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[Presentation begins at 00:08:36]

Rachael Berg: Zoning Docket 44-21 is a request by City Council motion for a text amendment to
the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance to amend Article 18 to establish a new Overlay District
named the University Area Off-Street Parking Overlay, the intent of which is to require one off-
street parking space for any increase in the number of existing bedrooms and existing residences
or for one off-street parking space per bedroom for new residential construction. In other words,
a newly constructed two family residence with two bedrooms in each unit would be required to
provide for all street parking spaces. The Overlay would affect the area currently under the
University Area Parking Interim Off-Street Parking District by making the regulations
permanent and would expand the affected area to include the Leonidas, Black Pearl and
Hollygrove neighborhoods among others. The University Area Interim Off-Street Parking
Zoning District was approved by City Council on September 17, 2020, where it went into effect
immediately. Interim zoning districts (or IZDs) are in effect for one year and lapse if the City

Council doesn’t extend or make them permanent.

As the one-year mark for the IZD is approaching, the City Council introduced motion M-
21-102 at its March 25, 2021, hearing to create the University Area Off-Street Parking Overlay
District, which would expand the affected area by three square miles—or three times the size of

the current IZD area. The proposed Overlay would only apply to residential-zoned properties



within the Overlay. These properties would not be eligible to utilize any parking exemptions that
could normally be applied such as the removal of off-street parking requirements for lots that are

30 feet in width or less. Next slide.

The proposed Overlay District would allow properties seeking relief from the Overlay
requirements to seek a variance. This is in contrast to the current IZD, which requires applicants
to seek an appeal, which is a more expensive and lengthy process. In the past year, the CPC staff
has received six appeals for the IZD requirements and all six were approved by City Council.
The proposed Overlay also contemplates the exemption of properties with a homestead
exemption. The staff finds several issues with this proposed exemption. The first is that it
precludes any new construction, as homestead exemptions cannot be tied to a house that does not
exist. Secondly the exemption would only apply to existing residences with the homestead
exemption seeking to expand and add additional bedrooms. This expansion could take place and
the homeowner could subsequently sell the property; or the homeowner could rent out the
individual bedrooms to multiple people who have cars while residing on the property. This text
amendment was deferred at the June 8th City Planning Commission hearing, as the CPC staff
learned that Councilmember Giarrusso was working on a new definition for a bedroom. The
proposed definition is ambiguous and problematic. It would include nearly any room in a
residence that is not clearly a kitchen or bathroom, including rooms that have a closet, ensuite
bathroom or adjacent to a bathroom or a room with a plug-in cooling or heating unit. This
expansive definition would ultimately lead to most rooms in a residence fitting at least one of the

bedroom criteria, inevitably requiring the addition of even more off-street parking. Next slide.

The intent of the proposed Overlay District is to restrict doubles-to-dormitories for

existing single- and two-family dwellings are expanded with additional bedrooms and marketed



towards college students. These properties, similar to other properties in the Historic Urban
Neighborhoods, provide little to no off-street parking. According to testimony, this lack of
parking increases the on-street parking demand for existing residents; however there are already
mitigating factors at play that may eventually lead to less on-street parking. Tulane is currently
developing new on-campus student housing which would be complete by 2025, with an
additional 1100 new on-campus beds. Subsequently Tulane plans to implement a junior year on-
campus residency requirement. Tulane does not intend to increase the number of accepted

students as a result of the additional on-campus housing.

In addition, Amicus Developers [sic], a developer that specializes in converting
residential housing to student housing, has stated it will restrict future development to only

mixed use and commercially zoned properties. Next slide.

This drastic increase in parking requirements is too far-reaching to address the concerns
raised by the neighborhood related to parking, and would have many negative impacts to the area
and the city. The increased parking regulations, combined with the design requirements for oft-
street parking, make providing the additional spaces in these historic neighborhoods practically

impossible.

The effect of these regulations would discourage any new residential development that is
not a one- or two-bedroom home. In a sense, increasing the parking requirements can merely [?]
be seen as a proxy for providing the construction of housing, including affordable housing,
within the expansive Overlay area. Off-street parking minimums and affordable housing are
inextricably linked. Cities cannot profess a need to address affordable housing without

discussing the elimination or reduction of minimum parking requirements.



