Mike McHone
Real Estate .

Michael Wilson

Planning Commissioner
City of Austin

Via email: wilson@gice.us

Re: University Neighborhood Overlay District Land Development Code Amendment Request

Dear James,
In 2004 the University Neighborhood Overlay District (UNO) was created as a part of the Combined

Central Austin NP. The height district map was inserted into the LDC (see attached UNO Height Map)
City staff has informed me that to change the allowed maximum height of a property wanting to build in
excess of the maximum set forth by that map that a LDC amendment is required rather than a zoning
change.

| represent the buyers of 2100-02 Rio Grande and 702 W. 21 Street. These 3 lots are located on the NW
corner of 21* Street and Rio Grande. The east side of Rio Grande Street is in the 175 ft Inter West
Campus sub-district of UNO. The west side is in the 90 ft Outer West Campus sub-district (one block

north the 175 district extend one additional block to the west).

e

The Buyer needs to change the maximum height to 175 ft. to make their UNO project financially
feasible.

The buyer is CAPSTONE COLLEGIATE COMMUNITIES (information attached). They have hired Rhode
Partners as the architect and his massing study of the site are attached. Also attached is a perspective
photograph inserting this building into a GOOGLE Earth photo showing surrounding buildings.

The site is located directly west of the 21 Rio project which received a LDC height change in 2006 to
increase the height to 220 ft.

Although this site extends across Rio Grande it is up against an existing condominium project and an
alley to the north. An aerial photo of the block shows the exiting land uses on the block.

The project would follow all the UNO requirements and as a consideration of the increase in the height

allowed, Capstone would provide the additional neighborhood enhancements:
1904 Guadalupe “On the Drag” = ph: 512-481-9111 * fax: 512-481-1002 ~
mchone1234@sbcglobal.net
mailing address: P.O. Box 8142, Austin, TX, 78713
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Reimburse the City of Austin for its cost of installing the streetscape on Rio Grande (green area)
Provide the funds for the COA to install the UNO Streetscape from site to Pear| (orange area)
Pay for the installation of a 10 bike B Bike Station at 21" Street

Provide lighting in the alley to the north from Rio Grande to Pearl Street (21%" in one way east,
Which creates a problem for west bound bike traffic)

Provide an additional 10% affordable housing ( which would be20% of total bedrooms or units)
Pay $1.00 per sq ft of NRS of building residential into the UNO Housing Trust Fund

2NN

o w

One of the primary benefits of granting this request is the amount of affordable housing. Capstone has
done some massing studies of providing the affordability at 90 ft and 175 ft.

The 90ft building could yield 361 bedrooms or 36 affordable bedrooms and $1.00 per sf/ S 132,740

The 175 ft building as proposed would yield 575 bedrooms 58 bedrooms required plus the 10%
Additional 116 affordable bedrooms and $1.00 per sq ft/ $ 209,649,

Included is 4 pages from the August 2004 Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan in which the goal
is to establish a “dense, vibrant, mixed-use and pedestrian oriented community”. Page 58 has a “Figure
11” which shows the “Buffer Area” of San Gabriel to 24" and west to Leon/Robbins Place and to MLK

to buffer the UNO area from the West University single family area.

The UNO District has had several LDC amendments through its 11.5 year of existence. These have been:
1. Overall height from 60 ft to 65 ft

Height at 900 W. 26" to 120 ft

Height at 2101 Rio Grande to 220 ft

Height at 1901 Pearl to 85 ft

Increased the “local uses”

Clarified the “hotel” area and its requirements

Clarified the “commercial use district to include “civic uses”

Codified and adopted the design standards

In February 2014, changed the Affordability to 40 years from 15, allowed by the bedroom rental,

Lowered the affordable rental rate from 80% and 65% to 60% and 50% of median, clarified the

Income verification, and increased the fee in lieu to $1.00 per NSF and have annual adjustment

©oOND VAW

Finally, | have included some information on Capstone Collegiate Communities.

| hope you can sponsor the LDC height increase request and would be happy to answer your questions.

