tied into this
pedestrian circulation system.

Elevated Pedestrian Plazas
Residential or Mixed Buildings
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Mandatory Private Elements

The features in this category should be provided by de-
velopers without any bonus incentives. They entail no
additional expense and are vitally important for maintaining the
urban fabric.

Building to property lines: On many streets of the Cen-
tral BusinessDistrict, notably most of those crossing both
Canal and Poydras, front walls of buildings have generally
been built to the street line. The resulting strong definition of
street lines is one of the CBD’s important design assets. Under
the proposed Ordinance, new construction would be required
to be built to the street line along the designated streets to
maintain continuity of the pedestrian experience. The tra-
ditional character of these streets would be destroyed by allow-
ing the existing building facade line to be broken by new build-
ings with a variety of setbacks. Plazas or mini-parks could
have this effect unless properly controlled. For this reason
mini-parks along these streets are restricted by the proposed
regulation to an entrance width not exceeding 20 feet (See
Figure 3). The entrance should preferably be covered by a
continuous building facade with the mini-park in these in-
stances taking the form of a courtyard in keeping with a New
Orleans tradition.

Special height controls along designated streets: On
some of the same streets, such as Canal, Camp and Magazine
Streets, existing development, including many historic struc-
tures, is quite uniformly six stories or less in height and in some

Build to
PROPERTY LINE

Street Facade Controls \L

NOT PERMITTED

Existing Historic Structur
in excess of 50’

IS PERMITTED
New Construction
in excess of 50
NOT PERMITTED
26 Fig. 4. Height Control of Cornice New Construction

exceeding 50" with 20°-0°

Setback over 20" in width

cases not more than four stories. Along such streets, building
heightis part of the pedestrian experience as well as street line
continuity. Visual continuity is interrupted when historic
facades are broken by tall buildings and setbacks at grade.
Some of the streets crossing Canal have special importance
for the visuai linkages they offer with the uniform-heights of the
Vieux Carré. To maintain the low scale visual perspection and
historic continuity it is proposed that new construction be lim-
ited to heights of 70 feet along some of these streets and 50
feet along others. These height limits would apply at the street
fine. Above the height limit buildings would be required to set
back 20 feet or more from the street line as shown on the
accompanying diagram (Figure 4).

Pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses: Retail and
other pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses are an important
part of the New Orleans CBD's special attractions. New office
buildings developed at the intensities likely to be utilized in the
Core are capable in themselves of supporting substantial
amounis of retail development. Requirements for develop-
ments to include sidewalk-oriented retail and other uses along
certain streets are discussed in Section 4 below.

Curb-cut restrictions are proposed along streets which
are planned as pedestrian malls and also along a very small
number of streets which are not proposed to be converted to
full-fledged pedestrian malls but which function as important
pedestrian routes. These restrictions are included in the
offstreet parking and off-street loading regulations. If no alter-

20" Entrance to Mini-Park
IS PERMITTED

setback IS PERMITTED \

~
Fig. 3. Build-to Property Lii__
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native access is possible from another street, off-street parking
requirements would be waived and no off-street parking would
be permitted. However, the curb-cut prohibition would be
waived where no alternative access to required loading berths
is possible. The regulations are designed to assist in establish-
ing a system of pedestrian routes where interference with
pedestrian movement is minimized. Along some streets vehi-
cular as well as pedestrian movements would be benefitted.

Visual corridors: The proposed urban design plan for the
Riverfront Area includes visual corridors.* These are corridors
of space extending existing streets to the Riverfront. As the
Riverfront is developed, it is important that the visual linkage
between the older upland areas and the Mississippi River be
maintained. This would be the wrong place for a “Chinese
Wall.” Under the provisions of the Plan no building could block
these open corridors to the Riverfront.

Private Elective Elements

The elective elements consist of (a) urban pedestrian
spaces provided by the developer on his property and (b) resi-
dential use. Both categories are discussed and explained in
this Section because, while they are quite different, they both
represent important elements of CBD development, which
should be encouraged by bonus incentives. The floor area
bonus system is illustrated in Figure 5.

The urban pedestrian spaces include arcades, mini-parks,
gallerias, through arcades, elevated pedestrian ways and ele-
vated pedestrian plazas. A developer can provide any of these
amenities, and others too, in any district, but to qualify for a
floor area bonus the amenity must meet standards and criteria
designed to ensure that it will serve the public as intended. The
minimum requirements for each of these public amenities are
set forth in the footnotes to the table of bonuses (Table No. 5 in
Article 5 of the Proposed Ordinance). Appropriateness of loca-
tion and design would be verified under special permit proce-
dures and criteria set forth in Article 15. Depending on its
location and design a particular kind of amenity may contribute
in a very significant way to the network of pedestrian
amenities, contribute less significantly, or actually detract from
the overall pedestrian experience. The criteria in the proposed

Fig. 5. lHlustration of Bonus Floor Area i ‘r"
M'é —
7 —
— R—
F‘\\j \\“Né
—— —

Basic Floor Area Ratio + Bonus Floor Area

*See also Map 8 and discussion of Riverfront Area in Part 7, Section 2 (below)
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Ordinance are intended to guide developers and City staff in
determining which kinds of amenities will be most successful
on a particular site and where a particular feature would be so
lacking in appropriateness and public benefit that a bonus
could not be justified. A pre-application conference between
the developer and the planning staff would be a usefui first
step in the review and approval process.

Bonuses are allowable in the CBD-1, CBD-2A, CBD-2B,
CBD-6A and CBD-6B Districts, which comprise those parts of
the CBD where strong development potential co-exists with
public policies favoring increased development intensity.

The administrative provisions relating to special permits
for urban pedestrian space bonuses include a provision that
“where a plan has been adopted for an area which includes the
lot for development, the urban pedestrian space shall conform
to such plan.” This very important provision would permit the
City Council to legislate a planned system or network of
amenities for a particular sub-area. Urban pedestrian space
bonus applications would still be optional with the developer
but approval would be conditioned upon compliance
with the plan.

Arcades: (See Figure 6) The purpose of the arcade pro-
visions is to provide in a sheltered setting additional pedestrian
space to supplement the sidewalk area. On the busiest of the
downtown streets arcades are needed to relieve sidewalk
congestion. Design standards and controls are simple and
straightforward. The only reason for having any special review
is to verify suitability of location. The streets on which pedes-
trian circulation is of overriding importance so that arcade
bonuses can be claimed without special review are listed in
Article 10, Section 17 of the proposed Ordinance and are gen-
erally the same as those indicated on Map 5 as pedestrian
malls or pedestrian streets. Arcades on other street frontages
would require a special permit to qualify for a bonus. The main
purpose of the special review wouid be to determine whether
the architectural treatment of neighboring building facades has
any historic value that should be considered before encourag-
ing an arcade that might be out of character.

= Maximum Allowable Floor Area Ratio



Through arcades: This element is intended to function
primarily as a useful link in the pedestrian circulation system
taking the form of an enclosed passageway. How well it serves
pedestrians is the general criterion for approval or disapproval
of bonus applications. Accordingly its usefulness as a circula-
tion element and the treatment of its frontages would be the
important considerations. A through arcade providing access
to a mini-park is illustrated in Figure 7.

Mini-Parks: Even a very small landscaped public open
space can be a great asset for the central business district,
and this fact is reflected in the dimensional requirements of the
proposed Ordinance. A liberal bonus incentive of eight square
feet of floor area for each square foot of minil—‘park area will
make the provision of mini-parks attractive to developers.
However, itis important that the siting and design of mini-parks
be handled sensitively and with a view toward maximum public
use and enjoyment. Many of the streets in the office area will
have streeti facade controls with frontage for mini-parks limited
to 20 feet per development parcel. How the 20 foot entrance is
handled in relation to the objectives of the street facade regu-
lations as well as those of the mini-park bonus provisions is of
key importance. (See Figure 8.) On other streets, such as
Loyola Avenue and Poydras and Lafayette Streets, the possi-
ble cumulative effects of wider mini-parks strung out on a se-
ries of sites have to be considered in the context of the modest
scale and intimate character of open spaces appropriate to
New Orleans. (See Figure 9.) To ensure that mini-parks will
materialize as the useful and attractive public amenities they
can and should be, it is particularly important that the granting
of bonuses be subject to a special permit procedure adminis-
tered with the aid of stated criteria, as we propose. Design
flexibilityjis important and this requires a minimum of rigid
standards and maximum reliance on criteria for design review.

Arcades on Private Property

Fig.6. =

[
%} 10°-0" min.
I
Arcade sidewalk
g 10’-0" min.
SR

Through Arcade I sidewalk
(TO MINI-PARK)

Mini-Parks
N no max.
o
N
N
o
Existing AW
Structure %

N 1
S C
20'-0" max.

Fig. 8. Mini-Parks — On Build-to Street

20'-0" min.

Active Pedestrian Street

20'-0" min.

Fig. 9. Mini-Parks — Not on Build-to Street
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Galierias: The intent of this urban pedestrian space is to
accommodate pedestrian oriented uses and activities in a
sheltered and attractive environment. Accordingly, at least
forty percent of the galleria’s frontage is required to be devoted
to specified types of uses which cater to pedestrians through-
out the day. Access of daylight by windows or skylight is
another feature of this amenity. (See Figure 10.) Dimensional
requirements are modest, but special review is required to
determine that locational and design criteria are satisfied.

Elevated pedestrian ways: (See Figure 11.) This ele-
ment by definition connects with pedestrian bridges. A number
of pedestrian bridges are proposed as public elements of the
amenity network. These bridges are for the purpose of provid-
ing pedestrian access to major destinations such as the
Superdome and the Riverfront. Elevated pedestrian ways will
be especially useful in the Riverfront Area, where they will
connect the bridges over South Front Street and over the
waterfront rail facilities with a proposed elevated promenade
along the Riverfront. Wherever located, an elevated pedes-
trian way would be required to connect with a pedestrian bridge
at one end and with a bridge or other pedestrian circulation
element or a major pedestrian amenity at the other. Plans for
elevated pedestrian ways would be reviewed to determine
conformity to an adopted plan (if any), usefulness for circula-
tion purposes, adequacy of vertical connections to grade and
design treatment in relation to adjacent development. Elevated
pedestrian way systems are included on the Public Elements
Pian (Map 5), but the links in these systems may be provided
by private developers in return for floor area bonuses if they
meet the standards and criteria in the Ordinance.

Galleria
Fig. 10.

MINIMUM 20'-40°

%
’,

ILLUMINATED AREA |
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Elevated pedestrian plazas: (See Figure 12.) Thisis a
feature whose usefulness in serving the general public de-
pends on its being directly accessible from an elevated pedes-
trian circulation system. Its ability to draw large numbers of
people should be on the same order as that of a mini-park at
grade level. This pre-supposes that it will be part of an exten-
sive and heavily utilized upper level pedestrian network. Al-
though somewhat like a mini-park, its location on an upper
level offers the opportunity to include beneath it space produc-
ing substantial economic returns. its popularity should be con-
siderable, which makes it important to ensure that its useful-
ness to the public will be correspondingly great. Special re-
views of bonus applications should stress this aspect. Seating,
landscaping and lighting are important, and such amenities as
open air cafes, art shows, sculptures, fountains or waterfalls
should be included to enhance its attractiveness.