This text amendment request is directly antithetical to the production and expansion of
affordable housing. Likewise, the proposed policy is regressive by disproportionately affecting
lower income households, who would bear the burden of this policy. Off-street parking is
expensive, and this expense often translates to increased cost for residential development that is
shouldered by the renter or buyer. It is estimated the addition of one off-street parking space

increases a unit’s rent by approximately 17%.

Renters and homeowners who did not own a vehicle bear the expense of the parking
space without a need for it. According to the 2015-2019 ACS data, 27.4% of Hollygrove
residents do not own nor have access to a vehicle. This is approximately 9% higher than in the
rest of the city. 20.9% of residents in the Leonidas neighborhood do not have access nor own a
vehicle, according to the data from the same time period. Carless households do not need off-
street parking, nor do they need on-street parking. In recognition of the lack of universal public
benefit that off-street parking requirements provide, many cities are eliminating completely the
need for parking minimums or are instating parking maximums rather than minimums. The
reduction of parking requirements not only decreases housing development costs, but can lead to
increased buildable area by allowing additional units or living space in what previously would be
reserved for parking. The vast majority of vacant lots within the proposed Overlay District are
located in the Hollygrove neighborhood, with approximately 400 lots or 56% of the vacant
parcels within the Overlay and the Leonidas neighborhood with approximately 200 lots, or 27%
of the vacant lots within the Overlay area. Not only do these vacant parcels indicate less density
and therefore less on-street parking, they also indicate these neighborhoods have the most

potential for new development within the affected area. Due to their high vacancy percentage,



these neighborhoods would also be affected the most by the proposed Overlay District by

stymieing residential development.

While the CPC staff strongly discourages any increase in the off-street parking
requirements, there is an obvious difference between realities and needs of some of the affected
neighborhoods versus others. The areas of the proposed Overlay with substantially more vacant
lots further away from Tulane and Loyola universities, and with a greater percentage of carless
households, have less on-street parking issues. Their regulations would instead exacerbate and
perpetuate vacancy rates, but would not affect a nonexistent parking problem. Large portions of
the Overlay area encompass high opportunity areas such as East Carrollton and Audubon, near
public transportation amenities, parks and jobs. New Orleans should be seeking ways in which to
create more affordable opportunities for all income levels in these neighborhoods, not restricting
these opportunities. Most of the study area falls within the Historic Urban Neighborhood
Districts. Historic urban neighborhoods are those areas of the city that were developed
predominantly in the mid- to late 19th century and early 20th century. The development pattern
of historic urban neighborhoods is characterized by higher density and pedestrian scale
environment, with limited accommodation for the automobile. The proposed Overlay District
would create suburban type development where a large amount of land is dedicated to parking
with uncharacteristic spacing between structures. Developers attempting to meet this requirement
will be forced to construct out of scale development with parking as a dominant visual element

of the neighborhood.

The proposed Overlay will also increase stormwater runoff, unlike water or electric
usage, where private citizens pay in concert with their use, stormwater runoff from private

properties, impervious surfaces contribute to potholes, sequels, and increase subsidence in New



Orleans public streets, which is paid for by the collective tax dollar, the burden of which is
shared by all New Orleans residents. An overabundance of off-street parking incentivizes vehicle
ownership and an overreliance on the personal automobile. More vehicles translates to more

traffic on aging streets, further exacerbating and stressing New Orleans’ aging infrastructure.

The proposed Overlay will also increase variance requests. If the regulations do not
thwart expansion or new construction of residential development altogether, there is a high
chance that property will require a variance. Variances go through the Board of Zoning
Adjustments and require research and a report from the Board of Zoning Adjustment Staff,
culminating in a public presentation and hearing. Developments that would otherwise be
permitted by right will now be up against public scrutiny, which could disincentivize
development of vacant land or expansion of existing structures within the Overlay Area. Further,
processing these future variance requests will create an undue burden on the limited board of
zoning adjustment staff, requiring additional staff to process the inevitable influx of new

variance requests.

The proposed Overlay District directly contradicts regulations found in the
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance that are universally believed to be good policy. For example,
the impervious surfaces needed to create these spaces may necessitate a variance for permeable
open space which is required to be at least 30% of the lot area for properties in the Historic
Urban Residential Districts, further exacerbating an inevitable stormwater runoff issue resulting

from this Overlay District.

