Planning Commission hearing: October 8, 2013

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AMENDMENT REVIEW SHEET C}

NEIGHORHOOD PLAN: Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan l
CASE#: NPA-2013-0019.01 DATE FILED: February 26, 2013 (In-cycle)

PROJECT NAME: Commodore Perry Estate
PC DATE: October 8, 2013

September 24, 2013

September 10, 2013

August 13, 2013
ADDRESS/ES: 710 E. 41" Street

SITE AREA: Approx. 5.692 acres (The area was revised on August 22, 2013 from
9.862 acres to 5.692 acres)

OWNER/APPLICANT: Perry Estate, L.L.C.
AGENT: Smith, Robertson, Elliot, Glen, Klein & Douglas, L.L.P. (David Hartman)
TYPE OF AMENDMENT:
Change in Future Land Use Designation
From: Civic To: Mixed Use
Base District Zoning Change
Related Zoning Case: C14-2013-0040

From: SF-3-CO-NP To: GR-MU-CO-NP for Tracts | & 2
GR-MU-H-CO-NP for Tract 1a

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN ADOPTION DATE: August 26, 2004

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Pending

Previous Actions:

September 24, 2613 — The motion to postpone to October 10, 2013 by the request of staff
was approved on the consent agenda by Commissioner Steven’s motion, Commissioner
Oliver seconded the motion on a vote of 6-0-3; Commissioners Chimenti, Roark and
Hernandez were absent. Commissioner Hernandez arrived late to the meeting.
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was approved on the consent agenda by Commissioner Oliver’s motion, Commissioner
Stevens seconded the motion on a vote of 7-0-2; Commissioners Hernandez and Nortey were

absent.

September 10, 2013- The motion to postpone to September 24, 2013 by the request of staff j :

August 13, 2013 - The motion to postpone to September 10, 2013 by the request of staff was
approved on the consent agenda by Commissioner Brian Roark’s motion, Commissioner
Stephen Oliver seconded the motion on a vote of 5-0; Chair Dave Anderson, Commissioners
Daneite Chimenti, Myron Smith and Richard Hatfield were absent.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommended

BASIS FOR STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION: The change in the [uture land use map
from Civic to Mixed Use is appropriate because the property is on a major arterial that
currently has major bus routes. Across the street from the property is a shopping center with
mixed use on the land use map located north of a golf course, soccer field, and park land.
Mixed Use land is compatible with the residential adjacency to the north and west of the site.
The proposed changes will help to preserve the historic home and gardens on the site, which
appears to one of the major goals of the plan and the Hancock area.

Goal One
Preserve the integrity and character of the
single-family neighborhoods

Recommendation 2 Identify areas where mixed use would enhance
the livability of the neighborhoods and rezone

accordingly.

Hancock Neighborhood

Like most others in the Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Planning
Area, residents of the Hancock neighborhood strongly desire the
preservation of the integrity and quality of life in their existing single-family
residential neighborhoods. They recognize that the various parts of
Hancock significantly differ in character from one another but feel that the
the mixture of historic estate homes with more modest bungalows and
cottages is part of what makes Hancock distinctive. Neighbors take pride
in the histonc sites - the Hancock golf course itself, the Perry mansion at
the comer of Red River St. and 41* St., “Inshallah” on 43™ St. at Waller
Creek, and the many fine homes along Park Boulevard, Duval, Greenway,
32™ 35" and 37" Streets—but they are equally proud of the smalier-
scale properties and subdivisions that provide diversity, more affordable
housing, and, at times, a more human scale.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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Goal Two
Preserve the historic character and
resources of the CACNPA neighborhoods

Historic Preservation

The neighberhoods of the Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Planning Area
{CACNPA) have hundreds of historic resources. Among these are buildings,
bridges, gateways, and other structures. Neighborhood representatives have
begun the process of collecting data to apply for historic designation. They
recognize that protection of historic resources via nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places, listing as a local or state landmark, or future listing as
a possible local historic district (when the ordinance enabling the creation of this
district is eventually created) is beyond the scope, time frame and expertise
available to this planning process. To date, no staff, funding, or program exists in
the City of Austin to achieve the levels of protection mentioned above.

Another important goal of the neighborhoods is to establish one or more local
historic districts to order to preserve the historic neighborhoods for future
generations of Austinites. At the time, there is no provision for the creation of
local historic districts, but the neighborhoods would support the creation of such
districts.

Objective 2.1: Protect historic resources including buildings, bridges, gateways
and other structures.

Recommendation 1  Seek local landmark designation for individual resources
that are eligible and meet the intent of the landmark
ordinance.

Recommendation 2  Nominate eligible structures and districts to the National
Register of Historic Places.

Recommendation 3  The City of Austin should enact an ordinance to create
local histonc districts to protect and preserve historic
neighborhoods through design standards for new
construction.

Recommendation 4  Designate historic districts under the City's propased
histonc district ordinance.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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landmark criteria request Landmark or historic

Recommendation §  As property owners of property that meets the historic Q‘J/\/
designation, the neighborhoods will support the request. / y—\

Goal Three
Allow mixed-use development along the
existing commercial corridors that is
pedestrian oriented, neighborhood friendly,
neighborhood scaled, and serves
neighborhood needs

Throughout the neighborhoaod planning process, stakeholders from the
different neighborhoods in CACNPA expressed interest in seeing new
development and redevelopment along the area’s commercial corridors be
mixed use.

Objective 3.5: The Hancock Shopping Center and the commercial uses
along 41°' Street have been developed in a manner that is not pedestrian
friendly. When this area is redeveioped, it should be done in a manner
that fosters pedestrian activity. Locating retail storefronts closer to 41
Street would assist with this objective while allowing the placement of a
buffer on the north side of the Hancock Center, to which single-family
homes are adjacent. Neighborhood stakeholders prefer that taller
buildings be located near the southeast comer of the site when Hancock
Center is redeveloped in order to provide a buffer against interstate noise.

NPA-2013-0019.01



Recommendation 13

Recommencdation 14

Recommendation 15
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Allow the neighborhood mixed-use building and ﬁ
mixed use combining district along the south side Q/\

of 41% Street.

Allow the neighborhood mixed use building and b
neighborhood urban center special use at the

Hancock Shopping Center site.

Building massing for any redevelopment of the

Hancock Shopping Center should be concentrated
toward I1H-35 and 41* Street.

Goal Five

Provide a safe environment and
opportunities for all modes of transport

Hancock Neighborhood Planning Area
Objective 5.9: Improve the pedestrian environment of 41° Street
between Red River and IH-35 when the corridor is redeveloped as a

mixed-use corridor.

The segment of 41* Street between Red River Street and the frontage
road of IH-35 is a wide, busy street that serves as a major access way to
the Hancock Shopping Center_ It is also a gateway into the neighborhood.
On the north side is the shapping center and on the south is a variety of
commercial, residential, and office uses. This corridor has been identified
as an area where mixed-use development/ redevelopment is desirable.

Recommendation 19

Recommendation 20

Investigate the possibility of installing a
landscaped median along 41* Street between Red
River and |H-35.

Add pedestrian amenities such as additional street
trees and contiguous sidewalks to both sides of
41* Street.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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LAND USE DESCRIPTIONS - EXISTING AND PROPOSED

Existing Land Use %

Civic -Any site for public or semi-public facilities, including governmental offices, police
and fire facilities, hospitals, and public and private schools. Includes major religious
facilities and other religious activities that are of a different type and scale than surrounding
uses.

Purpose
I. Allow flexibility in development for major, multi-functional institutional uses that serve
the greater community;

2. Manage the expansion of major institutional uses to prevent unnecessary impacts on
established neighborhood areas;

3. Preserve the availability of sites for civic facilities to ensure that facilities are
adequate for population growth4. Promote Civic uses that are accessible and
useable for the neighborhood resident and maintain stability of types of public uses
in the neighborhood;

5. May include housing facilities that are accessory to a civic use, such as student
dormitories; and

6. Recognize suitable areas for public uses, such as hospitals and schools, that will minimize
the impacts to residential areas

Application
1. Any school, whether public or private;

2. Any campus-oriented civic facility, including all hospitals, colleges and universities, and
major government administration facilities;

3. Any use that is always public in nature, such as fire and police stations, libraries, and
museums; 4. Civic uses in a neighborhood setting that are of a significantly different
scale than surrounding non-civic uses;

5. Anexisting civic use that is likely or encouraged (o redevelop into a different land use

should NOT be designated as civic; and
6. Civic uses that are permitted throughout the city, such as day care centers and
religious assembly, should not be limited to only the civic land use designation.

Proposed Land Use

Mixed Use- An area that is appropriate for a mix of residential and non-residential uses.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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Purpose

Encourage more retail and commercial services within walking distance of residents; C/V\/

2. Allow live-work/flex space on existing commercially zoned land in the
neighborhood;

3. Allow a mixture ol complementary land use types, which may include housing, retail,
offices, commercial services, and civic uses (with the exception of government offices)
to encourage linking of trips;

4, Create viable development opportunities for underused center city sites;

5. Encourage the transition from non-residential to residential uses;

6. Provide flexibility in land use standards to anticipate changes in the marketplace;

7. Create additional opportunities for the development of residential uses and
affordable housing; and

8. Provide on-sireet activity in commercial areas after 5 p.m. and built-in customers for local
businesses.,

Application

I. Allow mixed use development along major corridors and intersections;

2. Establish compatible mixed-use corridors along the neighborhood’s edge;

3. The neighborhood plan may further specify either the desired intensity of commercial uses
(i.e. LR, GR, CS) or specific types of mixed use (i.e. Neighborhood Mixed Use Building,
Neighborhood Urban Center, Mixed Use Combining District);

4. Mixed Use is generally not compatible with industrial development, however it may
be combined with these uses to encourage an area to transition 10 a more
complementary mix of development types;

5. The Mixed Use (MU) Combining District should be applied to existing residential
uses to avoid creating or maintaining a non-conforming use; and

6. Apply to areas where vertical mixed use development is encouraged such as Core Transit

Corridors (CTC) and Future Core Transit Corridors.

IMAGINE AUSTIN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The proposed land use change from Civic to Mixed Use is to allow the rezoning of the
property for a hotel to operate within a historic building. On the property is a proposed urban
farm and open space.

ENVIRONMENTAL

CFS P8. Reduce pollution in all creeks from stormwater runoff, overflow, and other
non-point sources.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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CE P7. Protect and improve the water quality of the city’s creeks, lakes, and aquifers Q‘\
for use and the support of aquatic life. /%
CFS P46. Fosler the use of creeks and lakes for public recreation and enjoyment in a

manner that maintains their natural character.

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION POLICIES

LUT P1. Align land use and transportation planning and decision-making to achieve
a compact and connected city in line with the growth concept map,

LUT P3. Promote development in compact centers, communities, or along corridors
that are connected by roads and transit that are designed to encourage walking and
bicycling, and reduce health care, housing and transportation costs.

LUT P4, Protect neighborhood character by directing growth to areas of change that
includes designated redevelopment areas, corridors and infill sites. Recognize that
different neighborhoods have different characteristics and new and infill development
should be sensitive to the predominant character of these communities.

LUT PS. Create healthy and family-friendly communities through development that
includes a mix of land uses and housing types and affords realistic opportunities for
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel and provides both community gathering spaces,
parks and safe outdoor play areas for children.

LUT P6. Ensure that neighborhoods of modest means have a mix of local-serving
retail, employment opportunities, and residential uses.

LUT P7. Encourage infill and redevelopment opportunities that place residential,
work, and retail land uses in proximity to each other to maximize walking, bicycling,
and transit opportunities.

LUT P10. Direct housing and employment growth to activity centers and corridors,
and preserving and integrating existing affordable housing where possible.

LUT P11. Promote complete street design that includes features such as traffic
calming elements, street trees, wide sidewalks, and pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
access throughout Austin, considering the safety needs of people of all ages and
abilities.

HOUSING POLICIES
H P7. Reuse former brownfields, greyfields (previously developed properties such as

strip centers or malls that are not contaminated) and vacant building sites to reduce
negative impacts of vacancy and provide new mixed-use and/or housing options.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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ensuring context sensitive infill in such locations as designated redevelopment arcas,

HN P11. Protect neighborhood character by directing growth to areas of change and L /
corridors, and infill sites. %

NEIGHBORHOODS POLICIES

N P2. Protect neighborhood character by directing growth to areas of change and
ensuring context sensitive infill in such locations as designated redevelopment areas,
corridors and infill sites

N P5. Strengthen planning processes by recognizing that the Comprehensive Plan and
small-area plans, such as neighborhood plans, corridor plans, and station area plans,
need to respect, inform, and draw from each other.

ECONOMIC POLICIES

E P1. Promote and measure business entrepreneurship, innovation, and a culture of
creativity.,

E P2. Implement policies that create, nurture, and retain small and local businesses
and minority-and women-owned business.

E P3. Build on the Austin metropolitan area’s position as a leader in global trade.

E P4. Continue to strengthen partnerships among Chambers of Commerce, state and
local governments, and major employers, and leverage incentives to attract and retain
major employers.

E P13. Promote “start-up districts” where new businesses benefit from locating near
transportation infrastructure, services, suppliers, mentors, and affordable support
facilities
E P18. Develop a sustainable local food system by encouraging all sectors of the local
food economy, including production, processing, distribution, consumption, and waste
recovery.

CONSERVATION AND ENVIRONMENT POLICIES
CE P3. Expand the city’s green infrastructure network to include such elements as
preserves and parks, trails, stream corridors, green sireets, greenways, and

agricultural lands.

CE P4. Maintain and increase Auslin’s urban forest as a key component of the green
infrastructure network.

NPA-2013-0019.01
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CE P15. Reduce the overall disposal of solid waste and increase reuse and recycling Q\)\

to conserve environmental resources. /

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICE POLICIES

HHS P7. Provide broad access to fresh foods, local farmers markets, co-ops, grocery
stores, community gardens, and healthy restaurants in neighborhoods.

The above map shows the property location in relation to the Town Center and Regional
Center areas shown on the Growth Concept Map.

BACKGROUND: The application was filed on February 26, 2013, which is in-cycle for
neighborhood planning areas located on the west side of L.H.-35.

The applicant proposes to change the future land use map from Civic to Mixed use on
approximately 5.692 acres of land divided into Tracts 1, la, and 2. The balance of the
property is not proposed for a future land use map change and will remain Civic.

The applicant proposes to change the zoning on the property from SF-3-CO-NP to GR-MU-
CO-NP and GR-MU-H-CO-NP to operate a hotel out of a historic mansion. For more
information on the zoning request, please see the zoning case report for the associated zoning
case C14-2013-0040,

PUBLIC MEETINGS: The ordinance required plan amendment meeting was held on
March 27, 2013. Approximately 413 notices were mailed to property owners, utility account
holders located within 500 feet of the property, in addition to neighborhood and
environmental organizations registered on the Community Registry for the area. Thirty-five
people attended the meeling, in addition to the owner, Clark Lyda and David Hartman his
agent.

After staff gave a brief presentation outlining the applicant’s future land use map and zoning
request, the owner, Clark Lyda made a power point presentation providing details on the
property history, the proposed zoning and land use changes, the traffic impact, noise
mitigation, and other information. Staff was not given a copy of the presentation so it is not
included with this report.

Mr. Lyda said he purchased the property three years ago. The property has a 1920’s structure
with gardens. Previously the property was a private school which was unable to maintain the
property so it fell into disrepair. The entire property is on the National Registry of Historic
Districts. He needs a commercial use that will be able to economically maintain the property.
He’s proposing a boutique, luxury hotel with 100 rooms, like the Bellaire Hotel in Los
Angeles, which is located in an expensive part of the city. The western portion of the
property is proposed for single family homes designed to be low-maintenance for home

10
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owners. The design will be in scale with the existing homes in the neighborhood. The homes
could be senior housing.

The outdoor amplified sound will be used for special events, small groups could gather
outside on the terrace. He hired an acoustic consultant (o monitor existing conditions and
how to contain the music so it will not bother neighbors.

After his presentation, the following questions were asked by attendees:

Q. The band will bring their own equipment. How will you control the level of the
sound. We are always calling 311 to report the noise on your property.

A. We can control the level of the amplified music through the special sound board and we
can use non-amplified music for events.

Q. Three hundred and fifty people alone make a lot of noise. How can you control the
noise of just people talking?
A. Yes, noise is additive in that way. There is no sound sysiem that can control crowd noise.

Q. You are proposing underground parking; will you demolish the building where the
parking is proposed?
A. Yes

Q. Where will be entrance be to the residential portion of the property?
A. The entrance will be from 41 Street. People won’t be able (o drive from the residential
portion to the hotel part.

