SECOND/THIRD READINGS SUMMARY SHEET

ZONING CASE NUMBERS: C14-2015-0001 Marlo Heights Rezoning

DISTRICT: 1

REQUEST: Approve second/third readings of an ordinance amending City Code Chapter 25-2
by rezoning property locally known as 4905, 5001, and 5003 Pecan Springs Road (Fort Creek
Watershed) from family residence-neighborhood plan (SF-3-NP) combining district zoning to
multifamily residence-low density-conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (MF-2-CO-NP)
combining district zoning for Tract 1, and to grant townhouse and condominium residence-
conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (SF-6-CO-NP) combining district zoning for Tract 2.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: The Applicant and Neighborhood have agreed to a list of terms
that will be addressed via conditional overlay and a private restrictive covenant.

As part of this agreement, several property owners have removed their names from a valid
petition request, thereby invalidating the petition. The signature percentage decreased from
37.94% to 4.53% of eligible signatures.

APPLICANT: Luke Ellis

AGENT: Garrett-Ihnen Civil Engineers (Steve Ihnen)

DATE OF FIRST READING: First reading approved on September 10, 2015. Vote: 11-0

CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE: October 8, 2015

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

ORDINANCE NUMBER:

ASSIGNED STAFF: Heather Chaffin
e-mail: heather.chaffin @austintexas.gov




ZONING CHANGE REVIEW SHEET

CASE: C14-2015-0001 P.C. DATE: September 8, 2015
Marlo Heights Rezoning August 25, 2015
July 28, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 9, 2015
ADDRESS: 4905, 5001, and 5003 Pecan Springs Road
AREA: Tract 1: 1.37 acres
Tract 2: 6.36 acres
7.73 acres total (as amended)
DISTRICT: 1

OWNER: Christopher Chollet and Carianne Shulte, Luke and Peni Ellis, Stephen Reynolds
AGENT: Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers (Steve Thnen)
FROM: SF-3-NP TO: MF-2-NP

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN AREA: East MLK Combined NPA SCENIC ROADWAY: No

WATERSHED: Fort Branch Creek TIA: Neighborhood Traffic Analysis

DESIRED DEVELOPMENT ZONE: Yes CAPITOL VIEW CORRIDOR: No

SUMMARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff does not support the MF-2-NP rezoning request. Staff offers the following alternate
recommendation: Tract 1: MF-2-CO-NP and Tract 2: SF-6-CO-NP. The conditional overlay for Tract 1
(MF-2-CO-NP) would prohibit vehicular access to Tract 2. The conditional overlay for Tract 2 (SF-6-
CO-NP) would limit the maximum number of dwelling units to 40 38.

The Applicant supports the alternate recommendation.

ISSUES:

The original rezoning application was for 7.02 acres of land to be rezoned from SF-3 to MF-2. The
Applicant later added a parcel to the application, increasing the rezoning area to 7.73 acres and
triggering renotification.

Pecan Springs Road is designated as a residential collector street, but currently is only constructed with
20’ pavement and without curb and gutter. The Applicant is proposing to combine the rezoning area
with GR-MU-CO property that fronts 51* Street and Springdale Road, providing alternative vehicular
access.

The Applicant and Neighborhood have agreed to a list of terms that will be addressed via conditional
overlay and a private restrictive covenant. This agreement was supported by Staff and Planning
Commission, as well as City Council at the September10, 2015, meeting. Please see Exhibit A-1
(Applicant/Neighborhood Agreement Term Sheet).
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As part of this agreement, several property owners have removed their names from a valid petition
request, thereby invalidating the petition. The signature percentage decreased from 37.94% to 4.53% of
eligible signatures. Please see Exhibit A (Revised Petition Request).

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

September 8, 2015: TO GRANT MF-2-CO ZONING FOR TRACT 1 AND SF-6-CO AS RECOMMENDED BY
STAFF, AND AS FURTHER RECOMMENDED IN APPLICANT/NEIGHBORHOOD AGREEMENT. (7-0) [J.
Stevens- 1%, J. Schissler- 2"; M. Wilson- Abstain; P. Seeger, J. Shieh, J. Vela, N. Zaragosa- Absent]

August 25, 2015: TO GRANT A POSTPONEMENT TO SEPTEMBER 8, 2015, AS REQUESTED BY
APPLICANT, ON CONSENT. (10-0) [J. Schissler- I, N. Zaragosa- 2"; M. Wilson- Abstain; J. Stevens- Absent]

July 28, 2015: TO GRANT A POSTPONEMENT TO JUNE 23, 2015, AS REQUESTED BY STAFF, ON
CONSENT. (10-0) [J. Schissler- 1%, P. Seegar- Z"d; J. Vela, M. Wilson- Absent]

June 23, 2015: TO GRANT A POSTPONEMENT TO July 28, 2015, AS REQUESTED BY PLANNING
COMMISSION. (6-2) [ A Hernandez- I, J. Stevens- 2"; R. Hatfield- Nay; J. Shieh- Absent]

June 9, 2015: TO GRANT A POSTPONEMENT TO JUNE 23, 2015, AS REQUESTED BY NEIGHBORHOOD.
(7-0) [R. Hatfield- 1", J. Nortey- 2"; D. Chimenti, S. Oliver- Absent]

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:

The subject property is on the east side of Pecan Springs Road, south of East 51 Street and west of
Springdale Road. The property is comprised of multiple lots and is zoned SF-3. These lots are currently
developed with single family residences. Lots immediately to the north and south are also zoned SF-3
and developed with single family residences. East of the subject property are lots that front East 51*
Street and Springdale Road that are undeveloped and zoned GR-MU-CO-NP. West of the subject
property, across Pecan Springs Road, are more single family residences zoned SF-3-NP, as well as
property zoned MF-2-NP that is undeveloped. A branch of Tannehill Creek transects the property, which
impedes the ability of vehicular connection between the eastern and western portions of the subject
property. For that reason, Staff made recommendations for each portion—Tract 1 being the eastern
portion and Tract 2 being the western portion. Please see Exhibits B and C (Zoning Map and Aerial
View).

The first Staff recommendation is that vehicular access not be permitted to connect Tract 1 and Tract 2
across the creek. This is based on both environmental and traffic generation concerns. The Applicant
proposes combining Tract 1 with GR-MU-CO-NP property to the north and east, allowing Tract 1 to
take access to East 51% or Springdale Road. Tract 2 takes access to Pecan Springs Road, a Residential
Collector, so a Neighborhood Traffic Analysis (NTA) was required. Please see Exhibit D (NTA Memo).
The increased traffic on Pecan Springs Road does not exceed desirable operating levels for a residential
collector street of this size (1,086 vehicles per day projected; 1200 maximum). Staff recommends
establishing a maximum of 40 38 residential units on Tract 2 to also minimize traffic impacts.

Correspondence related to the proposed rezoning is attached with this report. Please see Exhibit E
(Correspondence).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff does not support the MF-2-NP rezoning request. Staff offers the following alternate
recommendation: Tract 1: MF-2-CO-NP and Tract 2: SF-6-CO-NP. The conditional overlay for Tract 1




C14-2015-0001 Page 3 of 6

(MF-2-CO-NP) would prohibit vehicular access to Tract 2. The conditional overlay for Tract 2 (SF-6-
CO-NP) would limit the maximum number of dwelling units to 49 38.

1. Zoning should promote a transition between adjacent and nearby zoning districts, land uses, and
development intensities.
The subject property is comprised of three lots zoned SF-3. Adjacent to the property is the GR-MU-CO-
NP tract, and other more intensive tracts surround this area~—SF-4A, MF-2, GR-MU-CO, GR-CO, and
more. The combined SF-6 and MF-2 will provide a transition between the SF-3 neighborhood and the
more intensive areas. Additionally, compatibility standards will provide buffering between the rezoning
tract and the existing SF-3 properties to the north, west, and south.

2. Zoning should promote clearly-identified community goals, such as creating employment opportunities or
providing for affordable housing.
Projects that promote infill and high density residential create a wider variety of housing types and price
ranges.

EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USES:

ZONING LAND USES

Site SF-3-NP Single family residences

North | SF-3-NP Single family residences

South | SF-3-NP Single family residences

East GR-MU-CO-NP Undeveloped

West | SF-3-NP, MF-2-NP Single family residences, Undeveloped
ABUTTING STREETS:
Name ROW | Pavement | Classification | Sidewalks | Bike Capital Metro

Route (within Y mile)

Pecan 60’ 200 Residential No No Yes

Springs Rd. Collector

RELATED ZONING CASES:

CITY FILE | ZONING | ZONING STAFF PLANNING COMMISSION CITY
#/ NAME FROM TO REC. COUNCIL

C14-2011-0165 | SF-3-NP MF-2-NP  |SF-6-NP 4/24/2012: MF-2-CO-NP (9-0) with 8/23/2012:

Randerson conditions as follows: Vehicular access to | Approved MF-

Creekside Pecan Springs Road is prohibited; max 2-CO-NP as

Rezoning bldg height 37 feet or two stories; max recommended

3108 E. 51* bldg coverage 40%; max IC 55%; min site | by PC,

Street area 10,500 square feet; min 3,500 sf site Ordinance No.
area / dwelling unit; no parking in street 20120823-091
yard; Multifamily residential use
prohibited.

C14-2011-0040 | SF-3-NP MF-2-NP  MF-2-NP 7/12/2011: MF-2-NP as recommended (7- | 7/28/2011:

St. Stephens 0) Approved MF-

Baptist Church 2-NP as

3103—3107 recommended

East 51* Street by PC,

Ordinance No.
20110728-130
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10-9-02: Approved staff recommendation. | 11-7-02:
Approved
neighborhood
plan rezonings.

RELATED CASES: The Pecan Springs — Springdale Neighborhood Plan rezonings were approved by Council
on November 7, 2002 (C 14-02-0142.001 — Ordinance No. 021 107-ZI2a). This NPA was later incorporated into
the East MLK Combined NPA. The FLUM designation on this site is Mixed Residential and Mixed Use, so a

neighborhood plan amendment is not required.

SCHOOLS:

Blanton Elementary School Pearce Middle School Reagan High School

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS:

PODER

Austin Neighborhood Council

East MLK Neighborhood Combined

Anberly Airport Association I-tome Builders Association of Greater Austin
League of Bicycling Voters

Austin Parks Foundation

Pecan Springs — Springdale Neighborhood Association
Del Valle Community Coalition

East MLK Combined Neighborhood Contact Team
East MLK Combined Neighborhood Association

The Real Estate Council of Austin, Inc

Sierra Club, Austin Regional Group

Senate Hills Homeowners’ Association

CITY COUNCIL DATE/ACTION:

October 8, 2015:
September 10, 2015: First reading only approved. Vote: 11-0.
August 13, 2015: Postponed on consent to September10, 2015. Vote: 11-0.