Next slide. Although CPC staff strongly discourages the implementation of the proposed

Overlay in any capacity, there are a few alternatives that are within the scope of the motion and



could be appropriate. For example, the Overlay could instead require an additional off-street
parking space if the development has over three bedrooms per dwelling unit. It could exempt
housing units within 600 feet of a transit stop, allow properties in the Overlay to utilize parking
exemptions found in Article 22 of the CZO; exempt affordable housing units from the proposed
increased parking requirements; or limit the proposed Overlay area to just the current IZD area,
where every district in any form, other neighborhoods that experience a dearth of on-street
parking could lobby for similar measures in their neighborhood, creating a tenuous situation
where many parts of the city may be completely barred from new residential development and
unable to accommodate affordable housing. As many cities throughout the country are either
completely removing off-street parking requirements, or implementing off-street parking
maximums, the proposed Overlay District would enact policy that the cities around the country
recognize as harmful to development, the environment, sustainable progress and equity. For

these reasons, the CPC staff recommends denial of Zoning Docket 44-21.

Jonathan Stewart: Thank you, Rachael. At this time now do we have a member
representative from the City Council present to speak on this motion? Is there a representative
present to speak on the motion? All right. If there’s no one to speak for this motion at this time,

now, Commissioners, do you have any questions for staff?

Robert Steeg: I have two. So Rachael, if—I think I know the answer to this one. If the

Motion were limited to the current IZD area, would the staff recommendation still be for denial?

Berg: Yes, it would be.

Steeg: And do you know why the area was increased to include Hollygrove and

Leonidas; and to go beyond the current [ZD area?



Berg: We believe the reason—this is talking with neighborhood associations—is due to
Hollygrove’s proximity to Xavier, so it’s encompassing more areas that were closer to other

universities.

Paul Cramer: Mr. Steeg, if I could just add to that that it was based on more of a fear that

this could happen in other neighborhoods, and it’s not necessarily that it was happening.

Steeg: OK, but the people that we’ve heard from time to time over the years that have
been most concerned about this—I don’t recall hearing it from anybody outside of the Tulane
area. [ don’t recall anybody from Hollygrove or Leonidas expressing concern about doubles-to-

dorms. Am I wrong about that?

Berg: You’re not wrong.

Steeg: OK. And you mentioned certain measures that might make this more palatable to
the staff. I guess that what I’m trying to do is understand what would earn Staff’s
recommendation of approval of any of those measures that you mentioned. You know,
increasing the number of bedrooms to three, for example. Is there any permutation—combination

of measures that would make this acceptable to staff?

Berg: No. The measures that we put in place or the alternatives that we thought of were
mitigating measures, but we strongly recommend against any type of increase in off-street

parking requirements across the board.

Steeg: OK.



Stewart: OK, so I’ll direct this question to both Mr. Rivers and also Ms. Berg.
I understand that this is a particular issue in a particular neighborhood and the CPC has been, I
know, [an ear] for residents [inaudible] and also the Councilmember’s office. But I guess the
way that this has come through City Council motion—have we had an opportunity to talk to the
Councilmember’s office or the neighborhood associations? Can we give them what was digested
in this report? Or is this just the first time publicly that they will be having the opportunity to see

that CPC came back with a denial on it?

Robert Rivers: So I can speak to that. We have had a number of conversations with both
Councilmember’s office as well as neighborhood groups going back to before the IZD was first
instituted. And I think that the position that we’ve always taken is that yes, there are some
legitimate concerns about the way in which—and the whole idea of doubles-to-dormitories is
really steeped in the fact that it’s a business model that several developers have brought to bear
in the neighborhoods that have—and they’ve been, you know, they’ve been utilized in other
cities, you know, very extensively and in some places very successfully, in addressing a

particular housing need.