MINIMUM 20°-40’

MINIMUM 20 FEET
ABOVE WALKING
SURFACE

50% OF FLOOR AREA MUST BE ILLUMINATED



Elevated Pedestrian Way
Fig. 11.

15 FOOT MINIMUM

106 FOOT MINIMUM

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE

Elevated Pedestrian Plaza
Fig. 12. \
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2. Incentive Systems

Incentives for Residential
and Mixed Building Developments

One of the important objectives of the Growth Manage-
ment Program is to strengthen and expand residential de-
velopment in and near the CBD. Existing residential develop-
ment in the Vieux Carré, Marignysand Treme should be pro-
tected and renovated where necessary. In addition, residenual
development should be encouraged in the CBD itself. By get-
ting more people to live in the Central Area the quality of ife of
residents, visitors and workers alike can be enhanced.

The objective of a gain in residential population in the New
Orleans Central Business District is supported by new features
in the proposed zoning regulations, including the following:

Table 6 Residential Incentive Features

Districts Where

Feature Applicable
1. District's maximum residential F.A.R. is greater than cBD-7
maximum non-restdential FA R.
2. Residential floor area amounting to 2.0 FA.R. canbe CBD-1
added to maximum floor area for non-residential uses. CBD-2A
CBD-2B
3. Bonus fioor area for entire building can be earned at rate CBD-1
of one square foot for each two square feet of residential CBD-2A
floor area in excess of FA.R. 3.0. cBD-2B
4. One extra F.A.R. point can be added to building’'s maximum  CBD-1
F.A.R. achievable with bonuses. if residential portion of CBD-2A

building has F.A.R. 4.5 or more.

This section of the report will discuss the bonus incentives
(items 2, 3 and 4 above). These provisions encourage mixed
residential/non-residential buildings or residential buildings in
large mixed use developments.

The largest incentive is actually the allowance of 2.0
FA.R. for residential use without reducing the allowable floor
area in non-residential use. However, mixed buildings with
such a low proportion of residential use are not likely to be built
very frequently, if at all. The incentive will be most usefulin
combination with the other incentives discussed below. The
second incentive applies to buildings with at least 3.0 FA.R.in
residential use and offers one extra square foot of floor area for
the entire building for each two square feet of residential floor
area over FA.R. 3.0. This will encourage a substantial amount
of residential use, without which a mixed building is unlikely to
be feasible. The selection of the bonus rate will be discussed in
the next section on bonus economics.

A ceiling is set in each district on the total amount of bonus
floor area that can be earned for any one development. This
establishes the tolerable limits of overall development intensity
no matter how many desirable features the development may
have. The final incentive for residential use raises this tolerable
density limit by one F.A.R. point for any development that in-
cludes atleast 4.5 F.A.R. in residential use. This will make it
possible for a development to earn the maximum bonus for
residential floor area and still have enough bonus capacitv left
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so that it is able to earn a substantial amount for amenities
such as mini-parks and arcades, which the City is also in-
terested in having developers porvide.

Computation of Bonus Floor Area. It is in the City's
interest for developers to understand and utilize the system of

bonus incentives. The Appendix of this report includes a
suggested form to assist developers in computing proposed
and allowable bonus floor area in a three step process.
Bonus Economics and Degree of Incentive

Floor area bonus rates for the various features dis-
cussed in the preceding pages are shown in Table 7.

Table 7 Floor Area Bonuses

Amt. of Bonus Floor Area for Feature Provided

Aliowable In For Unitof Feature's  Bonus Floor Area
Following Proposed Length or Area for Entire Building
Districts Feature Listed Below (square feet)
€BDA1 Mini-park For each square foot 8
CBD-2A
C8D-28
CBD-6A Galleria For each square foot 6
CBD-68B
Arcade For each square foot 4
Through Arcade For each square foot 5
Elev.PedestrianWay  For each linear foot 120
Elev.Pedestrian Plaza  For each square foot 8
Residential Use For each square foot of 0.5

residential floor area in
excess of FA.R. 3.0

In developing a bonus system the recommended scale of
bonuses is the result of two main determinants:

1. The public benefits of the various features and

2. The cost to the developer of providing these features.

The public benefits of urban pedestrian spaces and resi-
dential development have been considered in previous sec-
tions. To make the provision of these features by developers
attractive, the scale of the bonus must be great enough to
more than offset the added costs or other diseconomies in-
curred. In order to determine how much bonus floor area is
required to defray the cost of providing some feature such as
an arcade, the estimated value to the developer of a unit of
bonus floor area is related to the estimated cost of providing a
unit of the feature.

Residual land value analyses provide a useful indication
of the value of a square foot of floor area. If a developer will
pay $5.50 to $6.00 for the land required to build a square foot
of office space he will presumably be willing to incur a similar
cost for providing a public amenity that entitles him to build a
square foot of bonus floor space.

Construction costs and in some cases maintenance and
operating costs are items to be considered in estimating total
costs of each kind of feature to developers. Space inefficien-
cies in the building itself are another kind of cost caused by
provision of some features — a cost which is subject to con-
siderable variation depending on the size and shape of the
site.

Bonus floor area should be enough not only to compen-
sate the developer for these costs but also to give him an
incentive to provide the amenity. The incentive for residential



use is a special case. Two points of residential FA.R. are
granted outright in addition to the maximum F.A.R.’s for non-
residential development (with or without bonuses for urban
pedestrian spaces ). If there were no incentive beyond the two
free points of residential FA.R., a developer who wants to build
more than the free residential floor area would have to give up
as much commercial space as the residential space he adds.
Under the.proposed system of residential incentives, the de-
veloper would have to give up only half as much commercial
space as the residential space he gains. Where there is a
market for apartments, the square foot value of residential
space is not much less than that of office space. When com-
bined with the two free points of residential F A.R., the total
value of the residential space is about twice the value of the
commercial space given up. This is a generous incentive, but
not excessively so.

The various features eligible for bonuses can be viewed
as competing with one another for a limited amount of total
bonus floor area. The incentive factor should not differ greatly
among the different pedestrian features unless the City deter-
mines that some features have far greater public benefits than
others. An overly generous bonus for one kind of amenity will
tend to resultin the infinite repetition of that amenity to the
exclusion of all others. For example, plazas are if anything too
plentiful in New York City while arcades are a rarity. Especially
because of the need for imposing a ceiling on total bonus floor
area, bonuses must be scaled with a view toward the competi-
tion among various amenities in the bonus floor area market.

For incentive zoning to be effective, the base floor area
ratio must be sufficiently restrictive to interest developers in
seeking a bonus. The proposed incentives could not work
under any bulk controls approaching the loose controls of the
present CBD Districts. Building sizes have rarely approached
the F.A.R.'s permitted in these Districts.For this as well as the
more basic reason of avoiding the undesirable overcrowding
resulting from high densities with no compensating features,
development intensity must be restricted by realistic bulk
controls. .

ltis also important that floor area bonus rates, while
generous, be no larger than realistically required to interest
developers in pkoviding the features the City wants to encour-
age. After all, the total amount of bonus floor area a developer
builds will be limited by the Ordinance if not by the market.
Squandering bonus floor area by overly generous Ordinance
provisions would unnecessarily limit the construction of the
urban pedestrian spaces and the living units which the City
wants to encourage.

3. How Controls Would Affect
Developer Options

Figures 13 and 14 describe the effects of controls on two
prototype development sites in the Central Area. Under the
proposed bonus provisions both public and private interests
can benefit.

Figure 13. The CBD-1 site illustrated in Figure 13 has a
total area of 36,000 square feet. The controls of CBD-1 permit

Prototype Buildings in the CBD-1 District
Fig. 13.

22.STORY OFFICE TOWER

CBD — 1, without Floor Area Bonus
Maximum F.A.R. — 11 (396,000 sq. ft.)

130 STORY OFFICE TOWER OR HOTEL
(Residential 4.5 F.A.R.)

ELEVATED PEDESTRIAN
PLAZA
(8 sq. ft. floor area

bonus per 1 sq. ft.)
ARCADE
(4 sq. ft. floor area bonus per 1 sq. ft.]

CBD — 1, with Floor Area Bonus
Maximum F.A.R.— 17 (612,000 sq. ft.)
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396,000 square feet on the site or a 22 story office structure on Prototype Buildings in the CBD-2A District
50% of the land. By including residential development on Fig. 14.
upper floors amounting to 4.5 FA.R., the site could be de-
veloped with 495,000 square feet, and by providing appro-
priate amenities, the total development could reach a
maximum of 612,000 square feet. The illustration shows a
tower rising to 30 stories from a two-story base which includes
a ground level arcade with retail frontage. Atop the two-story Ca,,,p st
base is an elevated pedestrian plaza, which would be directly )
connected with an elevated pedestrian system including
bridges over one or more streets. In the CBD-1 District minimal
on-site parking would be permitted.

Figure 14. The site illustrated in Figure 14 is at the corner
of Canal Street and Camp Street. The concept for Canal Street
includes continuous retail at the street level and height controls
on both Cenal and Camp Street. In the CBD-2A District an S/
office or hotel structure would be limited to a floor area ratio of 55
8. However, including residential development and amenities c? / )
such as arcades, gallerias and mini-pa?ks would produce a CBD — 2A, without Floor Area Bonus
maximum permitted developmentintensity of 14. Theillus- 70w Maximum EA.R.—8
trgtioys show what this means to a prototype development on M. ine g (344,000 sq. ft.)
this site. v

Without the bonus, on a site of approximately one acre
(43,500 square feet) a total of 344,000 square feet can be
constructed. Additions of a galleria, a mini-park and residential
units on upper levels will permit an additional 261,000 square
feet of development. No parking is required on site in CBD-2A,
however, a minimal amount of accessory parking is permitted.
In any case enirance to parking should not be from Canal
Street.

The diagrams shown here illustrate the possible richness j
produced by adding pedestrian amenities. The addition of res- o
idential development will help support the street activity and

14 STORY HOTEL

Canal Street retail. RESIDENTIAL
4. The Philosophy and Approach
io Special Retail Requiremenis
22 STORY HOTEL

Retail and related activities in the New Orleans Central
Business District should be maintained and strengthened with
special efforts directed toward strengthening the Canal Street
area as a major retail center and toward maintaining a lively
and interesting environment for pedestrians in the rest of the
CBD.

Canal Street Retail Center

Advantageously located between the Office Core and the
Vieux Carré, the Canal Street Retail Center is one of the
CBD's important assets. In the future it should help to anchor
office building growth and maintain a compact Office Core.
The zoning regulations should be aimed at maintaining or in-
creasing the level of retail activity. The proposed requirements
for retail and related uses are explained in Part 7, Section 1.

Elsewhere in the CBD

In other parts of the CBD the concern is largely about the

(6 sa. ft. floor area —
bonus per 1 sq. ft.)

