Codi E. Davis

From: Robert D. Rivers

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Larry W. Massey Jr.

Subject: FW: Master plan input

From: Debra [mailto:bcswdebra@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, September 4, 2017 9:12 AM

To: Robert D. Rivers <rdrivers@nola.gov>; Leslie T. Alley <ltalley@nola.gov>; CPCinfo <CPCinfo@nola.gov>
Subject: Master plan input

Good morning

This letter, sent before the written deadline, is to provide input on the proposed Master Plan changes. As | am unable to
attend the September 12 meeting, | request that my input be provided to the Commissioners in their packet, prepared
by staff in advance of that date.

I strongly oppose any language which provides for the continued encroachment of commercial into residential
neighborhoods and request that "on sites" be deleted from Range of Uses in all references to Residential Pre-War within
the Text Amendments. This exception should be retained only for existing buildings where previous commercial uses
can be verified and not extended to vacant lots. | further oppose any change which would provide for the conversion of
institutional and non-residential buildings to commercial and/or mixed use in these areas and support only their
conversion to multi-family

| oppose any allowance of density bonuses unless they are specifically tied to mandatory inclusion of long-term
affordable housing PROVIDED ONSITE OF THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT.

I oppose the Institutional designation for the RTA transit facility.

I'am in strong opposition to CM Williams' amendment which changes MUL to MUM on and near Canal St., Broad St, City
Park Avenue and North Carrollton.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely

Debra Voelker
Mid-City resident



Codi E. Davis

From: Robert D. Rivers

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Larry W. Massey Jr.

Subject: FW: MCNO Official Comments on Master Plan Amendments Under Reconsideration

From: Patrick Armstrong [mailto:patrick.n.armstrong@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, September 4, 2017 4:13 PM

To: CPCinfo <CPCinfo@nola.gov>; Robert D. Rivers <rdrivers@nola.gov>

Cc: Emily Downey <downey.emily@gmail.com>; Leslie T. Alley <|talley@nola.gov>

Subject: Re: MCNO Official Comments on Master Plan Amendments Under Reconsideration

Good afternoon, Director Rivers & CPC,

We are requesting that the Mid-City Neighborhood Organization (MCNO) letter be included in the packet
distributed to City Planning Commissioners. One of the reasons we send in letters of comment and concern is
because we are an all volunteer organization, and many of our membership and board members have jobs
during the day that make it very difficult to attend CPC meetings in person.

Thank you,

Patrick Armstrong
Secretary, MCNO

On Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 8:06 PM, Patrick Armstrong <patrick.n.armstrong@gmail.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Director Rivers & City Planning Commission,

“Pleasc accept ihie attached letter as the official position of the Mid-City Neighborhood Organization (MCNO)
regarding the Master Plan Amendments under reconsideration by Staff. Several specific items and a few
general items are addressed in the letter.

Let me know if you have any trouble downloading the document.

Thank you,

Patrick Armstrong
Secrefary. MOUNO



Codi E. Davis

From: Robert D. Rivers

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 12:01 PM

To: Larry W. Massey Jr.

Subject: FW: MCNO Official Comments on Master Plan Amendments Under Reconsideration
Attachments: 2017-8-30-MCNO-Master-Plan-Amendments-CPC.pdf

From: Patrick Armstrong [mailto:patrick.n.armstrong@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 8:07 PM

To: CPCinfo <CPCinfo@nola.gov>; Robert D. Rivers <rdrivers@nola.gov>

Cc: Mcno Board <board-mcno@googlegroups.com>

Subject: MCNO Official Comments on Master Plan Amendments Under Reconsideration

Good afternoon, Director Rivers & City Planning Commission,

Please accept the attached letter as the official position of the Mid-City Neighborhood Organization (MCNO)
regarding the Master Plan Amendments under reconsideration by Staff. Several specific items and a few general
items are addressed in the letter.

Let me know if you have any trouble downloading the document.

Thank you,

Patrick Armstrong
Secretary, MCNO



August 30, 2017

Director Robert D. Rivers

City Planning Commission
1300 Perdido Street, 7th Floor
New Orleans, LA 70112

RE: Master Plan Amendments Under Reconsideration

Good morning, Director Rivers,

Please accept the following letter as the official positions of the Mid-City Neighborhood Organization
(MCNO) concerning the itemized Master Plan Amendments currently under re-consideration by CPC
Staff. We recognize there are several different amendments addressed in this letter, so we have
itemized them as specifically as possible so they can be added to the appropriate Staff reports.

MCNO and our residents have worked for over a year to keep up with the Master Plan Amendments
process and arrive at these positions. In November 2016, MCNO hosted Leslie Alley & Paul Cramer to
help inform our membership of what changes would be taking place. Land use and zoning are identified
by our membership as one of our residents’ top priorities according to a vote from December 2016.
Keeping our community up to date on Master Plan amendment processes also generated civic input of
40+ individual letters and petition signatures during the initial CPC public comment process earlier this
year, and those letters helped MCNO arrive at these positions.