ORDINANCE READINGS: 1% 2" 3  OQRDINANCE NUMBER:

CASE MANAGER: Heather Chaffin PHONE: 512-974-2122
e-mail: heather.chaffin @austintexas.gov
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ADDITIONAL STAFF COMMENTS:

SITE PLAN

SP1. Any new development is subject to Subchapter E. Design Standards and Mixed Use. Additional
comments will be made when the site plan is submitted.

SP 2. Any development which occurs in an SF-6 or less restrictive zoning district which is located 540-feet or
less from property in an SF-5 or more restrictive zoning district will be subject to compatibility development
regulations.

Compatibility Standards
The site is subject to compatibility standards. Along the south and east property line, the following standards

apply:

e No structure may be built within 25 feet of the property line.

¢ No structure in excess of two stories or 30 feet in height may be constructed within 50 feet of the property
line.

¢ No structure in excess of three stories or 40 feet in height may be constructed within 100 feet of the
property line.

e No parking or driveways are allowed within 25 feet of the property line.

e A landscape area at least 25 feet wide is required along the property line. In addition, a fence, berm, or
dense vegetation must be provided to screen adjoining properties from views of parking, mechanical
equipment, storage, and refuse collection.

e for a structure more than 100 feet but not more than 300 feet from property zoned SF-5 or more
restrictive, 40 feet plus one foot for each 10 feet of distance in excess of 100 feet from the property zoned SF-
5 or more restrictive.

* An intensive recreational use, including a swimming pool, tennis court, ball court, or playground, may not
be constructed 50 feet or less from adjoining SF-3 property.

e A landscape area at least 15 feet in width is required along the property line if tract is zoned MF-3, MF-4,
MF-5, MH, NO, or LO.

e A landscape area at least 25 feet in with is required along the property line if the tract is zoned LR, GO,
GR, L, CS, CS-1, or CH.

e Additional design regulations will be enforced at the time a site plan is submitted.

TRANSPORTATION

TRI. Additional right-of-way may be required at the time of subdivision and/or site plan.

TR2. A Neighborhood Traffic Analysis is required and will be performed for this project by the
Transportation Review staff. Results will be provided in a separate memo. LDC, Sec. 25-6-114.
Provide traffic counts for Pecan Springs Road to this reviewer to conduct the NTA.

TR3. A traffic impact analysis was not required for this case because the traffic generated by the
proposed zoning does not exceed the threshold of 2,000 vehicle trips per day. [LDC, 25-6-113]

TRA4. There is a Capital Metro bus stop approximately 1,400’ walking distance at Springdale and E
51%.

TRS. Complete Street review:

a. The City of Austin shall prioritize opportunities to create a complete transportation network
that provides connected facilities to serve all people and modes of travel, now and in the
future (Complete Streets Policy, A, 2). In order to reduce traffic to Pecan Springs Road, it is
recommended that a pedestrian public access easement be provided to the northeast corner of
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the property to connect residential development to commercial development along
Springdale Road. Exact dimensions and location will be reviewed at time of subdivision or
site plan, whichever comes first.

b. If the requested zoning is granted, it is recommended that one curb cut be used for the
development to access Pecan Springs Road. This will reduce points of conflict on to Pecan
Springs and create a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly roadway.

ENVIRONMENTAL

1. The site is not located over the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone. The site is located in the Fort
Branch Creek Watershed of the Colorado River Basin, which is classified as an Urban Watershed by
Chapter 25-8 of the City's Land Development Code. It is in the Desired Development Zone.

2. Zoning district impervious cover limits apply in the Urban Watershed classification.

3. According to floodplain maps there is a floodplain and a Critical Water Quality Zone within the
project location. Development within the floodplain and within the Critical Water Quality Zone is
limited per LDC 25-8.

4. Standard landscaping and tree protection will be required in accordance with LDC 25-2 and 25-8
for all development and/or redevelopment.

5. Numerous trees will likely be impacted with a proposed development associated with this
rezoning case. Please be aware that an approved rezoning status does not eliminate a proposed
development’s requirements to meet the intent of the tree ordinances. If further explanation or
specificity is needed, please contact the City Arborist at 512-974-1876. At this time, site specific
information is unavailable regarding other vegetation, areas of steep slope, or other environmental
features such as bluffs, springs, canyon rimrock, caves, sinkholes, and wetlands.

6. This site is required to provide on-site water quality controls (or payment in lieu of) for all
development and/or redevelopment when 8,000 s.f. cumulative is exceeded, and on site control for the
two-year storm.

7. At this time, no information has been provided as to whether this property has any preexisting
approvals that preempt current water quality or Code requirements.

WATER UTILITY

FYI: The landowner intends to serve the site with City of Austin water and wastewater utilities. The
landowner, at own expense, will be responsible for providing any water and wastewater utility
improvements, offsite main extensions, utility relocations and or abandonments required by the
proposed land use. Depending on the development plans submitted, water and or wastewater service
extension requests may be required. Water and wastewater utility plans must be reviewed and approved
by the Austin Water Utility for compliance with City criteria. All water and wastewater construction
must be inspected by the City of Austin. The landowner must pay the City inspection fee with the utility
construction. The landowner must pay the tap and impact fee once the landowner makes an application
for a City of Austin water and wastewater utility tap permit.
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EXHIBIT

Applicant/Neighborhood Agreement A - ‘

Term Sheet

Marlo Heights Rezoning
C14-2015-0001
4905, 5001, and 5003 Pecan Springs Road

Based upon meetings and discussions between the St. Stephen’s Place, LLC, (the
“Applicant”) and certain owners of property within close proximity to the proposed
project (neighbors Christopher Ring, Lyova Rosanoff, Marco Montoya, Thomas Krager,
Ryan Krager, Dane Krager, Matthew Brown, and Carrie Brown are collectively referred
to herein as the “Neighbors”), the Applicant agrees to impose the following conditions
upon the tract of land referenced as Tract 2 in the zoning case (hereinafter referred to
interchangeably as either “Tract 2” or the “Property”) in exchange for support of the
rezoning by the Neighbors. Applicant and Neighbors jointly request that the Planning
Commission recommend approval of the staff recommendation with respect to the
rezoning request and include in such recommendation instruction that the parties must
codify all of these terms in the form of a recorded development agreement, restrictive
covenant, and/or Declaration of Condominium Regime, as applicable, prior to City
Council’s vote on the case.

1. Tract 2 shall be developed substantially in the layout as set forth in the site plan attached
hereto as Exhibit “A” (the “Site Plan”). The parties acknowledge that the Site Plan is
conceptual only, has not been through technical or code review by the City of Austin, and
may change based upon City of Austin land development and other code requirements.
Accordingly, the final site plan and site development permit may differ from that
referenced herein as the Site Plan.

2. The maximum number of units on the Tract 2 shall be 38.

3. The minimum western and southern setbacks on Tract 2 shall be 30°.

4. The minimum northern setback on Tract 2 shall be 25°.

5. Units fronting Pecan Springs Road (western boundary) and southern boundaries shall be a

maximum of 2 stories.

6. There shall be a vegetative buffer consisting of at least one line of shade trees (Class I
trees spaced at 30 feet on center) along the southern boundary of Tract 2 within the 30’
setback and along the southern fence line of Tract 2. In addition, Applicant shall install an
8 foot wooden privacy fence along the southern property line of Tract 2 extending
southward to the edge of the Erosion Hazard Zone of the creek, subject to City of Austin
approval. If the City of Austin will not administratively permit installation of an 8’ fence
in this location on Tract 2, Applicant shall install the tallest fence the City of Austin will
administratively approve in this location. Applicant shall not be required to seek a

AUS-6151378-8



10.

11.

12.

13.

variance from any board, commission, or the city council to construct the fence at a height
taller than the height the City of Austin will administratively approve.

There shall be a vegetative buffer installed on Tract 2 to screen overflow parking areas.

There shall only be one vehicle entrance/exit to and from Tract 2, and it shall be located
at the northernmost corner of the Property as close to St. Stephens Place as the City of
Austin will permit via administrative approval.

The development of Tract 2 shall be in accordance with the following construction
quality and site design standards:

a. On the west side of Tract 2, there shall be variation in setbacks and variation in
building materials used.

b. The general contractor responsible for the construction of all homes on Tract 2
shall be insured.

There shall be a maximum of 5 homes fronting on Pecan Springs Road and a maximum
of 6 homes constructed along the southern boundary of Tract 2 (5 of which will back up
to the southern boundary of Tract 2, and 1 of which will have a side that is along the
southern boundary of Tract 2).

To protect the privacy of the residential neighbor to the south of the Property, the homes
constructed along the southern boundary of Tract 2 shall be constructed no farther east
than the 546 topographical elevation line as such elevation line is shown in attached
Exhibit “B”, said homes shall not include any second-floor balconies that face the
southern boundary of Tract 2, and said homes shall have no second-floor windows
installed lower than 60" above the finished second floor on the fagades of said homes
parallel to the southern boundary of Tract 2. In addition, any balcony constructed on the
home located on the most southeasterly home site of Tract 2 shall include a wing wall on
the southern edge of said balcony to screen direct views onto the residential property
south of Tract 2.

No 1-story structure on Tract 2 shall exceed 20’ in height.

Because of the proximity of the Property to several colleges and universities in the area,
Applicant and Neighbors agree to take certain steps to promote home ownership at the
Property. Accordingly, Applicant agrees to incorporate into the project’s Declaration of
Condominium Regime for Tract 2: (1) a provision requiring that all purchasers of
residences shall purchase the residences with the intent of owner-occupancy or occupancy
by a person or persons related to the purchaser; (2) a provision that prohibits any one
person or entity from purchasing more than one residence; and (3) a provision that
requires all purchasers (or someone related to a particular purchaser) to occupy their
residences within 2 years of purchase. These restrictions will be enforced by the
Condominium Owners’ Association. In addition, Applicant agrees to impose a restriction

AUS-6151378-8



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

on Tract 2 restricting dwelling unit occupancy by unrelated persons to no more than 4
unrelated persons per dwelling unit and to impose a restriction prohibiting non owner-
occupied short-term rentals (Type 2 and Type 3 short-term rentals).

If required to do so by the City of Austin, Applicant will construct an added vehicle
travel lane on Pecan Springs Road and install sidewalks, curbs, and a storm sewer along
the length of the western boundary of Tract 2. In addition, Applicant agrees to work with
the Neighbors to encourage the City of Austin to make any additional, needed
improvements to Pecan Springs Road and other surrounding streets to improve
connectivity, safety, and traffic flow, including but not limited to adding curbs, sidewalks,
utilities, and traffic signals.

