I’'m Bryan [Moody], Vice President of Facilities for the MSU SHC, as well as a long
time resident of the oakwood neighborhood residing in the coop house at 239
Oakahill

I’'m here today to recommend that the city council chooses to enact historic
district boundary ordinance proposal 1446b

There are 4 major reasons the city council should strongly consider this
option

Equity and equal property rights

The Park

The nature of the buildings on the park perimeter

And the intention of the historic district

Each of the zoning proposals paints a picture of intentionally removing the
city’s purchased properties and parking lot

14464, b, and c all have proposed that the DDA properties be removed

This is reflected by the intention to fall in line with the master plan from

the zoning commission

Within this plan

The properties around the park have either been recommended for the new
designation R4, or mixed use, while everything else in oakwood is recommended
for R1

This plan clearly recognizes the park perimeter properties as being unique
properties, as compared to the rest of oakwood, and the zoning commission has
recommended these properties for upzoning

The city recognizes the potential for redevelopment of the DDA properties
within this master plan, and with offers of 3 and 5.5 million for the

properties, the council sees the historic district boundaries as a problem

for this redevelopment and is moving toward removal, however, this does not
fit the criteria for removal from the district

The historic district boundary study never reviewed the park perimeter
properties to give a rationale for either inclusion or removal. The only
perimeter properties reviewed were the DDA’s evergreen properties.

This bias toward the DDA properties marks an interest in increasing the
property rights for only those evergreen properties

If both the city council and zoning commission agree that the park perimeter
properties have high development and rezoning potential, this should be
reflected equally amongst all properties around the park, not just the DDA
properties as this demonstrates clear bias

The second reason 1446b should be enacted is the removal of the park from the
historic district

The argument has been made in this courtroom that the park is a valuable
asset to the historic district and must not be removed due to fear of
development over the park

For anything to be built where the park is, a city-wide referendum would be
required and would be unlikely to pass. The inclusion of the park is a moot
point

1446b accurately reflects this and does not include the park within the
boundary lines

As mentioned when | previously addressed council, the nature of the
neighborhood has changed.

The majority of the properties along oakhill, from hillcrest to abbot, are

rental properties

There is more to being “historic” than just being an old building

The buildings need historical significance, and the neighborhood needs the



historic single family feel

The local historic districts act established criteria for removal

“District has lost those physical characteristics that enabled

establishment of the district”

“District was not significant in the way previously defined”

| believe the properties around the park fit the criteria for removal

The properties around the park are no longer single family

The treehouse properties are included in the district, along with the hagan
property and the condominiums. | find myself asking, what makes these
properties historical at all?

The house in which the coop resides was built in 1915 but has been either a
sorority, fraternity, or cooperative stretching back to at least 1929

Again, these properties around the park do not fit the requirements of what
it means to be designated as historic

This brings me to my final point: Intention

It was mentioned by a council member that the argument for keeping the rest
of the park perimeter properties in the historic boundary isn’t about
maintaining the historic nature of the area

Rather, it is about protecting the single-family homes up the street from
blight and to serve as a berm from the view of development in the area

If the historic district isn’t being used to preserve the historic nature

of an area, as it was intended to do, what is the point of it then?

In summary, the city council should recognize that the historic district
boundaries are being used as a protection from development and degradation
for the single family residents of the neighborhood, rather than as a means

of upkeeping the historic nature of oakwood. This, coupled with the request
for an equitable solution that recognizes ALL of the park perimeter

properties as having potential for development and upzoning, rather than just
the DDA properties, should lead the council toward approving ordinance
proposal 1446b.

Thank you