Michael R. McHone
Cell: 512-554-8440
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RHODE PARTNERS 175 FT SCHEME B v1.0

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
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CAPSTONE COLLEGIATE COMMUNITIES

1/8/12016

2100 Rio Grande Street orEN
Area and Parking Summary E){P{yﬂ I‘JLC / ' : CedAs / &é_
97 Fir/A M C;AL ~
/‘L/ g/
175 ft Scheme B 1.5 LEVELS BELOW GRADE PARKING 9'-0" UNIT CEILING HEIGHT TYPICAL V1.0
Bedroom Sub-
Resldentlal Unit Type Description % Unit SF Unit Sub-Total Total SF Sub-Total Pkg Spaces/Unit (COA) Pkg Spaces Sub-Total (COA)
A1 1BR 1BA 7 00% 534 14 14 7.476 15 21
A2 1BR 1BA 6.50% 577 13 13 7,501 15 20
A3 1BR 1BA 050% 590 1 1 590 1.5 2
B1 2BR 2BA 14.00% 803 28 56 22,484 20 56
B2 2BR 2BA 7 00% 838 14 28 11,732 20 28
C1 3BR 3BA 6.50% 982 13 39 12,766 25 33
c2 3BR 3BA 0.50% 986 1 3 986 25 3
(o] 3BR 3BA 0.50% 1062 1 3 1,062 25 3
C4 3BR 3BA 14 00% 1071 28 84 29,988 25 70
C5 3BR 3BA 7.00% 1076 14 42 15,064 2.5 35
01 48R 48A 14.00% 1318 28 12 36,820 30 84
D2 4BR 4BA 6 50% 1379 13 52 17.927 30 39
D3 4BR 4BA 7.00% 1409 14 56 19,726 3.0 42
D4 4BR 4BA 7.00% 1423 14 56 19,922 30 42
D§ 4BR 4BA 2.00% 1857 4 16 6,228 30 12
Total Total Unit Total Base Parking Req.
Total Units Bedrooms NSF Avg Unit Slze (COA)
200 676 210,272 1061 488
| efF [ 18R | 28R | 3R | 4BR |
Unit Mix | 0.00% [ 140% | 21.0% | 285% | 36.5% |
Avg SF 0 555 815 1042 1378
Amenity SF 2,938
Total Min Required Parking Per COA {40% Reduction Per COA Code) 293
PARKING PROVIDED Required Per COA Actual Proposed
Resident Parking (Multi-Family) Standard 285 285
Compact 0 18
Accessible 8 8
Total 293 311
Restdential Unit Parking Ratio (excluding Accessible Spaces) 152
Residential Bedroom Parking Ratto (excluding Accessible Spaces) 0.53
Staff / Visitor Parking (6] 5
TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED 316

[FAR CALCULATION ~ | LoT  |LANDAREA] [ TOTAL ZONING GSF [ FarR |
| AlLots [ 29,327] [ 255,731 | 8.7 |

FLOOR GSF NRSF PKG SPACES EFFICIENCY

Level -2 - Tenant Parking 27,263 0 35

Level -1 - Tenant Parking 27,263 0 83

Levei 1 - Lobby / Leasing / Mech / Units 27.419 8,200 12

Level 2 - Tenant Parking 27,283 0 83

Level 3 - Tenant Parking 27,263 0 83

Level 4 - Tenant Parking 27.263 0 20

Level 5 - Amenity / Units 16,308 11,701 72%

Level 6 - Units 16,308 14,596 S0%

Level 7 - Units 16,308 14,596 S0%

Level 8 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 9 - Units 16,308 14,586 90%

Level 10 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 11 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 12 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 13 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 14 - Units 16,308 14.596 30%

Level 15 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 16 - Units 16,308 14,586 90%