Q. An eight foot fence is proposed. Will you replace the existing fence?
A. Yes, it will match the existing stone wall on 41" Street.

Q. There is an existing historical wall. Is that correct?
A. Yes, but it’s not shown on the site plan.

Q. Has your business model for the boutique hotel taken into consideration the 1000
plus hotel rooms that are proposed to be built in Austin?

A. Yes, our financial partners build hotels, but this is a different animal. It’s done on a case-
by-case basis.

Q. How many employees would you have and where would they park?
A. They will park on-site. Don’t hold me to this number, but maybe we would have 50 to 75
employees.

Q. In the existing residential zoning, how many homes could you fit on the property?
A. We haven’t looked inlo that.

1
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Q. You said before that you would not move forward with the zoning case if the
neighborhood did not support you. So why are you proceeding even though the (\
neighborhood doesn’t support you? (/

A. We will wait to see what Planning Commission and City Council says. / \?)

Q. Will the condos be sold or rented?
A. They will be designed to be owned and maintained by the owners. The maximum square
feet of units would be 4,500 sq. feet, with the average being 1,500 sq. ft.

Q. Have you done a TIA for the traffic impact on 41* Street?
A. Only the residential units will have access to 41* Street, which would be less traffic than
when the school was fully occupied. No TIA is required.

Q. Would be restaurant and bar have seating outside?
A. We would be OK with limiting outdoor sealing and have the bar inside.

Q. How will your development affect the habitat?
A. There will be no environmental impact. We will maintain the wildlife corridor. We have
no desire (o light up the site. It will be designed to be green to the highest standards.

Comments from aitendees at the meeting:

e Jusl because you’re proposing an expensive hotel doesn’t mean you’ll have better
behaving people.

» We're already calling Code Enforcement on your business for the noise and you

haven’t even been approved for the zoning yet.

A letter from the Hancock Neighborhood Association is provided with this report. They do
not support the proposed changes. At the back of this report is the Hancock Neighborhood
Association’s 56-page report titled, “Perry Estate Special Committee Report”.

There is no recommendation from the Central Austin Combined Planning Contact Team.
Please see the email from the chair and co-chair on page 13,

CITY COUNCIL DATE: Not scheduled at this time. ACTION: Pending.

CASE MANAGER: Maureen Meredith PHONE: (512)974-2695
EMAIL: Maureen.meredith @ austintexas.gov
12
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cf}\,b

Letter from the CANPAC Planning Contact Team

From: Adam Stephens

Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 11:07 AM

To: Meredith, Maureen

Cc: Nuria Zaragoza

Subject: RE: CANPAC Recommendation for Perry Estate?

Commissioners,

Our contact team, CANPAC, has had multiple presentations and meetings with the
applicant and residents of the Hancock neighborhood. At our most recently
scheduled meeting, September 16", the applicant presented a newly revised plan.
CANPAC did not take action on the plan as it had not yet been presented to
Hancock Neighborhood Association in the revised form.

The next CANPAC meeting is scheduled for October 21.

Thank you,

Adam Stephens and Nuria Zaragoza, CANPAC co-chairs

NPA-2013-0019.01
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Letter from the Hancock Neighborhood Assn.

BRUCE H. FAIRCHILD C‘.\ i

3907 RED RIVER
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78751
(512) 458-4644 fincap2(@texas.net

September 2, 2013 z( c{ q /5_ //j

Ms. Maureen Meredith

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning Department
City of Austin

Post Office Box 1088

Austin, Texas 78767

RE: 2013-018648 NP

Dear Ms. Meredith:

1 wanted to make surc that you knew, and included in your files, the outcome of
the vote by the Hancock Neighborhood Association regarding the requested rezoning of
the Perry Estate at 710 East 41% Swreet. As evidenced by the atiached vote affirmation,
the Hancock Neighborhood Association membership overwhelmingly opposed the
proposed rezoning, by a vote of 97 Against, 20 For, and | Abstention.

We appreciate your consideration of this vole as you make recommendations and

comments lo City officials. 1f | can answer any questions or provide additional
information please do not hesitate 1o contact me.

Sincerely,

L

Bruce H, Feirchild

Attachment

14
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M

HANCOCK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION VOTE /
RE: CHANGE IN FUTURE LAND USE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ZONING \6
FOR _
COMMODORE PERRY ESTATE bcd U5

At the regularly scheduled Hancock Neighborhood Association meeting on March 20,
2013, after discussion the following ballot was distributed to the general membership
present:

Zoning change and development standards as represented in the document
Commodore Perry Estate -—— Zoning and Development Standards dated
March 2013 and posted to the HNA website for the March 20th HNA
vote.

Circle one:

For Against

L2 L L]

Results:
s 20 votes “For”

+ 97 votes “Against”
o ] abstention

We, the Officers of the Hancock Neighborhood Association, affirm that the above
statements are true and correct.

== Mg g

Carolyn Palaima, President vid Yeager, Vice President

*

b Nls

Bruce Faimfi]d, Treasurer Julia Reynolds, Secretary

15
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The Comrodore Perry Esfare

Proposed Conceptual Plan as of September 30, 2012
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Site - 710 E. 417 Street (SF-3-CO-NP)

Site — 710 E. 417 Street (SF-3-CO-NP)
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Site — 710 £. 417 Street {SF-3-CO-NP)

North — Park Street (SF-3-NP}
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West — 5F-3-C0-NP
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View west on E. 412 Street
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View north on Red River 5t.

View south on Red River St.
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM

If you use this form to comment, it may be submitted to:

City of Austin . Q\m\m
Planning and Development Review Department .\

Maureen Meredith Nﬁh

P. O. Box 1088

Austin, TX 78767-8810

If'you do not use this form to submit your comments, you must include the
name of the body conducting the public hearing, its scheduied date, the
Case Number and the contact person listed on the notice in your
submission.

Case Number: NPA-2013-0019,01 .
Contact: Maurcen Meredith, 512-974-2695

Pablic Hearing: Aug 13, 2013, Planning Commission
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¥ you vse this form to comment, it may be submitted to

| City of Austin

| Planning and Development Review Department
! Maureen Meredith
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Your Nime (please prin)

P. O, Box 1088
Austin, TX 78767-3810

If you do not uss this form to submit your comments, you must include the
aame of the body conducting the public hearing, its scheduled date, the
Case Number and the contact person listed on the notice in your

Case Number: NPA-2013-0019.01
Coniaet: Maureen Meredith, 312-974-2695
Public Hearing: Aog 13, 2013, Planoiag Commissien
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| P.0O. Box 1088
| Austin, TX 78767-8810

Ef you do not use this form te submit your comments, you must include the
| name of the body conducting the public hearing, its scheduled date, the

PUBLAC HEARING COMMENT FORM

If you use this form 10 comment, it may be submitted 1o
City of Austin
Planning and Development Review Department

Maureen Meredith :
N &7 ViZ4

Case Number and the contact person listed on the notice in your
submission.

Case Number:; NPA-2013-0019.01
Contact: Maureen Meredith, 512-974-2695
Public Hearing: Aug 13,2013, m.-un.._:m Commission
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| Austin, TX 78767-8810
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| name of the body conducting the public hearing, its scheduled date, the

Case Number and the contact person listed on-the notice in your
submission.

| | Case Number: NPA-2013-0019.01

Contact: Maureen Meredith, 512-974-269%

| |_Public Hearing: Aug 13, 2013, Planning Commission
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM

If you use this form 1o comment, it may be submitted to:
City of Austin

Planning and Development Review Department
Maureen Meredith

P. 0. Box 1088

Austin, TX 78767-8810

If you do not use this form to submit your comments, you must include the
name of the body conducting the public hearing, its scheduled date, the
Case Number and the contact person fisned on the notice in your

| submission,

Case Number: NPA-2013-0019.01
Contact: Maureen Meredith, 512-974-2695
Public Hearing: Aug 13, 2013, Planning Commission

Dl s kY Cleae,

Your Name (please print)

TE Y3 E SF

Your address(es) affecied by this application

& !
Signature : Date

Comments:

w I am in favor
€11 object

-----Original Message--—-

From: Stephen Cox

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 5:12 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen
Subject: Case # NPA

-0019.01

2013

| oppose this application that has been presented to me 100%.

Sincerely,
Stephen Cox

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Sharon A
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:02 PM (/ / \
To: Meredith, Maureen ib
Subject: NPA CASE NUMBER: NPA-2013-0019.01

Ms. Meredith

| understand that you mentioned at the March 27 meeting regarding a request
for change to land use at the Perry Estate in Hancock neighborhood that there would
be an April 15 meeting of CANPAC to discuss this matter. Please advise me when
and where that meeting will take place. Also, please tell me who the “neighborhood
contact team” will be that represents me as a stakeholder and specify their
responsibilities to me and other stakeholders. | live within 200’ of the property,
specifically at the NE corner of Peck and 41 (700 E 41 st) in a house that
overlooks the estate due to the topography and nature of buildings.

As | mentioned previously, | am adamantly opposed to this unnecessary
change to the Future Land Use Map. | feel it is unnecessary and will have
disastrous consequences in both the near and long term for the Hancock
neighborhood in general and specifically for the residential enclave immediately
surrounding the property. In addition, the zoning changes that will result from a
change in land use allowances will irreversibly change, if not eradicate, the character
of the neighborhood and provide absolutely NO benefit in return. The prosperity of
homeowners would be threatened by decreases in property values and increases in
taxation. Environmental quality would suffer. The social well-being of residents
would be destroyed as any semblance of peace and serenity will be shattered by a
continual string of events such as those already hosted by the current owners.
Neighboring homeowners have officially voiced opposition to such uses of this
property by recording noise, parking, and code compliance complaints AND by
voting overwhelmingly at the March meeting of Hancock Neighborhood Association
to oppose this change in land use.

This enclave is filled with established single family residences, and several
young couples have recently bought and renovated homes here in which they are
raising young children who will become the next generation of Austinites. The area
is rejuvenating as the economy improves and inner city housing becomes scarce for
those who work nearby. It is unlike nearby areas which are being inundated with
student housing or targeted for urban renewal due to past neglect or decay.

A change in land use designation for this property and the resultant
development (as proposed} will threaten the safety of children, pedestrians, and
bicyclists who frequent our narrow, green streets. The activity, construction, noise,
and light pollution will eradicate the wildlife (some of it endangered) that use the
green space and sensitive creekbed and floodplain on the property as habitat. The
influx of non-residential activity on the scale proposed for the purposes of
entertaining or housing transients will curtail the ability, long enjoyed by residents, to
ensure the security of their property and family members.

The buildings on the property that had been neglected by former owners have
already been restored, and remaining ones listed on the national register of historic
places appear threatened only by the current owner's stated desire to demolish them
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threat to public health, safety, or welfare associated with the property’s current
condition or use under its civic designation.

The proposed amendment in inappropriate and is not purported to correct any
known error or omission in the FLUM. There have been no known material changes
to circumstance regarding the property since the adoption of the land use plan. The
applicant cannot be said to be suffering any hardship resulting from city action (or
inaction) given the complete availability of information regarding the property and
limitations on its usage prior to applicant's purchase of the property.

The scope of proposed development poses equal or greater dangers to the
environment (especially the Waller Creek Watershed and the ecologically sensitive
natural areas on the property) than would development under existing regulations.
Employment on the site would be limited in number and quality to fewer than 100
people, most of whom would require little education and earn only minimum wages.
There has been no mention made of any intent to provide SMART or affordable
housing in association with the project. In fact, every communication from the
developer emphasizes the word ‘upscale’ when referencing proposed dwelling units
(some of which appear to be planned for square footages in excess of 4000 sq ft).
This hardly serves to ensure an adequate and diverse supply of housing for all ievels
of occupants. IN summary, the proposed changes are in no way consistent with
sound planning principles.

The proposed changes would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of
the existing neighborhood plan. The following discussion follows the order of land
use planning principles in the city’s policy guide:

The negative effects between incompatible land uses would be magnified
rather than minimized.

An area that has historically proven its suitability for public use (given the
numerous schools that have used the property for decades while peacefully
coexisting with neighborhood residents) will be removed from the city's inventory of
vital civic venues.

The proposed uses will be much more intense than desired by or tolerable to
immediately adjacent neighbors, of whom there are (I believe) 23. The nature of the
uses bears no relationship to the needs and activities of residential occupants of all
adjacent land.

In two years of negotiations with neighborhood residents, the developer has
never, to my knowledge, offered to refrain from uses (celebrations, temporary
lodging, large-scale restaurant, and commercial exchange of farm products) deemed
noxious by neighbors, nor has he offered any aiternative to these uses for the vast
majority of the property. Despite pleas from neighbors to explore the myriad,
appropriate, viable uses allowable under the property's civic designation and SF3
zoning, the developer has steadfastly insisted that he has a vision and our
neighborhood will be the site of its realization. The property has no history,
infrastructure, or social fabric connecting it to the downtown entertainment district,
where the proposed uses might be more appropriate. NONE of the uses proposed
by the developer provide services considered vital by existing residents or space
utilization that might enhance neighbor enjoyment of the area.

in the interest of pursuing commercial enterprise. There is NO implied or knownCr\/ f))
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Though actual construction in the floodplain has not been proposed, runoff
from construction and byproducts of urban farming up the hill will negatively impact
the Waller Creek watershed. Wildlife will abandon the area due to the proximity of b
noise, light, and traffic. Excavation for underground parking may negatively impact 6
the water table and in a drought stricken area AND destabilize nearby property
foundations. Native flora have aiready been demolished in favor of non-native,
water hungry species, a trend which is likely to continue.,

There has been no known study of the impact of the development’s uses of
water, electric, and sewage infrastructure on availability of these to existing
neighborhood homeowners.

The existing transition between intense commercial uses and strictly
residential ones in this neighborhood has historically been Red River, a four lane,
heavily travelled road. That is a logical dividing line. The transition proposed by the
developer, should he be granted a change in iand use, is largely artificial and
extremely abrupt.

The developer proposes to demolish several historically and culturally
significant buildings and site elements listed on the national historic register if
granted a change in use.

Undesirable precedent will most certainly be established for other large tracts
within the neighborhood, of which there are more in this area than anywhere else in
the city of Austin, inciuding the property known as Inshallah as well as several large
churches, seminaries, and schools (among them Lee elementary and the AISD
property at 40" and Ave. B). In addition, another decaying historic property on the
Estate’s northern boundary is likely to pursue a land use change based on the
outcome of this process.

Neighborhood residents acquired their property with expectations that
uses of nearby property would be limited to and controlled by the FLUM and zoning
in place when they made their purchases. Those expectations will be shattered if a
developer, who had the same information and tools at his disposal upon buying this
estate, is allowed to dictate future uses of his property contrary to those under
current regulations.

In summary, i think it is obvious the request for change in land use
designation for the Perry Estate should be denied because it fails to meet the city's
criteria for necessitating change and violates virtually all of the city’s values and
published policies on such changes.

| look forward to meeting you at a future meeting and to your responses to
the questions posed at the beginning of this letter.

Sincerely,
Sharon Jones
700 E 41° St.
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From: Rachael Biggs

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 12:18 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen C/
Cc: Rachael Biggs

Subject: Neighborhood plan amendment: 2013-018648 NP

Ms. Meredith,

| have previously written to you to express my opposition to the referenced
Neighborhood Plan Amendment. | articulated the below comments at the CANPAC
meeting last week and would also like to provide them to you. Thank you for your
time and please contact me if you have any questions.

Rachael Biggs
609 East 42nd Street
Austin, TX 78751

September 16th CANPAC Meeting Comments:

I am here today to ask you to oppose commercial zoning of the Perry Estate. There are
many reasons this proposal is bad for central Austin neighborhoods; | will speak to just a
few.

This proposal is directly contrary to the Neighborhood Plan, which maintains commercial
development east of Red River and lists as its primary goal preserving the integrity and
character of the single-family neighborhoods. Granting this spot zoning would represent a
massive intrusion of commercial into the residential area. It would be the first but we can
only imagine that it won't be the last.

This proposal is directly contrary to overwhelming vote of the neighborhood association.
On March 20", the neighborhood assaciation voted 80% to oppose this project. Over the
course of the prior year, when the developer and neighborhood association special
committee met extensively, multiple other viable options were put on the table. The
neighborhood even put together a survey which quantified how many neighbors supported
alternative uses for the estate. This survey showed 80% supported continuing school use,
among other options. Unfortunately, the developer chose not to alter any material aspects
of his proposal.

This proposal is directly contrary to the valid petition of the affected neighbors. City
procedures require a super majority of the City Council to defeat a valid petition because
they want to give a voice to the people who will be impacted by the zoning change. Those
neighbors are against commercial zoning.