Applicant agrees to not seek any waivers of City of Austin Compatibility Standards for
any structure on Tract 2.

Applicant agrees to install a vegetative barrier or screen along the portion of Tract 2 that
abuts Pecan Springs Road to help keep vehicle headlights on the interior streets on the
Property from shining onto Pecan Springs Road.

There shall be no neon, electric, or internally-illuminated, moving, or flashing signs
anywhere on Tract 2, no sign on Tract 2 shall be larger than 3’ by 6’, and all signs on the
Tract 2 shall be at located least 15” from Pecan Springs Road. Applicant requests the right
to softly uplight and/or backlight lettering on signs on Tract 2 for visibility and requests
that the Neighbors work with Applicant toward agreement language that will permit such
limited lighting.

During the initial construction of the project, construction activity on Tract 2 shall be
allowed only during the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and
during the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. on Saturdays. Construction shall not be
permitted on Sundays.

During the initial construction of the project, Applicant shall keep the Property free of
trash and debris and shall not permit any parking of construction vehicles or equipment
on Pecan Springs Road or allow workers or food vendors to park along Pecan Springs
Road.

Applicant agrees to impose by restrictive covenant on Tract 2 an integrated pest
management plan substantially similar to and generally in accordance with the Integrated
Pest Management Plan attached hereto as Exhibit “C” and to add to such covenant
provisions for trash, invasive species, and erosion control and maintenance along the side
of Tract 2 adjacent to the creek.

Only plant vegetation approved by the City of Austin shall be installed by Applicant, and
Applicant agrees to not seek any waivers or adjustments to install different vegetation.

AUS-6151378-8



20.  The homes along Pecan Springs Road shall be designed in an architectural style and
constructed of materials similar to the homes shown in Exhibit “D” attached hereto.
Applicant will create written design standards to govern same prior to action on the case
by City Council.

21. Each of the Neighbors agrees to withdraw his or her name from the valid petition once

the agreements codifying all of the terms above are signed by all parties hereto.

EXHIBITS:
A" — Site Plan
“B” — Topographical Map Showing 546 Elevation Line
“C"— Form of Integrated Pest Management Plan
“D"— Sample of Proposed Construction of Homes on Pecan Springs Road

AGREED as of this _day of August 2013,
APPLICANT:

ST. STEPHEN’S PLACE, LLC

By: [ ACe

Edwin W. Prewitt, Jr., Manag
NEIGHBORS: ,
By:

Matthew Tysen ro“ n:

Carrie Brown:

Christopher Ring: /%V‘ &94_\
Lvova Rosanoﬂé:\pmsaq,@&——’

Marco Momtoyay ~-------=-="-=-=--------------

Thomas Krager: D
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Exhibit A
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EXHIBIT C

Integrated Pest Management Plan

St. Stephen’s

Prepared For:
City of Austin
Planning and Development Review Department
505 Barton Springs Road
Austin, Texas 78704
Phone: (512) 974-2788

Prepared By:
Garrett-Ihnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
12007 Technology Blvd., Suite 150

Austin, Texas 78727
(512) 454-2400
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PART B — PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM, IPM PLANS, AND
ANTICIPATED PEST PROBLEMS

PUBLIC EDUCATION

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

INTRODUCTION

This document is intended to provide citizens with the information necessary to follow an
environmentally sensitive approach to lawn care, pest management, and to other aspects
of urban living. To maintain a healthy environment and avoid polluting, it is important
that each individual employ the following recommended measures. If a service company
is employed by the property owner, then the owner must ensure that the company:

» [s aware of the covenants and restrictions on the property

» s given a copy of this guide

s Use the practices recommended in this guide

DEFINITION OF IPM

Integrated pest management (IPM) is a system of controlling pests (weeds, diseases,
insects or others) in which pests are identified, action thresholds are considered, all
possible control options are evaluated and selected control(s) are implemented. Control
options--which include biological, cultural, manual, mechanical and chemical methods--
are used to prevent or remedy unacceptable pest activity or damage. Choice of control
option(s) is based on effectiveness, environmental impact, site characteristics, public
health and safety, and economics. IPM takes advantage of all appropriate pest
management options.

GROW GREEN PROGRAM

The Grow Green program is a partnership of the City of Austin Watershed Protection and
Development Review Department and the Cooperative Extension Service of Travis
County. This program is a community-wide environmental education program intended
to preserve and protect our water resources. The Grow Green partnering agencies
distribute educational materials, such as the earth-wise guides included in this document,
to the Austin-area nurseries and home improvement stores that have elected to participate
in the program.

EARTH-WISE GUIDES

The earth-wise guides in this document were developed as an educational component of
the Grow Green program. The Grow Green earth-wise guides are available for free at
each participating retailer. This information is meant to assist individuals in identifying a
pest of concern and describe a least-toxic approach to managing the pest. So that you
may choose a least toxic control measure, various products labeled for the control of that
pest are rated according to toxicity and persistence. These guides are updated on an
occasional basis as new products and treatment options become available. Additional
copies may be available upon request by either picking them up at a participating retailer,
or by contacting the City of Austin at (512) 974-2550 or the Cooperative Extension
Service at (512) 854-9600.

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
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5.0

6.0

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

Used motor oil, oil filters, car batteries, and tires should be dropped off at an appropriate
facility. Many automotive shops, lubrication centers, and some recycling centers will
accept these materials. For more information on proper disposal and recycling, refer to
the next item, 6.0 Disposal and Recycling. When cleaning your vehicle, it is important
that the wastewater from the cleaning process not enter the storm drain system.
Approved car washing facilities direct the wastewater to a treatment facility. When
washing a vehicle at home, drain the wash water to a landscape area. Thus, the
landscaping can use the water, and the dirt and cleaning agents can be degraded.

DISPOSAL and RECYCLING

It is important to recycle any material that is recyclable, and to properly dispose of items
that cannot be recycled. Residents of the City of Austin or of Travis County have access
to the Home Chemical Collection facility located at 2514 Business Center Drive, south of
the Ben White/Burleson intersection. It is open Tuesday and Wednesday from 12 to 7
p.m. The phone number for the facility is (512) 974-4343. If you reside outside Travis
county, contact your local county government or the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) to find out if there is a disposal site or recycling program
for your area. The TCEQ offers citizens two easy ways to access this information. One
method is to use the toll-free phone number (1-800-CLEAN-UP), that allows you to enter
your five-digit ZIP code to find information specific to your locale. Web surfers can find
the same information on the Internet at www.1800cleanup.org.

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
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IPM FOR INNOVATIVE WATER QUALITY CONTROLS
City of Austin - Watershed Protection and Development Review Department

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) plans are required for the following innovative water quality
controls described in the Environmental Criteria Manual (ECM):

ECM 1.6.7.A Retention/Irrigation

ECM 1.6.7.B Vegetative Filter Strip

ECM 1.6.7.C Biofiltration

ECM 1.6.7.D Rainwater Harvesting (if used in conjunction with vegetation)
ECM 1.6.7.F Vegetative Filter Strip — Disconnection of Impervious Cover
ECM 1.6.7.G Non-Required Vegetation

ECM 1.6.7.H Rain Garden

The management of these water quality controls must adhere to the techniques and control
options described within this IPM plan. IPM is a continuous system of controlling pests (weeds,
diseases, insects or others) in which pests are identified, action thresholds are considered, all
possible control options are evaluated and selected control(s) are implemented. Control options--
which include biological, cultural, manual, mechanical and chemical methods--are used to
prevent or remedy unacceptable pest activity or damage. Choice of control option(s) is based on
effectiveness, environmental impact, site characteristics, worker/public health and safety, and
economics. The goal of an IPM system is to manage pests and the environment to balance
benefits of control, costs, public health and environmental quality. [PM takes advantage of all
appropriate pest management options.

Manage the treatment system in conformance with the following criteria. Refer questions
regarding the proper application of these criteria to the City of Austin IPM Coordinator (phone

512-974-2550):

1. Vegetation Functions: The vegetation in this storm water treatment system is integral and
necessary for it to function properly. A minimum of 95% of the vegetation specified in
the project construction documents shall be alive and viable throughout the life of the
system. No bare areas greater than 1 square foot may exist. These performance
requirements apply to the entire treatment facility, as well as to areas immediately
adjacent to and related to the facility (including access areas, easements, etc.)

2. Drainage Issues and Vegetation Establishment: Water management is critical during plant
establishment, and remains crucial through the life of the system for proper vegetation
management. Allow newly-planted roots to become established before flooding soils for
an extended period.

3. Mowing and/or Trimming: Mowing and/or trimming of vegetation shall occur with
certain restrictions.

a. Tall and Medium Herbaceous Plants: Trimming activities must not impinge on the
growing tips (basal crown) of the bunchgrasses. Cutting these grasses below the
basal crown will severely stress and possibly kill them. These plants shall be cut

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
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no lower than 18” from the ground. In all cases, clippings and trimmings shall be
bagged and removed from the site.

b. Turf and other Short Herbaceous Plants: Sod-forming grasses may be mown or
trimmed to an appropriate height. These plants shall not be scalped; cut no lower
than 3" from the ground. All clippings and trimmings shall be bagged and
removed from the site.

4. Weed Management: A weed is generally defined as any plant in the wrong place. Refer
to the original design and construction documents when uncertainty exists as to the
appropriateness of a specific plant. Preventing the introduction of weeds is the most
practical and cost-effective method for their management. Avoid bare soil by minimizing
soil disturbance and properly managing desirable vegetation. Remove weeds early in
their growth stage, before they set seed. Allow the desired vegetation to out-compete the
weeds. It is necessary to allocate greater resources on landscape maintenance during the
initial 3-year establishment period. During this time weed “pressure” from the drainage
area will be greatest, as will availability of bare surface areas within the treatment system.
These factors allow weeds to gain a foothold, especially during the first few months of the
life of the water quality control. The preferred method of weed control is to physically
remove the weeds. Cut the weed roots below the soil to reduce root carbohydrates. This
shall be done by hand tools only; using cultivating machines is not acceptable within the
treatment system. Repeat cultivation at regular intervals during the growing season. Any
bare areas resulting from this process must be re-vegetated. See the earth wise guide to
Weeds for further information.

5. Pesticides (includes herbicides) and Fertilizer: The use of landscape chemicals, including

fertilizer and pesticides, are not allowed within the treatment system without the approval
of the City’s IPM Coordinator (phone 512-974-2550). Herbicide use will be restricted to
that of organic, least-toxic formulations. Be aware that organic herbicides must be used
with caution and can be dangerous, especially in concentrated form. Personal protective
equipment must be used: rubber gloves, long pants, eye protection, etc. The use of
organic herbicides is generally restricted to the following products. These may not be
effective on all weed species: .

a. Acetic acid (20% vinegar) is effective on small annuals

b. Essential oils: Includes cinnamon, clove, summer savory and thyme must be used
at the appropriate concentration.