Level 17 - Units 16.308 14,596 90%

Level 18 - Units 16,308 14,596 90%

Level 19 - Roof 0 0 0%

TOTAL GSF 337,520

TOTAL GSF/NSF (EXCLUDING GARAGE) 255,731 209,649 318

RHODE PARTNERS



CAPSTONE COLLEGIATE COMMUNITIES

2100 Rio Grande Street
Area and Parking Summary

1/14/2016

90 ft Scheme A 2.5 Levels Below Grade Parking 9 Story Concrete or 8 Story LGMF Over 1 Story Podium 90" UNIT CEILING HT TYP V1.0
Bedroom Sub-
Resldential Unlt Type Descriptlon %, Unit 8F Unit Sub-Total Total SF Sub-Total Pkg Spaces/Unlit (COA) Pkg Spaces Sub-Total {COA|
A1l 1BR 1BA 507 10 10 5,070 15 15
A2 iBR 1BA 575 10 10 5,750 1.5 15
B1 2BR 2BA 796 14 28 11.144 20 28
B2 2BR 28A 816 12 24 9,792 20 24
B3 2BR 28A 838 12 24 10,056 20 24
B4 3BR 38A 866 3 g 2,598 2.0 6
c1 3BR 38A 924 12 36 11.088 25 30
c2 3BR 38A 981 12 36 1,772 25 30
c3 3BR 38A 1071 12 36 12,852 25 30
D1 4BR 4BA 1285 1 4 1,285 3.0 3
D2 4BR 4BA 1326 10 40 13,260 3.0 30
D3 4BR 4BA 1341 1 4 1,341 3.0 3
D4 48R 4BA 1356 1 4 1,356 30 3
D5 4BR 48BA 1368 8 32 10,944 3.0 24
o]} 4BR 4BA 1438 8 32 11,504 3. 24
D7 48R 4BA 1585 8 32 12,680 30 24
Total Units Total Bedrooms Total Unit N§F Avg Unit Size Total Base Parking Reg. (COA|
134 361 132,502 989 313
EFF I 1BR | 28R | 38R 48R |
Unit Mix | 0.00% | 14.8% | 308% | 26.9% 27.6% |
Avg SF 0 541 819 992 1416
Level 1 Lobby/Leasing SF 3,000
Level 2 Amenity SF 2,550
Total Min Requlred Parking Per COA (40% Reduction Per COA Code) 188
PARKING PROVIDED Requlred Per COA Actual Proposed
Resident Parking (Multi-Family) Standard 183 172
Compact 0 15
Accessible 8 5
Total 188 192
Residential Unit Parking Ratio (excluding Accessible Spaces) 1.40
Residential Bedroom Parking Ratio (excluding Accessible Spaces) 0.52
Staff / Visilor Parking [¢] 5
TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED 197
[FAR CALCULATION | Lot | LAND AREA | | TOTAL ZONING GSF FAR
[ All Lots | 29,327 | 0 00
FLOOR GSF NRSF PKG SPACES | EFFICIENCY
Level -3 - Parking 27,644 0 30
Level -2 - Parking 27,644 0 82
Level -1 - Parking 27,644 0 72
Level 1 - Lobby / Leasing / Mech / Units / Parking 27,644 5,520 13
Level 2 - Amenity / Units 21,700 17,500
Level 3 - Units 19,073 17.500
Level 4 - Units 17,532 15,370 88%
Level 5 - Units 17,532 15,370 88%
Level 6 - Units 17,532 15,370 88%
Level 7 - Units 17,632 15.370 88%
Level 8 - Units 17,632 15,370 88%
Level 9 - Units 17,532 15.370 88%
Leve! 10 - Roof 0 0 0%
TOTAL GSF 256,541
TOTAL GSF/INSF (EXCLUDING GARAGE) 132,740 197

RHODE PARTNERS



The Central Austin Combined
Neighborhood Plan

West University/North University/Hancock
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Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan

Top Ten Priorities

The top ten priorities for the Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan were
determined by the results of the Final Survey and the Final Workshop.

i

Rezone multi-family-zoned property that is used as single-family to single-
family zoning.

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

Stop the incursion of new commercial and office uses into residential areas.

Establish an overlay (University Neighborhood Overlay [UNQ]) for the West
Campus area that allows denser, pedestrian-oriented commercial and multi-
family development.

Buffer the predominantly single-family neighborhoods (West University and
Shoal Crest) adjoining West Campus by limiting the mass, height, and scale
of new multi-family development bordering these neighborhoods.

Establish a Neighborhood Conservation Combining District (NCCD) for North
University that will foster the preservation of the neighborhood's original
development patterns while respecting the different land uses in different
parts of the neighborhood.

Institute a residential parking permit program throughout the neighborhoods
of the combined planning area to address the negative effects of non-resident
parking. .