As | understand it, CANPAC was formed to support the mutual interests of central Austin
neighborhoods. We all share a space that is very precious and a quality of life that is
important to us and our families. All of us are at risk if the neighborhood plan,
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neighborhood assaciation vote and the directly affected neighbor’s petition count for
nothing. So, ultimately, | am here today to ask you to support your neighbors and tell the

developer to work with us on a better solution. ‘\
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From: phyllisiday@ Q / \9
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 1:03 PM
To: Meredith, Maureen; Patterson, Clark b
Subject: Perry Estate development plan

Thank you both for holding the meeting with Hancock and other neighbors last week. | was not able
to attend the previous HNA meeting in which the vote was taken. | want to take this opportunity to
express my support for Clark Lyda and his team.

| have watched this process from the beginning and | fee! that our neighborhood is very lucky to have
this particular developer and his vision for the mansion. He has been exceedingly sensitive to the
concerns of the neighborhood and has built restrictive covenants and a financial mechanism for
enforcing them so that the surrounding homes will not suffer from his project.

If this home was in Old West Austin, there might be a hope that it could remain a single family
residence. But it is across the street from a shopping center and in a diverse area with many
students and less affluent folks. !t is not realistic to believe that schools can sustain the property into
the future. | am familiar with the Hotel St. Cecilia and its impact in Travis Heights. | think this will be
similar in becoming an asset to the neighborhood.

I hope the Planning Commission and the City Counci! will approve the application.

Phyllis Day
509 Harris Ave.

From: Mark Burch

Sent: Monday, September 02, 2013 10:35 AM
To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: 2013-018648 NP

Maureen Meredith

City of Austin

Neighborhood Planning & Zoning Dept.
Neighborhood plan amendment: 2013-018648 NP

September 2, 2013
Maureen,

I'm writing to express my opposition to the CANPAC neighborhood plan amendment
proposed in case 2013-018648 NP (the Perry Estate). The amendment cannot be
reconciled with the existing neighborhood plan, and the property does not meet the
circumstances required to justify an amendment.

The third of the CANPAC plan’s "Top Ten Priorities" states: "Stop the incursion of
new commercial and office uses into residential areas." The area of Hancock
between Duval and Red River is almost completely residential. Granting the
developers’ request would create the largest commercial parcel in this western half
of the Hancock area, a parcel larger than all the existing west Hancock commercial

36
NPA-2013-0019.01



Planning Commission hearing: October 8, 2013

zonings combined. In fact, the resulting commercial portion of the Perry Estate
would be the third largest commercial parcel in all of the Hancock neighborhood. Q/

The amendment would also violate the callout specifically added to the Future Land 'b(\
Use Map as a result of negotiations between Hancock neighborhood residents and
commercial property owners along the I-35 corridor — “PRESERVE THE SINGLE-

FAMILY CORE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD BY NOT ALLOWING ADDITIONAL
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT WEST OF HARMON AVENUE OR WEST OF

1006 E. 39TH ST.”

Hancock has always firmly opposed two key commercial uses being requested for
the Estate -- indoor and outdoor entertainment. Both were explicitly rejected for
Hancock Center, which lies immediately east of the Estate, across Red River.

Hancock has also been extremely careful about expanding entitlements for hotel and
restaurant use, two additional commercial categories proposed for the site. In the
years immediately after adoption of the plan, Hancock joined with Eastwoods to
oppose several hotel proposals for our areas, one of which was a "Game Day" time-
share franchise.

More recently, Hancock has supported two rezonings of existing commercial
properties on the west side of Red River. In each case HNA has prohibited
restaurant use as a condition of that change.

In the past, the developers have argued that the neighborhood plan accomodates
their proposal because the Perry Estate is a transitional location where "mixed use
would enhance the livability of the neighborhoods." The evidence, however, does
not support this assertion.

The area north of Hancock Center and east of Red River is probably the closest
thing Hancock has to an enclave of affordable, owner-occupied residences.
Allowing this development will isolate it and make the area a target for investor
acquisition and “"redevelopment.”

The areas to the west and southwest of the Estate have undergone significant
changes since adoption of the neighborhood plan as rental properties have been
converted to owner-occupied residences, advancing Hancock's goal of preserving
owner-occupied single-family neighborhoods. At least five families with children
occupy homes on the blocks of Peck and E 42nd that lie immediately west of the
Estate.

An entertainment complex with a hotel and a 200 (or more)-seat restaurant
characterized as a "destination dining location" does not enhance any part of
Hancock, particularly not these. | encourage you to recommend that the Planning
Commission reject this proposed amendment to the CANPAC plan.
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Please let me know if you have questions or would like further information. N
Cordially, Q/ / Q}
Mark H. Burch 'O
510 E 39" St.

512-452-3981

From: Luce Lila

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:05 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: NPA CASE NUMBER: NPA-2013-0019.01

Dear Ms Meredith,

This note concerns the Commodore Perry Estate next to the Hancock Golf Course.
| am a neighbor to that estate and am writing about the upcoming zoning-change
decision.

My name is Lila Luce. | own the property at 513 E. 41st Street and live here with my
young child. | am very strongly opposed to the proposal currently in question for a
zoning change. Unfortunately, | will not be able to attend the city meeting tomorrow
night (Wednesday, March 27) due to a prior commitment and so wish to voice my
concerns here.

Mr. Clark Lyda and his associates wish to bring an up-market boutique hotel,
restaurant and event center to the Estate along with single-family homes in the west
part of the property. | have met Mr. Lyda on several occasions, and liked him very
much. He is a good person who is committed to the neighborhood, and it would be
a pleasure to have him as a neighbor of sorts. However, | believe that his vision of
how the Perry Estate should go ahead into the future does not agree with that of
most of the people who live nearby. It is important to note, also, that Mr. Lyda
himself does not live in the neighborhood and would thus be spared the worst of the
bad changes this would bring to the neighborhood.

I myself am concerned that once a zoning change is effected towards more
commercial activity, it will open a floodgate both (a) to further commercial activities
at the Perry Estate in the future (with or without Mr. Lyda being involved, as he might
not always be there), and (b) to other properties falling also to commercial zoning
due to this precendent. It is important to note that Hyde Park / Hancock is one of the
few extant old neighborhoods in the city and it will be indeed a tragedy to the City of
Austin to let this neighborhood be eroded away, in the wake of so many others. On
the other hand, the current zoning would allow Mr. Lyda to make the property self-
sustaining in many other ways which would preserve this lovely neighborhood. One
of these would be to create an elegant up-market retirement home complex with the
whole ten acres, something that | think the neighborhood might welcome.
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| am also very strongly concerned about the noise and traffic problems that will come O\
up as a result of Mr. Lyda's plans. While he has made efforts to address these b
probiems, the fact is that the noise and traffic that would ensue according to his

current proposal are not acceptable to those of us in the neighborhood of the Estate.

This has been made all the more evident to those of us in the neighborhood who

have been inconvenienced to various degrees by the events that Mr. Lyda has

already arranged to have at the Estate even before any formal decision has been

made as to uses allowed.

I wish you good luck in the up-coming meeting, and if possible, | hope you will voice
my concerns to those involved. | am here and will welcome any correspondence.

Kind regards,

Lila Luce

Cell: 619-869-5670
513 East 41st Street
Austin, Texas 78751

From: karen reifel

Sent: Sunday, September 01, 2013 4:14 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: NPA-2013-0091.01 Perry Estate FLUM change application

Re: NPA-2013-0019.01 Perry Estate FLUM change application

Maureen Meredith and other city staff members:

For the past twenty years, | have owned my home on E 39" St. and resided within a few
blocks of the Perry Estate (710 E. 41* St.). | am adamantly opposed to the developer’s
FLUM change application and urge you to reject his request for a massive and unnecessary
change to our Neighborhood Plan in Hancock. | believe that the proposed change is a
fundamental negative for our neighborhood and that the commercial uses, scope, and scale
are inappropriate for this location.

Our neighborhood plan clearly indicates that Red River is the absolute western boundary for
additional commercial development in Hancock. We have worked hard to protect the
existing and thriving single-family enclave that currently exists between Red River and Duval
and also protect those single-family areas east of Red River. Allowing the proposed change
to our FLUM would set a dangerous precedent for our area and for other areas in central
Austin.

The commercial uses — essentially a resort with an event center for 350, restaurant for at
least 200, and hotel with 55 units — being proposed for the property are incompatible with
an established single-family neighborhood. The developer has provided no evidence that
such a change is actually necessary for the survival of his property. Please understand that
his proposed changes provide no benefit to those of us living near the Perry Estate nor to
the larger Hancock neighborhood and City of Austin. Only the developer will benefit, and
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he should be told clearly at each stage of the process that he should find a different C(\
business model for his project. O
As you are aware, in March, 2013, the Hancock Neighborhood Association overwhelmingly (X
rejected the developer’s proposal (both the NPA and Rezoning) by a vote of 97 to 20. In

addition, the neighbors closest to the Perry Estate oppose the proposed FLUM and zoning

changes by an overwhelming majority. Those voices should echo as loud and significant

ones in any consideration of the developer’s proposal for the property.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you.

Karen Reifel

Maureen Meredith
Case Manager
City of Austin

Case Number:
NPA-2013-0019.1
[Perry Estate proposed FLUM amendment )

Good morning Ms Meredith

| write to express that

my wife and | are also adamantly opposed to this unnecessary change to the
Future Land Use Map (FLUM) as proposed for the commercial development of The
Perry Estate currently zoned SF3.

As our neighbor Sharon Jones so eloquently articulated in her correspondence with

you, we also feel such a change to The FIUM would have disastrous consequences
in both the near and long term for the Hancock neighborhood in general and for the
homes immediately surrounding the property.

As Ms Jones so clearly pointed out, the zoning changes that will result from a
change in land use allowances will irreversibly change, if not eradicate, the character
of the Hancock Neighborhood and provide absolutely NO benefit in return.

We agree Environmental guality will undoubtedly suffer if this change in the
FLUM were to be approved.
. The peace and serenity of our neighborhood will indeed be shattered by a
continual string of events such as those already hosted by the current owners in
violation of the existing SF3 zoning.

My family along with other neighboring homeowners have continually voiced
opposition to such uses of this property through the submission noise, parking, and
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code compliance complaints AND by voting overwhelmingly by a five to one margin
at the March meeting of The Hancock Neighborhood Association to oppose this
change in land use and proposed change in zoning.

The sentiment of Ms Jones letter further represents our views as she so correctly (/ / \
points out :

" This enclave is filled with established single family residences, and several young
couples have recently bought and renovated homes here in which they are raising
young children who will become the next generation of Austinites.

The area is rejuvenating as the economy improves and inner city housing becomes
scarce for those who work nearby.

A change in land use designation for this property and the resultant development (as
proposed) will threaten the safety of children, pedestrians, and bicyclists who
frequent our narrow, green streets.

The activity, construction, noise, and light pollution will eradicate the wildlife (some
of it no doubt already endangered) that use the green space and sensitive creekbed
and floodplain on the property as habitat.

The influx of non-residential activity on the scale proposed for the purposes of
entertaining or hotel housing will curtail the ability, long enjoyed by residents, to
ensure the security of their property and family members.

The buildings on the property that had been neglected by former owners have
already been restored, and remaining ones listed on the national register of historic
places appear threatened only by the current owner’s publicy stated desire amd
intent to demolish them in the interest of pursuing commercial enterprise.

There is NO implied or known threat to public health, safety, or welfare associated
with the property’s current condition or use under its current civic designation.

The proposed amendment is inappropriate and is not purported to correct any
known error or omission in the current FLUM.

There have been no known material changes to circumstance regarding the property
since the adoption of the land use plan.

The applicant cannot be said to be suffering any hardship resulting from city action
(or inaction) given the complete availability of information regarding the property and
limitations on its usage prior to applicant's purchase of the property.

The scope of proposed development poses equal or greater dangers to the
environment (especially the Waller Creek Watershed and the ecologically sensitive
natural areas on the property) than would development under existing regulations.

Employment on the site would be limited in number and quality by the developers
public statements to fewer than 100 people, most of whom would require little
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education and earn only minimum wages.
There has been no mention made of any intent to provide SMART or affordable (J / /\/
housing in association with the project. In fact, every communication from the (X;
developer emphasizes the word ‘upscale’ when referencing proposed dwelling units
(some of which appear to be planned for square footages in excess of 4000 sq ft ! ).
This hardly serves to ensure an adequate and diverse supply of housing for all levels
of occupants.

IN summary, the proposed changes are in no way consistent with sound planning
principles.

The proposed changes would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of the
existing neighborhood plan.

The following discussion follows the order of land use planning principles in the city's
policy guide:

The negative effects between incompatible land uses would be magnified rather
than minimized.

An area that has historically proven its suitability for public use (given the numerous
schools that have used the property for decades while peacefully coexisting with
neighborhood residents) will be removed from the city’s inventory of vital civic
venues. "

The current owner/ developer was provided written notice [in a letter sent to him
PRIOR to his purchase] signed by many of the immediate neighbors to the. estate
that they would oppose such a change to commercial zoning as is proposed .
The developer, when he bought the property, publicly repeatedly stated his
intention of working WITH the Aeighborhood Association to reach agreement and
further repeatedly publicly stated that he would not pursue such commercial
development IF the neighborhood opposed it.
After two years of unsuccessful negotiations in an effort to reach agreement with
the developer , the Hancock Neighborhood Association (HNA) by a five to one
margin ,with one of the largest attendance of members at any HNA meeting in its
history , voted to oppose the zoning change and the FLUM Amendment.

Despite his prior promise to abide by the neighborhood association decision, the
developer recently publicly announced his intention to go forward with his proposal
anyway despite what the Neighborhood Association and the neighbors desired

For all of the above reasons we urge that the FLUM not be amended and the
Application to amend be denied.

‘Thank you for your courtesies in this very important matter.
If | can supply you with any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me.
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Sincerely

Hal F. Morris C/b
801 Park Blvd. .

Austin, Tx 78751

From: Greg Atkinson

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 4:52 PM

To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: NPA CASE NUMBER: NPA-2013-0019.01

Dear Maureen

| wanted to send a note stating my opposition to the change in FLUM being
requested by the Perry Estate applicant. | live at the corner of 41st and Duval (501
E 41st & Duval) with a small child and the current level of traffic is already difficult for
the safety of the children, especially across from the Perry Estate where soccer is
played. Though the applicant says he will address this concern, he has no legal
obligation if the traffic stays under 2000 vehicles a day (or so | am told.) 41st street
already does not have consistent sidewalks up and down the entire stretch making
walking in the street a requirement... even is he does add sidewalks along his entire
new property, it does not solve sidewalks along Hancock golf course or the
numerous homes on E 41st Street that also do not have side walks. Any number of
increased cars on a street requiring children to walk in the street to navigate to
soccer games and Lee Elementary is unfair. And to add to that traffic, this is event
center and restaurant traffic where we are guaranteed to have alcohol consumption
occurring. Please deny the zoning change for safety of the neighborhood. And
please support the 80+% of the neighborhood association that directly rejected this
plan in our most recent meeting.

thanks,
Greg Atkinson
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September 20, 2013 (/K
Ms, Maureen Meredith
Clty of Austin

Nelghborhood Planning & Zoning Department

P O Box 1088
Austin, TX 78767

RE: Nelghborhood plan amendment 2013-018648 NP
Dear Ms. Meredith:

As a neighbor of the Commodore Perry Estate, on an angie just across Hancock Golf Course, | want
express my deep opposition to the change in the FLUM and the request for a change in zoning for the
property that would allow commercial activity.

The development of the Perry Estate represents an incursion of commercial activity across the long-
standing boundary of Red River Street, into what has historlcally been a quiet residential
nelghborhood. The developer has been making the case that this parcel of land is somehow a
"transitional” property between the large commercial space of the Hancock Center and the residential
areas of the Hancock nelghborhood. That is only true because It abuts the same street as the shopping
center. Should the Future Land Use Map be adjusted to allow for the rezoning of the Perry Estate to a
commercial standard, particularly In the way that s being proposed, this will only shift the
“transitional” areas to propertles that now abut the Estate on the West and North sides (nat to
mention the large open space of the Hancock Golf Course on the South side, which has been coming
undert threat of development and/or closure, recently, by the City of Austin). The change of standards
for the Estate will. in effect, bacome the first domino to fall in the tumbling change that could be
forced upon the entire neighborhood as the next propertles In line seek redevelopment.

In addition, the developer has made boundary adjustments to his change request that we, as Hancock
neighbors, have not had an opportunity to see nor examine. It's quite obvious that the changes have
been made precisely to invalidate an objection petition filed with the City of Austin. This is another in
along line of shifting plans that the developer has refused to discuss with the neighbors who are
directly affected. He has once again shown his disregard for the Hancock Neighborhood, despite what
he says otherwise in public forums.