6. Plant species listed as invasive by the state of Texas are not allowed, Refer to the
following website for a list of plants and additional information.
hitp://www.texasinvasives.org/Invasives Database/Invasives.html

7. Mosquito Management: This water quality treatment system shall not be a breeding place
for mosquitoes. Incidental standing water must not be present for longer than three days
(72 hours). If water exists for periods longer than this, the party responsible for
maintenance shall remove the water from the system and conduct any repairs or design
flaws to ensure that this condition is not repeated. See the earth wise guide to Mosquitoes
for further information.

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-lhnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
AUS-6151648-1 524865/1



ST. STEPHEN'S

8.

10.

11.

12.

Wildlife and Pet Management: In addition to water quality treatment, this facility offers
environmental benefits such as providing food and habitat for wildlife. Pets may also be
attracted to them. However, activities by animals within the water quality control shall
not interfere with its functions and design objectives. Digging or burrowing by animals is
particularly troublesome. Defecation from pets must be picked up on a regular basis.
Where problems with wildlife exist, fencing or similar exclusionary methods shall be
implemented.

Irrigation System Performance: Not all water quality treatment facilities include an
irrigation system. When an irrigation system exists evaluate the efficiency of the system

on a periodic basis, especially at the beginning of each irrigation season. The evaluation
shall identify problems with the system, highlight sirengths and weaknesses in system
performance, and ensure that problems are properly addressed.

Erosion: Erosion damage to the treatment system shall be repaired immediately.
Determine the cause of the erosion and address the situation to prevent it from recurring.

Digging: Contact utility companies to request that all underground utilities be located and
marked prior to excavating in or near storm water facilities. At least one of the following

systems shall be contacted.

a. Dig-Tess (Texas Excavation Safety System): 1-800-344-8377
b. Texas One-Call System: 1-800-245-4545

Pest Management Plans: Refer to the Grow Green website for updated versions of pest
management plans. http://www.ci.austin.lx.us/growgreen/

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
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POTENTIAL PESTS AND GENERAL LANDSCAPING INFORMATION

There are no anticipated pest problems that are unique to the site. The following pest
management strategies address common problems for this region.

The following materials can be found at the City of Austin Grow Green website:

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/growgreen/default. htm

Aphids

Beetles

Beneficial Insects

Caterpillars

Fertilizing Recommendations

Fire Ants

Fleas

Galls

Hliring a Landscaping Professional

Landscaping
Lawn Care

Lawn Problems

Mosquitos
Poison Ivy
Pruning
Spider Mites

Product Ralings
Scale

Snails

Stink Bugs
Weeds

Please refer to this website for further information on the Grow Green initiative, updates and
contact information.

Integrated Pest Management Plan Garrett-Thnen Civil Engineers, Inc.
AUS-6151648-1 524865/1



Exhibit D

:




Q
£
]
£
x
w




Q
=
2
%
]







N R
RS
v -9 8%
= <
> Lo S R
v L2
|%€ES'Y  99°€TLTO9 |elo) |
1%000  £8'€ESS6L ou d TANIAYA LYFHIIIM €2/8/ QY ITYADNIYAS 9CTOTTSTZO
%000  €V'TS968 ou J11 SINOHNMOLNI SYX3L €2/8L QY IIVAONIYCS 926V SHTOTZSTZO
%L6'C  TE'ESCSI sahA v INOWIS YINTVL €2/8. Q¥ SONIYAS NV¥I3d ¢I6v 6010029120
%000 t6'6ESES ou HOYNHD 1S1LdVE SNIHJALS 1S €¢/8L 1STS I LTTE STEO0TLTITZO
%000 €9°/80SST ou 4JONVSOY VAOA1 8 YIHJOLSIYHD ONIY €2/8/ QY SONIYAS NVI3d 608F SOTOTZSIZO
%9S'T 10296 saA ODYVIN YAOLNOW €2/8. Q¥ SONIYJS NVI3d 908 £0T00Z9TZ0
%000 EY'TZY8 ou SYINOHL 439V €2/8L QY SONIYAS NVI3Id 8067 8110029120
%000 0S°LLS8 ou 3 NVAY 8 1L INVQ Y3OVHM €7/8L QY SONIYS NYD3d 906¢ 6TT00Z9TZ0
%000  /8'89T0S ou V V1IN NOSOVI  €2/8L ¥ SONIYAS NvD3d 8 S00S £ETOTTSTZO
%000 Tv'SSLLT ou NILSNY 40 ALID €7/8L Q¥ SONIYAS NVI3d £00S ¥TTOTZSTZO!
%000  8TTOVEE ou ¥ 31¥Y¥VD 8 L MIHLLYIN NMOYE €¢/8. Q¥ SONIYdS NVI3d Z06% 6210079120
%000 ¥8'9567 ou NOILYYOdHOD ALIVIY 199 % D11 A dLA (FIVADNIYCS) NILSNY €2/8/ Q¥ IIVAONIYdS 0005 0STOTZSTZO|
%000 86°LLIST ou NOY3INVYD L STV NLLY I11 NVD3d £00S €2/8L Q¥ SONIYS NVI3d £00S €TTOTZSTZO|
%000 9T'¥SS6Y ou D11AavO0Y JIVAONIYdS 006¥ €2/8/ Q¥ ITVADNIYIS 6¥TOTZSTZO
luadald eady uoiilad ad :um:m_m JaumQ SSa4ppy alavol

%ESV

ZSTT ESISIO
S10Z/12/6

"19e43 103[qNS BY3 BPN|IUI J0U SIOP JaYNg Y} 4O BIIE YL "PAsN SI Jayng
3y3 uIyum sjjej 1eyl [aaled ay3 Jo uoiniod ay3 Ajuo ‘Jayng ay3 Jo a3pa ay) s303s5IB3UI [92Jed B USYAN "UONEINJ|ED JOJ POSN JOU AIE 13YNQ 1004 00T Y} UIYNM [|e} JOU Op 1Y} S|32ied 3281 193[qNns 3yl
401934 00T UM ||ej 1ey) Aem-jo-3yS1L Juadelpe By} Jo yley-auo Buipnjoul sainieusis piea Yum s[adied QvoL |[e Jo BaJe 33 o wins ay3 Suiiel Aq pajejndjed s| a9e3004 atenbs 830} 3y :uonejnde)

:layng ulyu M siauoinad Aq paumQ a8e1004 asenbs jo aBejuadiad
:1944ng Jo a28e1004 aienbs |e10]

:a1eqg

NOLLlL3d

T1000-ST0C-V1D

:Jaquiny asen



Date: 06/13/2015
To: City of Austin City Council

We, the undersigned owners of property affected by the requested zoning
change described in the referenced file, do hereby protest against any change of
the Land Development Code which would zone the property to any classification
other than the existing SF-3.

Zoning Case#: C14-2015-0001
Proposed Change: from SF-3 to MF-2
Location: 4905, 5001 & 5003 Pecan Springs Rd

After the meeting with the developers on 3-16-2015 the neighbors living
adjacent to the properties subject the zoning change request met to
discuss what we would like our neighborhood and the subject lots to look
like for the foreseeable future.

After discussion it became clear that we as neighbors all share a similar
vision for this irreplaceable section of our community. That vision is to
preserve and enhance the unique rural character by maintaining generous
setbacks, limiting the number and scale of buildings, the number of added
vehicle trips and driveways exiting on to Pecan Springs Road. The
consensus is that any redevelopment should minimize the environmental
and social impacts on this community and emphasize the existing open
space and natural features. We feel this would best be accomplished
through restricting the type of home built to single family residences that
are limited in number and are in character with our established
neighborhood. The disruption caused by the construction phase of a
project of this scope would drastically impact those that currently live on
this quite street for years.

Unfortunately, we do not see any way MF-2 zoning is compatible with this
objective. Consequently, we are opposing the zoning change request. Our
hope is that the developer will work with the established residents to co-
create a common vision for development under the current SF-3 zoning
that is compatible with this community and is a win-win for all.



Name (print)

Address

TCAD
Property ID

Signature

Ryan Krager 4906 Pecan Springs Rd 210795

Dane Krager 4906 Pecan Springs Rd 210795

Tom Krager 4908 Pecan Springs Rd 210794 —

Chris Ring 4809 Pecan Springs Rd 209599  feain 2

Marco Montoya 4806 Pecan Springs Rd 210789 P2 8 a
Marco Montoya Pecan Springs Rd 210803 Tnareo o Ko
M. Tyson Brown 4902 Pecan Springs Rd 210801 %M ’
Carrie Brown 4902 Pecan Springs Rd 210801 Wono, 30—
Mark Jackson 5005 Pecan Springs Rd 209613 N{%

Simone Talma 4912 Pecan Springs Rd 210791 — >

Contact Tyson Brown with any questions at: pssnapresident@gmail.com / 512-

921-9935.



xHIBIT

MEMORANDUM
TO: Heather Chaffin, Case Manager
CC: Mike Wilson, Garrett-lhnen Civil Engineers
FROM: Amanda Couch, Senior Planner

DATE: June 14, 2015
SUBJECT: Neighborhood Traffic Analysis for Pecan Springs Road
Zoning Case # C14-2015-0001

The transportation section has performed a Neighborhood Traffic Impact Analysis for tract 2 of
the above referenced case and offers the following comments.

The 6.36-acre tract is located at 5001 Pecan Springs Road. The site is currently zoned single
family residence- neighborhood plan (SF-3-NP). The proposed zoning is Townhouse

Condominium Residence (SF-6). Zoning to the east is primarily zoned commercially and to the
south, west and east is single family.

Tract 2 of this zoning case was the only tract analyzed in the NTA because it will be the only
tract taking access to Pecan Springs.

24 hour traffic counts were taken on Thursday, April 9th, 2015.

Roadways

Pecan Springs is classified as a Collector road with approximately 60° of ROW and 20’ of
pavement width.

No sidewalks or bike facilities exist.

Trip Generation and Traffic Analysis

Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s publication Trip Generation, the proposed
6.36 acre development, with the requested zoning of SF-6, could potentially generate 553 trips
at max building out, excluding all setbacks and impervious cover limits.

Table 1. |
] . Unadjusted Trip
Zoning Size Generation
SF-6 6.36 acres 553
TOTAL 553




Table 2 represents the expected distribution of the 533 trips. This calculation is based in the
existing distribution of total trips on both roadways.

Table 2.
Street Traffic Distribution by Percent
Pecan Springs Rd 100%
TOTAL 100%

Table 3 represents a breakdown of existing traffic on the adjacent roadways, proposed site
traffic, total traffic after development and percentage increase.