What has happened in this neighborhood is that the doubles-to-dormitory phenomenon is
a situation in which a developer has purchased a property, and then leases out individual
bedrooms to individual students under separate leases. And so they do that, and because the
zoning allows for four unrelated people to live in a dwelling unit under the city’s definition of
“family,” it is allowed under the current zoning regulations—a structure, and if it’s a double,
then basically you have eight bedrooms that can be individually leased to individual students,
and where we have seen that that possibility is an option that may provide an affordable housing

solution. What has happened in this neighborhood is that it’s turned into a business model that is



targeted to very wealthy students and has turned existing small doubles into very large
adaptations—adaptive uses [?], and has been very jarring for a lot of the community. And the
reality, though, is that this is not a parking issue, although the neighborhood has historically had
parking issues because, you know, lots of students live in the neighborhood, whether we’re
talking about new buildings or new construction or not. The specific things that we have
recommended, such as historic district designation, which will deal with the design issues that
have been raised; [and] enhanced parking regulations, which—on-street parking regulations,
which would help address some of the parking concerns that have been explained. All of those
have been offered time and time again and discussed time and time again; and the neighbors
have really not been supportive of it. The concern that we have is that this particular approach—
by basically using parking as a proxy to deal with a broader neighborhood change—it really does
undermine a lot of very important planning policies that are built into the master plan from
stormwater management to equity to housing to affordability to neighborhood character, housing
opportunities—the whole nine yards. So yes, we’ve had lots of conversations. Our
recommendation is not coming as any surprise to any of the neighborhood groups or to the
Councilmember. You may recall that when the IZD came through, the City Planning
Commission staff as well as the City Planning Commission had recommended denial, so this will
not be a surprise in any stretch of the imagination. We are still and always have been and always

will be open to continuing the conversation and working towards a more reasonable solution.

Stewart: And Mr. Rivers, and those alternatives from CPC—those recommendations

were given to [inaudible] the Councilmember’s office?

Rivers: Correct.

10



Stewart: Thank you. Any other questions for [inaudible] zoning docket?

Kathleen Lunn: Commissioner Lunn. Question for the Executive Director. Could you

give an example of the on-street parking regulations that would help to mitigate this problem?

Rivers: Sure, one of the things that we had suggested was—there’s currently a
neighborhood parking restriction that, basically, unless you have a sticker on your car as being
someone from the neighborhood, you can’t park more than a couple of hours on the street. What
we have in the research that we did—and we did a study between the IZD and between this
zoning docket being submitted. We were also asked to do a study and one of the things that we
looked at there was the whole regime that exists on parking and what we found was a number of
things—that, really, the regulations that exist do not provide a disincentive for students to park
on the street. So basically, if you show that you are a resident, you are entitled to have a sticker.
What we are suggesting is maybe limiting the number of stickers per household per unit, so that
instead of having—you know, in a D2D situation, having four stickers issued for a dwelling unit,
and if it’s a double having eight for any property, limit the number. Increase the cost of it so that
it is more cost-effective to actually park on-campus as opposed to on-street—or to use mass
transit. You know, increase the enforcement and the ticketing that takes place above and beyond
what is currently done; increase the fees across the board so that—again, so that it’s more cost-
prohibitive to have a car and park it on the street as opposed to other types of things. Those are
some of the suggestions we had that could more specifically address a parking issue without just

simply requiring more off-street parking that causes a whole lot of other issues.

Lunn: And if it’s not too involved, how might historic district designation dissuade extra

parking?
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Rivers: Sure, so one of the concerns that has been expressed is, you know, the whole
concept of D2D’s—the nickname stems from the ability for a developer to purchase a small
double with, say, two bedrooms on each side, and construct a huge addition that results in the
double going from two bedrooms on each side to four bedrooms on each side. And the designs
that have been utilized to do that have been very jarring. But there is no design review to ensure
that the design of the additions or the enlarged structure is in keeping with the character of the
neighborhood. So that’s it. That would address the aesthetic concerns that have been raised
because there would be a design overlay that would be regulating the design—the architecture
that is being utilized as opposed to—and hopefully resulting in in structures that weren’t so

jarring and weren’t so inconsistent with the overall narrative neighborhood character.