I, of course, do not need to tell you that there are specific criteria that the City’s Comprehensive
Planning Division requires for the approval of an amendment to the FLUM. It s, of course, a
requirement that the amendment must meet one of the followlng criteria:

= Staff made an error in the plan.
There is no apparent error in the long-standing FLUM covering this parcel.

» Denial of the application would result in a hardship.

The current owner who is making the request for change understood the FLUM status of the
parcel at the time of purchase and chose to move forward with no assurance the amendment would
be successful.
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* There has been a material change In circumstances since the adoption of the plan.
This is not evident,

« The development is a S.M.A.R.T Housing project,

Every presentation that the developer has made to the Hancock Nelghborhood (as well as
what he presented at the CANPAC meeting on April 15") indicates this is to be an upscale
development with hotel rooms in the $400 per night range and with the proposed “branded
residences” selling for something in the range of $400 per square foot, Both of these numbers are
what | believe to have heard the developer mention at your Aprll 15" meeting. This hardly meets the
“reasonably-priced* standards of the 5.M.AR.T. program and, given the developer's upscale plans, it
seems unlikely such lower priced residences would or could be included.

+ The development meets the goals and objectives of the pian.

Clearly, It does not. It does not protect the character of the nelghborhood by allowing
commerctal activity in a residential area and by Including residences that {using the developer's
maximum 4500 sq. ft. allowance) are far out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood. The
commercial buildings being preposed also are beyond the scale of current Hancock Neighborhood
structures,

+ The development offers superior environmental protection.

Development that abuts Waller creek in an area that harbors many spectes of birds and
wlidlife as an oasis in central Austin, does not offer environmental protection, et alone meeting a
standard of "superior” protection.

+ The development offers significant employment opportunities.

Typically, hotel and restaurant-service sector-Jobs are not considered “significant” in that they
tend to be lower-wage positions that are often part time, as well. The developer has provided no
information that would support the idea that this development will offer signlificant employment
opportunities.

Of course, the underlying reasons for the change to the FLUM for this property is the request for the
zoning change. Among the twelve zoning principles the City of Austin has astablished to guide the
preservation of the compatibllity of land uses that this proposal clearly DOES NOT meet, are:

* Zoning should be consistent with the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) or adopted nelghborhood plan.
it does not meet this standard.

* Zoning should satisfy a public need and not constitute a grant of special privifege to an individual
owner; the request should not result in spot zoning.

There are a multitude of uses avallable for this land that the developer could have pursued.
Upon purchasing the property, the current zoning was known, yet the developer chose to move
forward anyway with requests that are, In fact, a grant of a special privilege to himself by putting in
place a commercial operation unlike anything in this neighborhood of the city. There is no public need
to introduce a lodging/special event venue/entertainment district activity Into our quiet residential
neighborhood.
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* Granting a request for zoning should result In an equal treatment of simtiarly situated properties, C
When the Hancock Center developed in its place directly acrass Red River Street fram the \&

Perry Estate, it was specifically restricted from being used as the kind of event/entertainment venue

that Is now being requested for the Estate,

» Granting the zoning should not in any way set an undesirable precedent for other properties in the
nelghborhood or within other areas of the city.

This precedent-setting change would open the door to a multitude of other change requests
in the Immediate nelghborhood that will uitimately destroy the character of the Hancock
Neighborhood.

« Zoning changes should promote compatibility with adjacent and nearby uses and should not
result in detrimental impacts to the neighborhood character.

There are many potentially highly detrimental impacts this development holds for our
nelghborhood, including increased traffic, Increased nolse, Increased street parking and a real
reduction in safety for the many pedestrians and bicyclists on our streets. There is nothing similar to
this proposed development in our neighborhood. It is completely incompatible with the quiet
residential character of our neighborhood. While it does sit adjacent to Red River Street and Is across
from the Hancock Center, it should be noted that when the Hancack Center was developed, it is my
understanding that our neighborhood specifically disaliowed exactly the types of activities the
developer wants 1o have on the Commodore Perry Estate property, including an outdoor
event/entertainment venue and hotel,

- The request should serve to protect and preserve places and areas of historical and cultural
significance.

While the restoration, to date, of the structures on the property are admirable and appreciated,
the develaper’s plans also include the demolition and removal of at least two structures designated as
contributing to the historical nature of the site. Additionally, the construction of the proposed hotel,
restaurant, service and residential bulldings so close as to be virtually “on top” of the historic
structuras can hardly be seen as a preservation of the estate. There are a multitude of other uses that
could be made of the property under the current FLUM/zoning that could still be financially viable for
the developer AND preserve the Estate in 2 much more assertive way. Among them are high-end
retirement facllitles and/or schools, both of which were deemed acceptable by a majority of Hancock
residents in a survey conducted by the Hancock Neighborhood Association in the Fall of 2012.

+ Zoning should promote clearly identified community goals such as creating employment
opportunities or providing for affordable housing.

As noted above, the developer has not made any Indication of how this development would
provide significant employment opportunities beyond mostly low-paying, service jobs.

- A change in conditions has occurred within the area Indicating that there is a basls for changing
the originally established zoning and/or development restrictions for the property.
This has not happened.

My neighbors and | in the Hancock Neighborhood Association resoundingly voted against the
developer's proposal as was presented to us in March, 2013. That vote was 97 against, 20 for and one
abstention. After that vote, the Issue was passed on to CANPAC, as Is the normal procedure. That
group has falled, In several meetings over the past six months, to take a stand nor to support the
overwhelming vote of my neighbors and me.,
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possibilitles currently allowed which have broader support among residents and which are allowed
under the current FLUM and zoning of the property. Two of those uses with wide support are for a
high-end retirement living facllity or even a school.

The developer has expressed no apparent public Interest In pursuing any of the development \K‘/)(

lurge you to stand behind the overwhelming vote against this proposal by the Hancock
Nelghborhood Assoclation and recommend against this development proposal. Do not be swayed by
false and distasteful assertions from the developer that the vote agalnst the proposal was somehow
the result of lies and coercion, It absolutely was not. The overwhelming vote was a direct result of the
dislike of the proposal that was put up for vote and nothing more.

David Bjurstrom
517A E 40" Street
Austin, TX 78751

From: David Bjurstrom

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:59 AM

To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: NPA Case Number: NPA-2013-0019.01

Ms. Meredith:

Due to other commitments | cannol change, | am unable to attend the March 27th CANPAC meeting regarding
the FLUM change for the Commodore Perry Estate, NPA case number NPA-2013-0019.01. | wanted to be sure
to pass on my concerns about this development that would bring so many negatives to our peacetul
neighborhood.

As with 82% of those at the Hancock Neighborhood Assaciation meeting who voted against this proposed
change at our March 20th meeting, | stand firmly against this action.

I live at 517A East 40th Street, directly across the comner of the Hancock Golf Gourse from the Estate and stand
to be heavily impacted by the proposed commercialization of the property. In fact, | have already been impacted
by several commercial events already held on the Estate since last Fall, The increased noise and traffic along
with probiematic parking issues and the very real reduction in safety on our narrow streets has not been
adequately addressed by Mr. Clark Lyda in his development plans. He has made no clear demonstration that
changing the FLUM and zoning to a commercial status is the only financially viable way to save the Estate as he
has claimed.

Aliowing commercialization west of Red River in a long-standing residentially zoned neighborhood would set a
precedent for other properties in the local area that are vulnerable to similar development. Making such a change
will forever detrimentally impact the Hancock Neighborhood, despite the false "benefits* claimed by Mr. Lyda.

While Mr. Lyda has tried to make a case for his underlying devotion to the property and his desire to save the
Perry Estate's historical nature, his plans do little 1o accomplish that while mostly being at the expense of those
of us who live nearest the property.

Having allowed numerous commercial events on the grounds since November, in direct violation of city zoning
and noise ordinances, belies his stated compassion for the neighborhood. This display of a lack of good faith
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creates great skepticism among my Hancock neighbors that should commercial activity be allowed on the Estate,
it would truly be as non-invasive as he claims. (\

F would urge that this requested FLUM change be denied. Once the Pandora's Box of commercialization is (/

allowed on the Commodore Perry Estate, it will be the end of our quiet residential neighborhood as we have
known il. ( l
Sincerely, ‘X

David Bjurstrom
517A East 40th Street
Austin

From: craig himel

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 3:30 PM
To: Meredith, Maureen

Subject: NPA Case # NPA-2013-0019.01

Ms. Meredith,

| am unable to attend the March 27 meeting as | have out of town commitments. |
am adamantly opposed to the FLUM change request by the Perry Estate owner. |
live at 700 E41st ST, within the 200 foot zone. Noise, traffic and light pollution are
just a few of my concerns. This neighborhood has spoken not only through the
FLUM but also by a down vote to this change at the March 20th Hancock
Neighborhood Association meeting on this matter.

Please email me if you require more information.

Thank you,
Craig Himel
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From: marilyn lamping A ,
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2013 11:33 PM (/
To: Patterson, Clark; Meredith, Maureen

Subject: Rezoning case

I oppose the commercial zoning proposed for the Perry Estate in case number C14-
2013-0040 and the associated neighborhood plan amendment (NPA-2013-

0019.01). Hotel, restaurant, and indoor and outdoor entertainment are inappropriate
uses for this property.

The Hancock neighborhood has been "an urbane oasis" for many years. It
deserves to retain this characterization

amid all the noise and tumult of shopping centers, football games, and increasing
traffic on its neighborhood streets.

Neighbors alone cannot maintain this peaceful place; we need support from citizens
like you.

Regards,

marilyn lamping
501 park blvd.
512-467-7712
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Hancock NA — Perry Estate Special Committee Report

1 - Introduction and History of the Perry Estate Special Committee 0/@

Formation of the Perry Estate Special Committee:

The Perry Eslate Special Committee, or Ad Hoc Commitiee, was formed on
January 18", 2012, The Committce is comprised af the 5 existing members on
the Zoning Committee for the neighborhood association plus three (3) additional
Hancock Neighbors wha live within 200° of the border of the Perry Estate. These
ihree “200" neighbors” on the Perry Estate Special Commillee were approved hy
a vole of those in attendance at the Janvary 18", 2012 meeling of the Hancock
Neighborhood Associalion.

Perry Committee Members:

Reed Henderson (Chair & 200" neighbor), Holly Noclke {200’ neighbor), Bruge
Fairchild (200" neighbor), Rafi Anuar (Zoning Commiltee), Bart Whaltley (Zoning
Commiltee), Carolyn Palaima (Zoning Committee), Gay Ratliff {Zoning
Commiltee), Linda Guerrero (Zoning Commiltee), Cody Coe (Zoning Commitiee).

Perry Committee Charge: (from Jan 2012 HNA Meeting)

The charge to the Committee is to negotiate with the Owner for the development
and zoning of the Commodore Perry Estate. The Committee shall make
recommendations for the satisfactory agreements and safeguards on land use
and shall address lhe concerns and requirements identified by HNA members
Final adoption of the plan will ba voted on by the general membership at a fulure
meeting. The ad hoc Commitiee will be dissalved the earlier of an affimative
vote on the plan by the general members of the HNA at a regular or special
mesting ar the third Wednesday of January 2013.

Extension of the Committee's Charge to March 20", 2012:

At the January 16" meeting of the full membership of the Hancock Neighborhood
Association, the Perry Estale Special Commillee’s charge was extended to
March 20'™, 2013, by majority vote of those in attendance. At the March 20"
2013 meeting of the full membership of the Hancock Neighborhood Association,
which will be held at the Hancock Recreation Center, a vole will be taken on
whether or not to approve the Developer's proposed Development and Zoning
Standards for the rezoning and redevelopment of the Commodore Perry Estate.

Pleasa Pay Your Association Dues So Your Vote Wil Count:

You must be & paying member of the Hancock Neighborhaod Association to
vole. Dues are $5 per household and are effective for each calendar year. Dues
must be renewed each year on or after January 1* and will be effective unul
December 31* of the year for which they were paid. You can pay your dues
online by clicking on the “Join” link on the Neighborhood's websile.
hitps://www.hancockna. org/wwwinode/6
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What to Expect at the Special Called Meeting of the Perry Estate Committee
to be held on February 20", 2013:

It is important to note that one month prior to the March 20", 2012 meeting, there
will be a Special Called Meeling of the Perry Estate Special Commitiee 1o be
held at the Hancock Recreation Center on February 20™, 2013. No vote will be
taken at the February 20" mesting. This meating will be for informative DUrposes

only.

Al this meeting on February 20™, 2013, the owner and proposed developer for
the Commodore Perry Estate, Mr. Clark Lyda, will present 1o those in attendance
his proposed Development and Zoning Standards for the rezoning and
redevelopment of the Commodore Perry Estate. Mr. Lyda's presentation will be
a roughly 15 minute summary af his rezoning and redavalopment proposal. Mr
Chad Himmel, the sound engineer for JE Acoustics, whom was procured by Mr
Lyda lo analyze both the existing and prajected future sound qualilies and levels
for the Estate, will also be in attendance to provide an executive summary of his
report and recommendation for mitigating projected future sound levels on the
property. Aftar Mr. Lyda and Mr. Himmel present and answer questions of those
in attendance, Mr. Lyda and his team will leave the room and those neighbors in
altendance will have the opportunity for a quastion and answer sassion with the
Committee members in altendance.

History of Special Committee Meetings:

The commitiee met either amongst themselves, with City of Austin officials, or
with the Owner/Developer, Mr. Clark Lyda, and his altorney, Mr. David Hartman,
iwenty one (21) times between January 15" 2012 and February 57, 2013

The early meetings consisted of Mr. Lyda and Mr. Hartman presenting to the
committee their inltial. proposed re-zoning and re-development guidelines for the
Commodore Perry Estate. The commiltee also spent time in these early months
leaming the City Processes by which a Change of UsefZoning for the estate
could possibly come 1o fruition

More information on a rezoning application and the rezoning process can be
found in analher section of this report (see Table of Contents). The process for
challenging a rezoning application was also studied by the Committee as it may
be pertinent for those neighbors in opposition to the developer's plan. The City's
guidelines for challenging a re-zonmng application can also be found in a later
section of this report (see Table of Contents).

Upon gaining a general understanding of Mr. Lyda’s proposed re-zoning and re-
development guidelines for the Commodore Perry Estate as well as for the Cily
of Austin's method for processing such a request, and/or the City of Austin's
method for processing a challenge to such a request, the Committee decidad it
was time 1o compile our fellow Hancock Neighbors' feedback as it related to Mr
Lyda's proposed re-zoning and re-development for the Commodore Perry Estate.

U

NPA-2013-0019.01



Planning Commission hearing: October 8, 2013

L

Hancock NA — Perry Estale Special Committee Report

How We Collected Neighborheod Feedback to Present to the Developer:
The commitiee collected feedback from the Hancock neighbors through a vanety
of media, including the lcilowing

- Oral Stataments made by concerned neighbars at open Neighborhood and
Special Committee Meelings

- Oral statements provided at private meetings by concerned neighbors lo
varous commitiee members

- Hand written letters from concernad neighbors which were given to various
commillee members

- Email Statements made by concemed neighbors to various commitiee
members

- Written, Signed Position Statements given to the Committee by concerned
neighbors living within 200" of the border of the Perry Estate

- A Survey that the commitiee published to gather feedback from neighbors in
October, 2012. The purpose of the survey was 1o of course present infarmation
about the proposed development at the Commodore Perry Estate as well as 1o
provide information on vanous possible land uses and existing zoning categones
as they pertain to the proposed development of the Perry Estate Property.

{See Table of Contents for survey resulls posted in another section of this
report)

Alt feedback which the Commiltee received from neighbors was clearly
presented to Mr. Lyda andfor Mr. David Hartman at our meetings. Any
restrictions on the proposed zoning and use of the properly which the Commiltee
was abie to negotiate with Mr. Lyda were developed as a resull of the feedback
that the Commiltee received from the neighbors and which we diligently
presented to Mr. Lyda. Ultimately, the neighbors will decide by vote on March
20", 2013, whether ar not Mr. Lyda s Development and Zoning Standards for the
rezoning and redevelopment of the Commodore Perry Estate go far enough in
protecting the eslablished values and future goals of the Hancock neighborhood.