ARCADE (4 sq. ft. floor area bor -
per1sa.ft)

= MINI-PARK
\:;' (8 sq. ft. floor area bonus per sq. ft.)
&
¢ o
CBD — 2A, with Floor Area Bonus
Maximum F.A.R. — 14 (605,000 sq. ft.)
(Residential 4.5 F.A.R.) —
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environment created by new developments. Cities throughout
the United States have seen shops and eating places serving
the needs of the daytime population demolished and not re-
placed when their sites were fedeveloped for office buildings.
One or more banks and sometimes a coffee shop occupy the
ground fioors of the new buildings. The resultis clean, sterile,
deadly monotony.

This is what we want to prevent from happening in the
New Orleans CBD. In areas of high development intensity itis
practical and logical to allocate ground floor space to retail and
other pedestrian-oriented uses. New office buildings, in addi-
tion to generating more business for Canal Street merchants,
can be expected to generate a demand for two and a halfto
three square feet of new retail space for each 100 square feet
of office space.” Buildings developed at FA.R.’s 0f 8.0 10 14.0
should thus be able to support a substantial quantity and va-
riety of ground floor retail activities and eating establishments.

It is proposed to require minimum frontage allocations to
retail and related uses in the high density districts of the Cpre.
This approach is more appropriate than any other to the objec-
tive of maintaining a good level of pedestrian orienied activi-
ties. Stores need not be deep and total floor space in the re-
quired uses can be quite smail. But with a rather modest com-
mitment to devote 40 percent or more of his total frontage to
these uses, a developer will at least be interested in making
successful use of this frontage for stores of whatever depths
are best suited to market conditions in his location. Remaining
frontage could be devoted to other uses permitted in the dis-
trict, such as banks and offices, and to entrance lobbies, load-
ing dock access, and amenities generating bonus flocr area.
Along certain streets specified in the proposed Ordinance,
such as Baronne, Carondelet and the proposed malls, a 60
percent frontage allocation would be required. Pedestrian vol-
umes on these streets warrant an especially high concentra-
tion of activities along them.

The proposed requirement is reasonable and practical,
but if it should fail to receive the necessary support, a com-
promise might be worth considering, namely a reasonable
minimum floor space allocation to the required uses. This
would be two percent of the building's total floor area, and the
requirement would apply only to buildings over a certain size
such as 300,000 square feet.

*See Technical Report by WMRT on Growth Management Program, pp. 23-25

35



Part 7 - Special Areas
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There are three categories of unique or special areas of
the CBD which are stressed several times in earlier sections of
this report and are of the utmost importance to the future vi-
tality of the CBD. These are: 1) the Riverfront; 2) the two
proposed Historic Areas; and 3) the Canal Street Retail
Center, including the transitional tier of blocks between Canal
and Iberville Streets at the boundary of the Vieux Carré. The ‘
proper management of the growth and change in these areas i
is of the greatest importance;the lack of management or mis-
management would have a serious negative impact on the
CBD’s future.

The characteristics, opportunities, problems and recom-
mended approaches for each of these three types of areas.are
presented in this Part of the report.

1. Canal Street Retail Center

The Importance of Canal Street

The Canal Street Retail Center is one of the key elements in
the continued strength and viability of the CBD. The preserva-
tion and enhancement of the Canal Street Retail Center is one
of the most important CBD goals as highlighted by the Growth -
Management Program and this subsequent planning and im-
plementation effort. lis importance to the present and future of
the CBD is based upon a number of factors, including its eco-
nomic contribution in jobs and taxes and its functional contribu-
tion in providing a wide range of pedestrian oriented retail
activities and services for day as well as night time popula-
tions. lts location between the Office Core and the Vieux Carré
makes it ideal for serving the retail and retated shopping needs
of three categories of population: 1) The present and the pro-
jected future increase in the working population in these areas
and the remainder of the CBD; 2) Present and future residents
of these areas and greater New Orleans; 3) The booming
tourist population, which creates the basis for the No. 2 indus-
try in the City. Finally, its character and scale with relatively low
buildings, many having historic and architectural value, pro-
vide an excellent transition and buffer between the high rise
Office Core and the low buildings of the Vieux Carré.

Potential Problems

Canal Sireet shares some common problems with core retail
centers in many other cities: 1) The need for stabilization and,
if possible, enhancement; 2) The threat of displacement
through the private redevelopment process by high rise office
and hotel buildings and mutti-story garages.

Two prime retail centers as different as New York's Fifth
Avenue and Miami's Flagler Street have been threatened by
this second phenomenon. In the case of Fifth Avenue, even -
large prime retail stores with high sales volumes were being
displaced by high rise office uses with even higher economic
returns until the process was arrested by an amendment of the
City's zoning ordinance for this area.

A common shortcoming of most new office buildings and
many hotels constructed in the central business districts of
American cities is the lack of space allocated for retail serv-
ices. The typical pattern is for existing buildings with retail and
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other facilities to be removed and replaced by a much larger
working population but frequently with no or appreciably fewer
retail services. The needs and wants of the working, resident,
and tourist populations are frequently ignored and the street
scene becomes monotonous, dull and unattractive for pedes-
trians. Thus, the vital or critical mass of retail and service activi-
ties, which have increasingly come to be recognized to be
important to the vitality of a CBD, are appreciably reduced.

Proposed CBD-3 District

To promote the objective of preserving and enhancing the
Canal Street Retail Center a new CBD-3 District is proposed.
This District is designed to deal with both the Canal Street
Center itself and its relationships to the larger CBD in terms of
such critical aspects as function, scale and traffic generation.

The primary as well as secondary goals can be briefly
summarized as follows:

1. To preserve and enhance Canal Street by requiring retait
and consumer service establishments on the lower floors
as a condition of new development.

2. Topreserve and enhance the pedestrian related activities,
pedestrian scale and other aspects of the pedestrian envi-
ronment, including avoiding excessive traffic generation in
a variety of ways to be described below.

3. To maintain the scale and height of existing development by
reducing the present high levels of permitted intensity of
development and imposing height limits for three primary
reasons: 1) To preserve and foster a sense of historic con-
tinuity on this historic street as a whole; 2) To assist in the
preservation of individual historic buildings; and 3) To pro-
tect the adjacent Vieux Carré from tall and massive build-
ings o its boundaries, which in addition to the loss of scale,
would create excessive concentrations of activities, traffic
and noise.

4. To further maintain the traditional character of Canal Street
by respecting the existing building facade line and prevent-
ing new buildings with a variety of setbacks from breaking
this facade. To do so a proposed “build-to property line”
requirement is specified.

5. To prohibit new parking garages and lots and new hotels
and motels which would have the following adverse effects
on two areas: 1) Canal Street Frontage — The continuity of
its retail activities would be broken up along with the crea-
tion of excessive traffic generation, congestion and noise;
2) The Vieux Carré — Such activities should not be allowed
to concentrate on its doorstep for the same reason of traffic
éeneration, congestion and noise, but should be guided to
other more appropriate locations.

6. Toimprove the appearance of Canal Street by a program
for terminating the large number of unsightly projecting
signs.

The proposed CBD-3 District regulations include special retail

requirements for new construction and urban design controls

contained in an “Urban Amenity Plan” preserve the area’s
scale and character. The proposed District boundary and the

four elements of the Amenity Plan are shown on Map 7.
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Itis proposed that designated types of retail and related
service establishments be required on the lower floors as a -
condition of new development, including the horizontal en-
largement of existing structures. The consultants have rec-
ommended that this requirement also apply to reconstruction i
and that alterations and changes of use in existing buildings
not be permitted to increase any present deficiencies or create
new ones.

The required uses consist of a fairly wide range of pedes-
trian oriented uses listed in the proposed zoning regulations. A
number of other uses are also listed as being permitted in any
space in buildings as long as the minimum required space is -
allocated to uses on the required retail list.

The proposed required net floor space (not including cor-
ridors or other spaces used in common) to be occupied by
such uses is the equivalent of the lot area. For buildings with
frontage on Canal Street is is also proposed that at least 70
percent of such frontage on the ground floor must be occupied
by the required uses and at least 50 percent of ground floor
frontage on streets intersecting Canal must be so occupied.
(See Map7)

In order to maintain the present scale of Canal Street, e
assist in the preservation of individual historic buildings, as
well as meet the threat of displacement by high rise office and
hotel buildings, it is proposed that overall building heights be
limited to 85 feet and that front building walls along Canal
Street be limited to 70 feet. It is further proposed that building
bulk be limited to a Floor Area Ratio of 6.0. These provisions ‘
will retain the present scale of Canal Street and provide a -
suitable transition to the low building heights of the Vieux
Carré.

Finally, it is proposed that new hotels and motels and new
parking garages and lots not be permitted to locate in the
Canal Street District and be guided to more appropriate loca-
tions in the CBD.

2. The Riverfront Area

Although some of the most important land for develop-.
ment in the Central Area of New Orleans is along the River-
front, the development policies and land controls here are
presently lacking or confusing. It is important that a set of
development policies and controls be determined and clearly
enunciared to guide public and private decision-making and
facilitate cooperation in the development of the Riverfront
Area. In addition to appropriate zoning district regulations on
use, development intensity and off-street parking, we propose
an Urban Design Plan with a set of development criteria to
ensure optimum design relationships with the Port and with the
upland areas including the Vieux Carré. The principal objec-
tives to be achieved by the Plan are: public access to the
Riverfront, maximum public amenities, adequate traffic flow,
separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic and a harmoni-
ous relationship to the fabric of the old City. The Plan’s urban
design guidelines are general in nature but would protect the
essential interest of the public while providing a range of
choice for developers.
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The proposed Urban Design Plan (Map 8) »nd recom-
mended criteria are discussed further starting on pagu: 41.3uch
a plan with criteria should be considered and adopted by the
City.

This Section of the report outlines existing and future uses
in the Riverfront Area, identifies development constraints, pre-
sents an Urban Design Plan with recommended criteria for
amenities and infrastructure elements and explains how
Planned Community District regulations would apply to the
Riverfront Area’s development.

ExistingLand Use

With the exception of some 30 acres of private land, the area
on the Riverfront from Howard Avenue (extended) to Conti Street
is all in some form of public ownership. This includes dock area,
railroad, streets, parkland and N.O.PS.I. property as well as the
City property between Howard Avenue and Julia Street. The total
land in public ownership riverside of Front Street from Howard
Avenue to Poydras and riverside of Peters Street from Poydras
to Conti is about 60 acres (including Rivergate).