For reference, those letters can be viewed on the Master Plan Public Comments links:

- Planning District 4:
https://www.nola.gov/nola/media/One-Stop-Shop/CPC/PD-4-FLUM-comments.pdf
- Planning District 5
 https://www.nola.gov/nola/media/One-Stop-Shop/CPC/PD-5-FLUM-comments.pdf
- Council At-Large Amendment
https://www.nola.gov/nola/media/One-Stop-Shop/CPC/Council-at-Large-FLUM-amendment-

comments.pdf

if you have any questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,

i1
TN

_—
o

Emily Leitzinger
President, Mid-City Neighborhood Organization (MCNO)
president@mcno.org




M-17-412Master Plan Amendments to the Future Land Use Map (FLUM)

PD-4 d: Support Commission recommendation approving change from TRANS

to Industrial. Opposed to modified change to Institutional. This site is a vital part of our city’s public
transportation system, not a vacant or underutilized site or institutional use in need of more intense
development. Support is for retaining consistency with industrial designation assigned to other sites
city-wide

PD-4 b: Support Council suggested retention of existing RLD-Pre for 3100 Banks Street. RLD-Pre is
consistent with input from more than 70+ immediate neighbors and also the adjoining RLD-Pre land
use. Preference is to allow a limited exception at this site that leaves the underlying land use
inconsistent with current zoning. Retention of current RLD-Pre will help ensure desired development is
not intensified or expanded in the future. It will close the door on additional zoning changes which may
allow unlimited size commercial, incompatible uses and height, area and bulk which is inconsistent with
adjacent and surrounding low-density residential neighborhood. Current HU-MU zoning already allows
desired mixed-use development without any change to underlying land use.

Williams Amendment: Support Council suggested retention of MUL within MCNO boundaries /
Opposed to MUM.

A change to MUM is inconsistent with MCNO and community input that formed our current MUL areas,
and with recent written opposition from more than'40 residents. The change discourages desperately
needed development along Tulane Avenue which has an excess of vacant and underutilized MUM and
MUH along a more efficient #39 public bus route.

This area fails to meet criteria for MUM inclusion as a “Priority Transit development Area,” more
specifically: There are few underutilized or vacant Iots. The area is predominated by occupied historic
residential development and includes historic development not located on a main corridor. There's
insufficient area to accommodate MUM capacity. A majerity of sites are smaller residential-sized

lots. MUM capacity or development could only be achieved on these smaller residential-sized lots
through demolition or alterations that compromise the integrity of historic structures. A change would
create inconsistency with application, rather than correct one. Denial of MUM was recommended on
main corridors within the city like Freret and Magazine Streets that have historic commercial
construction. Consistency with city-wide application is denial of MUM for this area predominated by
historic residential construction. Staff stressed the importance of tiered approach and healthy
transitions. A leap from adjoining RLD-Pre to MUM is not a “healthy transition.” Staff was cognizant
MUM would encourage demolition. A lack of new construction control, and recent replacement of
NCDAC (controlling demo of 35% of structure or and the facade) with less effective HDLC demo only
control (only applies to whole structure demo), paired with a change to MUM significantly increases
Mid-City’s vulnerability. The change sets a precedent for similar further intensification of land use in the
future. MUM inevitably opens the door to zoning changes which allow intense, unlimited size, auto-
driven or destination commercial uses including C1-General Commercial and MU-1 with uses that are
typically thought to be incompatible with adjacent residential. Allowable zoning classifications also allow
five story buildings or 65 foot heights, with area and bulk regulations which are inconsistent with our



historic neighborhood. Current MUL allows appropriately scaled, neighborhood serving commercial and
multifamily use. Finally, current HU-MU zoning allowed in current MUL appears to allow greater density
above the ground floor than potential MU-1 that a change to MUM would allow. What the change
would open the door to is larger suburban or auto-driven destination uses and commercial intrusion and
development inconsistent with the character of this historic area.

M-17-411 Master Plan Amendments — Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Category Definitions

Residential Pre-War Land Use categories (Land Use Chapter) to affect the several text edits under
reconsideration for RSF-Pre, RLD-Pre, RMD-Pre & RMF-Pre:

* Support insertion of “historical and architectural significance of the existing building, it’s
structural integrity, whether the structure is or can be made compliant with current building
codes, and the scale and character of the building within the context of the surrounding
neighborhood” in RLD-Pre land use category as suggested by City Council.

* Oppose extending the provisions allowing conversion of existing institutional or non-residential
buildings to commercial and mixed use. Conversion should be limited to multifamily in all
Residential Pre-War land use categories.