2 - Existing Zoning and Use Entitlements for the Commodore Perry Estate

When a neighbor casts his or her vote on March 20", 2013, on whether or not to
endorse |he proposed Development and Zoning Standards for the re-zoning and
re-development of the Commodore Perry Estate, each neighbor should be
weighing the proposed changes against the existing zoning and use entitlements
for the property. It 1s important to understand what can be done fo the property
under its exisiing 2oning and use enlitlements so one can make an nformed
decision on March 20", 2013

1
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The Existing Zoning and Use Entitlements for tha Commodore Perry Estate

are as follows:

Current City of Austin Zoning Classification is SF-3-CO-NP
o SF-3: Family residence (SF-3) district is the designation for a

moderate density single-family residential use and a duplex use on

a lot that is a minimum of 5,750 square feel. An SF-3 distnct
designation may be applied to a use in an existing single-family

neighborhood with moderate sized lots or to new development of
family housing on lots thal are 8 750 square feet or mare. A duplex
use that is designaled as an SF-3 dislricl is subject to development
standards that maintain single-family neighborhood charactenstics
» Source: Section 13-2-45, Ord. 990225-70; Ord. 031211-11

o CO: The purpose of a conditional overlay (CO) combining dhistrict is

to modify use and site development regulations to address the
specific circumstances presented hy a site

* A CO combining district may be used to:
+ Promate compatibility between compeling or
potenlially incompatible uses

Guide development in unigue circumnstances
Source: Section 13-2-120; Ord. 990225-70; Ord,
031211-11

* Use and site development regulations imposed by a CO
combining district must be more restrictive than the
restnctions stherwise applicable to the property

= A regulation imposed by a CO combining district may:

= Prohibil permitted. conditional, and accessory usas

atherwise authorized in the base district or make a
permitted use a conditiona! use

= For a mixed use (MU} combining district, prohibit or
make conditional a use that is otherwise permitted by

Chapt , Section (Mixed
Use Zoning Districts),

» Decrease the number or average densily of dwelling

units that may be constructed on the property
+ Increase minimum lol size or minimum lol width
requirements
Decrease maximum floor to area ratio
Decrease maximum height
e Increase minimum yard and setback requirements

Ease the transition from one hase district to another
Address land uses or siles with special requirements

L
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= Decrease maximum building or impervious coverage

» Restnct access to abutling and nearby roadways and
impose specific design features to ameliorate
polentially adverse traffic impacts

» Restnct any other specific site development regulation
required or authorized by this title,

« Source' Section 13-2-121: Ord. 990225-70; Ord.
031211-11. Ord. 20060518-059.

NP: Neighborhood planning provides an opportunity for cilizens to
lake a proactive role in the pitanning process and decide how their
neighborhoods will move into the fulure while addressing land use,
zoning, lransportalion and urban design issues. The purpose of a
neighborhood plan (NP) combining district is to ailow infill
development by implementing a neighborhoad plan thal has been
adopted by the council as an amendment to the comprehensive
plan.
= Source: Ord. 000406-81; Ord. 990225-70; Ord. 631211-11
* The Hancock Neighborhiood currently has a Neighborhood
Plan Combining Districl in place. Please reference City of
Austin Ordinance #040826-59 to see the Neighborhood Plan
Combining Dislrict for the Hancock Neighborhoad Area
= You can find this ordinance on the City's Website
hitp //'www. cityvofaustin.or ms/document.cim?id=
28

* The Conditional Overlays that are currently affecting the
Perry Estata property can be found in the
aforementioned Ordinance #040826-59, and are as
follows:

* Pan 2, on page 7 of the Ordinance shows the Tract
which applies to the Perry Estate Property: Tract
#2058 for the address of record at the City, which is
T10E 41° 5t

« Part 7. on page 9 of the Orchinance shows the CQO's
or Conditional Overlays, that currently exist for Tract
#2058, which are as follows

The maximum height of a building or structure
is 30 feet from the ground level

¢ A building or structure may not exceed a height
of two (2) stones

What are the Allowed Uses undar the Current Zoning
classification for the Perry Estate Property:
* The Permitted Residential Uses that fall under the Current
Zoning for the Perry Estate Property are as follows:

L
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* Bed and Breakfast (Group 1): use of a residential
structure to provice rooms for lemporary lodging for
ovemight guests on a paying basis.

= Duplex Rasidential: use of a site for two dwalling
units within a single bulding. other than a motile
home

+ Retirement Housing (Small Site): use of a site for 3
to 12 dwelling units designed and marketed
specifically for the elderly, the physically
handicapped, ar both,

» Single Family Attached Residential: use of a sile
for two dweiling units, each iocated on a separate lot,
that are constructed with common or abutting walls or
connected by a carport. garage, or other structural
element.

= Single Family Residential: use of a sile for only one
dwelling unit. other than a mobile home

» Two Family Residential: use of a lot for iwo dwelling
units, each in a separate building, other than a mobile
home.

» Source: All above definitions of Residential Use were
provided via the City of Austin's Land Developmen
Code, 25-2-3, which can be found at the followin

web fink:
hitpwww. armleqal cor 1ieway.dl i
thecodeolthecityofau n

HmS3.08vid=amlegal.austin_ 1xSanc

= The one Commerciai Use that is CONDITIONALLY Allowed
under the Current Zoning for the Perry Estale Praperty is as
follows:

» Special Use Historic: use that complies with the
requirements of Section 25-2-807 (Special Use in
Historic Dislricts)

o Section 25-2-807 stales. This section applies
to a site if:
= the structure and land are zoned as a
historic landmark (H) or historic area
{HD} combining district;
¢ NOTE: The Perry Estate
Property is not currently zoned
H or HD.
* the property is owned and operaled by a
non-profit entity
= the property is directly accessibie from a
street with al least 40 feet of paving

Y A
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the site has at feast one acre of O
contiguous land area E

at least 80 percent of the required
parking Is on site

a single commercial use does not
occupy more than 25 percent of the
gross floor area

civic uses occupy at least 50 percent of
{he gross floor area

the property owner does not
discriminate on the basis of race, color,
religion, sex, national origin, sexual
arientation, age, or physical disability in
leasing the property.

Source: All above definitions of
Commercial Use were provided via the
City of Austin's Land Development
Code, 25-2.3, which can be found at the
following web link

htipfwww amiagal conminxi/gaieway. ol
Texas/austin/thecodeofthecityolaustinte
xas 7f=templatesSin=delat 83.08vr

d=arnfegal austin {x%anc=

o If not otherwise permitted in the base district,
the foliowing are conditional uses on a sile
described in the immediately preceding
seclion

administrative and business offices,
general retail sales (convenience);
indoor entertainment;

restaurant (limited ) without dnive-in
service, and

cultural services

Source: Seclions 13-2-1 and 13-2-234
Ord 990225-70; Ord. 000309-39- Ord
031211-11; Crd. 031211-41, Ord
041202-16

» The Agriculiural Uses that are Allowed under the Current
Zoning for the Perry Estate Property are as loilows:
¢« Community Garden: use of a site for growing or
harvesting food crops or omamental crops on an
agricultural basis, by a group of individuals for
pearsonal or group use, consumption or donation

NPA-2013-0019.01
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Urban Farm: use of an urban site for the progduction / b

and sale of organic agricultural products.

Source: All abova definitions of Agricultural Use were
providad via the City of Austin's Land Development
Code, 25-2-3, which can be found at the following
web link:

hitp Hwww amileqal comimalgateway. dif Texas/ausiin/

thecodeafthecitvofaustinlexas? t2templatesStn=dafaulit

AUm$3. 0§wid=amiegal:austin_ (x$anc

= The Civic Uses that are Allowed under the Current Zoning
for the Perry Estate Property are as follows:

Communication Service Facilities: use of a site for
the transmission, transfer, or distribution of telephone
service and related activities.

Day Care Services (Limited): use of a site for the
provision of daytime care for six persons or less. This
use includes nursery schools, preschools, day care
centers for children or adults, and similar uses, and
excludes public and private primary or secondary
educalional facilities,

Family Home: use of a site for the provision of a
family-based facility providing 24 hour care in a
protected living arrangement with not more than two
supervisory personnel and not more than six
residents who are suffering from orthopedic, visual,
speech, or hearing impairments, Alzheimer's disease,
pre-senile dementia, cerebral paisy, epilepsy,
muscular dysirophy, multipte sclerosis, cancer, hean
disease, diabetes, mental retardation, autism, or
emotional iliness.

Group Home Class 1 {Limited): use of a site for the
provision of a family-based facility providing 24 hour
care in a protected living arrangement for not more
than & residents and 2 supervisary personnel. This
use includes foster homes, congregate living facilities
for persons 60 years of age or older, matemity
homes, and homes far persons with physical or
menlal impairments not listed in the description of
family home use. Persons with physical or mental
impairments are persons whose impairments
substantially limil ong or more of the persons’ major
life activities, who have a record of the impairment, or
who are regarded as having the impairment, as
defined in the Americans with Disabilities Act.
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Public Primary Education Facliities: use of a site /\

for a public schoo! offering instruction at the \9/
elementary school level in the branches of leaming
and study required to be taught in the public schools
of the state.

Public Secondary Education Faciiities: use of a
site for a public school offering instruction at the junior
and senior high school levels in the branches of
learning and study required to be taught in the public
schools of the state,

Religious Assembly: use is regular organized
religious worship or religious education in a
permanent or temporary building. The use excludes
private primary or secondary educational facilities,
communily recreational facilities, day care facilities,
and parking facilities. A property tax exemption is
prima facie evidence of religious assembly use.
Source: All above definitions of Civic Use were
provided via the City of Ausiin's Land Development
Code, 25-2-3, which can be found at the following
web fink:

Mty www. amiegal cominxt/gateway. Il Texas/austin/
thecodeofthecilyofaustintexas?f=templatesSfn=defaull
-htm83 O8vid=amieqal.austin (xSanc=

* The Civic Uses that are CONDITIONALLY Allowed under
the Current Zoning for the Perry Estate Property are as
follows:

Club or Lodge: use of a sile for provision of meeling,
recreational, or social facilities by a private or
nonprofit association, primarily for use by members
and guests. This use inciudes private sociat clubs
and fraternal organizations.

College and University Facilities: use of a site as
an educational institution of higher learning that offers
a course of study designed 1o culminate in the
issuance of a degree in accordance with the Texas
Education Code.

Community Events: use described in Local
Governmenl Code Chapter 334 as permitted for an
"approved venue project”. except for a hotel,
zoolagical park, museum, or aquarium, The use
includes the sale of alcoholic beverages.

Community Recreation (Public): use of a site for the
provision of an indoor or outdoor recreational facility

6l
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for use by the general public, but not for economic
gain.

¢ Community Recreation {Private): use of a sic for
the prowiston of an indoor or outdoor recreational
facility for use by residents or guests of a residential
development, planned unil development, church
private pnmary or secondary educational facility, club
or lodge. or non-profit organization

+ Cultural Services: use of a sile for a bbrary.
museum, or similar facility

+ Day Services {General): use of a site {or the
proviston of daytime care {or more than 6 but not
more than 20 persons. This usa includes nursery
schools. pre-schools, day care centers for children or
adulls, and similar uses, and exclucles public and
pnvate pnmary or secondary educational facilities.

» Day Services {Limited}: use of a site for the
provision of daytime care for six persons or less.
This use includes nursery schools, preschools, day
care cenlers for children or adulls, and similar uses,
and excludes pubkic and private primary or secondary
educational facilities.

s Group Home Class 1 (General): use of a sile for the
provision of a family-based facility providing 24 hour
care in a protected living arrangement for more than 6
but not mare than 15 residents and not more than 3
supervisory personngl. This use includes foster
homes, homes for the physically and mentally
impaired, homes {or the developmentally disabled,
congregate living facilities for persons 60 years of
age or older, malernity homes, emergency shelters
for victims of crime, abuse, or neglect, and residential
rehabilitation facilities for alcohol and chemical
dependence.

= Local Utility Services: use of a site for the provision
of services that are necessary to support the
development in the area and invoive only minor
structures including lines and poles.

+ Private Primary Education Facitities: use of a site
for a private or parochial school offering instruction at
the elementary school level in the branches of
learning and study required to be taught in the public
schoois of the state.

« Private Secondary Education Facilities: use of a
sile for a private or parochial schoal offering
instruction at the junior and senior high school levels
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in the branches of learning and study required to be
taught in the public schools of the state.

= Safety Services: use ol a site for provision of public
safetly and emergency services, and includes police
and fire prolection services and emergency medical
and ambulange services,

» Telecommunications Tewer: use of a sile for
provision of a structure buill exclusively o support
one or mare antennac for receiving or transmitting
electronic data or telephone communications.

»  Source: Al abave definitions of Civie Use were provided

which eun be toumd at the fallowing web link:
ittn.Aiwww. aniegal. comnxt/gateway.diif Texas/austind

thecodeofthecityofaustintexas?f=templales$in=defaull

JumS3.0%vid=amlegal-austin ixSanc=

3~ Clark Lyda's Development Narrative for the Commodore Perry Estate

Perry Estae, LLC
1O, Box 161148
Austin, Texas 78716

February 1L 2013
Diear Neighbars:

As vou know, the Perry Istate is one ol the few remaining grand estates in Austin,  In
addition 1o being the home of “Commodore™ Edgar Perry und his tamily. it was abso a
second home o many Austin children, inchuding me, during its many lives as a private
school, and is remembered Tondly by many guesis as the hame o many wuddings and
speciul events sinee 1928, For these reasons and more. it is one of the centerpivees of
Austin’s oldest and most vibram neighborhoods. We beliove thar the artached
development standards for the Estate, which were negotisted and created in conjunction
with the HNA Perry Estate Committee, buth preserve and honor this history.

When planning the (uure of the Estate, our imain eonsiderstions were:
- compatibility with the adjacent neighbars and the larger neighborhood
- preservation of the historic character of the Estate
- sustainability - environmental, economic, and sacial

The fidlowing provisions are common 1o all proposed uses of site:
- historic zoning of 1928-era structures and sunken garden
- new 8 stone wall and landscape buffer along north and west property lines
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- 25’ setback from north and west property lines

-~ residential use only within 100" of north property line
- residential use only west of Waller Creek

- maximum height of 30°/two stories

We have intentionally preserved some dlexibility in our zoning proposal so that our
ubtimate developrient ean be responsive 1o the inarket within the confines of the anached
development standards, but in every case our proposed development of the Estate
includes use of the upper grounds tincluding the manston, chapel, and formal gardens)
for special events such as weddings, social and charitable events, mectings. retreats, and
conferences. The plan also includes a destination fann-to-tuble fine diniog restaurant that
will use produce from the urban teon located on the Esate along Watler Creek. We hope
you will find that the developnient standards both minimize and mitigaie any perecived
negative effects of these uses. tir botlh our adjacemt neighbors and the neighborhaod as a
whole, through a variety of resirictive mensures, including the most-advanced and
iestrictis e sound shatement in use in the City of Austin,

Four wdditional uses are permittd by our zoning proposal, cither as standoalone uses or in
combination: urhan village residential, small lusury lodging. senior housing. and
cducational. Any of these uses would be designed 1o completely sereen thuinselves from
the existing neighbors 10 the nonh and west = hoth visually and aurally — through &
combination of walls, landscaped butfers. transitional uses, and sound,

One possible development plan would inelude approximately 25 single-tamily residences
clustered around the nonthern and westemy perimeter of the Estate surrounding
approximately 50 small Tusury hoiel bungalows — individual buildings clustered around
courtyards, fountains, and gardens.  Both the residential and hotel umits would have
access o all hotel facilities and services meluding the speeial event spaces. restaurani,
grounds, room service, and housckeeping,  The goal of this plan would be 10 create 2
prvate and lush enclave - 2 F0-acre urban vasis for resadents and guests - i the center of
Austin.

Oher possible developments would  include sentor housing andior  educational
componenis. but m oty event the resulting development would be restdential in scale and

appearance und  designed v be unobtrusive and  compatible with  the  existing
neghbarhood.

We look forward 1o the opportumity (o present and discuss the detaled development
standards negotiated with vour HNA,

Respectiully.

Pemry Estae, LILC

By Clark Lyda
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4 - The Developer’s Zoning and Development Standards Document for the
Change of Use and Re-zoning of the Commodaore Perry Estata:

The committee has seen mulliple revisions of this Zoning and Development
Standards Document throughout our more than a year's worth of meetings with
M. Clark Lyda and his attorney, Mr. David Hariman. The committee has sought
to negotiate restrictions for the satisfactory agreements and safeguards on land
use for the Commodore Perry Estale, and in doing so, the commitlea has worked
diligently to present to Mr. Lyda and Mr. Hartman the feedback which we have
been provided by our fellow neighbors. It is that feedback which has helped to
shape this documeni.

The following Zoning and Development Standards Document is representalive of
Mr. Lyda’s proposal for the re-zoning and re-development of the Perry Eslate
Property.