New houses should be of a similar scale and massing as the existing houses.

ldentify areas where mixed use would enhance the livability of the
neighborhoods and rezone accordingly.

10.New multi-family development outside of West Campus should be compatible

with surrounding historic single-family houses by using similar setbacks, roof
forms, ridge heights, materials, and colors.

14



Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan

“hard edge” to prohibit incursions into the
neighborhood.

Objective 1.5: Students should be more aware of neighborhood
concerns. Although most students live quite peacably with their neighbors
there are some who do not.

Recommendation 7  Work with The University of Texas to develop
orientation materials that educate students on how
some behaviors adversely affect their neighbors’
quality of life.

West University Neighborhood

The population of the West University neighborhood, like many of the
neighborhoods in CACNPA, is composed of children, retirees, University
of Texas faculty and staff, state employees, lawyers, architects, bed and
breakfast owners, and students. The variety of people contributes to a
community feel that the neighborhood wants to preserve.

The major goal of the residents of the West University neighborhood (see
page 5 for a map of the neighborhoods in the CACNPA) is to preserve the
historic single-family character of their neighborhood. Over sixty percent
of the 106 structures in the neighborhood are over fifty years old. Of
these, almost half were built before 1930. One strategy to preserve the

| / ///// = Tl i
e Y - / 2% . ////A’ l' % E

//:_‘ %0 . {/ % West Campus
s ‘ % Buffer Area Between

West Campus and the
West University
Neighborhood
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Figure 11

Buffer Zone Between West Campus and the West University
Neighborhood
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Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan

Goal Four
West Campus should become a dense,
vibrant, mixed-use and pedestrian oriented
community

West Campus and The University of Texas at Austin

The University of Texas at Austin currently has the largest single-campus
student population in the United States and does not have enough on-
campus housing to meet the needs of most of its student body—
particularly underclassmen. This has led to problems in the single-family
neighborhoods around the school. To accommodate the demand for
housing convenient to the University many developers and property
owners have built large and small-scaled multi-family projects, large-
scaled duplexes, and converted single-family homes into duplexes and
apartments. In many cases these developments have significantly altered
the predominant single-family character of the neighborhoods. The long-
term goal of the University is to locate as many students as possible on or
near campus. However, due to legislative constraints, the University
cannot use money from the Permanent University Fund to finance on-
campus student housing. The institution is slowly working to increase the
availability of on-campus housing but the process will take many years. In
the interim, development pressures in the surrounding neighborhoods for
student housing will continue.

While many students live in West Campus, many more live throughout the
city. Bringing many of these students back to the University area will
require
¢ Increased housing opportunities
¢ New residential units with expected amenities
e Aretail and land use environment that allows these students to
attend to everyday needs without getting into their cars
e Space to accommodate/store the cars, trucks, and sport utility
vehicles they will bring with them.

Through the Central Austin Combined Neighborhood Plan (CACNPA)
development process, stakeholders identified West Campus as an area
where increased density would be appropriate. Currently this area is the
densest residential neighborhood in Austin; however, there are few local
amenities that promote a pedestrian-friendly environment. These
amenities should include

e Shaded, contiguous, and sufficiently wide sidewalks

¢ Convenience retail—such as a small-scale grocery store—and

services within easy walking or biking distance
o Pedestrian-oriented retail that is readily accessible the sidewalk

83
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http:copstonecollegiotecommunities.com

EXPERIENCE

C3’s total portfolio includes 50 communities with over 32,000 beds and $1.3 billion
dollars in development costs.

Since 2007, C3 Principals have devele )pcd the following Lodge, Loft & Cottage communities, representing

close to $1 billion in total development costs and 16,551 beds:

o Creckside of Auburn (Auburn, AL)
Awarded MFE’S “Student Project of the Year” in 2008
s The Retreat of Clemson (Clemson, SC)
e Cortrage Grove ar Gainesville (Gainesville, FL)
e The Cortrages of Hartiesburg (Hatdesburg, MS)
o The Cotrages of Columbia (Columbia, MO)
e The Cotrages of Lubbock (Lubbock, TX)
e The Cotages of Norman (Norman, OK)
e The Cottages of Baton Rouge, Phase 1 & 2 (Baton Rouge, LA)
Awarded “Best New Development — Innovator Awards” by SHB in 2011
o The Cotrages of Lakeshore (Birmingham, AL)
Certified LEED® Gold & Awarded MFE’S “Community Service” award in 2011
o The Lofts of Kennesaw (Kennesaw, GA)
o The Cottages of College Station, Phase 1 & 2 (College Sration, TX)
e The Cotrages of Durham (Durham, NH)
o The Lodges of East Lansing, Phase 1 & 2 (East Lansing, MI)
s The Cortages of Boone (Boone, NC)
o 13" and Olive, Phase 1 & 2 (Eugene, OR)
e The Lofts at City Center, Phase 1 & 2 (Tuscaloosa, AlL)
e The Cottages of New Mesico (Albuquerque, NN
o The Capstone Cottages of San Marcos (San Marcos, TX)
e The Lodges of Colorado Springs (Colorado Springs, CO)

e Hannah Lofts & Townhomes (East Lansing, MI)
o  Northpoint Crossing, Phase | (College Station, TX)



[n addition, we currently have the following communities under construction, representing more than
$115 Million in total development costs and 1,632 beds.

o The Cottages of Tempe (Tempe, AZ)

¢ Northpoint Crossing, Phase 2 (College Station, TX)

While the principals of C3 have managed over 13,000 beds on multiple oecasions since 2000, Capstone

Properties currently manages 13 communites with 11,026 beds:

L

Cotrage Grove ot Gainesville (Gainesville, FL)

e The Cottages of Hatdesburg (Hardesburg, M)

e Valentine Commons (Ralcigh, NC)

o The Cottages of Boone (Boone, NC)

e 13" and Olive (Eugene, OR)

e The Lofts at City Center (Tuscaloosa, AL)

e The Summit on College, (Tort Collins, CO)

e  The Cadence, (Tucson, AZ)

o The Cottages of New Mexico (Albuquerque, NM)

e The Capstone Cortages of Sdn Marcos (San Marcos, TX)
e The Lodges of Colorado Springs (Colorado Springs, CO)
e Northpoint Crossing (College Station, TX)

¢ The Cottages of Tempe (Tempe, AZ)



C3 CONTACT INFO

Corporate Office:

Capstone Collegiate Communides, LLC
431 Office Park Drive

Birmingham, AL 35223

205.414-6400

Development

John E. Vawter, Principal: (205) 586-4228 jvawter(@capstonemail.com

Construction

David Bonamy, President: (205) 414-6420 dbonamy(@capstonemail.com

Management

Ben Walker, Principal: bwalker{@capstonemail.com

Finance & Accounting

Rob Howland, Principal: (205) 414-6416 rhowland(@capstonemail.com

Careers

careers(@capstonemail.com

CAPSTONE

COLLEGIATE COMMUNITIES
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PUBLIC COMMENT
Real Estate
Investors

March 4, 2016

City of Austin

Planning and Zoning Department
Attn: Victoria Haase

2006 East 4™ Street

Austin, Texas 78702
tori.haase(@austintexas.gov

RE: Case Number: C14-85-027(RCA)
Letter Opposing Termination of Restrictive Covenants

Dear Ms. Haase:

Principal Real Estate Investors, LLC is aware that the Drenner Group, as
representative of the owner (“Applicant”) of 2102 Rio Grande Street, Austin, Texas,
Travis County (“Property”), has submitted an application (“Application”) to the Austin
Planning and Zoning Department (“Department”) to terminate the restrictive covenant
imposed on the Property ( “Restrictive Covenant™).

Principal Real Estate Investors, LLC (“Principal”), as agent for and on behalf of
(1) 2101 Rio Grande Property Owner, LLC, owner of the property located 2101 Rio
Grande Street; (2) Quarters West Campus Phase II, LLC, owner of the properties located
714 22™ Street, 2300 Nueces Street, and 2222 Rio Grande Street; (3) SV Hardin House,
L.P., owner of the property located at 2206 Rio Grande Street; and (4) West Campus
Partners, L.P., owner of the properties located at 709 W 22™ Street and 2707 Rio Grande
Street (collectively, the “Principal Properties™), is writing this letter to express its
opposition to the termination of the Restrictive Covenant.