Lunn: OK, so it’s clear there are alternatives that could accomplish a good bit of
reduction in the parking congestion, but it would require neighborhood validation or agreement,
right, to put this in place. And there is not support in the neighborhood for these other
alternatives. My concern—and we just talked about this in our operations meeting before the
public meeting—is that people understand that the Master Plan guides land use in the city and
that things like stormwater management are critical for the city. We don’t throw out the baby to
solve one problem—we don’t create a bigger problem about some essential things that we’ve
decided are important for the health, safety and welfare of the city, and that includes blight
removal; affordable housing for people; stormwater management practices that help alleviate the
flooding on our streets that’s so critical; and overburdening staff with extra variance requests.
We don’t have the resources for that, so if there are other alternatives that do not begin to chip
away and hurt some of our basic, most important efforts that we’re making in our Master Plan—

those would be much more tenable to me, as a Commissioner. Thank you, Bob.
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Kelly Brown: Bob, can I ask, does the Council have the ability to extend this IZD as a
temporary one-year thing again? Because, I mean, I understand these alternatives are probably
preferable from a planning point of view. It just seems to me that this business model is going to
continue to flourish and negatively impact neighbors until these are agreed upon. And then we’re
left with infrastructure that supports this bad model of too many people—too many cars on the
streets. We don’t want that either. So you know, enforcement’s great, but as we’re hearing all
over, there’s not a lot of confidence in that, especially when parking tickets were [blanketly]

forgiven.

I’'m not sure that that’s going to give much confidence to people who are concerned. And
while this might not [inaudible], is it within our purview here to sort of recommend this at this

juncture—these alternatives with this motion? I mean, with the action here?

Rivers: So the first question you asked was, can the IZD be extended? The answer to that
is yes. The first year has not lapsed yet, and the Council has the authority to extend it for two
additional 6-month periods. So, up to another full year. So, that certainly is something. I think
that, from our perspective, and I agree with—you know, to the extent that this business model is
out there, I do think that from what we have heard anecdotally, one of the largest developers
who’s been most actively involved has scaled way back because of the neighborhood opposition.
It doesn’t necessarily mean that they can’t spring back up again, but my understanding is that the

activity has died down some.

I think the concern that we have most of all is that we’re all for finding solutions to
legitimate problems, and this is certainly a legitimate problem. The concern that we have is when

the solution that is landed on exacerbates other problems, and so in this case, you know parking

13



is, you know, nationally recognized as one of the most inhibiting requirements when it comes to
building affordable housing; and so most communities nationwide are going in the opposite
direction—in terms of requiring parking because of that fact, and so to have a solution that
actually adds parking requirements—that’s either going to result in more paving and more
stormwater management; more paving and more damage to the neighborhood character; or
because these are historic lots, and they’re small, and you can’t always put lots of parking on it;
but to basically say that we’re going to increase the parking requirement, we’re going to curtail
the ability to get variances from that parking requirement—the effectiveness, the overall effect is
just to foreclose opportunities to build affordable housing, and I understand that the concern that
the neighbors have is not about affordable housing projects that are being built. But to the extent
that there are opportunities or there are people who are interested in building affordable housing
opportunities, this makes it infinitely harder to do so because it adds a significant cost to the
development. So we’re just looking for solutions that are that are less impactful on other really

important things.

Stewart: All right. Are there any more questions for staff as relates to Zoning Docket 44-

217 If not, we’ll continue on the agenda to Zoning Docket 49-21.

Timestamp: 02:07:02

[Reading of public comments. Transcription of this portion of the meeting is omitted. For the
text of the public comments, see file “Copy of City Planning Commission E-Public Comment

Form (July 13 2021) (Responses).xlsx,” provided by Paul Cramer of the CPC.]
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Timestamp: 02:40:00

Stewart: Thank you so much, Paul, for reading those minutes into the record.
Commissioners, at this time now before us we have Zoning Docket 044-21. Are there any

comments, questions for staff, or a motion?

Witry: I’'m prepared to make a motion. This is Commissioner Witry. To go with staff
recommendation on denial. There are ten different reasons why. And I agree with the majority of
the community that had reached out that we have a housing crisis and not necessarily a parking

crisis. So my motion is to go with staff approval.

Stewart: It’s been moved by Commissioner Witry for denial based on staft’s

recommendation in the report. Is there a second to that motion?

Lunn: I will second it. Commissioner Lunn.

Stewart: And it’s been seconded by Commissioner Lunn. Is there any further discussion

on the motion that’s on the floor?