COMMODORE PERRY ESTATE —ZONING AND DEN FLOPMENT
STANDARDS

Tract 1: {rom cast property line o middle wail
Tract 2: from nuddle wiall o centetline of Waller Creeh
Tract 3: from centerline of Waller Creek to west property e

Enisting Zoning: froposed Loning:
SF-3-CO-NDP Tract 1: GR-CCG-MU-H-NP
« COs and Restrictive Coverumts  specibic 1o
Tract i

= lhstonic zoning for mansion, carriage house,
and sunken garden

Tract 20 GR-CO-MU-H-NP
= COs il Resimetive Covenamis specifie 1o
Traet 2
s Histonic zoning for cottage. howling alley, and
bridge

Tract 30 K1F-6-CO-NELNP
o COs and Restactive Covenants specific to

Tract 3
Eaisting FLLUM. Propused FLUM:
Civic Tract £ Mixed Use

Tract 20 Mixed se
Tract 3+ Higher Density Single Family

{6

65
NPA-2013-0019.01



Planning Commission hearing: October 8, 2013

C/\D\Q

Hancock NA - Perry Estate Special Committee Report

bines:
The following chan sels forth permustted uses in cach tract pursuant e CO 1o the
rezoning ordinance; all other uses will be prohibited.
PERRY ESTATE — ZONING USE SUMMARY TABLE

Art Gablens P P N
Art Work<hop i I P AN
Bal ind Ureakfast, Group 8 & 1) r X X
Szl Family Residentst P [id Ir
Condiminium Ressdentiol i r [
Lirhan Fam A P [
Private Famary Educational Fagilities i P P
Privete Secondans Lducationad Cintbiries P " P
Horel-Motel P r Y
Indiwy L:ntertaimment [ X N
Restaurunt (General) P X AN
Congrepate Living pes [ g | tad
Grup Hune, Class 1 & 1) pess pres froee
Rebignws Assembily I I P
Condmmal Use Pesmiit for Outdont | ntertamment C { X
Subterranean and Above-Ground Parkmy P [ y

* Code provides that Urban Furm in SF soning s conditiona) use

** Required dor senior housing uses

20 ity staff indicates that due to Sederat Law this cannot be restrcted via ordinance of public restrictive covenant,
Regardless, we will eliminate this use via private reserictive covenant

The faltowing wses otherwise permiticd in GR pursuant o City Code shall be
prohibited:

Admunistralive and Business Dffices:: Automotive Rentals. Automotive Repair Services:
Aulomalive Sales, Automotive Washing (of any tvpe): Bail Bond Services: Husiness i
rade  School:  Business  Suppon Services: Commercial  (MESireet Parking:
Commuincaiions Services: Consumer Convenienee Services: Consumer Repair Serviees,
Lhop-Otf Reeyeling Collection Facdiy; Externumating Services: Finsncial Services:
Food Prepuration; Food Sales: Funersl Serviees: General Retail Sales (Conveniened),
General Retall Sales (General), indoor Sports and  Recreation: Medical  Offices
(exeeeding 3K sq. ft. gross floor area); Medical Offices (01 exceeding Sk sq. 1. gross
floar area): Of-Site Aceessory Parking: Outdoor Sports and Recreation; Pawn Shap
Serviees; Pet Services: Printing and Publishing: Professional Office: Rescarch Services:
Rustaurant fLnited) Service Station; Soflware Develapment; Theater: College and
Unmiversity Faalities: Communication Service Facilities: Community Tvents: Commamty
Recrcaton (Private). Community Reereation (Public); Counscling Services: Culturasl
Services: Day Care Services (Commercial): Day Care Serviees (Generaly Dy Care
Senvices (Lamted). Faonly Home: Guidanee Serviees: Hospital Services, {Limited),
Local Uiility Services: Public Primary  Cducational Facihities; Public Secondary
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Educanonal
Tower

Facilities, Residential Treatment; Safety Services: Felecommunicittion

Development Standards:

A, Tracts 1. 2 and 3:

I, Height, number/size, impervious cover.

i

Maximum building hetght of 2 new butfding or strecture is generally )
feet from finished grade and two stones (except for existing structures on
Tract 1. und except tor residenual structures simitar to those depicied on
the Ross Chapmn residential concept plan on Trwt 2). measared in
accordance with tvpreal City of Aostin methodology.  Sublermunean
purking 18 aot counted as 2 story in connection with the foregning two-
story height himit,

Masimum mipervious cover of tolal project shall not exeeed 430 of Lross
stle area

Maximum number of units on Tracts 1 and 2 combined shatl be 75, and no
mare than 535 ol those may be hotel units No more than 30 of those hotel
units may be located on Tract 2. (pplicable to Tracts D and 2, onivy

Only residential uses are sllowed within 108 teet of the north property line
af Traces Fand 2, except for the castermmost 250° of Tract |,

Massing ol vesidential buildings wuhin 100 of the nonh propenty line:

. Buldmgs shall be maximum of 2 stories, and shall not exceed 30
feet lugh from finished grade, measured m accordance with tvpical
ity methodology

. Buildings shall mamtin single-tamily  detuched,  rowhouse o
townhouse massing and sealte; units may share common walls.

ni. Buildings shall aveid use of continuous or unbroken wall plane
along northern building Kaces

. First tier of huildings along nonh propeny line must be not more
than 80 feet wide. as messured slong the side of the buildings that
are mast parallel w the north propeny line,  Residential buildings
within 100" of the northern property line shall not exceed a
maximum building size of 10,000 square feer per building and
individual butldings shoil nol contain more than four residential units
{Applicable to Tracts | and 2 andv), See Setbacks Exhibit,

Hotel units shall cach contain a minimum of 400 sq. R, of conditioned

space perumt. (dpgplicable s Traces £ and 2, ondy}

Residential units shall contam 2 maximum of 4,500 square feel of

conditioned space per unit. Duplexes and niplexes detined as two or

three units shanng a common wall{s) and intended 10 be veeupied by an

owner and one or more lenants) shall be probrbiied.

2. Buffering and serecning,

d,

I,

A 25 ool setback shall be established along the nonb and west property
line. regardless of use or zoning of the subject tract. Sve Setbacks Exhibit,
Fxisung penmeter stone wall will be restored und preserved.
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3. Nuoise.
i,

b

Following issuance of City permits for constuction of residential andfor
hotel units, @ new 87 high stone wall will be constructed along north and
west property fines exeept in the Noodplain. A similar wall or fence will
e constructed along the portion of the nonh and west property line that is
in she floodplain w the extent allowed by City regulations.

Construction o’ new  wallzvegetative butfer will be completed as a
construction tirst phase priority within 186 days following commencenien
ol'construction of new hotet and/or residential units.

All non-residential mechanical equipment shall be located 3 minimum of

300 from any olf-site single-family kot and ground level mechanica!
equipment shall be screened by o solid wall a least as il as the
cquipment or placed on the opposite side ol @ building from an adjacent
single-family o1, Al non-sesidential roof-mountedfelevated meehanical
cquipment will be screened trom view tiom any adjacent off-site singie-
tamily property,

Any roof deck will be orfented so that oceupants do sot bave views 1o
residences along Park Blvd, and Peck.

i'rimary demolition and excavation work for new construction wiil be
conducted on an aceelerated schedule and completed within 120 days
tollowing commencement of construction of uew hotel andior residential
units to reduce the period of time that such noise will be generated.

All trush will be picked up during davtime, between the hours of 8200 .
10 8:00 pan.

4. Signape.

i Signs proposed for the areas of the site zoned Historie are subject Lo

review by the Historic Landmark Commission.  Subject 1o further
review/madification by that Comniission where applicable, signs visible
trom Red River andor 41 Street shall be subject 10 the tollowing
timitanions and design standards:

i.  The site will he entitled to signs visible from the public strects at
the totlowing locations with the corresponding restricrions set forth
below:

Lo Red River service entrance - wall sign mounted fush or
projecting from wall or pole
2. Red River main entrance — two wall signs mounted fush or
projecting from wall or pole
3. Comer ol 41" Street and Rud River - existing pole sign
4. 1™ Street mansion sidewalk entrance — wall sign mounted
ftush or projecting from wall
300 Street entrances ~ two wall signs mounted flush or
projecting frone wall
it.  With the exception of the existing pole sign at the eorner of 41
Strect wnd Red River, all signs aleng 419 Street shall be mounted
flush or projecting from the wall (i.c., no pole signs),  With the
exceplion of the existing pole sign i the comer of 41st Steeet and

C A
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Red River, no signs along <1st Strewt shall be illuminated except
for the wall sign at the 41st Street mansion pedestrian entrimee,
which may be ilfuminated with landscape andfor indirect lighting.

i Wall signs shall not exeeed 20 square feet cach. Projecting signs
shall not exceed 16 square feet cach. The maximum detter height
shall be 20 inches, “The top of any pole or wall sipn shalt not
exeeed 14 feet above street grade. The bottom of any projuecting
sign shall be at Teast & feet above the ground und the 10p of any
projecting sign shail notexceed |4 feer above the ground.

ivo Sign color undl design shall be moderate and in keeping with the
architectural character of the property and  the  residential
neighbhorhood

vo Signs shall be construzied of wood. metal, andfor glass ~ no plastic
shall be allowed. No sign shall blink, flash. revolve, move, vary in
mtensity. or apprear 10 be m motion. Sign illumination shatt be
cvenly distributed and. with the exception of nean tubing, shal! be
conceuled from view,

5. Mber.

i@, Toral vehicle nps shall not exeewd 2000 vehicle tipssday.

b Developer to provide letter uf credint (LOC) in the amount of $30.000.00
tor the benefit of HNA providing for FINA enforcement costs af privile
restactive covenant, aad will provide HNA evidenee of annaal renewal of
LoC

¢ Bevcloper will install o sidewalk, street troes, and kandscaping along the
west side of Red River St from 41 Sireet to the north propenty line,
subpect 1o Ciry approsal, prior to assuance of certiticate of occupancy for
new hotel or residential units, {pplicable to Fract 1 ondy.

d. Developer will install o sidewalk. street trees, and landscaping wlong the
north side of 41" Street from Red River St to the west property line of the
site, subjeet to City approval, prior 10 issuance of certiticate of accupancy
of new hotel or residential units. Parallel purking may he meorponated
along this same area of 417 Sircet if available public nght-of-way will
accommadate it, subject to City spproval,

¢ Any sireet frees installed shall be a minimum of 5 caliper inches in
diameter measured 4 1% feet ahove natural grade, and shall be watered for
#minimum two years following installation. Any tree that dies within twa
years of initial installation will be replaced by tree of minimum 5 caliper
inches in diumeter measured 4 % feet sbove natural grade.

i, Developer will seek a license from the City of Austin v allow 1o imgute,
lapdscape, and maintain the public right-of-wuy adjacent o the praperty
on 41 Street and Red River Sireet,

g No pole-mounted parking lot or site lights will be used, and no serviee
lights that project onto adjacent property will be used.

6. Compatibility Restrictions per Land Development Code.

i All development will comply with the Compatibility Provisions set lorth

in Article T0. City of Austin Land Development Code along north and

M)
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B. Tract 1:

west property lines ndgent to single Family residences, including withouwt
himutiiton
. Nosructure way be buil within 25 feet of the S property line.
il No structure in excess of two stories or 30 Teet in herght may he
canstructed withan 30 feet of the propeny line.
iit.  Fxterior lighting must be houded or shiclded so tha the light
source is not directly visible from adjacem $F praperiy,
w. The noise Jevel of mechameat equipment inay ot exceed 70 db o
the propeny line
v Retuse receptacles, includmg o duinpster. miay nnt be located 20
tewt or less Irom SF property
vi.  The locanon ol amd wceess v 2 permanently  placed reluse
reeeptacte. mcluding a dumpster, must comply with guidelines
pubhshued by the City. The City shall review and must approve the
location of und tecess to each refuse receplache on the property.,

vi A Tughly retlective surtace, meluding reflective glass and
reflecuve metad ront with a piteh that exeeeds a run of seven 1o a
nse of 12, may not be used, unless the reflective surface s a solar
panel or copper or painted metal rood,

VL An antensive recreational use, including @ swimmimg poal. tennis
court. hall coun, or playground. may not be construeted 50 feet or
less lrom adjouting SF property.

ix.  Noparking or driveways are allowed within 25 feel of Si property
hne

1. Height, number/size, impervious cuver.

1Y

Maximum indoor seating capncity of restaurant shall be 200,

b, Maximum number of attendees at an evenl held at the property will not

exceed 350 ¢including event participants, guests, and emplovees). Space
sullicient for on-site queving of at least ten vehicles must he provided on
site. Adequate on-site parking must be provided 10 accommodate, or
agreements for sullicient overflow off-site parking spaces must be etered
into. or ather amangenients must be provided (e.g. shutile vanshusfearpon|)
W decommodate muximum projected attendees.

2, Bulfering and screening.

4. Please see Section A above for applicable development stundards.

3.

Wedding and related outdour activities, nvise. Outdvor amplified sound and

outdoor non-amplified music sound shatl be allowed subject 1o the conditions und
restrictions provided below:
a Applicant will undertake detailed sound  monitoring by o qualified

acoustical engineer of all events for u six momh perod beginning upon
issuance of the first centificate of oceupancy on ‘'t 1, Following the
initial six month period. the results of the monitoring will be shared with
TINA and applicant™s use of outdoor amplificd sound snd outdoor nort-
amplificd music sound shall be reviewed tfor compliance with standands
established hereinbelow, and shall be adjusied and moditied if necessary

(=]
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1o achieve the standirds, Applicant and TEINA will meet cvery sis months
therealler 1o review performiance during the previous sixo months for
compliance with aprecd standards.

b No outdeor amplified sound o outdoor non-atnplified music sound witl
occur an the property except in the following loeations: (11 on the south
patio of the Mansion, wnd (2) in the sunken garden. See outdoor amplitied
sound locanon exlubit,

¢ Al outdoor amplificd sound shall be plaved throuph a “house™ sound
system vquipped with programmable, automated noise limiting or sound
level management capability that monitors and mits A-weighted noise
{dBAY and Coweighted ninse RCY w the Tevels isied in Table 1.

do Al outdoor nos-amplified music sound shall be monitored by a “house”
sound monitoring system equipped with sound logging capability tha
moenilins . A-weighted notse (IHA) and C-weighted nwise (dBC) for
comparison with the levels listed in Table |,

¢ Outdoor amplified sound and non-amplificd music sound levels shall be
measured at wo oF more different locations, cach at a fixed distance fram
the amplified source(s) and non-amphlicd stage cqualing one or more of
the distunce vatues liswd in Table | Periodic sound data shall be
continuously logged over the duration of events 1o indicae A-weightod
noise (dB3A) and C-weighted noise (dBC) levels comply with the levels in
Table ). “The loguing period used for swmpling dat during continuous
meniloring shall be no less than 30 seconds and nao greater than 3 minutes,
Logged data shall include the recorded Tevels of LegA, Lmaxa, Leg(' and
LmaxC, the time of day, the logging perod. the averaging time constani
Hustslow), o desenption of the macrophone location. and the distance
{rom microphone fo the nearest amplificd sound or music sound source,
Logged data shall be stored and kept for a minimum of 365 days afier it is
reeorded.

f. Oudoor noise from indoor amplificd sound and non-amplified music
sound shalt be menitored similarly for comparison with oudoor nuise
limits,

% Non-amplified music instruments tae shall be disallowed include the
following: brss instruments (trumpet, trumbone, french hom, ee). drums
of all types, cymbats, bagpipes, and other instruments that exceed an
average level of 85 dBA or 935 dBC mcasured at a distance of 5 foet during
lowd (fortissimo) play,

h. Non-amplificd music instruments that are allowed include the tollowing:
piano. acoustic guitar. symphonic strings (violin, viala, cello, uprighi
hass), harp, drums played with brushes, woodwinds and brass instruments
played with mutes. and other instruments achieving an average noise level
of 85 dBA wd 95 dBC at o distance of 3 feet during loud (fomissimod
play,

i, The size of eosenibles or proups pertorming not-amplified music shall be
noe more than five performers at the same time,
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Jo Amplilied outdoor sound, includimg voice, and wutdoor non-amplhificd
music sound shall not exceed the tollowing nowse levels:

Tuble 1: Allowable Average theg) Nose Levels

Distance from | Day 10:00m-7:00pm) | Evemng (7:00pm-
loudspenker or . 10:00pi
perfummunee | LegA (dBa) LeyC | LegA | LugC '
sturce'skipe (dBC _WBAY | (dBO)
A 75 85 70 82
A 70 80 oS | 77
A0 65 [~ 15 | e [ "
S| 60 0S5 67
1o 55 65 | 50 62
25(° 50 60) _ A4S 3T

K. Naoise Tevels in Table 1 are intended to be measured s un_u_.:qu_l\alcnl
average {Leq) with u ANSI Type | oor Type 2 sound level mcter set 1o
"Fast” averaging ¢a 1/8-second time constant) for o duration of at least 30
seconds. or up 10 three (3) minutes, as needed o measure sound that
daceurately represents continuous and recurming event noise in oxeess of
background sounds that muy came from offaite, Peak notse levels (1 max)
may be aliowed 0 excend the Leg levels in Table | by no more thap 10
dB. At the sound leved meter or monitoriag deviee 1o be used does nol have
1 "Fast” averaging setiing and can only be set 1o "Slow” averaging (a 1-
seeond time constant) the allowable values shall be reduced by 3 di3
L Hours for oudoor amplitied sound shal be no cardier than 16:00m and no
Luier than the fullowing: 8:00 pm Sumday through Thursday, 10:00 pm on
Friduy and Satrday.
m, No waivers on restrictions regarding indoor and omdoor amplificd sound
will be allowed during any music or lihn festivals held in Travis County,
Texas.
4. Sipnape.
a. Please see Section A above for applicable development standands.
5. Dther.
a, Serviee vehicles will enter/exit exclusively on Red River.
b All service functions will occur inside a gated service court and service
building that will be Tocated no more than 50° west of Red River Street.
¢ All deliveries and removals will oceur inside the pated service court
during daytime hours using bob-tait or smaller vehicles und 1rash
cantainers will be “swapped™ rather than dumpd.
d. Al trash will be stored inside the air-conditiomed service building.
e Aceess to 417 strect from Traet 1 shalt be limited to 2 crash wute for
secondary energency aceess as reguired by City Code.
C, Tract2: ‘
1. Meight, number/size, impervions eover.
i#. Please see Seetion A. ubove for upplicable development standasds.