The Design Constraints

Most land at the Riverfront is vacant or at a low intensity.
However, certain functional needs serve as critical design con-
straints for any development. The Levee upon which the Poydras
Wharf and Bienville Wharf are built serves as the flood protection
for the CBD and thus becomes the most critical design con-
straint. The Wharves themselves are a critical part of the Port
and until replaced in the future must remain. Access to the
Wharves by both auto,'truck and rail is a part of the port function
and should be considered a given as long as the whatf area re-
mains. The N.O.RS./. substation on Canal Street occupies 2.2
acres and the right-of-way of the power line occupies a great
deal more. in theory the power line could be relocated, but the
station should be considered at least a short range given. Spanish
Plaza is a public investment along the Riverfront and should be
considered part of any design concept. The Vieux Carré ex-
tends to the River, however, the existing built environment
ends at Peters Street. Thg scale and height of development on
the River should respect the character of the Peters Street
architecture. Canal Street also has a scale and character
which should be respected in Riverfront development. Poyd-
ras Street has a newly emerging character and thus is less a
constraint than Canal Street. Automobile Access along both
Poydras and Canal as well as Peters, Decatur and Front
Streets becomes a critical design constraint since those
streets are nearly at capacity now — ANY NEW DEVELOP-
MENT WILL SERIOUSLY AFFECT TRAFFIC ON EXISTING

'RIVERFRONT INFRASTRUCTURE. Pedestrian Access to
the Riverfront presently is very poor. Pedestrian connections
to the Riverfront from the Vieux Carré, Poydras and Canal
Streets, as well as the existing warehouse district, should be a
major factor in the design concept for the Riverfront Area. The
Rivergate has a very special function which serves as both
constraint and opportunity. Combined with the Trade Mart,
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Spanish Plaza and Ferry Landing, this could be the Nucleus of
an outstanding tourist center. However, the typical pedestrian
and auto congestion associated with this area must be consid-
ered a design constraint. Existing Structures in the area in-
clude wharf area, International Trade Mart, warehouse struc-
tures (including the converted warehouse on Iberville), a park-
ing garage and Rivergate; these structures were all shown as
givens in the GMP report. Utilities for new development must
be carefully tested with respect to system capacity. Storm
drainage is especially critical in an area sc prone to flooding.
Special equipment for storage may be required in new de-
velopments or new public pumping facilities may be needed to
supplement the existing equipment. Bus lines presently termi-
nate at the end of Canal Street. Transit service could be con-
strained by intensive auto movement from new development.
Mass transit could also represent an opportunity for moving
people through the Riverfront Area from parking areas to
pedestrian paths. River ferry facilities interfere with auto, bus
and pedestrian paths at the foot of Canal Street. This con-
straint also serves as an opportunity for coordinated multi-
mode transfer if carefully designed.

The Development Intensity

Under existing controls with an F.A.R. limit of 20.0, per-
mitted development, assuming half of it to be residential, would
generate enough parking demand to fill eight levels of parking
covering the entire Riverfront development area. About seven-
ty percent of the spaces would be for peak hour arrivals and
departures. Even with the most efficient traffic controls the
existing infrastructure could not handle the loading and un-
loading of these cars. The solution of this problem involves
two primary options. Either increase the infrastructure to per-
mit more cars, or lower the allowable intensity of development.
There are strong reasons for doing both in this important area.
Under the proposed CBD-2B District controls a maximum FA.R.
of 8.0 inclusive of bonuses would be allowed for office, hotel
and retail development. For mixed residential/non-residential

idevelopments an F.A.R. as high as 11.0 would be aliowed.

Thus the demand for parking would be reduced by almost a
half. Even so, the equivalent of four decks of parking covering
the entire Riverfront development area would be required to
meet this parking demand. This implies immense peak hour
traffic volumes. To handle this traffic it will be essential to build
additional parking access roads. Primary exits from parking
facilities should be away from the congestion of the Vieux
Carre. Transit service paralleling the River will also be es-
sential. With good transit.service, there would be justification
for providing parking at the minimum level required in the
CBD-2B District (20 percent'below demand level). With these
measures and assuming residential development to be a major
component of the total Riverfront development, the parking
increase could probably be handled.



The Future Land Use

If development plans follow those which have been proposed,

the Riverfront can become an exciting and busy environment for

people as well as port activities. The programs for an International
River Center and Canal Place add office, hotel and residential uses.

This growth, however, requires public infrastructure, services and
cooperation. In return the public will receive increased tax rev-
enue, public amenity and increased tourist interest.

Criteria for Amenities in Riverfront
Development

The primary requirement for new development in the River-
front Area is adequate infrastructure to meet created demand.
This very general outline suggests criteria for testing new de-
velopment.

1. Parking demand in the Riverfront Area should be balanced
by supply although not necessarily on the site of the de-
mand. Access roads will be more constrained on the
down-river side of Rivergate, suggesting that overflow
parking in off-site facilities be located on the up-river side.

2. Access to parking should be from newly constructed
streets with no parking exits permitted onto North Peters
Street from Iberville to Conti. (The Rivergate Tunnel could
be linked to a parking exit system paraliel to the river.)

3. Bus service should continue along Canal Street and park-
ing shuttle service should be added parallel to the River
and along Poydras to the Superdome.

4. Pedestrian movement at grade should be linked to upper
level pedestrian movement incorporated in new develop-
ment. At points of traffic or rail congestion the pedestrian
movement paths should bridge the area:

(a) From Lafayette Street to the 2nd level of International
River Center and across the railroad to the air rights
development on the Girod Street Wharf.

(b) From Canal Street over the tracks to the 2nd level ferry
terminal and then to air rights over the Bienville Wharf.

(c) From Poydras Street over the tracks to a 2nd level sys-
tem connecting the Girod Wharf with the Bienville Wharf.

(d) From Iberville and Bienviile across the tracks to the air

rights over the Bienville Wharf.
Unless developments are built at less than the maximum

permitted intensity, pedestrian access to the Riverfront may
have to be between parking structures rather than over them.
The design impact of parking structures should be an impor-
tant consideration in the review of development plans.

5. Pedestrian plaza areas or gallerias should be accessible
by public pedestrian walkways at grade and at upper
levels.

6. Service movement should be channeled to the existing
corridor adjacent to the wharf area and include trucks,
rail and perhaps a relocated N.O.P.S.1. right-of-way.

7. Canal Street and North Peters Street adjacent to the
Vieux Carré should be subject to cornice line controls
within 20 feet of the street line.

8. Visual easements from the Vieux Carré streets to the
river should be maintained, as weil as easements along

Iberville Street, Lafayette Street, Julia Street and How-
ard Avenue.

Development intensity should be greatest near the inter-
section of Canal Street, Poydras Street and the Public
Spanish Plaza with gradual decrease of intensity both
uptown and downtown from this point. However, parking
and access should not follow this principle but instead
locate more toward the Pcydras side of the intersection
than Canal.

10.  Individual structures should not greatly exceed the
height of the existing Trade Mart, which serves as the
symbolic "entrance” from the Mississippi River.

The accompanying Urban Design Plan (Map 8) dia-
grams these design criteria in the Riverfront Area but
does not specifically locate any facilities. These loca-
tions require more detailed investigation and feasibility
anatysis.

Legislating and Administering the Plan

As noted earlier in the Summary (Part 1), the essen-
tial interests of the public, including an efficient transpor-
tation system and pedestrian amenities as shown in the
Praposed Plan in Map 8, are not likely to be achieved if
left to individual develobers or the present zoning con-
trols and other implementation tools. The consultants
have given careful attention to both the nature and con-
tent of the Special Plan for the Riverfront and the zoning
approaches developed in tandem with the Plan to guide
use, development intensity and off-street parking. Equal
attention has been given to how best to legislate and
administer the proposed Plan. To be successful in
achieving the unusual potential of the Riverfront Area an
innovative system of legislating and administering the
Plan is vitally important. The following alternative ap-
proaches were developed by the consultants:

Alternative 1 — A Special Design District For
The Riverfront. The bestway of legislating and adminis-
tering a plan for an area of the complexity and impor-
tance of the Riverfront is a Special Design District which
requires new development to conform to the rather sim-
ple but basic urban design guidelines contained in the
Plan, as described earlier. This Special District Plan
would be contained in the Special Purpose Zoning Dis-
trict, which would be mapped as an overlay district over
the proposed new zoning districts controlling use, den-
sity and parking. This system is general in nature but
would protect the essential interest of the public while
providing a wide range of planning and design options
for developers. It could operate with a minimum of ad-
ministrative action after the initial approval of the overlay
district by the City Planning Commission and City Coun-
cil. The elements of the Plan would be described in suffi-
cient detail in the Special District Zoning Plan to obviate
both design review and the individual approval of design
bonuses by public action. Therefore, additional public
hearings would not be required, and the open-ended
delays which tend to discourage developrnent would
thereby be avoided. This new type of planning guidance
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system has-a number of advantages for such developing
areas where high quality of development and coordi-
nated public services, facilities and amenities are impor-
tant.

Alternative 2 — Adoption as Part of The Com-
prehensive Plan — A second alternative approachis
for the proposed Riverfront Plan to be officially adopted
as a part of the Comprehensive Plan and used in the
traditional way as a guide to supplement the proposed
new zoning regulations for the Riverfront. This alterna-
tive should be used in conjunction with both Alternatives
3 and 4 as described below.

Alternative 3 — Special Overlay District Requir-
ing Design Review — This alternative involves the
mapping of a Special Zoning Overlay District by the
Planning Commission and City Council which would
contain a mandatory requirement that all developments
in this unique area be submitted to the Planning Com-
mission for design review. This overlay district would not
contain a Special District Plan as in Alternative 1.

Alternative 4 — The Proposed Central Business
Planned Community (CBPC) District — This alterna-
tive is the proposed Central Business Planned Commu-
nity (CBPC) District for large scale developments, which
would be used at the option of one or more developers. It
has advantages as explained below, but has the prime
disadvantage for large areas containing several large
projects that it would be used only at the option or discre-
tion of each developer, and the desirable degree of
coordination and linkage between developments and the
full potential of the area are not likely to be achieved —
i.e. adequate public access to the Riverfront and op-
timum public facilities, services and amenities, including
joint or shared open spaces and pedestrian ways.

The Regulations for Large-Scale Developments in
Article 9 of the Zoning Ordinance are proposed to be
expanded by adding to the RPC Residential Planned
Community District a new (CBPC) Central Business
Planned Community District. The new District can be
applied as an overiay district in any one of the CBD
Districts and would be especially appropriate for the
Riverfront Area.

Under the Planned Community District procedure,
one landowner, or more than one subject to proper con-
trols and assurances, can submit a development plan to
the Planning Commission and City Council for approval.
When the CBPC District is established, the development
plan constitutes the set of regulations for the District.
The underlying district's controls on development inten-
sity, use and off-street parking apply to the development
as a whole, but flexibility is permitted in the distribution of
floor area, dwelling units, parking spaces, etc. Yard re-
quirements and-height controls can also be modified.

Under the Planned Community District procedure,
development plans for the Riverfront Area should be re-
viewed for consistency with a Riverfront Plan. The River-
front Plan should be binding and to that end should be
adopted by the City Planning Commission and the City
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Council as part of the Comprehensive Plan, as noted
earlier. Elevated pedestrian ways, visual corridors and
points of parking access and egress are important ele-
ments of this Plan. Features not shown on the Plan,
such as elevated pedestrian plazas, would be reviewed
as parts of the development plan and when approved be
eligible for bonuses along with elevated pedestrian ways
and any other eligible features shown on the Plan. Resi-
dential incentives as part of the underlying district regu-
lations would also apply. The importance of the River-
front Area cannot be overstressed, and the best possible
use should be made of the Planned Community District
device to achieve results which will be most beneficial to
the CBD and the City.