Steeg: Yeah, Commissioner—MTr. Chair. I want to make a couple of comments about it.
I’'m probably going to support the motion, but only because I think that it covers an area that’s
too big. And I want to make the general observation that I think this is styled as a conflict
between affordable housing and doubles-to-dorms. And I think it’s really unfortunate if it’s
framed that way. And I actually don’t see it that way unless the area goes into these other

neighborhoods, where I think it would have an adverse effect on affordable housing.
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But I think that doubles-to-dorms in general are not creating affordable housing and as a
device they are not creating affordable housing. They are taking advantage of a loophole in the
law and I think they are having a terrible effect on the neighborhood that they’re in. And I don’t
think that has anything to do with affordable housing or the policies behind it. And I don’t think
the proponents of this measure are against affordable housing. And I think something has to be
done about the doubles-to-dorms. My problem with the proposal is that I think the area covered

by it should be limited to the area covered by the I1ZD.

I don’t think there’s any doubles-to-dorm activity that’s taking away housing stock in
Hollygrove or Leonidas, and I do think that putting these rules in effect there would affect
affordable housing. So I would be in favor of this if it were limited to the current IZD area and I
think it would also help if it was the number of bedrooms was raised from two to three, and if a
provision were added that would exclude homes with homestead exemptions, because the

developers that are the object of this don’t have homestead exemptions.

So I personally would support this if those three measures were implemented: limited to
the IZD; increase to three bedrooms; and included an exception for homestead exemptions. But
if those were not there, then I would probably vote against the measure especially because it goes

beyond the boundaries of the IZD.

Brown: Mr. Chair, I am probably going to support the motion as well, but I'm very glad
that Commissioner Steeg got to speak to the issue before I did because he said it better than I
would and I agree with everything he said. And I also want to say that I don’t assign anything but
good intentions by the Council and in particular, Councilmember Giarrusso, for trying to address

this problem and I think it has brought people to the table and has perhaps inhibited some of the
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otherwise proliferation of this model that’s going on and having terrible effects on the
neighborhood, so I think that at least it’s done that, but I probably will support the motion as

well.

Stewart: All right. Any other Commissioners [inaudible] on the motion on the floor?

Witry: I guess I just want to add, Commissioner Witry—that I appreciate the comments
of Commissioners Steeg and Brown; and I remember when this came in front of us—I mean,
what is time anymore?—maybe a year and a half ago, and we weren’t comfortable at that point
voting and had had staff to go back and actually study it some more, so I appreciate that this is
coming back before us and we had looked for other cities and tried to see some other suggestions
so that we could actually bring them to New Orleans. But at this point [ would like to continue

with this motion.

Steeg: So let me ask, Commissioner Witry—so, again, I think I know the answer. But
would you entertain a friendly amendment and that would require Commissioner Lunn’s second
to approve it to test—what I’d like to do is see whether the Commission would support the
proposal, but with those changes that I added, and then, if the answer was no, then I would
support your motion because [ wouldn’t vote for this thing as it is, but I would vote for it with
those three changes that I mentioned, and if it’s just—with your motion on the floor I'm
presented with a choice of either up or down; and I never get a chance to find out whether those

three measures would make it palatable.

Stewart: So, Commissioner Steeg, I’ll ask Commissioner Witry: are you open to a

friendly amendment to your motion? Well—or it may not be friendly! But are you open to it?
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Steeg: It is definitely friendly between Commissioner Witry and me.

[Laughter.]

Witry: Could I hear from the other Commissioners before I amend the motion,

potentially?

Stewart: OK. So let’s do this. Since we do have a motion on the floor—Missy, will we
have to withdraw this motion to continue because it’s not really relative to the actual motion that

we’re going have to continue to have a discussion. So I’'m going to ask Missy.

Missy Quigley: Well, so an amendment to it would be a subsidiary motion and that would
have to be discussed before the actual motion. So you’re free to continue because it’s a

subsidiary motion to the main motion.

Stewart: All right. So, Commissioner Steeg, would you like to start the dialogue?