2. Buffering and serecning.
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a. Please see Seetion A, above for applicable development standards,
3 Nuise
a. Outdoor amphiied sound will be prohibited on Tract 2.
4. Signage.
2. Please see Section A abose for applicable development standzards,
5. Other.
i Service vehicles tor hiel uses will enterexit exclusively on Red River:
serviee vehicles for residennal uses will enter/exit from 217 Street,
b, Al service tunctions for hotel uses will accur inside 3 eated service court
and service building that will be located no more than 50° west of Red
River Street.
¢ Al deliveries and removals For hotel uses will ocear inside the gated
serviee vourt dunng daytime hours using bob-tail or smaller vehicles und
trash contamners will be “swapped™ rather than dumped.
d. All trash for hotel uses will be stored inside the mr-conditioned service
building
e Access to 417 streat from Tract 2 for hote! uses shall be limited to a crash
gate for sccondury emergency access as required by City Code: neeess to
UM Street from Traet 2 for residential uses is permitied,
4. Compatibility Restrictions per Land Develepment Code.
. Please see Seetton A, ubove for applicahle dey clopnwent standards.
n Tract 3
1. Height, number/size, impervious cover.
i Maxmmum number of umits on $ract 3 shall be nine (9),
B Nounns may share i common wali,
¢ Massing of buikhings along westemn property line

1. Bundhings shafl be maximum of 2 stories, and shall not exceed 30
feel high from finished gride. measused in sccordinee witl typical
City methodology.

il.  Buildings shall maintain single-family massing and scale along
west property  line comparable 1o adjuocent  residences  and
surrounding neighborhood.

i, Buildings shall maintain inultiple sight lines from west praperty
line to the cast: and shall avoid use of continuous or unbraken wall
pline along westernmaost huilding laces.

v, First tier of buildings along west property line must be not more
thun 56 feet wide, as measured along the side of the buildings that
are ment parallel to the western property line.

v, Buildings along west property line must be at least 10 foer apart
trom another building. as measured from wall face to wall face.
andd shull free casterty,

4. Please see Seetion AL abuve tor applicable development stndards,
3. Naise.
4. Outdoor amplified sound will be prohibited on Tract 3.

4. Signapge.
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a. Please see Section AL abave For applicable development standards,
5. Other. /\

a. Service vehicles will enterex it trom 417 Sireer.

This Marks the End of the Developer's
Zoning and Development Standards Document

- City of Austin Land Use Definltions for the PROPOSED, to-be
Permitted Residential Uses on the Perry Estate Property:

o Bed and Breakfast (Groups 1 & 2): use of a residential structure
to provide rooms for temporary lodging for ovemight guests on a
paying basis.

* Note: Bed and Breakfast Group 1 is currently a permuilted
use under the property s existing zoning designation. Bed
and Breakfast Group 2 1s NOT currently permitted under the
property’s existing zonmng classification.

* Note: This use 1o be permitied on Tract 1 only

Condominium Residential: use of & site for attached or detached
condominiums, as defined in the Texas Propery Code.

* Note: Condorminium Residential 1s NOT currently a
permitted use under the property's existing zoning
designation.

= Note: This use is to be permitted on all 3 lracts

o Single Family Residential: use of a site for only one dwelling unil,
other than a mobile home
* Note: Single Family Residential is currently a permitted use
under the property’s existing zoning designation.
= Note: This use to he permitted on all 3 tracts

City of Austin Land Use Definitions for the PROPOSED, to-be
Permitted Commercial Uses on the Perry Estate Property. Please
see the devaloper's chart regarding permitted uses for each of the
three proposed, distinct tracts :

o Art Gallery: use of a site for the display or sale of an
« Note: This use is NOT currently a permitted use under the
properly's existing zoning designation
* Note: This use o be permilted on Tracls 1 and 2

o Art Workshop: use of a site for the production of art or handcrafied
goods, and it includes the incidental sale of the an produced.
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* Note: This use is NOT currentiy a permitted use under the
prapenty's exisling zoning designation

* Note: This use ta be permitted on Tracts 1 and 2

Hotel-Motel: use of a site for the provision of rooms for lemporary
lodging. This use includes hotels, motels, and transient boarding
hauses.
* Note: This use i1s NOT currently a permitied use under the
property’s exisling zoning designation
* Note: This use lo be permitted on Tracts 1 and 2

Indoor Entertainment: use is 2 predominantly spectator use
conducled within an enclosed building. This use includes meeling
halls and dance halls.
* Note: This use is NOT currenlly a permitied use under the
property's existing zoning designation.
= Note: This use to be permitted on Tract 1 only

Qutdoor Entertalnment: use is a predominantly spectator use
conducted in open. partially enclosed, or screened facilities. This
use includes spons arenas, racing facilities. and amusement parks.

* Note: This use 1s NOT currenlly a permitied use under the
property’s exisling zaning designation

* Note: This 1s a CONDITIONAL use permit to be applied for
on Tracts 1 and 2 only. and that is to be renewed with the
City on an annual basis.

* Note: You will find the following resiriction in the developer's
hand out titled Zoning and Development Standards
Document, elsewhere in this report

* “No outdoor amplified sound or outdoor non amplified
music sound will occur on the property except in the
following locations: {1) on the south patio of the Mansion,
and (2) n the sunken parden. See outdoor amplified
sound location exhibit,’

Restaurant (General): use of a site for the preparation and retail
sale of food and beverages and includes the sale and an-premises
consumption of alcoholic beverages as an accessory use
* Note: This use is NOT currenliy a permitted use under the
property's exisling zaning designation.
* Note: This will only be applied to Tract 1

City of Austin Land Use Definitions for the PROPOSED, to-be
Permitted Agricultural Uses on the Perry Estate Property. Please see
the developer's chart regarding permitted uses for each of the three
proposed, distinct tracts :
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organic agriculiural products,
* Note: This use is conditionally permitted under the
property’s exisling zoning designation,
* Note: This use will be Permittad on Tract 2 and will he
Canditionally permitted on Tract 3

o Urban Farm: use of an urban site for the production and sale of O /\‘\9

- City of Austin Land Usa Definitions for the PROPOQSED., to-he
Parmitted Civic Uses on the Perry Estate Property. Please see the
developer’s chart regarding permitted uses for each of the three
proposed, distinct tracts :

o Congregate Living: use of a site for the provision of 24 hour
supervision and assisted living for more than 15 residents not
needing regular medical attention. This use includes personal care
homes for the physically impaired, mentally retarded,
developmentally disabled, or persons 60 years of age or older
basic child care homes, materity homes, and emergency shelters
for viclims of crime. abuse, or neglect.

= Note: This use is NOT currentiy a permitted use under the
property’s existing zoning designation
* Note: This use will be permitted on all 3 tracls

2 Group Home Class | (General): use is the use of a site for the
provision of a family-based facility providing 24 hour care in a
prolected living arrangement for more than 6 but not more than 15
residents and not more than 3 supervisory personnel. This use
includes fosler homes, homes for the physically and mentally
impaired, homes for the developmentally disabled, congregate
living facilities for persons GO years of age or older, matemity
homes, emergency sheiters for vicims of crime, abuse, or neglect,
and residantial rehabillitation facilities for alcohol and chemical
dependence.

= Note: This use is conditionally permitted under the
property’s existing zoning designation
= Note: This use will be prohibited via Private Restrictive

Covenant..."** “City stafl ndicates that due to federal law this cannot
be restricted via ordinance or public restnictive covenant. Ragardless,
the developer will ehiminate lhis use v private resinclive covenan|

Greup Home Class | {Limited): use of a sile for the provision of a
family-based facility providing 24 hour care in a protected living
arrangement for not more than 8 residents and 2 supervisory
personnal. This use includes foster homes, congregate living
facilities for persons 60 years of age or older, maternity homes, and
homes for persons with physical or mental impairmenits not listed in
the description of family home use, Persons with physical or
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menlal impairments are persons whose impairments substantially
limit one or more of the persons’ major life activities, who have a
record of the impairment, or who are regarded as having the
impairment. as defined in the Americans with Disabililies Act
* Note: This use is permitted under the property’s existing
zoning designation
* Note: This use wil be prohibited via Private Restrictive
Covenant.. *** “City stafl indicates that due 10 federal law this cannot

be resincted via ordinance or public resirictive covenan! Regardles
the develaper will eliminate this use via pnvale restrictive covenant

Group Home Class i: use of a site for the provision of a family-
based facillty providing 24 hour care in a protecied living
arrangement for not more than 15 residents and not more than 3
supervisory personnel. This use includes homes for juvenile
delinquents, halfway houses providing residence instead of
institutional sentencing, and hatfway houses providing residence to
thase needing correctional and mental instilutionalization
* Note: This use is not permitted under the property's exist ng
zoning designation
= Note: This use will be prohibited via Private Restrictive
Covenant..." “City siaff indicates that due to foderal law this cannol

be reslricted via ordinance or public restrictive covenant Regardless
the developer will eliminate this use via private restrictive covenan

Private Primary Education Facitities: use of a site for a private or
parochial school offering instruction at the elementary school level
in the branches of learning and study required to be taught in the
public schoals of the state
= Note: This use is canditionally permitted under the
property's exisling zoning designation
= Note: This use will be permitled on all 3 tracis

Private Secondary Education Facilities: use of a site for a privale
or parochial school offering instruction at the junior and senior high
school levels in the branches of leaming and sludy required to be
taught in the public schools of the state.
= Note: This use is conditionally permitted under the
property s existing zoning designation
= Note: This use will be permitted on all 3 tracts

Religious Assembly: use is regular organized refigious worship or
religious education in a permanent or temporary buiiding The use
excludes private primary or secondary educational facilities
community recreational facilities, day care faciiities, and parking
facilities. A properly tax exemption is prima facie evidence of
religious assembiy use.

4]
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* Note: This use is permitted under the propenty’s existing %
zoning designation
* Note: This use will be permitted on all 3 tracls
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Il. ZONING PRINCIPLES

The City ol Austin has estublished twelve Zoning Principles as a puide 1 preserve the

compatibility of lund wses. City Statll stakeholders and propenty owners should nse the

following principles 1o evaluate alt zoning requests.

o Zoning should be consistent with the Future Land Use AMap (FLUM)Y or adopted
neighborhood plan.

% Zoning should satisly & public need and not constitute a grant of spevial privilege wran
individual owner: the request should not result in spot zoning.

< Giranting a request for zoning should resudt in an cqual treatment of similardy siuated
properics,

* Granting the zoning should not in suy way set an undesimble precedent for other
propertivs in the neighborhood o within other arcas of the city.

% Zoning should albow tor a reasonuble use of the property.

= Zoning changes should promote compatibility with adjpcent and nearhy uses and should
not tesalt in detrimental impacts Lo the neighborhood character,

 Zoning should promte s irasition between adjacent and neamrhy zoning districts, land
uses, ind development intensttics.

“ Zoming should promate the policy o locating retail and more intensive voning neir e
interseetions of arterial raadways or at the intersections of agerials ;i major collectors.

& The reguest should serve 1o protect and preserve places and areas of historical and
cubural significance,

< Zoning shouhl promote elearly identiticd community goals such as creating employment
appartunities or providing lor affordable housing.

< Achange in conditions has occurred within the arca indicuting that there is a basis
for changing the originally established zoning amdfor developinent restrictions for the
properiy,

** The rezoning should be consistent with the policies adopted by the City Cauncil or
Planning Comiission/Zoning and Phuting Commntission.

City of Aushin 5
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. Zowninc Process

Who ca uest a oning?

A rezoning may be reguested by:
= Property awner
= ity Council
= Planning Commission/Zoning and Matting Commission
+ Historic Landmark Commission—if the property is proposed 1o be designated as
Wistoric fandmask (11) combining district. or a historic area (111} combining districl.
©  Apetition of a1 least 60% of the owners of Tane in a proposed bistorie district.

Whaot is the rezoning process?

Anapplication {or rezoning is reviewed by City staft, and then seheduled before the Land Use
Commission. Al requests that fall within the boundarics of an adopted neighborbood planting
aren, or an area with @ resolution from City Couneil w tnove forwird with a plan, are schedaled
tor & public hearing betore the Planning Commission, All olier zoning requests are schedubed
hefore the Zoning and Platting Commission. Fallowing a public hearing from one of these
Camarissicns. an asdditional public hearing is scheduled for City Councit, City Couneil will
approve or deny the rezoning request.

What hoppens if my property is rezoned—can | continue my yse?

There are cases when a resoning can result in a nancontorming use, A nonconfarming use is the
usc ol any fand, building, or struciure that does not conform with current applicahle repulations,
but complicd or was not under requircments 1o comply with regulations at the time the use

was established. There are specific code requirements, relating (o the discontinuance of @ oon-
vonforming use as well as the ability: 1o make any changes to a nonconforming use.

ow do ta fon roved zoning ordinance?
Onee City Council approves 4 zoning regues!, a copy ol the approved vrdinance cin be obtained
throogh the City Clerks Office. Yoo can cither call and request i copy, or you can perform an

online Public Records seinch.

Ifa propenty is rezoned with o conditionaf overlay (CO) atached w the zoning, yon can find the
specitics of the CO i the zoning ordinanee,

Public records can be secessed through the City Clerk’s webpage:
bttp /Y www. i austin b is/cityecierk /defauluhtm |

6 City ol Austin
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December 2008

v

Zoning Guide

Zoning Process
How is property rezoned?

-
Application
Submittal

-

~

|

|

Staft v
recommengaﬁon

J

Notice of Public
Hearing for
Planning Commis
sion/Zoning and =

Plalting Commission
{11 ctoys prige,

Notice of
Filing

4

7 Zity Council
{3 1eadings)
A T G CIONIES (€I

6N ice of Public
Heaing for City
uncil
A0ys prcs}

Ptanning Comimission/
Ioning and Plalling

Commission
i es g recomimendahon 1o
Counci!

Natiees (steps 2, < and 6 are sent o propeny owners, regisiered conumly associations, and
ulithy account holders within 500 feet of a propeny that s heing rezoned.
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IV. CHALLENGING A ZONING REQUEST

When a property awner tequests a zoning change, nearby neighbors are considered 1o have a
stuke in the zoning as well and have the opportunity to chiultenge the zoning request betore City
Council. Daing so requires that City Counil approve the zoning change by » SUPCINA Oy,
which is a vote of af least 6 out ol 7 councilinembers. Please note thal pelition rghts du not apply
tu interin-zoned propeny.

Steps involved in chailenging a zoning request:

w Work with the propery owner or neighborhood 10ty to reach 1 compromise, or work
thraugh the neighborhood plan process.

b Send a Jetter stating opposition to siaff. Planning Commission, and City Counetl.
¢, Appearat the public hearings an Planning Connnission and City Conneil,

& File u zoning petition,
What is a zoning peiition?