Table 3.
__— Proposed New Percentage
Street TrzEaf);liit;Cg d) Site Traffic to ?.:’:é?é‘ Increase in
P Roadway Traffic
Pecan Springs Rd 533 553 1,086 104%

According to Section 25-6-116 of the Land Development Code, streets are operating at a
desirable level if it does not exceed the following levels:

Pavement Width Vehicles Per Day
Less than 30’ 1,200
30’ to less than 40’ 1,800
40’ or wider 4,000

Recommendations/Conclusions

. A neighborhood Traffic Analysis was triggered because the projected number of vehicle trips
generated by the project exceeds the vehicle trips per day generated by existing uses by at
least 300 trips per day, and the project has access to a local or residential collector street where
at least 50% of the site frontage has an SF-5 or more restrictive zoning designation.

. The traffic along Pecan Springs Road will not exceed the minimum requirements established in
25-6-116.

. Development of this property should be limited to uses and intensities that will not exceed or
vary from the projected traffic conditions assumed in this neighborhood traffic analysis, including
traffic distribution, roadway conditions, and other traffic related characteristics.

If yog have any questions or require additional information, please contact me 974-2881.

i/ et

Amanda Couch
Senior Planner- Transportation Review
Planning and Development Review Department
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Chaffin, Heather

From: Ted Hadji

Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 2:07 AM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Rezoning of 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Chaffin,

I am writing to voice my strong objection to the proposed rezoning of 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Road from
single family to multi family. I am the homeowner of 3312 Touchstone St., where I live with my wife and 1
year old son. We moved to this neighborhood 2 years ago, attracted in part by the limited traffic flow through it.
I support urban density and the reality of meeting the needs of our increasing population, but a large
development like the one proposed for 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Road does not belong within an
established, single family home, residential area, and especially not at the proposed site on Pecan Springs road.
I would have no objection to such a proposed property on the periphery of our neighborhood, along 51st st or
Springdale, as these roads are already heavily trafficked. I hope that you will not vote for the interests of a
developer over those of the residents of our neighborhood.

I believe that this project will negatively impact the lives of the residents of Marlo Heights, and I strongly
oppose it.

Sincerely,

Ted Hadzi-Antich Jr.

15



Chaffin, Heather

From: tom krager

Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2015 9:22 PM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Re zone of property on Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Chaffin,
I wanted to take a few minutes to voice my opposition to the rezoning of 5001 Pecan Springs Rd. Irecently
purchased a home directly across the street from the parcel of land being considered for this zoning change.

With the 20 - 30 plus homes being applied for on a small tract seems to be quite excessive for this area let
alone the condensing of their access to a single point on Pecan Springs Road. This would drastically affect the
amount of traffic directly adjacent to my property.The construction needed to up grade streets, sewers, water,
drainage curbs and gutters and retention required to be done prior to bringing such a project into perspective
would seem excessive. And would the up grades stop at this sites limits, or would they continue to include all
the neighbors on our streets and adequate protection for the creek?

I really think subdividing into acre or half acre tracts would be very lucrative for a developer in this area with
individual access for each lot. It would have a much more beneficial impact to home values for all our
neighbors, rather than a negative.

I moved to this neighborhood for a number of reasons. Both of my sons and their family's live in this
neighborhood and I wanted to be close to my new grand children. It sounded nice to think they could walk over
to Grandpas house to visit. Also, the area was neighborhood oriented with a minimal traffic flow. And when I
learned 51st would not have its own access to the new Toll road, high density growth seemed unlikely.
Especially tucked back away in this corner off the main drags. This is a quaint area of town, Bicyclists ride this
street to avoid high traffic. I see my neighbors walking their dogs and children often playing on this street. This
area has always been quiet.

Please be frugal in your assessment of this change. Lets not let the maximum always be the inspiration for
growth.
Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Tom Krager

4908 Pecan Springs Rd.
Austin, Texas 78723
ToKrager@ Yahoo.com

Tom Krager
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Chaffin, Heather

From: Cliff Scott -
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2015 10:30 AM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Rezoning on Pecan Springs
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

| have lived at 3312 Pecan Springs for over 30 years. During that time | have seen very little attention to our
neighborhood by the city. Road repair long in coming, leaking sewer main for years, no sidewalks, etc. | personally like
the rural nature of the hood. This zoning change is not appropriate for the area and sets a bad precedent. Thanks for
your help in doing what you can to prevent this from happening. Cliff Scott Sent from my iPhone
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Chaffin, Heather

From: Melitta Bustamante Berger,

Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 9:30 PM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: case# C14-2015-0001 Rezoning on Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Chaffin
I am writing regarding the request for a zoning change from SF3 to MF2 for 7 acres at 4905 and 5001 Pecan

Springs Road. 1 live up the road from these properties, on Marlo Drive, in East Marlo Heights. My husband and |
moved here in 2005 and were amazed at the natural beauty and wildlife that could be enjoyed. There were
roadrunners, hawks, rabbits, skunks and even a fox. Much of that has changed in the recent years with
increasing development along Springdale and East 51st.

There are several multifamily units being planned for the area surrounding Marlo Heights. This is understandable,
while at times unfortunate. One example of poor stewardship is the Dollar Store that opened at the corner of
Springdale and East 51st. They had planted several trees along the sidewalks to make it less industrial, but of
course, nobody takes care of them, and they have mostly died or are dying from the drought or poor planting
techniques. And then there is the regular crime that occurs on or near that property. There have been several
instances of helicopters and police cars circling above/through the neighborhood looking for some suspected
criminal.

This neighborhood has regular creek and street clean-ups, and many of us participate in the National Night Out
celebrations. Some graduate students worked to paint lovely murals on our bridge over the creek and it has helped
it resist graffiti. We are also active in our neighborhood association, the Pecan Springs Springdale Hills NA, led for

many years by DeWayne Lofton.

We feel a multiunit development would increase traffic terribly and take away from the neighborhood and friendly
atmosphere we have. We know almost every neighbor on Pecan Springs Rd. There are many families with young
children in Marlo Heights now, and there are no sidewalks, so we are constantly battling traffic to enjoy
walking/riding bikes in the outdoors. We have a 4 year old daughter and a 6 month old son. Please help us retain
the character of what we have now, especially since it has already suffered from development thus far. | encourage
you to visit the area, so you can see how out of place such a development would be. Thanks so much for your time
and consideration of this request.

Thank you,

Melitta Berger

4632 Marlo Dr

Austin, TX 78723

512-659-3129
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Chaffin, Heather

Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 5: M

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Reguarding: https://www.austintexas.gov/devreview/b_...
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Ms Chaffin.

I strongly protest this rezoning effort. I have lived in this neighborhood for 30 years. As an Austin police office,
I chose to live here due to the nature of the neighbor as, I am sure, did many of my neighbors.The lots are large
with single family homes. Traffic on Pecan Springs Reduced dramatically when E 51st street was expanded
through to Springdale. With the construction of one or more apartment complexes, on or adjoining Pecan
Springs, the traffic will increase to numbers much greater even than those before the 51st street expansion!
There are no sidewalks on Pecan Springs or other neighborhood streets. Pedestrians and cyclists will be put in
danger with the traffic increase. The addition of sidewalks will be a financial burden on the city and ultimately
tax payers. In addition, private property would have to be condemned for the placement. The narrow two lanes
of Pecan Springs will not support high traffic. The city comes annually to repair large chug-holes and there have
been several water main breaks with the light traffic. More problems are likely with a traffic increase. Since the
Dollar Store opened a block away at E 51st and Springdale, crime has risen in the neighborhood. That store has
been robbed numerous times and each time a man hunt occurs in our neighborhood. There has been a huge
increase in thefts from yards and garages, Several burglaries of cars and homes have been reported -as well as
home invasions. An apartment complex will very likely further increase the crime rate. The noise and light
pollution as well as non point source pollution to the nearby creeks will also likely increase.

I am certain that there are many other negative factors to this development. Surly the above issue are enough to
offset any benefit the development can produce. Our city, neighborhoods, residents and environment have
suffered enough from development. Many of the beautiful natural features and cultural icons that drew people
to Austin have been destroyed though "development,” Now greed is the driving force.that develops without
regard to the character and culture of the areas affected.

Please consider these factors in this very important decision that will negatively and permanently affect the lives
of my neighbors and myself, Ask yourself- If you were I, would you want this development in your backyard?

Sincerely respectfully,
John A. Van Ness

4615 Marlo Dr
Austin, Tx 78723
512-657-2770

The Dahlia Llama when asked what surprised him most about humanity, he said: "Man,
because he sacrifices his health in order to make money. Then, he sacrifices money to
recuperate his health. And then, he is so anxious about the future that he does not enjoy
the present; the result being that he does not live in the present or the future; he lives as if
he is never going to die and then dies having never really lived."
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Chaffin, Heather

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Dear Ms. Chaffin,

Ryan Long

Friday, January 09, 2015 11:33 PM

Chaffin, Heather

Case# C14-2015-0001 Rezoning on Pecan Springs Road

Follow up
Flagged

I wanted to take this opportunity to write to you about my opposition to the rezoning of 5001 Pecan Springs Rd.
I live across the street with my husband, 2 dogs and our 6 month old son. We bought this home a year and a half
ago because of the wonderful feel of this neighborhood. Allowing the developer that has purchased the land
across the street from us to put some 30+ units would completely change this from being a

neighborhood. Pecan Springs is a relatively quiet street where neighbors walk their dogs and where we hope to,
one day, teach our kids to ride their bikes and walk to visit friends down the block. If so many units are going to
right across the road, our street will become too busy , and potentially dangerous, for any of that to happen.

A project such as the one that is being proposed is more suited for a more heavily trafficked area, not on Pecan

Springs.

If there is more that can be done so as to not let the charm of our neighborhood be taken, please let me know.
Thank you for taking the time to read this and hear our side of this case.

Sincerely,

Ryan Krager

4906 Pecan Springs Rd

214.766.4669
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Chaffin, Heather

Sent: Thursday, January 08, :

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Case# C14-2015-0001 Rezoning on Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Zoning Review Team Member-

I live in a unique section of Austin, the 4700 to 5000 block of Pecan Springs Road, a part of the East Marlo Heights
neighborhood. This section of the street, developed in 1949, consists of large lots from 1 to 5 acres in size with a single
modest home on each. There are creeks, mature trees and abundant natural beauty. The neighbors are close knit.

We keep an eye out for each other. Several of us have adopted our 2 creeks and have regular cleanup events that
maintain and clean the natural areas.

| fully understand and accept development is inevitable in our area.