* Oppose allowing higher residential densities through planned developments
for ambiguous “public benefit”. Inclusion of affordable housing component should be
mandatory to receive higher densities through planned development in all Residential Pre-War
land use categories.

*  When considering removal of density limits for these categories, it is important to know how the
Master Plan calculated these density limits in the first place, and judged appropriateness of
these limits at the time, and why they are being considered for removal.

General comments on Master Plan Amendment Process et e e e

Each of the following issues were addressed in some way through the Text Amendment section:

The current Neighborhood Participation Process (NPP) is not set up to encourage community members
to participate in local land use decisions that affect their homes, businesses, and community. While
there are some outstanding staff in CPC, Neighborhood Engagement, and City Council offices that do a
good job trying to keep the community up to date with these decisions, the overall notification process
is opaque; easy to manipulate; easy to misunderstand and miscommunicate; and appears to quite
intentionally keep the public from participating in local land use decision-making.

One example: keeping up with these Master Plan amendments - when it comes to sheer volume of
proposed changes, understanding proposed changes, making comments & deadlines for comments,
knowing which amendments were forwarded by CPC and adopted by Council, or which have been pulled
out for reconsideration; each and every one of these activities has been absolutely exhausting to
neighborhood volunteers who chose to participate. Several individuals attempted engagement, but gave
up after frustration with this process set in. How can citizens make truly informed comments on the



Master Plan map when the Map won't be released until the Staff report? How can the city continue
moving forward with these significant changes when Treme, Mid-City, Lakeview, and Gentilly are still
picking up from flooding damage under a continuing state of emergency?

Attempting to wade through the difficult language presented to the community during this Master Plan
Amendment process, including the legislative revisions, proved onerous for citizens. We urge the City to
make the Master Plan copy more accessible to the public and community that it governs. Plainer
language and clearer edits would be strongly preferred during the next amendment process. Between
amendment opportunities, clearer guidance on the Master Plan would be beneficial to both property
owners and the public in understanding land use decisions and land use impacts on the community.
Master Plan and Land Use decisions should be clearly understood by the public so that citizens
dissatisfied with land use in their neighborhoods could complain at the polls.

MCNO urges adoption of the full Community Participation Program (CPP) that was a part of the initial
Master Plan to provide needed relief to these issues. More professional staff to assist citizen and
property owner understanding and engagement in land-use processes and decisions are a critical need.
Despite all the help we received from staff at the CPC, Neighborhood Engagement, and City Council,
participation in this Master Plan amendment process, it is clear that more resources are necessary.



Codi E. Davis

From: Robert D. Rivers

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 11:57 AM
To: Larry W. Massey Jr.

Subject: FW: Position for Master Plan Amendments

From: Jennifer Farwell [mailto:jenfarwell@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 4, 2017 4:57 PM

To: Robert D. Rivers <rdrivers@nola.gov>

Subject: Position for Master Plan Amendments

Following is the position statement of CAUSE (Citizens Against Unsympathetic or Suburban Encroachment).
Please include this statement in both the September 12 packet and the October 10 packet.

Jennifer Farwell
(504) 232-7178

jenfarwell@gmail.com

mobile.print.social.web

* M-17-412, “Williams”: Oppose MUM. Strongly support council modification and the retention of MUL for
entire Williams Amendment within Mid-City.

* M-17-412, PD-4 d: Support Commission recommendation for approval for the change from TRANS
to Industrial, not modified change to institutional for the RTA facility on Canal Street.
Opposed to modified change to Institutional.

* M-17-412, PD-4 b (3100 Banks Street) : Support retention of current RLD-Pre suggested by Council (instead
of Recommended MUL or proposed MUM)



Codi E. Davis

From: Robert D. Rivers

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 11:59 AM

To: Larry W. Massey Jr.

Subject: FW: Upper Mid-City Input (Master Plan reconsideration and modifications requested by
Council)

Attachments: Upper Mid-City Input.pdf; ATTO0001.htm

From: Karen Ocker [mailto:desighko@earthlink.net]

Sent: Saturday, September 2, 2017 4:50 PM 7

To: Robert D. Rivers <rdrivers@nola.gov>; Leslie T. Alley <|talley@nola.gov>; Paul Cramer <pcramer@nola.gov>
Cc: Susan G. Guidry <sgguidry@nola.gov>; T. Gordon MclLeod <tgmcleod@nola.gov>

Subject: Upper Mid-City Input (Master Plan reconsideration and modifications requested by Council)

Dear Mr. Rivers:
I appreciate your gracious offer.
Please consider this email a formal written request:

« that the attached 23 pages of Upper Mid City input be included in the Planning Commission packet for the September 12,
2017 meeting, and

» that ALL written comments and associated materials received timely by staff prior to Spm Monday September 4, 2017 from
citizens and neighborhood organizations, are similarly included in the Planning Commission packet for the September 12, 2017

CPC meeting.