A pelition is one way o person miy appose i proposed rezoning, A petition may

be filed (1) by o property owner appased o 1 rezaning of his ol her own property
or {2) by propeny owners within 200 feet of the proposed change. In order for a
petition by nearby property owners to be considered vatid, property owners of 20",
ormore of the kind within 200 Feet of the proposed rezoning must sign the petinon,

What is the effect of a pelilion?

A supermajority vote by City Couneil (at least 6 out ol 70 is required to ovenurn a vabid petition,
Without i valid petition, only four vales are reguired o approve u zoning an one reading. or five
voles if more tim one reading is considered it the ssne meeting,

How to file a petition

A petition should be dued and addressed 10 the City Council. 1n order to be fegally binding, the
tirst paragraph should read as tollows:

We, the undersigned owners ol property aifected by the requested
2oning change deseribed in the refereniced file, do herchy

profest against any change of the Laod Development Code

which would zone the propenty to any classification other than

Aller this initisd slitement, bricfly slaive the ressons for the profest.

[+ City of Austin
“A
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This siaterent should be followed by e signaures of the protesiers and their addresses, [fa
protesier signs tor other than the owner of record, a Power of Altorney should accompany the
pelitian. Stgnatures shoutd be an black ink 10 facilitare repraduction,

Property owner infornmation is obtmned from the Travis Conral Appraisal District. 17 thers has
heen i recent sale of the property, the current owners may nol be shown. A copy of the deed ar
closing statement must be turnished with the petition to establish ownership,

Please furmsh the name and phone number of a comacl persunan ¢ase there are questions about
the petitiun

Fike nomber and anug infirmation may be obtained from the Newghborhood Planning and
Zoning Department, 505 Banon Springs Rd. Filth Floor. Abthough not required, 1t is also
sugpested that a numeric prmtout ol the property owners and a cupy al that portion of the s plas
showing 208 feet around the area proposed Tor rezoning be abtained.

Tl nine-digit parcel number for cach properry within a 200-foot radius must he determined, as
tollows:
+ The first five digits of the parcel number is 1he g plat number,
* The nextiwe digits is the block number. This is the larze underbined number shown on
cach black,

* The st two digus s the ot nunsber, This 15 the smad) underlined number on cach Lot

This parcel munber corresponds o the numbers shown on the property ewier prnlout
tculatin of the pr withi t of @ rezoning request

A briel deseription of the process for determining the validity of a petition is as follows:
A, Figure square footage of urea within 200-foot radius of property being rezoned. exeluding
property being considered.
B. Figure cuch petitioner’s area. These arcas shonld include one-half ol right-ol-way
adjacent to the petitioner's propenty.
C. Figure percentage: “Toral of petitioners” area (B) divided by Total area within 2007 radius
(AL,

I(CY s greater than or equal 1o 20%, the petition is valid.

Condominium projects may prosest the rezoning if the petition is signed by the appropriate
officer of the.governing budy of the condominium, An individua! condominium ewner shall
not be included when caleulating the petition unless the documents governing the condomumnim
clearly cstablish the right of an individuat owner 1o avt with respect to his or her respective
undivided imerest in the common elements of the condominiune,

City of Ausiin 9
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Perry Estate. Austin, Texas

Environmental Noise Study - Summary Report of
Environmental Noise Criteria

and Recommendations
February 05, 2013

Chad N Himme! PE
JEAcoustics
Austin, Texas TH756

Prepared for
Perry Estale LLC

Perry Estate, LLC, retained JEAcoustics (JEAY o provide environmental noise analysis and
consultation services for The Penry Esiie redevelopment in Austin, Texas Praposed events at
Perry Estane are w include seoustic and amptificd music and speech announcements. 11 event
noises are loud cnough, they have the potennal o disturb sensitive reecivens, such as reqidential
areas heyomd the property boundanies and reside nnial areas plaancd for the project sie. HIA '«
seope of services includes a noise sidy 1o develop design crienia for outdoor music noise. (o
determine conditions wifectng residential uses on and adjacent 1o the propased projeet, plus
develupment of design recommcndations for eavirommentul acoustics and noise contraf, The
primary intenes of this study are to determme and recommend nose control TCUSKITS NOCCSSAry
1o (ab conform with existimg eity wrdmance and code noise restrictions, (b} prevent unreasanable
interior notse intrusions or residenial stnictures on the property and (¢) provent noise
anneyance due 1o sound frRusnmss1ons across propeny banmdarics from events held on the sie.

In this study, JTA reviewed vanious indoor and outduor noise limits and noise assessment
procedures, =43 4nd fow frequency noise eriterin®™" and information' >’ available from
published references. In addition, JEA conducted a series of ambient noise measurements in the
vicinity of Perry Fstate 1o be used as a basis for developing allowable ontdoor noise eriteria Tor
preposed events and music sourds. in order 10 prevem disturbance of residents with cvent
sounds, TEA found that iypical smplified event music and neisc may casily achieve existing ciry
ordinanee aml code noise restrictions, ben that event noises must be managed and limited in order
to achicve the sugyested noise erileria to prevent disturbances, In other words, city codv does not
provide a reliable basis for preveming disturbane e; much stricter limits are needed and
recammended for this project. Noise managemet and lmiting methods must also include
methods for limiting tow-frequeney noise to achivve suggested goals. Limits in terms of A-
weighted (dBA) and C-weighted (dBC) sound levels were established for the projeet in Table .

Table 13 Allowable Average (Leg) Outdoor Event Noise Lesels Received at Dwelhings

Condition to be prevenied most of the ay (Fum-Tpm) Lveping-Night i 7pm-Tam)
S andielling LegA1dBA) | LegC dBO) | LogA wBA) | LegC 1dne)
Severe Disturhanee 55 63 Sy 62
Disturbance Stk ol 45 37
Audible 4 30 is 47
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A dewiled sound propagaion model of the Perry Estale site amd vicinity was canstnucted to
apalyze, develop and volidate various noise sources mud noise limiting solutions. Preliminary
noisc limiting solutions hiave been recommenided, including the following, which may he used
partially or altogether to achieve projeet goats. Further evaluation and design will be needed by
the owner, planners, architects, engineers, and/or sound system designers 1o determine low the
following measures will be implemented 1o schicve the puals.

o+ Limit the seheduled hours w davlime untly, or sirictly limit evening hours und limit e
irequency and duration of events,

o Uscan electronic sound level management system to Emit amplified noise produced by
sound sysiems 1o fevels indicated in ‘Table 2. In the cvening (7pm-10pm), achicve the
cquivalent of 35 dBA / 67 dBC or kess a a distanee of 50 feet from the amplificd soud
sources: in she daytine (Tam-7pm). 60 dBA /7 70 JBC,

Restriet the use of losder non-amplificd muosical instruments. Establish a detailed list of
approved and disatlowed instruments based on typical foudnuss, such as x limit ol 85 dB3A /
95 dBC al « distance of 3 feel.

#  Limit the size of the pertorming non-amplificd ensembles or groups, for example, no more

than Hive performers at the same time,

Fable 2: Aflunabie Avengre tleg) Outdour Amplified Sound znd Nun-Amplificd Musie Noise Levels

Lhistance trom Day (Fam-Tpm) Lvening (7pm-10pmy)
lomdspeaker o
performance LegA tlBA) | LegqU (dBBC) | Lega dBAS LeyC GdBRC)
sonree/stage
o 7 7 x5 70 52
7 70 hill 63 77
Kl 6d 75 i) 72
Ay Ol 70 58 &7
Hxy 55 65 in 62
2500 St 6l 45 57

Noise levels are intended 10 be measured as an equivalent average (Leg) with a sound
level meter set 10 “Fast” averaging (i 1/8-sceond time canstant) for a dusation of at least
30 secends, or up 1o 3 minutes, as needed 10 measure sound that aceuntlely represents
continuous wnd recurring Perry Estate event noise in excess of hackground sounds that
may come [rom off-site, Peak noise levels {Lmax) may be allowed 10 exceed the leg
levels by no more than 1) dB. I the sound level meter or manitoring device to be used
doex non have o “Fast™ averaging seiting and can onty be set to "Slow™ averging (a 1-
second time canstant) the allowable vales should be reduced by 3 d1,

o Contirm with practice that sound limiting waorks, that the amplificd and non-amplified noise
leveds can be monilored without interference rom olT-site noises from trattic, Hyovers, ¢le.,
that cvent participants can enjoy the events with limited sound levels, and that noise levels
achieve the imended goals. Conduct listening or sound measurement tests on site to validate
resulls with cvent music presentation, and engage the community Lo solicit ur gage their
reaction. Adjust event schedules, allowed instrumenis lists, shicldingfenclosure, and sound
management system seitings il necessary.
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Diher optivnal neise mingaton salutions recomemended in this report include the following, %

which could be added 10 the measures listied above, i needed 1o achicye goals,

Dresign the sound system w have mimmal w attage, low volume displacement speakers, and
other measures to ensure the systein is 1o capable ol producing very loud levels of Jow-
frequency (hass) noise,

Use shielding structures, lightweight shells. or partial enclosures o direct event soumds away
from residential receavers, and anmange speaket oricniations facig away trom residents

Detals regarcing this nosse study, criteria, analyses, and preliminary recommendations sre
preseated m JEA report 12048-01, December 19, 2012

T e
e

i

Figure 2: Porry Estane mad Vicimity
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Figure 45 SoamdPLAN Maode! Conftpuration
C-woeghied nonse contour resulis (B reecived ot the 2nd floar Tesel for representatine

amplificd and non-wplified events with soumd levels linmited are shown in the dlusicmions
betow. A-weighied (dBA) results exhibi simlar propagstion. il lower ¢B values s expicted,
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Cotuber 17, 2012

Mr Clark Lyda

Manaper

Conmodare Perry Estate, LLT
P O. Box 1757

Georgelown, Texas 78627

tAr Lyda

The purpose of this lettar s to documen! traflic data collection compleled by HOR Enginpenng, Ing. wilh
tegards o the Commodore Porry Estate redevelopment  The loliowng summarizes madway classification
and Iraltc volumo inkematian for ¢ 1st Street and Red Faver Sireet m Austin, Texas

= Tne Cily of Austin classifiss 4151 Steet as 7 oollectsr batwean Duval Strest and Red River Sireat

= Arcording to HDR colnts eolected on September 5, 2012, 315t Street has a daly voluma of 2,150
vehicies between Ouval Streed and Hed Rrver Stieet.

= The City of Ausin classifies Red River Streel as a major arterial

= Accarting 1o 2004 City of Austin counts, Red River Street has a dady voluma of 17,100 vobides
nofn of 38'% Sireet

Additional detads on these traffi, volumes are provided in Tables 1-3

Table 1
415t Stree, East of Duval Street
Sourca: HOR Counis 8572012

|~ | Daly | AMPeak | PMPeak
— | lvahicles) | {vehicles) | {vehicies}
Easlbound 810 56 45
| Westbound | 1336 75 130
Total 2,145 131 215
i | o e
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Perry Estate Survey Results Summary \D

= Theseare the COMMERCIAL USES which the majority of arca residents
{tmore than 50% of those surveved) said they wounld allow:
o Ar Gallery (Commercial) = §3.3% would allow
o Art Workshop (Commercial) = 50,59 would allow

o Other Notable Resuits on Commercial Uses Tnelade:
*  Restaurant (Commercial) = 30,8 % would allow
*  Specilic Historic Use (Commercial) = 37.9% would alow
*  Plamt Nursery (Commercial) — 31,19 would allow
*  Hotel-Matel (Commervial) = 30,19 would allow
*  Indoor Entertainment (Commerciad} = 30, 1% would ullow
*  Outdoor Entertainment (Commercial) - F2.6"% would allow

- Theseare the CIVIC USES which the swajority of arca residents {more than
50%% of thase surveyed) said they would allow:
o Private Printary Educational Facilities — 79,625 would allow
o Private Secondary Educational Facilities = 73.8% would allow
o Community Events = 69.9% would allow
o Religious Assembly = 33,324 would allow
o Community Recreation (Puldic) - $5.3% would allow
o Community Recreation { Privatel = $1.5% would aftow
o Family Home = 50.5% would allow

o Other Notable Results on Commercial Uses Inelude:
*  Public Py Education Facilities = 46.6% would allow
*  Public Secondary Education Facilities = 41,79 would allow
*  Club or Lodge = 4d, 7% would allow
*  Cultural Services (Cominercial) = 40.8% would allow
*  Day Care Services (Limited) = 38.5% would allow

I

*  Day Care Services (Generaly = 31.1% would allow

Other Arcas of Concern Noted in the Survey Results

- lmpact on Property Values:

o 43.7% of those who 1ok the survey feel the proposed change of zoning
from 5F-3 10 GR-CO-MP-XP will DECREASE the values of residential
poperties on or near the border of the Perry Estate,

o 9.7% think the change will increase said propeny values

& 16.5% think the change will have no efieet on said property values

o 30.1% are undecided or don’t know whar the effeet witl be on te said
propenty values
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from SF-3 to GR-CO-MP-NP wil! lead to INCREASED traflic in and
arcrund the Perry Estate Property
= 66% of these people teel that the increasad traffic will adversely
affeet the quality of life for Huncock Neighborhood Residents,
o 2.9% think the change will not increase said traffic
o 7.8% are undecided or don't know what the effect will be an said trdtic

Tmpact an Trallic: C
o 81.3% ol thuse who took the survey leed the proposed change of zoning \

Impact on Parking:

o 706.7% of thase who ook the survey feel the proposed change of zoning
trom 5F-3 to GR-CO-MP-NP will ead 10 INCREASED parking on
neighborhood strects near the Perry Estate Prapen ¥,

s 77.4% of these people fee! that the increased parking nn
neighborhood strects will adversely affeer the guality of lile tor
residents living on or near the border of the Perry Estate,

14.6% think the change will not inerease suid parking
3.7% are undecided or don’s know what the effect will be on suid parking

= Impact on Nuoise:
73.7% of those who 1ok the survey feel the proposed change of zoning
from SE-3 to GR-CO-MP-NP will lead 10 INCREASED Noise in the
Hancock Neighborhoaod,
* 67% fecl than the increased notse will adversely effet the yuuality
of lite for Hancock Neighborhood Residents.
o 12.6% do nor think the change will lead 1o inereased noise.
o 1795 are undecided or don’t know

Tmpact on Trees, Creek, and Wildlife:

o SL5% of those who ok the survey feel the proposed change of roning
from 5F-3 10 GR-CO-MP-NP will adversely affect the trees, creek, and
wildlite in and around the Perry Estale,

@ 30.1% feel that the change of zoning will not ads erscely eftect said trees
creck, und wildlife

o I8.4% arc undecided or don’t know

impact on Historic Preservation of the Maasion:

o 34% or'those who 1ok the survey feel the proposed chunge ol zoning
from SF-3 w GR-CO-MP-NP will have a pesitive impact on the Historie
Preservation of the Mansion on the Perry Estate,

31.184 feel the proposed change of zoning from SF-3 10 GR-CO-MP-NP
will have o pegative impact on the Historic Preservation of the Mansion on
the Perry Estate,

13.6% teel the proposed change of zening from SF-3 10 GR-CO-MP-NP
will have NO impact on the Historic Preservation of the Mansion on the
Perry Estate,
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21.4% are undecided or don’t know what the impriet will be on the (J
Mansion \

Privacy of Residents on or Near the Burder of the Perry Estate Property:
03, 1% of those wha ook the survey feel the propused chunge of zoning
from SI-3 o GR-CO-MP-NI* will allect the privacy alresidents living on
or near the border o the Perry Estate,

o 22.3% feel the proposed change of zoning from SF-3 1o GR-CO-MP-Np
Wil NOT adversely affect the privacy of residents fiving on or near the
horder of the Perry Estate,

14.6% are Undeaded or don’t know what the affeet will be on the priviicy
ol those residents hiving on or near the border of the I'erry Estne

Quakity of Lile for Residents Living o or near the Border of the Perry
Estate Properiy:

0 59.2% of' those who took the sunvey feel the proposed change of soning
Irom SF-3 1o GR-CO-MP-NI* will adversely affect the quality of life for
those residents hiving on or near the border of the Peny Estute propenty.,

o 22.5% do NOT think the change wilt alversely altect the quatity of life for
those residents living vn or near the horder of the Perry Estate,

o 18.4% are undevided or don't know

Nvighhorhued Support for a FLUM Amendment
24, 3% o those who ook the survey think that HNA SHOULD support the
devcloper's application for an owt of eycle filing for an amendment 1o 1he
FLUM.
53.4% think that HNA SHOUED NOT support the developer's application
for an out of cycic filing for an amendment to the FLUM.

o 22.3% are undecided or don't know whether support this out ol eyele

filing for an amendment to the FLUM.
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