3. Historic Areas

As stated in the earlier sections of this report, the preser-
vation of historic continuity in Central New Orleans is one of
the two primary objectives at the core of the Growth Manage-
ment Program. The objective is further supported by the de-
tailed implementation strategy presented in this report. itwas a
key requirement of the consultants’contract that the im-
plementation strategy shouid detail “which devices or combi-
nation of devices should be used in various parts of the New
Orleans CBD ... and how the proposed zoning relates to
each, with or without a new Historic District or Districts.”

Historic Preservation Districts and the Role
of Zoning

Maintaining historic continuity or historic conservation or
preservation are not simple subjects and require sophisticated
analysis and innovative approaches. What most cities’ historic
preservation programs have lacked are: 1) financial programs;
2) urban design plans for historic districts (New York City has
26 historic districts designated throughout the City with not a
plan for any of them, and the Vieux Carré appears not to have
a plan). The result is that the historic preservation agencies
tend to oppose all demolition and change because they do not
have a plan or they make decisions piecemeal as problems
arise without an overall planning framework, and 3) modern
zoning legistation which permits the desirable and necessary
bringing together of growth management concerns and pres-
ervation concerns of a given city’s planning agency, as well as
its historic preservation agency, in a balanced planning and
preservation effort.

New Orleans has the chance to supply these three
missing ingredients in an integrated program and move ahead of
all other cities or areas. This is particularly important for un-
usual districts as complex and diverse as those in the CBD of
New Orleans. This point will be expanded on later in the
section.

The following brief summary constitutes our additional
frame of reference, conclusions and recommendations on his-
toric districts and the role of zoning.

1. The nature of the two proposed historic districts in the CBD
is very different from the Vieux Carré and most other his-
toric districts in the U. S. in that there are great variations in
the height, mass and scale of buildings and diversity of



activities within each of the areas. Because of these dif-
ferences, there is need for a different kind of approach
emphasizing district continuity or historic “conservation” in
contrast to historic preservation — as the latter termiis
usually defined. Under the historic conservation approach,
change would be permitted, but under controlled conditions
which would ensure historic continuity. This approach also
requires a very different zoning system from the traditional
attempts focused primarily on rigidly regulating new de-
velopment rather than flexibly managed change. To be suc-
cessful an innovative system of zoning and modern zoning
administration are vitally important.

. As noted earlier in this report, our recommended FA.R.

limits and height limits are of great importance in conserv-
ing historic areas and buildings.

. Permitting a reasonable amount of new construction in

such areas in the CBD can best be achieved by a combina-
tion of historic preservation legislation and modern zoning
approaches. It is of vital importance that the zoning ap-
proaches be carefully developed in relation to the historic
legislation approaches, and vice versa, so that the two sets
of regulations reinforce each other rather than create con-
flicts or constraints upon either desirable conversions or
new construction. This is also important in order to obtain
the most effective management of such areas where two
different agencies are involved with different jurisdictions
and implementing tools, with somewhat different points of
views, goals and concepts and also with different kinds of
skills and experience of technical staff. The two approaches
should be considered and designed to be not competitive
but supportive and supplementary.

. Perhaps of equal importance is the fact that an urban plan-

ning and urban design staff in a Planning Commission is
likely to have more competence to do a comprehensive
evaluation of proposed new buildings as they relate to the
fabric of a district or area of the City than the typical staff of
a Historic Preservation Agency, which has one legal re-
sponsibility, that of preservation, and often has little or no
urban planning and urban design competence or experi-
ence.

. The transfer of development rights constitutes a powerful

tool, which with the new Louisiana state enabling legislation
should be of value in the CBD. The purchase of develop-
ment rights or the purchase of facade easemgnts could be
accomplished with the Special Tax District Funds, other
public funds or private funds (such as from the National
Trust for Historic Preservation and other foundations). For
those owners or developers wishing to use (i.e. to build
upon) development rights, zoning regulatiorfs can permit
the purchase of the rights from the owner of one or more
historic buildings or from a Fund which has acquired the
rights. Such approaches are especially useful if the historic
building owner undertakes restoration or lesser remodeling
work approved by the appropriate agency. Clearly, the
transfer of development rights system, by offering compen-
sation for the loss of development potential, constitutes a

very powerful series of arguments and inducements for
skeptical and opposing owners or developers,

Aliernative Approaches

In the light of the complexity of the problems and the
current controversy and uncertainty as to the future of the
various proposed historic districts in the CBD, the consultants
have developed three alternative approaches which are briefly
summarized as follows:

Alternative 1 — A Special Purpose Zoning District and
a Special CBD Historic District— The best or preferred
alternative is a new type of special purpose zoning district
carefully meshed with a new type of historic district and
guidelines for the CBD Historic Areas. The former would in-
volve design review of new development, conversions and
other changes geared to the continuity of scale, the fabric of
the area and related characteristics under clearly specified
urban design guidelines and criteria. There are adequate and
successful precedents for such special purpose zoning dis-
tricts which contain clear statements of purpose and well-
defined administrative procedures.

Alternative 2 — A Special Purpose Zoning District
Only — While Alternative 1 is the best solution, a new type of
special purpose zoning district in and of itself is a very useful
approach where new development is expected and will need to
be guided in historic areas by means of design review within
the context of district continuity or “conservation.” It is also

considerably less controversial and more acceptable to developers

and property owners than traditional rigid historic preservation
regulations, whether incorporated in zoning regulations or
separate historic legislation, with the sole objective of achiev-
ing “total” preservation at all costs.

Alternative 3— A New Zoning System without Design
Review — This third alternative involves special zoning ap-
proaches and systems for these areas but with less teeth than
a special purpose zoning district, including the lack of design
review.

Proposed Zoning Regulations for Historic
Continuity

Alternative 3 is incorporated in the proposed zoning
regulations released in March 1976 and is briefly described as
follows:

Lower F.A.R. Limits — The CBD-3, CBD-4, CBD-5 and
CBD-7 Districts all have recommended F.A.R. limits 0f 6.0 to
protect the existing historic character of these areas, which is
mostly low bulk in intensity of development. The section of the
CBD Historic Area in the Office Core is proposed for the higher
bulk of the CBD-1 in line with higher bulk and high rise charac-
teristics of existing development.

District Height Limits and Height Limits on Desig-
nated Street Frontage — F.A.R. controls alone would not
preserve the scale of these districts. Therefore, height limits
are also recommended. For example, the proposed height limit
for the Canal Street Retail Center (CBD-3 District) and the
CBD-4 District is 85 feet and for the Lafayette Square Area
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(CBD-7 District) is 125 feet within 20 feet of the street.

In order to preserve the scale and consistency of height
on designated streets containing an appreciable number of
buildings of old architectural quality, the following urban design
guidelines are proposed:

1. Aminimum of two stories at the street line;

2. Height limits of 50 or 70 feet depending on location;

3. The portions of buildings set back at least 20 feet can go
higher subject to district height limits.

Build-To-Lines — To preserve the facade lines along des-
ignated streets of historic character, “build-to-lines” (i.e. the
line of the street) are specified for these streets, with a pro-
posed minimum height of at least two stories (no one-story
buildings permitted) and proposed limits of 20 feet on the
widths of interruptions for mini-parks, gallerias or through
arcades.

Parking Facility Controls — To prevent the demolition of
historic buildings for parking facilities and avoid the aggrava-
tion of traffic congestion on constrained local streets with lim-
ited capacities, the following controls are proposed:

1. No new parking facilities are proposed to be permitted in
the CBD-3 and CBD-4 Districts.

2. No new commercial parking facilities would be permitted in
CBD-1 and only minimal amounts of accessory parking.

3. Insuch districts as the CBD-5 and CBD-7 Districts, which
include the Lafayette Square Historic Area, new commer-
cial parking facilities would be permitted only as conditional
uses, with, historic preservation being included among im-
portant criteria and considerations guiding decisions to ap-
prove or disapprove.

Waiver or Modifications of Open Space Requirements
— To allow remodeling of historic buildings for residential use,
proposed provisions are included for waivers of such require-
ments, as explained in Part 11,

Transfer of Development Rights — The proposed ordi-
nance includes provisions that would permit the owner of a
designated landmark building to sell unused development
rights on his property to one or more owners of property in a
CBD-1, CBD-2A or CBD-2B District. These development rights
are defined as “the maximum floor area allowed by the appli-
cable district regulations, exclusive of any additional bonus
floor area, less the total floor area of all the buildings on the
landmark lot.”

The exercise of these rights by the purchaser would be
permitted only by special permit issued by the City Council and
would be subject to the district’s overall limit on total FA.R.
achievable by earning bonus floor area. The permit would be
conditioned upon an approved program for the continuing
maintenance of the landmark building. A report from the His-
toric District and Landmarks Commission would be required to
accompany the application.

if tax revenues of the Core Area Development District are
used for purchasing facade easements of historic buildings, it
should be possible to incorporate provisions that would also
allow CADD to function as an intermediary in the transfer of
development rights, in other words as a development rights
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bank with power to sell as well as buy development rights from
landmark sites. The special tax funds at CADD's disposal
could be supplemented in this way and go further.



Part 8—Proposed
Parking Regulations

The development of parking regulations for the Central
Business District of necessity took into account journey to work
patterns, parking demand, the existing street system’s capac-
ity, future office space projections and the Growth Manage-
ment Program’s objectives and policies.

1. Goals, Issues and Policies

Parking policy must focus on the generation of parking
demand by new development and the impact of parking
facilities on the capacity of the street system. In the New Or-
leans CBD, even with its relatively good transit service, each
ten stories of an office building will generate a demand for six
stories of parking. Obviously in the CBD's high intensity Core,
where itis proposed to permit office buildings with FA.R.’s as
high as 14, the capacity of the street systemn would not permit
parking demand approaching this order of magnitude to be
satisfied on the development site itself.

Policies on parking and development intensity have to be
evolved with full consideration of one another. Given this rela-
tionship, the key task ih formulating a parking policy is 1) to
determine how much of the demand in Core areas and areas
outside the Core can be met on the development site and
2) how and where to accommodate remaining demand. In
reaching such determinations, the proposed parking policy
takes into account several important goals, as follows:

Parking Convenience: An available supply of parking
spaces at or near the place of employment is clearly an impor-
tant convenience, especially for those whose occupations re-
quire the use of a car at various times during the business day.
An area without at least a modest supply of conveniently ac-
cessible parking facilities would be handicapped in competing
for office building construction with other areas having a good
supply of parking. In the New Orleans Central Business Dis-
trict, success in achieving the goal of a compact Office Core
partly depends on the maintenance of a modest supply of
conveniently accessible parking. The supply will of necessity
be limited by the conditions of constrained traffic circulation.

Encouragement of Transit Riding: A whole complex of
issues centers around the relationship of mass transit service
to automobile parking. There is no simple resolution to these
issues. In fact, itis quite clear that regulations designed gener-
ally to support either mode exclusively would be harmful to the
CBD as a whole. Good transit service and a compact CBD are
mutually beneficial. Estimates of future parking demand have
been based on the assumption that the present journey-to-
work modal split between private auto users and public transit
riders (65%-35%) wouid not change. Future parking supply
should be controlled by the City's parking policy. This policy
should geperally be aimed at achieving a somewhat higher
percentage of transit riders. A modal split of 55%-45% is
suggested as a reasonable goal at this time, and the proposed
parking regulations are consistent with this goal. Traffic and
parking conditions should be monitored on a continuing basis
to determine in the future whether changes in this modal split
goal are desirable and whether changes in the administration
of conditional use provisions or in the parking regulations
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themselves are warranted for better implementation of parking
policies.