Numerous projects are in the planning stages right now along 51st Street and especially Springdale Road. Every one are
multifamily condo and apartment projects. The Reserve- 290 units, Springdale Creek

Condominiums- 40+ units, The Grove- 60+ units, St Stephens Condo- 60+, Rio Lado (HACA) redevelopment- potentially
several hundreds, just to name a few within walking distance of my home.

| have been notified by the applicant through an Engineering Firm,

Garrett- lhnen, that they are seeking a zoning change from SF3 to MF2 for 7 acres adjacent to me, 4905 and 5001 Pecan
Springs Road. Both these lots are mid block on Pecan Springs Road and quite some distance (3

doors) south of 51st St.

While the Neighborhood Plan Future Land Use Map shows this area as mixed residential, | think it is clear the intent and
spirit of it is to limit multi-family use to 51st St and maintain the current zoning and character upon Pecan Springs Road
itself.

The current SF3 zoning allows considerable redevelopment that would threaten the existing character of the
neighborhood, and that is worrisome enough without the prospect of a zoning change.

| could go on and on with reasons why this is wrong for our neighborhood but | will stop here and ask you to please
consider supporting my neighbors and | in opposing a zoning change on our street.

Please feel free to call me at any time.

Thank You,

Chris Ring 512-927-7461

4809 Pecan Springs Road

Austin Tx, 78723



Chaffin, Heather

From: Carrie Browm
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2 :

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Rezoning Case: C14-2015-0001 (Pecan Springs Rd)
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Chaffin,

I live in the Marlo Heights East neighborhood, and am writing to express my opposition to the rezoning of 4905
& 5001 Pecan Springs Rd (Case #: C14-2015-0001) from SF-3 to MF-2. The two properties in question sit mid-
street in a well-established residential area, and not fronting one of the busy access roads (51st Street/Springdale
Rd) where zoning of this type would be more appropriate. The street contains modest homes on uniquely large
lots, and the natural beauty and rural feel of the neighborhood contributes greatly to the quality of life for
residents. The East MLK Neighborhood Plan recommends:

The neighborhood has expressed a desire to keep some of the area's rural character, which would require some
additional considerations when proposing new development.

Action 20: Maintain single-family zoning in established residential areas.

There are currently multiple developments nearby going up along 51st Street and Springdale Road where multi-
family zoning is more suitable. Under current zoning, considerable development can still be done on the

property to a level that is very concerning.
Thank you for your consideration and time,

Carrie Brown
4902 Pecan Springs Rd
512-589-39



Chaffin, Heather

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Good evening Ms. Chaffin,

Dane Krage
Wednesday, January 14, 2015 4:56 PM
Chaffin, Heather

Caset# C14-2015-0001 Rezoning on Pecan Springs Road

Follow up
Flagged

My name is Dane Krager and | live across the street from the property that is proposing rezoning, at 4906 Pecan Springs

Rd.

I have lived in Austin my whole life and am a business owner of a small community-based, local gym.

1 oppose the rezoning of the lots across the street because it changes the personality of the neighborhood that is so
important to why we wanted to live (and buy our home) here's year and a half ago. The true feeling of a neighborhood is
quickly becoming scarce in this rapidly growing city. It would be a shame to let it happen here when there are many
other more suitable plots of land for the proposed project. Our quiet street doesn't fit the bill, nor can the street support
the probable traffic to go along with the many houses they want to build.

Thank you for taking the time to read this and consider what | have said.

Kind regards,
Dane Krager
Owner

Dane's Body Shop



Chaffin, Heather

——
From: Jarod Harmeieﬁ-
Sent: Wednesday, Janu ; 5:05 PM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Rezoning of 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello,

I am writing you to formally oppose the request to rezone 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Rd. from single family
to multi-family. If these properties fronted 51st St, I could possibly understand the rezoning, but since they are
closer to the heart of our neighborhood, I feel strongly against this requested change.

My wife and I built our house at 4517 Rimrock Trail just last year, and we plan to make this neighborhood our
home for decades to come. We love our neighborhood because of the rural feel, and we feel strongly that any
zoning changes along these lines will be very detrimental to our beloved Marlo Heights.

Thanks,
Jarod Harmeier



Chaffin, Heather _

From: Victor Saenz m
Sent: Thursday, Jartary 15, 2015 1:03 A

To: Chaffin, Heather; Erica Saenz

Subject: Re-zoning of 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Heather,

My name is Victor Saenz and live in the Marlo Heighs East neighborhood in East Austin with my
spouse Erica and our young son Augie. | was recently made aware of a rezoning application
submitted within my neighborhood to change two big plots of land (4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs
Road) from single family to multi-family. | write to strongly oppose this change in zoning.

We recently built a new home in the neighborhood because of the wonderful "country” feel of this
small pocket of Northeast Austin. While | understand that new developments are a fact of life in
Austin, | also strongly believe in smart development that is in tune with the "feel" and "nature" of a
neighborhood. Allowing this developer who purchased these plots of land to build 30+ units would
completely change the nature of this small pocket of a neighborhood, from one that is walkable and
liveable to one that is more congested, noisy, and potentially hazardous to the flood creek in the area.
As my new neighbors have pointed out, Pecan Springs is a relatively quiet area where neighbors
walk their dogs and where we hope to, one day, have our son ride his bike and walk to visit friends
down the block. If so many units are going to be built in this small neighborhood, our under-developed
streets will become busier and the quality of life in this charming comer of town will be compromised.
A project such as the one being proposed is more suited for a more heavily trafficked area with a
master plan that includes high density, multi-family units. The Marlo Heights East neighborhood in
Pecan Springs is simply not suited for such a development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Victor & Erica Saenz
4601 Rimrock Trail
Austin, TX 78723

512-659-6246



Chaffin, Heather

From: Dorie Gilbert

Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2015 11:59 AM
To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Opposition to Pecan Springs rezoning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Regarding rezoning of 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs Rd. My name is Dorie Gilbert and | am the owner of 4516 Rimrock
Trail, a property nearby the proposed rezoning area. While | was not able to sign the neighborhood petition, | want to
voice my opposition to the rezoning. | am against any development that would lower property values or quality of life
for this community. This neighborhood is a perfect representation of diverse residents, majority homeowners, living
together and taking great pride in their community. Too often the voices of East Austin residents are not heard but we
hope you hear us loud and clear when we say we want high quality, affordable single family owned housing
development rather than the rental properties proposed by this rezoning.

Sincerely

Dorie Gilbert

Sent from my iPhone



Chaffin, Heather

From: Benjamin Berger”
Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2015 12:22

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Opposition to Marlo Heights Rezoning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mz. Chaffin,

| am writing to you to voice my strong opposition to Marlo Heights Rezoning at 5001 Pecan Springs Road from
SF-3-NP to MF-2. | have lived in Marlo Heights on Marlo Dr. for over ten years. My wife, daughter, son, and |
have made this community our permanent home. My wife and | have been active members in our
neighborhood association since the first month we moved into this community. Marlo Heights is a family
oriented residential neighborhood that we have watched grow stronger, safer, and more friendly as people
recognized the benefit of owning a home and improving their community. | understand the need for Austin to
promote urban density. This should not be done at the expense of rising communities of home owners. The
development needs to be shared throughout Austin; not just dumped on the East side yet again. There has
already been approval for a nearly 300 unit low income housing on Springdale less than half a mile away from
the Marlo Heights Rezoning. A multi unit town home complex is also being built just a few hundred feet away
on 51st St. It it not fair to destroy our community of home owners for the Marlo Heights Rezoning. We
currently don't have sidewalks or streets necessary to handle the traffic that already exists. | understand
Austin needs more housing but the burden needs to be spread throughout Austin. Our community has
already carried a greater burden of development then most other parts of Austin. There aren't enough roads,
sidewalks, police, bus lines, and schools to serve what has already been approved. Please deny the Marlo
Heights Rezoning request. It is because of families like mine moving to and working hard to improve Marlo
Heights that developers even want to build here in the first place. Please don't punish those of us who
worked hard to make our community of home owners what it is today. This is a working class neighborhood
that deserves a chance to make a nice community like other parts of Austin. | have seen the trash, crime, and
lack of commitment to the community (because people don't own an apartment) that existing multi family
residences in this part of town have brought. | was attacked with rocks smashing into my car by residents of
the now defunct Rio Lado section 8 housing on 51st street. Please say no to Marlo Heights Rezoning.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Benjamin Berger

4632 Marlo Dr Austin TX 78723
512 791 3052



Chaffin, Heather

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Hi Ms. Chaffin,

| Just wanted to express my interest in Case Number: C14-2015-0001 for 4905 & 5001 Pecan Springs Rd. as a resident
that lives across the street and as the new interim president of the Pecan Springs/Springdale Neighborhood Association
(PSSNA). On the notice | received | didn’t see instructions on how to become and “interested party” but wanted to let
you know that | am very interested. | know you’ve heard from some of my neighbors but am requesting to be kept in
the loop with this project. Please let me know if you have any questions and | hope you have a great weekend.

Many thanks,
Tyson Brown
512.921.9935

Matthew Tyson Brown

Friday, January 30, 2015 8:35 PM
Chaffin, Heather

Matthew Tyson Brown

Case Number: C14-2015-0001

Follow up
Flagged




Chaffin, Heather

From:

Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 3:55 PM
To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: 4905/5001 Pecan Springs Rezoning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Chaffin,

| am writing concerning the rezoning of 4905-5001 Pecan Springs Road, in our little Marlo Heights East neighborhood.
My husband and | have lived there for ten years last July, with our two kids (5 and 8), five cats and three dachshunds,
and a huge part of the neighborhood flavor is the rural feeling, especially upon entering the neighborhood at Pecan
Springs off of 51st.

A giant apartment complex would completely destroy that charm.
Additionally, as it is, our neighborhood has experienced an increase in robberies, ditched stolen cars, and the occasional

police chase since the Dollar General opened up nearby.

Today, we do feel safe letting our kids ride their bikes around the neighborhood and play up and down the streets,
walking down to Pecan Springs to catch the school bus, but the increase in traffic brought by adding apartments,
effectively doubling the population of the neighborhood, would make that risky and really reduce the quality of life for

our neighbors.

Thanks for allowing us to have input into this issue, and please feel free to call or e-mail if you'd like more information.
“Regards,

Jennie Costilow and Jason Grimley
4600 Rimrock Trail

Austin TX 78723

512-569-3181



Chaffin, Heather

From: Marco Montoya q
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 11:55 PM

To: Chaffin, Heather

Subject: Rezoning Case #: C14-2015-0001 / Montoya Written Comments / 23June2015
Attachments: Pecan Springs Planning Commission Presentation.docx

MEMORANDUM OF RECORD

DATE: June 17, 2015

TO: Ms. Heather Chaffin

Senior Planner/Case Manager

Planning and Development Review Department
City of Austin

Austin, Texas 78704

FROM: Mr. Marco Montoya
4806 Pecan Springs Road
Austin, Texas 78723

REFERENCE: Case Number C14-2015-0001
SUBIJECT: Statement of Objection of Marco Montoya

Thank you for making time within your busy work schedule to facilitate my examination and review of the file
pertaining to Case Number C14-2015-0001. Without question, much staff time and city resources have been
spent on addressing this rezoning request.

