
















Mariners’ Village Questions 

10/12/2022 

Existing Trees 

• The tree report states that 5 existing Live Oaks are to be removed…this violates 
Mandeville’s local development code. Also, only these 5 trees are mentioned, while the 
site survey shows numerous other trees of significant size that would need to be 
removed to achieve the proposed site plan. What is the explanation of this, are these 
trees of no value, how will their benefits be mitigated? 

• Tree mitigation plan states that “the project landscape is built around a 
structure of Live Oaks” but is requesting a pass in order to cut down 5 existing, 
wild Live Oaks. This seems contradictory 

Site Conditions 

• The shoreline of this site is one of the few natural embankments of Lake Pontchartrain 
that remain in the entire City of Mandeville.  

o What analysis was done to determine that the proposed treatment at the 
water’s edge is the best option and that it will not have a negative affect on the 
fragile, existing character of the shoreline? 

Site Design 

• Why is a landscape architect from North Carolina engaged with the project team rather 
than one with local expertise that understands our local ecology and context of the site? 

• Planting Design 
o  

• Rain gardens and other forms of GI are mentioned in the narratives provided. This is a 
good start to managing the site’s runoff, however, what other forms of GI are being 
proposed. What portions of the first flush (1” of rain) will be routed to these facilities, 
particularly the parking areas and roofs of the proposed buildings? 

o This development will significantly increase the % of impervious surface on this 
parcel on land, which is located immediately on the lakefront. What design 
storm is the proposed site plan designed to handle?  

o Where is the proposed site outfall for stormwater runoff? Will these locations 
be fitted with any kind of sediment or filtration device in the event of treatment 
bypass? 

• How will site utilities be handled? Will new drainage, sewer, and water mains be 
required to serve a development of this size?  
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Alex Weiner

From: Cara Bartholomew
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2022 9:05 AM
To: Alex Weiner
Subject: FW: Oct. 12/ P & Z Meeting

 
 

Cara Bartholomew, AICP  
Director, Dept. of Planning & Development  
City of Mandeville  
3101 East Causeway Approach  
Mandeville, LA 70448  
985.624.3103 

 
 

From: Ellen O'Connell <ellenoconnell328@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 5:28 PM 
To: Cara Bartholomew <cbartholomew@cityofmandeville.com> 
Subject: Oct. 12/ P & Z Meeting 
 
Cara, 
 
I hope you can express my concerns in my stead this evening. I'm dealing with a health issue. 
 1.) Why not stick with the original plan of an Assisted Living Center? 
 
2.) How will the current plan affect the Army Corps calculation of flood risk for Mariners Village Residents? 
 
3.) How many light poles will be installed? 
 
4.) How many lumens of light/ bulb for the lightening? 
 
5.) Will the city  drainage ditch be changed in any way. 
 
6.)Which road will enter the developement? 
 
7.) What will the property tax rate be?  
 
8.) Since funds will go to a non‐ profit, what is left toward sales tax? 
 
9.) If entry roads with the very unique rounded brick are damaged by  
construction equipment, have you looked for a supplier ahead of time, so that these unique roads look the same? 
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Alex Weiner

From: klgrund@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2022 5:12 PM
To: Alex Weiner
Subject: LSU Mariners Village Property Plans Additional (#4) Comments of Lawrence Grundmann, 301 

Mariners Is. 70448, for inclusion in Planning Committee Zoning Change Application Record

Dear Alex 
 
The following comments arise from responses by the developers during the last public meeting on the subject held on 
Oct. 21, 2022 and it is requested that these be added to the record for official response: 
 
Reference is made to this meeting when the Woodward representative was at the podium to answer a question I raised 
(the last permitted in the session) regarding the fact that there were no parking places allocated to accommodating 
members of the public who came to use the beach since it was unlikely they would park off premises and walk in. The 
sponsors at the first meeting stated there would be no prohibition on such access. 
 
On this night the Woodward representative’s response stated it was a private beach primarily for hotel guests and 
apartment occupants but reiterated there would be no barrier to outsiders. His response seemed to infer that its private 
property status would negate the need for accommodating public beach visitors to the property. I find that to be less 
than comforting (or realistic) in that the beach as depicted is likely to be the most attractive one in the Mandeville area 
and there are inherently other public access needs and activities for the site. The “public/private” response by the 
developer only adds confusion and does not address the parking issue. 
 
Additionally, it raises the questions of site security and public safety responsibility. Are the property’s “public‐areas” 
(those spaces not occupied by structures) going to remain privately owned (and by what entity) or are they going to be 
somehow passed to the Township or other government ownership and therefore the accompanying responsibility for 
maintenance and security? Regardless it would seem unless there are enacted and enforced prohibitions against public 
access, then parking accommodations for the beach must be added.  
 
Also, account must be taken for the public servitude running along the east side of the marina entrance canal that would 
allow for the public to have a right to access the lake. 
 
The question of the “attractive nuisance” of the beach and related parking does also beg the answer to the broader 
question of ongoing ownership and responsibility for the ”public‐areas” noted above. 
 
When another questioner inquired about steps to protect the periodic Bald Eagles nesting in the on‐site cypress trees, 
the developer spokesman dismissed any concern citing it was not a nesting site. It is hard to believe that the LSU 
ornithologists who expressed concern in the Sunday (10/23/22) Picayune/Advocate article about the impacts on birds 
that periodically flock in the LSU lakes that are proposed to be dredged would be as blasé about the birds’ disturbance 
on the Sucette site because of the development without some study and specific mitigation. The developer should 
undertake such impact and mitigation studies not only for the eagles but all the varieties, including the annually 
returning Canadian Geese to the property and marina area. 
 
Thank you for your kind attention to this request. 
 
Lawrence Grundmann 
301 Mariners Island  
Mandeville, LA 70448 
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