Preservation of Environment, Character and Scale:
Open lot parking outside the Core has been provided in the
past to meet a large part of the parking demand generated by
office building development further in. As the Oifice Center has
expanded into those parking areas, more open lot parking has
been provided further out. Surface parking lots are an eco-
nomic use for vacant land offering their owners a high net
return on their investment while they are being held for
speculative purposes or for eventual development. Unfortu-*
nately, as pointed out in the Growth Management Program
Report, surface parking presents “a severe environmental
problem, eroding the character of much of the Central Area
and making streets appear desolate, particularly at night.”

Many old buildings, some of them historically and ar-
chitecturally significant, were demolished to provide surface
parking in the months and years immediately praceding the
demolition moratorium. Many more of these buildings are cur-
rently under strong pressure for demolition, particularly near
the Poydras growth corridor. The Central Area’s historic tradi-
tion is threatened by this pressure. This implies a need for
careful regulation of the location and amount of surface
parking.

Apart from the more dramatic damage to the man-made
environment caused by surface parking, the uncontrolled de-
struction of buildings for replacement by parking structures as
well as lots can over time change the character of a centrai
business district by replacing activities and services which
support primary functions and encouraging the dispersal of
these functions into outlying areas with good highway access.
This destructive force must be recognized before irreparable
harm is done to the New Orleans CBD as it already has been
to the CBD's of many other U. S. cities.

2. Present and Future Distribution of
Parking Facilities

Existing parking demand, calculated on the basis of esti-
mated employment distribution and car use along with other
lesser factors, has been estimated for each square and com-
pared with the supply of parking spaces. Although alarge
number of spaces are provided in the Office Core itself and
even in the squares bordering Canal Street, these inner parts
of the CBD show parking demand to be far in excess of supply.
Deficits in Core squares are balanced by surplus parking out-
side the Core and serving Core employees. The area surveyed
extended from St. Louis Street in the Vieux Carré to the
Pontchartrain Expressway and from Claiborne Avenue to the
River. As of 1974 the supply of parking spaces in this area
exceeded demand by 35,051 to 30,866 spaces.

Estimates of the future distribution of parking spaces were
based on the proposed policy described in the next section
and to be implemented by the proposed district regulations.
Estimated parking demand by the year 2000 totaled 58,510
spaces. Projected parking supply totaled 64,848 spaces. The
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projected supply was based on the assumption that the
paripheral parking and intercept parking facilities of the GMP
Year 2000 Plan will be built and that on-street parking will be
eliminated for the sake of traffic flow. Parking demand was
based on growth projections of the Year 2000 Plan and as-
sumes that ferry service will obviate the need for 2,500 spaces
and walk to work trips will increase to 9,382, this increase
being largely accounted for by new CBD residential
development.

The above figures indicate that parking demand can be
met by supply over the next 25 years. And this includes the
assumption that the modat split between auto users and transit
riders does not change! The thing not obvious from the above
figures is that while overall supply figures are larger thanover-
all demand figures, supply is frequently not in a location to
easily satisfy demand. If a very efficient shuttle system is built,
that people want to use, it should be possible to get large
numbers from the intercept and peripheral facilities into the
concentrated areas of demand.

3. Parking Policies by Area

Five different parking areas or zones are proposed, each
with its own parking pelicy and set of parking regutations. The
five areas are shown on Map 11. Proposed parking policies
and controls for these five areas are summarized on Table 8
and explained below.

Area No. 1 — Mo MNew Parking

This Area comprises the Canal Street Retail District and
the Historic Inner Wholesale-Service District. Traffic move-
ment is severely constrained in this Area. In addition, the sensi-
tive land use concentrations and the need for protecting the

rea’s scale and character and its historic buildings require
strong controls pronibiting new parking facilities. With relatively
low bulk permitted by proposed zoning regulations, the Area is
not expected to generate any substantial increase in parking
demand.

Area No. 2 — Minimal Parking

This Area includes the old Office Core and the developing
Poydras Corridor. Additional office buildings should be antici-
pated and encouraged here. It is an area generally charac-
terized by high intensity development and constrained traffic
conditions. In spite of these conditions, it is important and we
believe feasible that a minimal amount of parking be permitted
with new development. Otherwise much new development
would likely be dispersed into areas where parking is permit-
ted, and the benefits of a compact office center would be sac-
rificed. Because of what is known about the constrained traffic
conditions reenforced by an in depth study of a prototype
square in the Core Area, it is important that the zoning regu-
lations fimit or ration the amount of accessory off-street parking
that can be provided for new buildings. Otherwise one or two
large new parking facilities could exhaust the street system’s
capacity before the area’s full development potential can be
realized.



Under the proposed minimal parking allowance, an office
building could provide one space per 5,000 square feet of floor
area, enough to accommodate about ten to fifteen percent of
its employees. Limited use of cars by key personnel would
thus be facilitated.

Area No. 3— “Parking Equals Demand”

This is an Area where traffic is generally less constrained
than in the Core. it includes the Riverfront District, Civic
Center, H.E.A.L., Upper Canal Street and areas bordering the
Superdome.

Parking should be required in Area No. 3. Requirements
are proposed to be set 20 percent below estimated parking
demand levels, but parking may be provided up to demand
levels. With permitted floor area ratios substantially lower than
those in the Core, this is an area where development should
be able to take care of the parking demand it generates without
producing intolerable traffic congestion. However, it is worth
noting that an office development at the full permitted FA.R. 8,
inclusive of bonuses, would require four parking levels at full
coverage to meet the parking requirements.

Non-accessory or public parking facilities may be justified
in some parts of Area No. 3 (unlike Areas No. 1 and No. 2) to
provide intercept parking for employees or visitors to the Core,
Under the Proposed Ordinance these facilities would be permit-
ted only by conditional use permit of the City Council after
review by the City Planning Commission against stated
criteria. Most intercept parking facilities should be provided in

Table 8-Off-street Parking Policies and Controls by Area

other areas where the permitted intensity of development is
lower.

Area No. 4 — “Parking Encouraged”

The general policy for Area No. 4 will be to encourage
parking, including public (non-accessory) parking facilities.
This Area comprises the large area extending up-river from
Lafayette Street (mapped CBD-5, CBD-7 and CBD-8) and the
North Rampart-Basin Street Corridor (mapped CBD-6B). Area
No. 4 is relatively free of traffic congestion and, with develop-
ment intensity generally limited to F.A.R.’s of 6 or less, could
supply intercept parking for people with destinations in the
Office Core. The Growth Management Program has proposed
intercept parking facilities in this Area.

Proposed accessory parking requirements are set at
levels approximately 20 percent below the estimated demand
levels the same as in Area No. 3. However, accessory parking
may be provided up to a maximum of 50 percent in excess of
the estimated demand level as a matter of right. A conditional
use permit would be required for accessory parking exceeding
demand level by more than 50 percent, for non-accessory
parking facilities or parking accessory to existing development.
There are also historic. preservation concerns in the CBD-5,
CBD-7 and CBD-8 portions of the Area,. These concerns, to-
gether with the objective of encouraging residential develop-
ment, especially in the CBD-7 District, are reflected in the pro-
posed criteria for granting conditional use permits.

Accessory Parking Accessory Parking Public Parking

Districts Policies Permitted Required (Non-Accessory)
Area No. 1 B Preventworse ftraffic congestion. None None Not Permitted
CBD-3 B Protect present activities and functions
CcBD-4 from disruption by parking facilities.

B Preserve historic buildings.
AreaNo. 2 B Limittraffic increase. Minimal None Not Permitted
CBD-1 @ Encourage office buildings and hotels by
CBD-2A allowing but not requiring minimal parking.

B Encourage mass transit use.
AreaNo. 3 B Development should accommodate parking CBD Demand 20% Below CBD Permitted as
CBD-2B demand it generates. Level Demand Levei Conditional Use
CBD-6A B Present level of transit ridership should

be maintained or improved.

Area No. 4 Provide for intercept parking and peripherat 50% Above CBD 20% Below CBD Permitted as

CBD-5 parking under suitable controls backed by

CBD-6B continuous monitoring and policy review.

CBD-7 Preservation of historic buildings.

CBD-8

AreaNo.5 & Plenty of parking for areas and uses heavily
H-l oriented to automobile users.

Ll

Demand Level Demand Level Conditional Use

Unlimited Permitted as

of Right

High (Existing
Regulations)
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Area No. 5 — Existing Parking Regulations

The policy for this Area is to encourage parking as in Area
No. 4. Historic preservation concerns are less important than
elsewhere, so that zoning need only be concerned that new
development meets high parking requirements. The regu-
lations of the existing L! District mapped around the Super-
dome and the HI District between the Riverfront District
(CBD-2B) and the bridge are therefore appropriate. These
areas and the uses located in them are heavily oriented to
automoblile users.

4. Parking Policigs and Controls Com-
mon to CBD Districts

Various regulations affecting the type of parking facility, de-
sign, location and use are common to several or all CBD Dis-
tricts. Three sets of controls which implement important
policies are briefly summarized as follows:

Parking Lot Control: The proliferation of parking lots
near the high density Office Core is largely the by-product of
speculative acquisitions of property held for resale or possible
future development. On sites outside the Core they usually
offer a better net return than parking structures. However, in
areas of established character and scale their impact on the
environment and indirectly on the tourist oriented economy is
very damaging. The recommended provisions on street facade
alignment, which are designed to preserve an important urban
design feature characteristic of New Orleans at its best, could
be reduced to shambles by repeated instances of parking lot
intrusions. For these reasons we propose that new parking
lots, accessory and non-accessory, be prohibited in the central
portions of the CBD, that is generally between Loyola
Avenue-Basin Street and the Riverfront District. This could be
accomplished by mapping a Special Conservation (Overlay)
District, which would include among its regulations the parking
lot prohibition and other regulations or incentives appropriate
to the purpose of conservation. Alternatively, the parking lot
prohibition could be incorporated in the regulations of the dis-
tricts where parking lots would be a serious problem. These
would inciude all except the CBD-2B, the CBD-6A, the LIl and
HI Districts.

It can be argued that parking lots offer cheaper parking
than garages can. However, preservation of the environment
is important enough to justify the extra expense incurred by
those who prefer parking close to their destination to transit
riding or to peripheral parking with a shuttle bus system.

Shared Residential Parking: A modest proportion of the
accessory parking spaces for residential uses may be ex-
pected to be vacated each weekday by those living in the CBD
and working elsewhere. There is no reason why these spaces
cannot be made available to CBD office workers during the
day. Therefore, for mixed developments of residential and
non-residential uses the proposed zoning regulations permit
up to 15 percent of the parking spaces for residents’ cars to
count toward meeting the parking requirements for the non-
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residential portion of the development. This is one of several
incentives for encouraging dwelling unit construction in the
CBD.