As permitted, | am submitting to the Planning Commission, by electronic email medium, my above attached
written comments regarding this case and its rezoning requests. It is not often that as a private citizen one has
the opportunity to participate in the formulation

of public policy. Thus | appreciate this venue of public participation in a matter that directly affects myself, my
real property, my physical neighborhood and the manner in which to consider my place in the future of
Marlow Heights.

Thank you for including my attached submission in the materials of the Planning Commission members.
Cordially,

Marco Montoya
Pecan Springs Road Resident



HEQE®
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Submitted to the Planning Commission: June 17, 2015
Meeting Date: June 23, 2015

INTRODUCTION
RATIONALES
OBJECTIONS
CONCLUSION
REFERENCE MATERIALS

Contact Information
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STATEMENT OF OBJECTION OF MARCO MONTOYA
TO THE APPROVAL OF ZONING CASE NUMBER: C14-2015-0001
Submitted: June 17, 2015
Meeting Date: June 23, 2015
A: INTRODUCTION:
My name is Marco Montoya. I am the property owner of 4806 Pecan Springs Road, Austin,
Texas - a two acre parcel.

My property would be negatively impacted by the three rezoning requests under Case Number
C14-2015-0001. I ask that my objection to the requests be read into the record; and that this
submission be provided to the members of the Austin City Council.

I am opposed to the requests for rezoning City Tracts 205 and 207 from SF-3-NP and to rezone
to MF-2, MF-2-NP as identified in the two Notice of Public Hearing for Rezoning as Tract 1 and -
Tract 2 or to re-zone Tract Two to SF-6 as mentioned on June 15, 2015 at the Zoning Office.

B: RATIONALES
The rationales for why the requests should not be approved are because:

Reason #1: Lack of Transparency.

The case number has been used twice with two different property sets (4901 and 5001 Pecan
Springs Road and 4901, 5001 and 5003 Pecan Springs Road). In addition, the request has now
been modified to request MF-2 status for Tract 1 and SF-6 status for Tract 2. Yet, as required the
public has not been presented the yellow sign notifications identifying the progressive, unique
and significant changes being made by the applicants. As of June 16, 2015 there has been no
public or individual notice of the three specific zoning requests as required by Austin Municipal
Code (AMC) including a SF-6 component. In some public settings, the lack of transparency
would suggest a bias towards the applicant or a disregard for the opposing property owners. If
this case is to proceed, then as required by the AMC, the currently scheduled public hearing is
required to be cancelled and a new public hearing notice process is required to be initiated.

Reason #2: Lack of Clarity in Request.

The continuously changing requested re-zoning application not only has placed increased time
and resource demands on the city's planning staff, but clearly indicates that the respective owners
are not clear on their objectives for the respective properties proposed for re-zoning; and that
even if approved their request would not reflect their intentions. At the start of this request, I was
asked to consider the impact of shifting the part of my neighborhood from SF=-3-NP to MF-2-




NP. Now this has evolved into a configuration composed of MF-2-NP and SF-6. Concurrently
the initial request was from two property owners and now it is from three owners. However, on
the initial request Luke Ellis was identified as the owner of both 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs
Road while in the second mailed public hearing notice sent to us, Peni Ellis is shown as an
additional owner. This implies that the other four persons share ownership of 5003 Pecan
Springs Road, which I suggest is not true. I believe the Planning Commission should be clear
not only on the public focus of the zoning review, but also regarding the ownership of the
properties being discussed in public.

Neither the public hearing notice nor any other document presented to date by the Planning
Department clarifies the correct property ownership pattern as required by the public notice
requirements of the AMC. Since neither of the first two proposals was announced to the public
as "withdrawn", it leaves open the question of whether the Planning Commission in being asked
three separate and different re-zoning questions. Each property set requested brings into play a
number of distinct zoning considerations as well as impacts to our city and, in particular, our
neighborhood.

Reason #3: Lack of Neighborhood Planning Contact Team Approval.

As an impacted property owner, no copies of any staff report or minutes of any meeting has been
provided me or to any other property owners and/or residents of the neighborhood in advance of
the Planning Commission meeting regarding the decision outcome of the Neighborhood
Planning Area leadership at either the area or subordinate levels. The City of Austin has made
major investments of time and funding to promote localized future planning. While we can
anticipate some short term impacts of the rezoning decisions we must live with, there is no
awareness of the long-term consequences on the socio-ecology of our rural neighborhood. It
appears that the role of the EAST MLK Combined-Neighborhood Plan has been disregarded or
is non-existing. However, the expect plan increase of open space from zero to 19 percent appears
lost to the conflict between neighborhood concerns and profitability in the guise of affordability.
Recent discussions of the City Council regarding a rezoning case shows the conflict between
neighborhood concerns and increased density otherwise stated as the neighborhood plan versus
private profitability.

While reference is focused on 51st Street and Pecan Springs Road, the whole area has undergone
and continues a transformation with:
(1) the recent Mueller area growth and associated traffic backlog from I-35 to Manor Road,
(2) the approval of the 60+ multi-unit Groves Project on 51st Street,
(3) the planned 51st Street re-birth of several hundred Rio Lado (HACA) re-developed
apartment units adjoining Pecan Springs Road property owners on the west,
(4) the 20+ units expected at the St. Stephens Square approved development at 5002 and
5006 Pecan Springs Road,



(5) the planned 40+ Springdale Creek Condominiums adjoining Pecan Springs Road
property owners on the east, and
(6) the approved 200+ Springdale Park units north on Springdale Road.
If either zoning request is approved with or without conditions, then the planning priority of the
approved Neighborhood Plan to preserve the existing residential neighborhood has also become
an Austin pipe dream without transparency.

We need a win-win between our community and the property owners/developer where, using the
current zoning as baseline, the mutual benefits should balance out. It is the public duty of the
Planning and Rezoning Commission to find the balancing point (as was done with The Ryan
Companies). We recognize progress means change; and we agree with the need for affordability
in housing access; but this request is being considered while the city's land development code is
being re-written. As our mayor recently pointed out: little has been done to bring neighborhoods
into the development process earlier.

Reason #4: Lack of Neighborhood Planning Plan Continuation.

The neighborhood plan recognized that 150 acres would be unavailable for future land use
planning -15.4% of the Pecan Springs/Springdale area. The expected 5 percent increase in single
family residences can be demonstrated in the densely populated Springhill Hills and the two
adjoining developments. In a similar manner, the expected 19 percent increase in mixed
residential housing and 1 percent growth in multifamily units appears to have been accomplished
with the introduction of the rehabilitation of the Rio Lado apartments and the planned
construction of the Grove, St Stephens Square, Springdale Creek and Springdale Park. All these
units are within a three-minute radius of the Pecan Springs Road subject site. All these projects
were aligned with the planned and approved objective of using major intersections and primary
roads that are ideally suited for the mixed use development along the Manor Road and
Springdale Road corridors recommended by the Commission and approved by the City Council.
This was the plan after survey respondents to the city indicated they wanted to maintain existing
single-family residential districts. Accordingly, the planning priority for Pecan Springs Road
residents is to preserve the existing residential neighborhood which was adopted as Action 24 of
the East MLK Combined Neighborhood Plan (Page 121) in November, 2002. This plan is the
primary planning guide for my Pecan Springs Road community, the Pecan Spring/ Springdale
area of the East MLK Combined Neighborhood and the City of Austin.

C. OBJECTIONS

Summary of Objections to Approval of Requested Rezoning

Using the June 2014 Zoning Guide of the twelve zoning principles for evaluating zoning requests
established by the City of Austin, I object to the re-zoning requests as follows:




Principle #1: Zoning should be consistent with the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) or adopted

neighborhood plan.
Objection #1: A review of the map (include in the Notice), and even the NP map with its
dated data, indicates that the request is inconsistent with the planning goals that have
otherwise been implemented along Manor Road and on Springdale Road as relates to GR-
MU-CO-NP. Our SF-3-NP neighborhood reflects the plan's intention to surround our SF-3
housing cluster as an island surrounded by high and low SF-2 and 3 housing. Further
rezoning would violate the approved projected and expected land use distributions. More
importantly, it will have no impact on providing affordable Austin housing opportunities.

Principle #2: Zoning should satisfy a public need and not constitute a grant of special

privilege to an individual owner; the request should not result in spot zoning.
Objection #2: Pecan Springs Road is identified as a collector road with almost 60 feet of
ROW and an estimated 20 feet of pavement width with no defined, if available street
parking space. These measurements are at best marginal for the proposed rezoning request.
Given the existing approval of the St Stevens Square project and its traffic increase plus the
expected additional minimum traffic increase of 51 percent traffic increase of this
application, Pecan Springs Road will have exceeded its already limited road capacity. The
result is that any additional zoning changes, for example to SF-6, would not be available to
me, my neighbors, other Pecan Springs Road property owners, or other Marlow Heights
residents dependent on this road. Recommending or approving the rezoning requests would
give the current applicants a grant of special privilege.

Principle #3: Granting a request for zoning should result in an equal treatment of similarly
situated properties.
Objection #3: Due to the physical status of Pecan Springs Road, it appears that the Zoning
Commission would be unable to grant Pecan Springs Road or other Marlow Heights
property owners a zoning change to SF-6 or MF-2 status.

Principle #4: Granting the zoning should not in any way set an undesirable precedent for
other properties in the neighborhood or within other areas of the city.
Objection #4: The Planning Commission platting requests recommendations for the past
three years indicates a total of 81.034 acres involving 282 lots were requested to be platted.
The average lot recommended was 0.2873 of an acre. During the recent past, all final plat
requests recommended by the Commission and approved were over the 5,750 square foot
minimum lot size, and the two approved requests from SF-2 to MF-2 changeshave included

conditions.

Principle #5: Zoning should allow for a reasonable use of the property.




Objection #5: Approval of the requests would prevent me, as a landowner, and the other
property owners within the affected area, the reasonable use of property with identical
zoning changes given the existing Pecan Springs Road would be further burdened with the
already approved St. Stephen Square so that combined Pecan Springs Road traffic of the
requested change would exceed approved limits.