We look forward to sending additional written comment for the October 10, 2017 meeting once we’ve had a chance to review
Staff’s report and recommendations.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Karen Ocker



Attn: City Planning Commission
1300 Perdido Street, 7th floor
New Orleans, LA 70112

August 30,2017

RE: Planning District 4, Upper Mid-City Input
Master Plan Text and Map Amendment modifications requested by Council

Dear Commissioners,

Please consider this letter and all attached maps, charts, photos and comments related to Mid-City, Planning District 4.

It has come to our attention that written comments received timely by Staff, will not be included in the Commission packet
for the September 12, 2017 meeting. We have learned that staff intends to hold all written comments from citizens and neighborhood
organizations until providing you with an October 3, 2017 packet, leaving the Commission only a brief time to review written comment
prior to the vote. It is concerning that citizens and organizations who believe that their comments will be considered as “public input” in
September and may not be able to attend the proceeding in person, may not have an opportunity for their opinions to be reviewed. We
have been assured by Mr. Rivers that all written comments will be uploaded to the city website, and request that this Commission review
those written comments along with the staff report provided in your packets. It is likely that once we all have a chance to review the staff
report and recommendations there will be addition] comments for the October 10th meeting.

Thank you for your consideration, and all the time and energy you have all put into the Master Plan.
Sincerely,

Karen Ocker
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UPPER MID-CITY INPUT —TEXT - FLUM CATEGORY DESCRIPTIONS
(Land Use Chapter 13 / former Chapter 14)

(g.) Residential Single Family Pre-War

g. 1. — STRONGLY SUPPORT deletion of “on sites” from the “Range of Uses.” Support for strict limits on location of
commercial to “buildings” where former commercial use can be verified. Strongly opposed to nextending the exception to
vacant lots.

g. 2. — OPPOSED to conversion of existing institutional or non-residential buildings to either “Commercial” or *“Mixed
Use.” Conversion through planned development should be strictly limited to Multifamily for larger existing structures and
should not extend to vacant lots. SUPPORT insertion of “buildings” rather than “uses”.

g. — OPPOSED to removal of density limits from “Development Character”

(i.) Residential Low Density Pre-War

i.1. — SUPPORT insertion of language in consideration of “historical and architectural significance of the existing build-
ing, it’s structural integrity, whether the structure is or can be made compliant with current building codes, and the scale
and character of the building within the context of the surrounding neighborhood.”

i. 2. — STRONGLY SUPPORT deletion of “on sites” from the “Range of Uses.” Support for strict limits on location of
commercial to “buildings” where former commercial use can be verified. Strongly opposed tonextending the exception to
vacant lots.

i. 3. — OPPOSED to conversion of existing institutional or non-residential buildings to either “Commercial” or “Mixed
Use.” Conversion through planned development should be strictly limited to Multifamily for larger existing structures and
should not extend to vacant lots. SUPPORT insertion of “buildings” rather than “uses”.

i. — SUPPORT allowing “higher residential densities” through planned development ONLY “when a project is providing s
ignificant” “long-term affordable housing” benefits. Please delete the ambiguous language “public benefits such as.” Inclu-
sion of long-term affordable housing component should be mandatory to receive higher density allowances.

i.— OPPOSED to removal of density limits from “Development Character”

(k.) Residential Medium Density Pre-War

k. 1. — STRONGLY SUPPORT deletion of “on sites” from the “Range of Uses.” Support for strict limits on location of
commercial to “buildings” where former commercial use can be verified. Strongly opposed tonextending the exception to
vacant lots.

k. 2. — OPPOSED to conversion of existing institutional or non-residential buildings to either “Commercial” or “Mixed
Use.” Conversion through planned development should be strictly limited to Multifamily for larger existing structures and
should not extend to vacant lots. SUPPORT insertion of “buildings” rather than “uses”.

k. — SUPPORT allowing “higher residential densities” through planned development ONLY “when a project is providing
significant” “long-term affordable housing” benefits. Please delete the ambiguous language “public benefits such as.” In-
clusion of long-term affordable housing component should be mandatory to receive higher density allowances.

k. — OPPOSED to removal of density limits from “Development Character”

(1.)Residential Multifamily Pre-War

1. 2. — OPPOSED to conversion of existing institutional or non-residential buildings to either “Commercial” or “Mixed
Use.” Conversion through planned development should be strictly limited to Multifamily for larger existing structures and
should not extend to vacant lots. SUPPORT insertion of “buildings” rather than “uses”.

I. — OPPOSED to removal of density limits from “Development Character”