Control of Parking Facility Location: It is anticipated
that many applications will be submitted for constructionof ‘
non-accessory parking facilities, some of which may be part of
the City's program. These will be required to obtain approval
as conditional uses, and the proposed criteria for approval or
disapproval are set forth in some detail in Article 15 (Adminis-
tration). Generally these criteria are designed to assure rea-
sonable compatibility with surrounding development and to
verify whether the streéts are capable of accommodating traf- ™
fic entering and leaving the facility. The criteria include design
considerations especially in relation to surrounding buildings
and areas of architectural or historical significance. Along :
streets which are proposed as pedestrian malls or which carry
especially heavy volumes of pedestrian traffic, the proposed
regulations would prohibit curb cuts for parking garage
entrances and exits.
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Part 9-Proposed Use
Regulations

52

A great variety of commercial activities must be accom-
modated in a Central BusinessDistrict, such as New Orleans,
which serves a large metropolitan population. Although vari-
ous kinds of commercial activities permitted in these Districts
would be considered incompatible with residential develop-
ment in other parts of the City, in the CBD residential can be
juxtaposed with most commercial development without serious
compatibility problems. Residential use is allowed and en-
couraged in all the proposed CBD Districts.

There are a number of differences in the use regulations
of the present and proposed CBD Districts. Generally the pro-
posed requlations are at least as liberal as the present ones.
However, public (non-accessory) parking garages and lots,
which are permitted as of right in alf the existing CBD Districts,
are prohibited altogether in some of the proposed CBD Dis-
tricts and listed as conditional uses in the others. This has
been explained in the discussion of the proposed parking regu-
lations in Part 8. Drive-in restaurants and gasoline stations are
also treated more restrictively in the proposed use regulations.

There follows a brief summary of the proposed use regu-
lations by district or group of districts.

CBD-1, CBD-2A, CBD-2B and CBD-5
Districts

These Districts are designed to accommodate primary
concentrations of office buildings, hotels, hospitals, apartment
buildings and a large variety of ancillary uses. Development
intensity and off-street parking regulations are differentin the
fourDistricts, but the use regulations are the same. They are
generally more restrictive on service uses than are the other
CBD Districts. There are special requirements for allocation of
frontage to retail and other pedestrian-oriented uses, which
are explained in Part 6, Section 4. Retail stores are limited to
not more than 10,000 square feet per establishment to prevent
dispersion of major retail outlets.

CBD-3 District

This District,which is designed specially for the Canal
Street Retail Center, permits the same uses as the CBD-1,
CBD-2A, etc. except for the prohibition of hotels and the aliow-
ance of retail stores without size limitations. A special retail
requirement applies in this Districtas explained in Part 7, Sec-
tion 1.

CBD-4 District

This district is designed especially for the service and
wholesale uses which presently serve the Office Core and
Retail Center from the enclave of historic buildings between
Tchoupitoulas and St. Charles Streets down-river from Poyd-
ras Street. The use regulations are quite liberal in order to
permit a wide latitude for potential occupants of converted or
restored buildings.



CBD-6A, CBD-6B and CBD-7 Districts

TheseDistricts mapped along entrance corridors and in an
extensive area uptown from Girod Street permit, in addition to
the uses allowed in the CBD-1 District, a large variety of serv-
ice uses catering to residents as well as business. The bulk
regulations of the CBD-7 District favor residential develop-
ment.

CBD-8 District

ThisDistrict, which is mapped in the Warehouse-
Manufacturing Area, permits the same uses as the CBD-4 and
a number of other industrial activities as well.
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Part 10-Proposed
Districts and Their

Mapping
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The existing land use pattern for the CBD in generalized
form is shown on Map 12. The mapping of the proposed zoning
districts is shown on Map 13. Comparing the two maps will
highlight some features of the proposed zoning plan, espe-
cially the mapping of the proposed CBD-1 and CBD-2A Office
Districts compared to the Office Core’s present configuration.
Brief summary explanations of each district’s regulations and
how it is mapped are presented below.

The proposed CBD-1 District has the highest permitted
F.A.R., no parking requirement and only minimal permitted
parking. It is designed to accommodate office developments
and related uses and is mapped in a compact area comprising
the present Office Core and the developing Poydras Corridor.

The CBD-2A District is intended to provide for Central
Business District' growth in areas near the Office Core and at
slightly lower intensities than are justified in the Core itself. Use
and parking regulations are the same as for the CBD-1 District.
It is mapped along lower Canal Street adjoining the river end of
the CBD-3 District and along the Loyola-O'Keefe Corridor be-
tween Lafayette Street and Union Street.

The CBD-2B District differs from the CBD-2A in permit-
ting and requiring accessory parking that will accommodate
the car trips generated by the use. The permitted development
intensity (F.A.R.) is lower than in the CBD-2A, so that parking
facilities large enough to meet generated parking demands will
not overload the street system. The District is mapped in the
Riverfront Area and in the larger area extending from the
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Poydras Plaza site through the Civic Centerand H.E.AL. to
and including Upper Canal Street.

The CBD-3 District is designed specially for the purpose
of protecting and enhancing the Canal Street Retail Center.
Building bulk is limited to a Floor Area Ratio of 6.0 and no
parking is required or permitted. Building heights are limited to
85 feet 1o control scale and retain a suitable transition to the
low building heights of the Vieux Carré. The proposed District
extends along both sides of Canal Street from Rampart to
Camp and Chartres Streets.

The CBD-4 District is designed to preserve an important
historic area containing a wide variety of service uses supporting
development in the adjacent Office Core. Use regulations
permit wholesaling and many kinds of services uses. Parking
is proposed to be neither required nor permitted, the purpose
being to protect the historic area and the existing service activi-
ties and to prevent aggravation of traffic congestion in this and
adjacent districts. Bulk is fimited to F.A.R. 6.0 and building
heights to 85 feet. This District is mapped in an area between
St. Charles and Tchoupitoulas Streets where buildings worthy
of preservation are heavily concentrated.

The CBD-5 District is designed to permit central com-
mercial and residential development at moderate intensities.
Permitted uses are the same as in the CBD-1 District. The
District is mapped along the Loyola-O'Keefe Corridor from
Lafayette Street to the Pontchartrain Expressway and along
the tier of blocks between Lafayette and Girod Streets extend-
ing from O’Keefe to Magazine Street. Parking facilities are
encouraged to accommodate employees and customers of
firms and stores in the nearby Office and Retail Cores as well
as in the District itself. However, their location should be care-
fully controlled with particular attention to avoiding adverse
impacts on the proposed Lafayette Street Mall and the
Lafayette Square Historic Area.

The CBD-6A and CBD-6B Districts are designed to pro-
vide facilities and services along two entrance corridors to the
CBD, one along Poydras Street and the other along North
Rampart Street. New large places of assembly are not permit-
ted in this District. Otherwise a large variety of uses is permit-
ted. Because of high traffic generation in adjacent areas, de-
velopment intensity is limited to F.A.R. 6.0. Parking is encour-
aged in the CBD-6B along North Rampart Street, but restricted
to demand level in CBD-6A across Poydras Street from the
Superdome. Intercept parking facilities are certainly appro-

" priate along North Rampart, but would be inappropriate along
Poydras, pending further study of traffic conditions resulting
from Superdome events.

The CBD-7 District is mapped upriver from Girod Street
between O'Keefe and Camp Streets. As in the CBD-6 Districts,
a large variety of uses is permitted, but no new large places of
assembly. Parking facilities are encouraged, but the location of
large facilities is proposed to be carefully controlled with par-
ticular attention to historic buildings. Development intensity for
commercial uses is proposed to be limited to FA.R. 3.0, as
residential and hotel developments are favored in this District.
Maximum F.A.R. for a mixed building is 6.0.
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The CBD-8 District permits warehousing and limited
manufacturing, servicing, repair and other commercial activ-
ities. Itis mapped in the Warehouse-Manufacturing Area ex-
tending toward the River from Camp Street and encompasses
roughly the same area now classified as CBD-3 and LI. De-
velopment intensity is limited to F.A.R. 4.0. Parking is encour-
aged, but controlled as to location with special attention to
historic buildings.



Part 11-Height and
Area Regulations

Scope and Purpose of Height and
Area Regulations

Rounding out the bulk controls for the CBD Zoning Dis-
tricts are a few provisions relating to building heights and open
space requirements. These types of controls are generally for
the purpose of assuring adequate access of light and air.
However, the proposed height controls in the New Orleans
CBD are designed primarily for preserving scale where this is
important. Floor area ratio limits provide adequate assurance
against streets being excessively darkened by the shadows of
bulky buildings. In general, the objective has been to minimize
the impact of these types of zoning controls on building design.

Open Space Requirements for Non-
Residential Buildings

No yard requirements are proposed for non-residential
buildings in any of the CBD Districts. Where height limits apply
at the street line, portions of buildings exceeding the height
limit would be required to set back 20 feet. Aside from this, no
open space requirements of any kind would apply to non-
residential buildings. No setbacks from interior lot lines are
required. *

Open Space Requirements for
Residential Buildings

For the relatively high densities and urban living environ-
ments in the CBD Districts, only smali amounts of usable open
space should be required with residential or mixed buildings.

A minimum open space ratio*” of .07 is proposed in the highest
density districts and .10 in those with lower density limits (see
Table 9). As proposed, only half of the required open space
would have to be provided at ground level or, in the case of a
mixed building, at or below the floor level of the lowest residen-
tial story. The rest can be located on upper level roofs or
decks. It is anticipated that a large proportion of the living units
builtin the CBD will be provided on the upper floors of mixed
buildings.

For the historic area comprising the CBD-4 District, open
space requirements take the form of building coverage restric-
tions similar to those in the Vieux Carré Districts, so that in this
District 30 percent of a parcel's area, or 20 percent in the case
of a corner lot, must be left uncovered by buildings.

Yards and Window Outlook Requirements
for Residential Buildings

The proposed regulations require a rear yard of not less
than 20 feet for residential buildings or portions of buildings,
and require any residential building walls having windows to be
set back from interior lot lines at least 20 feet or one-sixth of
the height of the wall, whichever is more. These regulations
would only apply above the lowest residential floor of a mixed
building.

*Present Ordinance requires setbacks from interior lot lines for portions of buildings ex-

ceeding 125 feet in height -

**Open space ratio is the ratio of usable open space to residential floor area.
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Modification of Open Space Requirements

In order to permit the renovation and conversion of histori-
cally valuable old buildings to residential use, it should be pos-
sible to waive or reduce open space, rear yard or window
outlook requirements in appropriate cases. This could be done
administratively by certification of the City Planning Commis-
sion. However, this kind of provision could not be put into effect
without criteria for determining areas and conditions where the
regulatory modifications would be appropriate. A first step
would be to determine areas where this kind of flexibility would
warrant consideration. These areas could be mapped as Spe-
cial Conservation Zoning Distficts overlaid upon the regular
CBD District or Districts. Within the overlay district criteria and
procedural rules would be established for permitting residential
conversions which do not comply in every respect with the
normal open space standards. in the same overlay district,
prohibition of parking lots would also be appropriate.

