3. Flag Lots must provide for sewer, utility, drainage and access as per UDC and
DPW specifications. Such provisions may be made either through the “Pole”
portion of the lot or through private agreement between affected parties. All
private agreements pertaining to sewer, utility, drainage and access shall be
made a part of the Final Plat and filed in the public records.

4. For determination of setbacks, the part of the flag area facing the street or
means of access shall be the front yard.

5. The minimum lot width as required by the underlying zoning district shall be
provided at the front lot line for a depth of at least the required front setback
of that underlying zoning district (Base Area,).

6. The “remainder” lot or lots shall meet all applicable lot requirements of the
underlying zoning district.

7. A sign with the address of the development shall be posted within the Base
area. This sign must meet the requirements of the Unified Development
Codle.

Zoning Advisory Committee (“ZAC”)

Although it is not clear if public meetings laws apply to the ZAC, it is now operating
as if it is a public committee. A notice of meeting dates and times and agendas will
be posted prior to meetings. Formal minutes will be compiled after each meeting and
posted on the Planning Commission’s website. The ZAC will continue to allow public
presence and input at meetings and otherwise comply with the Public Meetings

Law. Also, the ZAC will continue its policy to not consider any particular zoning or
planning case and will not consider particular overlay districts. The ZAC focuses

its attention on policies related to the Unified Development Code only as they are
applicable to developments in general.

Special Event

John Fregonese to address
Baton Rouge Growth Coalition
at a Juban’s lunch
11:30 - 1:00 on Thursday, December 3.

Contact the Growth Coalition office at
& office@growthcoalition.com for reservations.
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00 on Thursday, December 3.
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Contact the Growth Coalition office at
office@growthcoalition.com for reservations.
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Comprehensive Plan Update

As you are aware, the City/Parish has entered into a contract for the update of our
comprehensive development plan (formerly called the Horizon Plan, which was put
in place in April 1992). This will be a comprehensive study and will receive a great
deal of input from many in our community. The Growth Coalition is excited that

the principal of the lead company preparing the plan, John Fregonese, will address
the Coalition at a special lunch at Juban’s restaurant on December 3. John is from
Portland, Oregon and is one of the most well known planners in the country. He is an
excellent speaker and the program should be very engaging and a good opportunity
for the Growth Coalition to be one of the first organizations to have input into

the plan.

DOTD Issues

The Growth Coalition has been working with a number of developers and others
that have been having issues with the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development (DOTD). These issues fall into the following categories.

1. Access to State Roads. DOTD must allow all property owners reasonable
access to State roads. The Department has adopted a Rule that says “The
developer is responsible for mitigating traffic caused by the development.”
Clearly, it is only for the additional traffic caused by the development,
and not for existing traffic problems. DOTD has for some time now made
unreasonable requirements for many new projects that seek access to a State
road. It seems that they want improvements not only to satisfy additional
traffic the project might produce, but want the developer to cure all of the
current traffic issues in the project’s vicinity. Furthermore, the Department
requires this mitigation not only for projects that need direct access to a State
road, but also to all projects that are within 1/4 mile of a State road.

WWW.GROWTHCOALITION.COM
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2. Appeal Process. The DOTD Rule provides for three appeals if the developer
disagrees with their requirements, but all of the appeals are to committees of
DOTD or the DOTD Director There is no outside appeal process, as many other
State departments allow in their procedures.

3. Response Time. Many projects have been stymied because of the time required
in obtaining responses and approvals from DOTD.

The Growth Coalition has formed a Committee that is compiling recommendations
for changes in the DOTD Rule and procedures, which will be presented first to DOTD
and, if no favorable outcome if forthcoming, will pursue other avenues to get a set
of procedures and rules that do not hinder economic development as we feel the
present structure does.

C-AB Zoning Amendment

A subcommittee of the Zoning Advisory Committee has been working for several
months on a proposed amendment to the C-AB Zoning Districts to better define the
differences in:

* q restaurant
* a restaurant serving alcohol beverages

* a bar and lounge

Some of the factors that make an establishment one or the other are:

* the percentage of food sales verses alcohol beverage sales, and for what
period of time will this percentage be calculated (daily, weekly, monthly
or annual)

* Does food service have to continue for all days and hours of operation
* Does the facility operate a fully equipped kitchen
* Is a cover charge allowed

Also being considered is when the ABC Board can authorize the sale of alcohol
beverages at temporary functions (such as fairs, concerts and special events) when
the property does not an alcohol zoning.

The proposed wording of this amendment is nearly ready and will be submitted to
the Planning Commission and Council soon for consideration. A member of the
Growth Coalition has served in this sub-committee and have been very active in the
preparation of this proposed ordinance.

Demolition of Historic Buildings in a Historic District

The Zoning Advisory Committee has been considering a recommendation for an
amendment to the UDC dealing with what considerations, permits and approvals
are required for demolition of buildings that are either historic or are in a historic
district. A building is generally deemed to be historic if it is at least 50 years old
(although other circumstances can also be considered). A Historic District is an area
that has been deemed to be such by ordinance. At present, there are only two Historic
Districts in Baton Rouge — Spanish Town and Drehr .