Steeg: I think if Commissioners Wedberg and—Diane, since I just met you, I don’t
remember your last name—Alexander; and Lunn and Witry were to say no—"Even with these
three changes, we’re voting no”—then for me to propose it would be useless and I don’t want to
take up any more time. So, basically, if Commissioners Wedberg and Alexander and Lunn and
Witry could say whether they’re receptive to that idea or not. And if they’re not, then I don’t

want to waste anybody’s time.

Wedberg: So here’s my issue, Commissioner Steeg, and I deeply appreciate the rigor
with which you gave your response. Oftentimes, when we are in the process of evaluating

something that’s coming from City Council, and we do it with a scalpel, there is a lot of work
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that then the City Council does on the work that we’ve done. And so without having the Council
here to make a representation on this, I’'m a little gapped on intent and I’m a little gapped on
where there is consensus in what staff has recommended and what was intent from the Council’s

office.

I’m with Commissioner Brown. I don’t think there’s ill intent on any side. This does
seem to be something, though, that has a lot of very heavy opinions on both sides; and for me,
when we have something that is this charged, my first default is to go to staff recommendation.
Staff recommendation was for denial. That was the motion from Commissioner Witry. If there is
nuanced work to be done with this, I am very comfortable leaving that to be done at the Council
level, since that’s where the motion originated. So my inclination is to support the motion as is.
If the rest of my Commissioners want to engage in the nuanced approach that Commissioner
Steeg is putting forward, I’'m willing to listen to that, but my intent on the motion was to send it
to Council with the supporting staff recommendation for denial and let Council do the work on
it, since they submitted it and we’re not here to make representation to it, because I don’t want to
do things one way or another that exacerbate or change or challenge problems. Because it’s a

Council motion, I assume the Council will take this up. So that’s where I’'m at.

Stewart: And I’ll just add—I see the points of all the Commissioners who’ve already
spoken. Commissioner Steeg, I guess, more to your point, I think (and that’s particularly why I
asked for our Executive Director to speak on this)—is because I think the CPC came up with
alternatives and made those suggestions, and I don’t know if [inaudible] for the City Council, the
Councilmember’s office or even the neighborhood associations, but I think our staff has done a
tremendous job of basically taking the information that was given and coming up with

recommendations, or, you know, at least some solutions to the problem at hand.
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Like you, Commissioner Steeg, I think that the area entailed in the report is extremely
large and I’'m also—as a way that we plan for the Ccity about the future impacts that we can
have by expanding large territories with overlays or more restrictions. So for that reason I would
only be open to a deferral so that Council and CPC staff can go back to kind of come to see
where the merits are to come up with a solution. But I myself, just like Commissioner Wedberg,

I’m not [inaudible]; if the motion stays as it is I’ll probably support it.

Cramer: Mr. Chair, [ want to make a point that this is on deadline.

Steeg: OK, and Commissioner Witry, I assume you feel the same way and if that’s the
case, I’ll withdraw the friendly amendment, but just with my comment that I would hope that the
Council, when they get this, would make it apply to a smaller area and I would have supported it
if it had, and if it had applied to three bedrooms and had an exclusion for the homestead
exemption. So I withdraw my friendly amendment so we can proceed with all the rest of our

business as well. Or my friendly request—that was.

Brown: And for the record, I will support it also, but with those comments and
addendums, hopefully, to the Council that, but for those amendments, I might have gone the

other way and I commend the staff as well as always—good work. Great work.

Stewart: Any other comment from any other Commissioner?

Diane Alexander: I was just going to say for the record that I would have—because I'm
new to this situation and with the least experience here—I understand that it’s as Commissioner

Wedberg—excuse me if I’'m saying your name wrong—has noted: that it’s charged on both

20



sides. Reading the information and trying to get an understanding of the issue, I was prepared to

support the staff recommendation.

Stewart: Right, so is there any other [inaudible] on the motion? With that I’ll call the

question. Commissioner Alexander?

Alexander: Yes.

Stewart: Commissioner Brown?

Brown: Yes.

Stewart: Commissioner Lunn?

Lunn: Yes.

Commissioner Steeg?

Steeg: Yes.

Commissioner Wedberg?

Wedberg: Yes.

Commissioner Witry?

Witry: Yes.

Stewart: All right, unanimous support for denial on the motion. We’ll continue on to

Zoning Docket 049-21.
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