Height Controls

In most of the CBD Districts building heights would be
unlimited by the proposed regulations except for the special
height limits on designated street frontages (discussed in Part
6 Section 1). District-wide height controls would apply in the
CBD-3 and CBD-4 Districts, where overall height limits of 85
feet are proposed to maintain the Districts' present character
and scale, and in the CBD-7 and CBD-8 Districts, where

Table 9 Key Bulk Regulations

heights are only limited within 20 feet of the street line, to
maintain appropriate scale from street level perspectives.

Relationship to F.A.R. Controls

The proposed open space requirements and height con-
trols are quite liberal in their overall effect and would not have
an inhibiting effect upon development. How the key regulations
relate to the basic F.A.R. controls can be seen on Table 9,
which summarizes the key bulk regulations.

Maximum Floor Area Ratios

Residential
Entire Open Space Maximum
District  Non-Residential Residential Building Requirement (1) Height Limits (2)
CBD-1 11-14 6 13-17 OSR .07 No limit
CBD-2A 8-11 6 10-14 OSR .07 No limit
CBD-2B 6-8 6 8-11 OSR .07 No limit
CBD-3 6 45 6 OSR .07 85 feet
CBD-4 6 4.5 6 20-30% of 85 feet
lot areas

CBD-5 6 4.5 6 OSR .10 No limit
CBD-6A&6B 3-6 3 3-6 OSR .10 No limit
CBD-7 3 4.5 6 OSR.10 125’ within 20’

of street line
CBD-8 4 4 4 OSR .10 60’ within 20°

of street line

LI 1 1 1 OSR .30 75 feet
HI 1.5 — 1.5 — No fimit

(1) Where OSR (Open Space Ratio) is indicated, this represents the mininum ratio of open space to floor area.

{2) Except for special height limits on street frontages designated in Article 10, Section 5.
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3. Administering the Zoning Plan

The Department of Safety and Permits has ongoing re-
sponsibilities of administration and enforcement. These will:
include some new features, such as the bonus for residential
use and the bonus for arcades along designated streets, which
are permitted as a matter of right with no special permit re-
quirement.

The responsibilities of the City Planning Commission and
the City Council would be extended primarily in the two areas
of special permit and conditional use administration.

Special Permits

An old procedure with a new name is proposed for the
following kinds of actions requiring the exercise of planning
judgment.

1. Bonus authorizations for urban pedestrian spaces, such as
mini-parks, gallerias, etc.
2. Transfer of development rights.

The procedure is identical with the conditional use proce-
dures but involves development intensity authorizations rather
than use authorizations. Therefore, the term “special permit” is
used. As in the case of conditional uses, approval may or may
not be appropriate depending on local conditions and design
considerations. Not every urban pedestrian space will be ap-
propriate in every location. The criteria for approval of bonus
applications are designed to make sure that these spaces will
be useful and attractive public amenities.* They are included in
Article 15 of the proposed Ordinance provisions and will pro-
vide guidance for developers and reviewing authorities alike.

A similar procedure is proposed for transfer of develop-
ment rights applications, which would be reviewed with two
primary objectives in mind:

1. The basic public objective of preserving the historic building
and

2. The objective of minimizing impact on surrounding areas of
the extra density transferred to the development site.

Administration of the special permit provisions will make
slight additional demands on Planning Department staff. Pre-
application conferences would be a desirable first step in an
application process which can and should be expeditious. Ul-
timately, under an improved system of zoning administration,
the requirement of City Council action in an essentially admin-
istrative process should no longér be required.

Conditional Uses

The uses which are listed as conditional uses in the pro-
posed district regulations are for the most part not significantly
different from those presently listed, a few having been re-
moved and a few added.

Parking facilities are the most important addition to the
conditional uses. The proposed parking policies as outlined in
Part 8 cannot be successfully implemented without heavy re-

*For'further explanation of design considerations see Part 6, Section 1, above, dealing with

individual amenities.

liance on conditional use procedures. Special criteria for the
approval of parking facilities are proposed to be added in the
conditional use section of Article 15. In general the criteria are
addressed to the following concerns:
I.  Implementation of the City’s parking policy for the CBD and
individual CBD zoning districts.

2. Preservation of historic buildings, historic areas, and street
facade lines.
Compatibility with surrounding development.
Impact on pedestrian traffic flow.
Impact on the street system’s vehicular traffic capacity.
Special impact of large parking facilities.

The City’s parking policies for the CBD should be articu-
lated in public documents.

‘The resuits of development under the CBD zoning regu-
lations and of any public initiatives such as the provision of
large peripheral facilities with shuttle bus service should be
regularly monitored and assessed in relation to public transit
service and traffic conditions, to determine whether the
policies and their implementation are satisfactory or in need of
modification. Some modifications might only affect the admin-
istration of the conditional use provisions. Other modifications
might involve changes in the district regulations on off-street
parking or new public initiatives.

o0 s
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APPENDIX A— FORM FOR COMPUTING BONUS FLOOR AREA
STEP! BASIC INFORMATION

AREAOF LOT: sq. ft.

For mixed buildings only: Proposed residential floor area

DISTRICTS AND PERMITTED F.A.R.'s: on chart below circle District and maximum F.A.R.’s — basic and with bonuses — that wouid timit

proposed development.

+ lotarea = RESIDENTIAL FAR.

District: CBD-1

CBD-2A CBD-28B CBD-6

Base Maximum FA.R.’s

Non-residential building or portion of building 11 8 6 3
Residential building or portion of building 6 6 3
Entire (mixed) building (containing both residential and
non-residential portions) 13 10 8 3
Maximum F.A.R. Achievable by Earning Bonus Floor Area
Non-residential building or portion of building 14 it 8 6
Residential building or portion of building 6 6 6 3
Entire (mixed) building
a. Where proposed residential FA.R. isless than 4.5 16 13 11 6
b. Where proposed residential FA.R. is 4.5 or more 17 14 11 6
STEPII PROPOSED BONUS FLOOR AREA
Urban Pedestrian Spaces
1 2 3 4

Bonus Floor Area (sq. ft.) Area or length of

Bonus Floor Area

per unit of Feature’s Proposed Feature Allowance (sq. ft.)
Feature Area or Length in sq. ft. or ft. (Col. 2 x Col. 3}
Mini.park 8 (per sq. ft.)
Galleria 6 (per sg. ft.)
Arcade 4 (per sq. ft.)
Through Arcade 5 (per sq. ft.)
Elevated Pedestrian Way 120 (per linear ft.)
Elevated Pedestrian Plaza 8 (per sq. ft.)
Total bonus floor area for proposed urban pedestrian spaces
Residential Use
Bonus Floor Area

Bonus Rate Allowance (sq. Ft.)
Proposedfloorarea ______..__ sq.ft
Lesslotareax3 ... sq.ft
Difference . sg.ft . x 05 =

Grand Total proposed bonus floor area for urban pedestrian spaces and residential use

STEPIII TOTAL PROPOSED AND ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA
Building Type (check): Non-Residential [] Mixéd Residential/Non-Residential 7]

Note: Floor areas proposed and allowable should be for the entire building in the case of mixed buildings.

Allowable floor area

1. Base maximum FA.R. x Lot Area (sq. ft.) f{om Step |

2. Total proposed bonus floor area from Step il

3. Totaltand2 ‘

4. Maximum floor area achievable by earning bonuses (maximum
achievable F.A.R. x lot area) from Step |

Proposed total floor area (may not exceed the lesser of line 3 and line 4 above)
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Part 12—
Sign Regulations

Existing Sign Regulations

The sign regulations of the present CBD Districts are very
liberal, especially in the CBD-2 and CBD-3 Districts. Although
full advantage of these loose controls is fortunately not taken
on many CBD parcels, there are enough instances of exces-
sive numbers, sizes and attention grabbing to cause concern
about potential spread.

Proposed Changes

Roof signs and general advertising signs: These are
now prohibited only in the existing CBD-1 District. With the
construction of the Superdome, the coming development of
the Riverfront, the objective of more residential development in
the uptown direction and the historic preservation concerns in
much of the remainder of the CBD, we propose that the prohib-
ition of these categories of signs be extended throughout the
CBD.

Sign Area. For the same reason we propose to reduce
the excessive amount of accessory sign area now permitted
everywhere but the existing CBD-1 District, so that the present
sign area limits of the CBD-1 District will apply in all the new
CBD Districts.

Projecting Signs. These signs are presently prohibited in
the extensive area covered by the existing CBD-1 District. We
propose to extend the prohibition of projecting signs to the
Lafayette Square, Loyola - O’Keefe Corridor and H.E.A.L. -
Civic Center Areas, so that they would not be permitted in the
proposed CBD-1, CBD-2A, CBD-2B, CBD-3, CBD-4 and
CBD-5 Districts.

Flashing Sign’s. These signs, presently prohibited only in
the existing CBD-1 District, would be prohibited as well in the
upriver area proposed for CBD-7, where an important goal is
the attraction of residential development.

Termination of Projecting Signs in CBD-3. A special
provision in the proposed CBD-3 District would require the
removal of projecting signs within a year. This should greatly
improve the appearance of the Canal Street Retail Center.
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Part 13—-Proposed
New Administrative

Provisions
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1. The Importance of Effective Zoning
Administration

The basic prerequisites for success of the CBD implemen-
tation strategy and zoning plan are:

1. Legality

2. Aplanwith appropriate objectives and means

3. Workable, equitable procedures in the zoning plan

4. Effective administration

The new zoning system and special zoning approaches
we have recommended, especially those involving incentives
as well as special approaches for unique areas, depend upon
the success of each of the above four factors.

These prerequisites are all closely interrelated. In particu-
lar, effective administration requires each of the other three.
Good design is particularly important for the New Orleans
CBD, and for this a modern system of discretionary decision
making is needed.

The decisions are essentially administrative. They are
judgments formulated in accordance with criteria legislated as
part of the Ordinance and they implement rather than make
policies. The matters decided are generally of a technical na-
ture and some are only minor details. But decisions of this kind
are presently made by the City’s policymakers — the City
Council — after review and recommendation by the City Plan-
ning Commission. Some of the lesser decisions — not always
so small in terms of their impact — are made by the Board of
Adjustments. A better system of zoning administration is
needed. Pending its availability the proposed CBD Zoning Or-
dinance provisions are written for administration within the
present framework.

2. Board of Adjustments

The variance and exception granting powers of the Board
of Adjustments should not be exercisable in situations where
they could undermine site pian reviews or the implementation
of plans and urban design policies. The Ordinance presently
prohibits Board waivers, variances or exceptions to develop-
ment standards for large-scale developments or conditional
uses. The proposed amendment would add the following limi-
tations in CBD Districts.

1. No floor area ratio variances would be permitted because of
obvious conflicts with floor area bonuses for elective
amenities and residential construction and also with trans-
fer of development rights.

2. No special height exceptions would be permitted along the
designated street frontages where special height limits are
established to implement an important feature of the Urban
Amenity Plan.

3. No variances or exceptions would be permitted for waiving
or reducing parking requirements. Parking policy in the
CBD should be made and implemented by the City Plan-
ning Commission and the City Council.
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