The Restrictive Covenant provides, among other things, that the buildings on the
Applicant’s Property “shall comply in all respects with the Austin City Code of 1891, as
amended from time to time.” Chief among the Austin City Code’s (“Code”)
requirements is that all properties within the University Neighborhood Overlay (“UNO”),
the neighborhood in which the Property and Principal Properties are located, comply with
building height restrictions via the University Neighborhood Overlay Height District, a
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A (“UNO Height District”). Given the close
proximity of the Applicant’s Property to the Principal Properties, Principal has a strong
interest in the Application and the Department’s decision.

WWW.PRINCIPALGLOBAL.COM

CHICAGO 312-541-0250, DES MOINES 800-533-1390, HONG KONG 852-2596-7882, KUALA LUMPUR 603-2084-2000, LONDON 44-20-7710-022(
MUNICH 49-89-2421-8155, NEW YORK 212-603-3600, SINGAPORE 65-6332-0683, SYDNEY 612-8226-9000, TOKYO 81-3-3519-7880
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Ms. Haase
Page 2
March 4, 2016

Principal opposes termination of the Restrictive Covenant and thus the height restrictions
imposed by the UNO Height District for several reasons. First, the height restrictions provide
the benefit for individuals residing in properties surrounding the Property, including the Principal
Properties, of aesthetically pleasing views of the neighborhood. Terminating the Restrictive
Covenant, which would inevitably lead to the construction of taller structures in the UNO,
including one on the Property, would materially alter the UNO neighborhood character and
interrupt the cosmetic continuity enjoyed by UNO residents and the City of Austin and its
residents at large. The main purpose of any such height restrictions imposed on a particular area
by a city is the pleasing cosmetic continuity it affords that particular neighborhood’s residents;
thus, terminating the Restrictive Covenant would be inconsistent with the City of Austin’s
principal purpose in imposing the UNO Height District.

Second, to permit a termination of the Restrictive Covenant and the height restrictions
imposed by the UNO Height District would deny surrounding landowners, including owners of
the Principal Properties, of the benefit of their bargain in respect of the purchase, development
and continued maintenance of their properties by termination of the publicly-filed and publicly-
known agreement (i.e. the Restrictive Covenant) concerning the aesthetic and developmental
nature of properties within the UNO. When businesses and individuals consider purchasing a
particular piece of property, the decision-making process is undoubtedly affected by the nature of
surrounding properties and any limitations, via restrictive covenants or otherwise, imposed on
surrounding properties regarding what they can and can’t do on a going forward basis. Further, a
landowner relies on limitations, via restrictive covenants or otherwise, on surrounding properties
when making decisions on the nature and extent of continued development and investment in a
property. Thus, terminating the Restrictive Covenant undoes the expectations surrounding
landowners within the UNO had when those landowners originally purchased their properties
and when they made ongoing development and investment decisions. Put another way,
terminating the Restrictive Covenant would be changing an important and fundamental rule after
the game has started. As a result, the negative precedent set by a decision to terminate the
Restrictive Covenant could discourage future development and investment in other property
districts given that potential and existing property owners would have to factor in unpredictable
planning and zoning modifications. This would be contrary to sound public policy.

Third, if the Restrictive Covenant and the height restrictions imposed by the UNO Height
District are terminated, there may well be a significant loss in market value of properties
surrounding the Property, including the Principal Properties. It is manifestly unfair to individuals
and businesses that have invested significant capital in properties located within the UNO to
incur financial losses because one property owner gets to void the rules and restrictions imposed
by the Restrictive Covenant for its development project. If the Restrictive Covenant is
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terminated, the Department would be socializing all of the financial burdens associated therewith
and concentrating the financial benefit.

As a result of the foregoing, Principal respectfully requests that the Department reject the
Applicant’s request to terminate the Restrictive Covenant.

Sincerely,

Principal Real Estate Investor, LLC,
as agent for and on behalf of:

2101 Rio Grande Property Owner, LLC
Quarters West Campus Phase II, LLC
SV Hardin House, L.P.

West Campus Partners, L.P.

By: I\{/) AN h//é/

Kevin Welsch
Title: ey Senlor Asset Manager

By: / i //7//_\
Name

Tide: ALAN P KRESS, Counsel
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