Principle # 6: Zoning changes should promete compatibility with adjacent and nearby uses and
should not result in detrimental impacts to the neighborhood character.
Objection #6: Four years ago, the Planning Commission recommended and the City
Council approved the existing duplex on Pecan Springs Road. That zoning change did not
promote compatibility with my house and that of my neighbors since the many sequential
renters lacked a reasonable size lot, had outside parking space for one car and no safe or
appropriate street parking for a second car or visitor.

Principle #7: Zoning should promeote a transition between adjacent and nearby zoning
districts, land uses, and development intensities.
Objection #7: A need for a transition from single-family to multifamily use has not been

documented nor presented by the application. The application only seeks to build within the
physical boundaries of our neighborhood plan. However, the applicants provide no materials
nor make reference to how the proposed development would complement or supplement the
approved land use projects. For example, what proportion of what land use project do they
anticipate meeting for the East MLK Neighborhood Plan; or specifically the Pecan
Springs/Springdale area.

Principle #8: Zoning should promote the policy of locating retail and more intensive zoning

near the intersections of arterial roadways or at the intersections of arterials and major

collectors.
Objection #8: In recent years, zoning has promoted locating retail activity to Springdale
Road, a major collector road in the neighbor area. The area's intensive zoning on Springdale
Road and the development of recent commercial zoning at the interactions of 51st Street and
Springdale Road and Manor Road have been beneficial; and in concern with the
Neighborhood Plan. However, given the approval of the Grove on 51st Street, further
zoning changes to the proposed Tract 1 and Tract 2 will place undue demand on the street
traffic carrying capacity representing examples of more intensive zoning.

Principle #9: The request should serve to protect and preserve places and areas of historical
and cultural significance.
Objection #9. The existing, typical lot is more than 43,560 sq. ft. compared to the

requested SF-6 minimum lot size of 5,750 sq. ft. or MF-2 lot size of 8,000 sq. ft. The request
does not serve to protect and preserve the character of our neighborhood established over
half a century ago and that has experienced growth from over four housing subdivisions
since.



Principle #10: Zoning should promote clearly identified community goals such as creating
employment opportunities or providing for affordable housing.
Objection #10. The application for rezoning of Tract 1 and Tract 2 is very explicit in not
proposing to provide any affordable housing. This is a clearly identified city goal for all our
communities, but unfortunately was considered by the application.

Principle #11: A change in conditions has occurred within the area indicating that there is a

basis for changing the originally established zoning and/or development restrictions for the

property.
Objection #11: The application fails to document a change in condition has occurred within
my Pecan Springs neighborhood as a basis for changing the originally established zoning. I
brought the property because of its rural setting, open space atmosphere and naturally green
environment with its creeks. It is a statement of fact that for the past quarter century,
rezoned housing development has been per the plan; and is clear evidence that no change in
conditions has occurred. The only apparent change is that a profitable business arrangement
has appeared based on contingent contracts based on anticipated zoning changes. If
approved, some of our neighbors might get rich, but the Pecan Springs Road community and
the Marlow Heights portion of the East MLK will become poor as we are forced to watch
the disintegration of our rural character. In effect, there is no community benefit should the
application be approved with or without conditions.

Principle #12: The zoning should be consistent with the policies adopted by the City and its

related Commissions.
Objection #12: Given the existing Neighborhood Plan, it is evident that with the recently
approved re-zoning requests in the larger Pecan Springs/Springdale area, much progress has
been made by the community towards our Future Land Use both in terms of acreage and
proportions, especially given the projected decrease in single family unit acreage. The
applicants' rezoning requests over-reaches the city approved plan and its accomplishments
in providing single, mixed and multi-family housing.



E: REFERENCE MATERIALS

Appendix 1. NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN

Projected Land Use based on the November 2002 Neighborhood Plan

2000 { 2000 | Future | Future | Future Land
Pecan Springs/Springdale Land | Land | Land | Land Use Change

Use Use Use Use
Land Usage (%) | (acres) | (%) (acres) (acres)
Single Family 30% 289 35% | 284.8 Less
Mixed Residential 0 0 19% 160.2 More
Multifamily 3% 30 4% 34.2 More
Commercial 1% 5 2% 15.1 More
Mixed Use 0% 0 20% 166.6 More
Office 2% 15 0 0 None
Industrial 8% 78 0% 0 None
Civic 3% 34 1% 7.9 Less
Open Space 0% 3 19% | 155.4 More
Transportation/ROW 15% 148 0 0 None
Undeveloped 38% 372 0 0 None
Other 0% 0 0% 0 None

Total | 100% 974 | 100% 824 Less

Source: East MLK Combined Neighborhood Plan (Page 121); November, 2002.

Appendix 2: ILLUSTRATIVE COMMISSION ACTIONS

Austin Planning Commission Historical Actions From 2012 to May 2015
RECOMMENDATION | ACTION INITIAL LOTS ACRES PER
ACREAGE APPROVED | LOT
Approved Re- 17.23 4 4.3075
subdivision
Approved Final Plat 9.7 56 0.1732
Approved Final Plat 31.884 107 0.2979
Approved Fort Dessau- | 12.53 59 0.2123
Il
Disapproved Cantarra 19.85 2 9.9250
ITA-2
Approved Final Plat 9.69 56 0.1730
Approved SF-2 to MF- | With Conditions
2
Approved SF-2 to MF- | With Conditions
2

Where 5,750 sq ft = 0.132 acre and all approved plats were much larger lot sizes.




Appendix 3: HISTORY OF ZONING REQUEST
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CASE Mailing Owner Project Location Request
Number | Date
SP- Ordinance # | 021107-Z- 18 Nov 2002 and St. Stephen | Track 206 to MF-2-
2014- 12¢ Square NP
0357C
14 Oct St. 5002 and 5006 Pecan Springs | Site Plan Approval
22014 Stephen's
Cl4- Ordinance # | 021107-Z- | 18 Nov 2002 Tract 205 to SF-3-NP
2015- 12¢ Tract 207 to SF-3-NP
0001
13 Jan 2015 | Luke Elli 4905 and 5001 Pecan Springs | Rezoning from SF-3-
Road (Two addresses). NP to MF-2.
29 May Christopher | 4905, 5001 and 5003 Pecan Rezoning from SF-3-
2015 Chollet and | Springs Road (Three NP to MF-2 and three
Carianne addresses) properties re-defined
Shulte, as Tract 1 and Tract 2.
Luke and
Peni Ellis,
and Stephen
Reynolds
Office Visit Portion of 4905 and 5001 A. Request for Tract
Pecan Springs Road treated as | 1 as MF-2-NP -
No Public Tract 1 unknown date
Notice Portion of 4905, 5001 and
5003 Pecan Springs Road B. Request for Tract 2
treated as Tract 2-unknown as SF-6-NP
date - unknown date

Appendix 4: MARLO HEIGHTS NEIGHBORHOOD AND PECAN SPRINGS

Marlo Heights Property Owners with:

Relationship

Location

Direct economic interest

14 property owners within 500 feet

Direct neighborhood residence

102 properties within Marlo Heights

Direct street residency

=61 Pecan Springs Road properties

= 16 Rimrock properties

= 14 Touchstone properties

NN R |W|IN|—

= 11 Marlo properties
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Appendix 5. THE RECENT PUBLIC RECORD

Date Source Context

3 Feb Austin- Jim Duncan (former Austin Planning Director) Austin must improve use

2015 American | of planned unit developments (PUD): With a current zoning as baseline,
developer benefits (e.g. density) should closely equal the value of benefits
for a win-win where 2-stars energy systems are not acceptable versus 5
stars. The city, not the neighborhood, should do the negotiating with
developer.

27 Feb | Austin- Andra Lim (Reporter) Council approves East Austin affordable apartment

2015 American | complex: City Council rebuffed neighborhood group opposing 290
"affordable apartments at 5605 Springdale. PS/SHNA opposed the
October 2014 approval by the Planning Commission with City Council
denying the appeal by 10-0 with Don Zimmerman abstaining. The Ryan
Companies had agreed to a 12 hour a day cafe and a community room of
at least 500 square foot.

7 Austin- | Lilly Rockwell (Reporter) Zucker Report blasts office: The report is

March | American | related to a rewrite of the city's land development code.

2015

14 Austin- | Lilly Rockwell (Reporter) Austin splits embattled planning department:

March | American | The report-based reorganization sets up the 324-person unit into Planning

2015 and Zoning Department (Greg Guernsey) and Development Review
Department (Rodney Gonzales).

26 Austin- Taylor Tompkins (Reporter) Adler aims to reduce backlog of development

March | American | permits: Mayor Adler said neighborhoods and developers are continuing

2015 battling over projects because of the current system with each on opposite
sides of the table. Neighborhoods should be engaged early in the process.

24 Austin- Andra Lim (Reporter) Divided (city) council OKs apartment complex:

April American | The council in its third time hearing the case approved the highest-density

2015 multi-family zoning to allow 300 high-end apartments on Burnet Road

near US 183. Council unwilling to defer to District 7 representative
proposal on three separate occasions. Exposed was a split between those
focused on neighborhood concerns and those concerned with density to
address Austin's tight and unaffordable housing situation. Member Leslie
Pool proposed a PUD approach to provide a "community benefit" such as
a retail or restaurant meaning 225 units instead of 300. The builder
suggested 15% affordable units, but no requirement was made in the
approval. Pool's proposed died with a narrow vote and the approval won
with 3 against.




Chaffin, Heather

From: Meade, Nikelle <IN

Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 12:12 PM
To: Chaffin, Heather

Cc: Matthew Brown

Subject: Re: MARLO HEIGHTS REZONING
Heather,

One correction. | believe Simone Talma will also remain on the petition - 4912 Pecan Springs.
Tyson, if that is incorrect please let us know.

Nikelle

Sent from my IPad

> On Sep 1, 2015, at 6:08 PM, Chaffin, Heather <Heather.Chaffin@austintexas.gov> wrote:
>

> Great-- thanks for the update. I'll include memos/emails with the Staff Report.

>

> HC

>

> From: Meade, Nikelle*

> Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 12:00 P

> To: Chaffin, Heather

> Cc: Matthew Brown

> Subject: Re: MARLO HEIGHTS REZONING

>

> Heather,

>

> | wanted to give you an update on this case before your back-up is due for next Tuesday's hearing. We have reached
an agreement with the neighbors for them to support staff recommendation with several conditions affecting Tract 2.
We have a written agreement that is being executed now, and | should be able to deliver it to you by tomorrow at latest.
Per our agreement, all neighbors except one will withdraw their names from the valid petition. The neighbor who has
opted to not withdraw his name is Marco Montoya, but | do not believe he is planning to oppose the case at the public
hearing.

>

> | have copied Tyson Brown, who has been serving as the primary representative for the neighbors, on this email.

>

> Please let me know if you have any questions, and look for an email from me tomorrow. Thanks.

>

> Nikelle

>

> Sent from my IPad

>