Different requirements will probably be proposed depending on the circumstances:
A Non-Historic Building — only 2 DPW Permit for demolition to be required

A Historic Building in the Downtown Development District (but not in a Historic
District — Spanish Town) — to go to the Planning Commission for approval

A Non-Historic Building in a Historic District — to be certified non-historic by the
Planning Commission Staff (with notice to the Historic Preservation Commission to
allow their comment within 15 days); if certified non-historic, then must obtain a
demolition permit from DPW. Appeals may be taken to the Planning Commission at
a public hearing.

A Historic Building within a Historic District within the Downtown Development
District (Spanish Town) — Must get approval at the Planning Commission with
public hearing; may be appealed to Council

The proposed ordinance is still under consideration by the Zoning Advisory
Committee and the recommended ordinance should be presented to the Planning

Commission in the near future for a public hearing,

PUD/SPUD/TND Proposed Amendments

In August, the Planning Commission approved several amendments to the UDC

that would have affected zoning, the approval procedures and timelines for PUD’s,
SPUD’s and TND’s. However, when they got to Council for approval, there was
significant opposition from the Southdown’s Civic Association because of the Rouzan
development (because they want the zoning to revert to the prior A-1 zoning if

the project does not move forward) and the Council voted against enacting the
amendments. Below is a summary of the existing UDC provisions and those that were
proposed in the amendment.

So, with the Council vote against the amendments, these provisions remain as set
forth in “Existing Limits” table below.

TND

PUD

SPUD

Time Limits

Existing

Proposed

Concept Plan

If FDP is not submitted within three (3) years the Concept
Plan expires and the PC rezones property back to previous
zoning districts.

Concept Plan

If FDP is not submitted within three (3) years
the Concept Plan is determined invalid but
zoning remains. A new Concept Plan must be
submitted before building permits are issued.

Final Dev. Plan

1) If work is stopped for a period of 24 months the FDP
expires.

2) If phases are not submitted within one year of each other
then the Concept Plan is determined invalid on the portions
of the phases not already approved.

Final Dev. Plan

1) Establishes a three (3) year expiration
period for FDP.

2) Eliminates that phasing be submitted in
one year intervals.

Concept Plan

One section of the UDC says if the FDP is not submitted
within three (3) years, the Concept Plan expires and the PC
rezones property back to previous zoning districts. However,
there is a conflict with another section of the UDC that says
the PUD zoning stays in effect.

Concept Plan

If FDP is not submitted within three (3) years
the Concept Plan is determined invalid but
zoning remains. A new Concept Plan must be
submitted before building permits are issued.

Final Dev. Plan

1) FDP approval shall expire three (3) years from the date of
Planning Commission approval

2) If phases are not submitted within one year of each other
then the Concept Plan is determined invalid on the portions
of the phases not already approved.

Final Dev. Plan

1) No change

2) Eliminates that phasing be submitted in
one year intervals.

If construction is not started within three (3) years the SPUD
Plan expires and the PC rezones property back to previous
zoning districts.

If construction is not started within three (3)
years the SPUD Plan expires but the zoning
remains. A new SPUD Plan must be submitted
before building permits are issued.

The Growth Coalition supported the proposed amendments because:

o These are the only zoning classifications that revert a property back to a
previous classification if the project is not built. They should be changed to
make them compatible with other zoning classifications.

o There are plenty of protections for the neighborhood if a project is not
built in the specified period of time because the concept plan and final
development plan must be resubmitted for approval if the time limits
expire, at which time new public hearings must be conducted. All of the
issues such as land use, density, set-backs, building heights, green space and
many other things get a new hearing and can be changed if the Planning
Commission deems conditions have changed.

The one year requirement for submission of phases is much too short,
especially considering the slow-down of projects during difficult economic
times. The last thing the community would want is for a project to not be
able to get approval for completion part way through it's development.

To start taking smaller “bites at the apple”, the Zoning Advisory Committee at the
Planning Commission has proposed a new amendment to the Small Planned Unit
Development (SPUD) rules which would allow M1 industrial use in SPUD where the
development has no residential uses. If a construction permit is not obtained within
3 years of Council approval, the property shall retain its SPUD zoning, however no
permits for the development will be issues unless a new SPUD Development Plan is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

The Growth Coalition supports this new proposed amendment.

Flag Lots Amendment

As mentioned in the prior newsletter, the Zoning Advisory Committee (“ZAC”) has
been working on a proposed amendment to the UDC which would establish rules for
deep lots that might be subdivided to create two lots (one behind the other). This has
been done in the past with private servitudes, but there have been instances where
property legal documentation was not recorded thus creating problems for the rear
lot. At this point, the ZAC has recommended the following wording for the proposed
ordinance and it is scheduled to go to the Planning Commission on November 18 for
consideration:

Chapter 2 Definitions

Lot, flag A lot designed so that the building site area is set back from a public or
private street and access to that street is provided by means of a narrow strip of land
(Pole) between abutting lots.

Chapter 4 Section 4.103A(4)h

h. Flag lots shall meet the following standards:

1. The narrow strip of land (Pole) of the lot shall be a minimum of twenty (20)
Jeet wide throughout its length.

2. The lot area must meet the minimum lot area requirements of the underlying
zoning, which will not include the area of the Pole.
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