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Exhibit E

MEMORANDUM
Date: December 13, 2021
To: Kathy Smith, P.E., PTOE, HDR Engineering
CC: Nazlie Saeedi, P.E., Bryan Golden, Jayesh Dongre

Austin Transportation Department

Kate Clark, Housing and Planning Department
Reference:  Statesman PUD - 305 S. Congress

Transportation Impact Analysis Final Memo

€814-89-0003.02

Summary of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA):

The Austin Transportation Department (ATD) has reviewed the “305 S. Congress Traffic
Impact Analysis” dated July 21, 2020 and subsequent updates received on July 2, 2021,
August 16,2021, August 18,2021, November 18, 2021, and November 30, 2021 prepared by
HDR Engineering, Inc. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan prepared by
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. was also reviewed. The 305 S. Congress TIA and
all amendments thereto are collectively referred to herein as the “TIA”. The proposed 305 S.
Congress development is located on the northeast corner of South Congress Avenue and
Barton Springs Road in Austin, shown in Figure 1 below.

The proposed project is anticipated to be completed by 2029 and would consist of 1,378 DU
of Multi-Family (High-Rise), 275 Hotel rooms, 1,495,000 SF of General Office, and 150,000 SF
of Shopping Center. The lot is currently occupied by the Austin American - Statesman, which
consists of 333,93 SF of Printing and Publishing land use.

Below is a summary of our review findings and recommendations:

1. Theapplicant shall design and constructthe improvements identified
in Table 2 below and in Figure 2 prior to issuance of a temporary certificate of
occupancy (TCO) or certificate of occupancy (CO) for the first building requiring a CO.

2. The applicant shall dedicate, design, and construct the Barton Springs Extension prior
to the issuance of the first temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO) or certificate of
occupancy (CO) for the first building requiring a CO. The Barton Springs Extension
will be constructed by this development in accordance with the PUD ordinance, as
shown in Figure 3.

3. The applicant shall incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the Riverside
Drive Access with construction of the Barton Springs Extension which will be with
the first building requiring a CO, subject to ATD approval.


clarkka
Typewritten Text
Exhibit E


10.

At the time of first building permit, the following must be submitted for ATD’s review
and approval: the design of the Barton Springs Extension, the design of the westbound
receiving lane at Barton Springs Rd and S. Congress Ave, the design of the bicycle and
pedestrian facilities along the Riverside Drive Access, show compliance with the
approved overall TDM reduction of 35 percent, and cost estimates for the
improvements in Table 2.

Cost estimates should not be assumed to represent the maximum dollar value of
improvements the applicant may be required to construct.

The applicant shall provide an electronic copy of the final, updated version of the
TIA report, including all supplemental documents, before 314 reading.

City of Austin staff reserves the right to reassign any or all the funding to one or more
of the improvements identified in the TIA.

The findings and recommendations of this TIA memorandum remain valid until five
(5) years from the date of the traffic counts in the TIA or the date of this memo,
whichever comes first, after which a revised TIA or addendum may be required.

The findings and recommendations of the TIA included in this memo are based on
the land use, intensity, associated traffic information and analyses, and phasing of the
development considered in the TIA. Should any of these assumptions change, the
applicant may need to complete a new TIA, or update the TIA as required by code at
the time of site plan application.

Street Impact Fee Ordinances 20201220-061
[https://www.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=352887] and 20201210-
062 [https://www.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=352739] have = been
adopted by City Council and are effective as of December 21, 2020. The City shall start
collecting street impact fees with all building permits issued on or after June 21, 2022.
For more information please visit theStreet Impact Fee website
[austintexas.gov/streetimpactfee]. Offset agreements associated with the SIF
assessments will be addressed at time of site plan.
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Figure 1: Site Location Map
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Final design of this cross-section will be reviewed and approved during site plan submittal

Figure 3. Barton Springs Extension Cross-Section

Assumptions:

1.

The TIA assumes that the development will be completed by 2029. Phasing is not
addressed in the TIA.
The project will have one right-out only access onto S. Congress.
The Barton Springs Extension will provide the necessary access to the site, as per the
Austin Strategic Mobility Plan (ASMP) and South Central Waterfront (SCW) Plan.
Based on TxDOT historical ADTs, a 2% annual growth rate was assumed to account
for the increase in background traffic.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures would reduce vehicle trips
by 35%.
Listed below are the background projects that were assumed to contribute trips to
surrounding roadway network in addition to forecasted site traffic:

a. South Lamar and Riverside Mixed Use: SP-2019-0056C

b. 218 South Lamar: SP-2019-0297C

c. 425 Riverside PUD: SP-2017-0494C

d. Music Lane: SP-2016-0321C
It should be noted that during this review, Capital Metro’s Project Connect Plan was
adopted and the design of all the rail lines are currently in progress. The design of
Project Connect, specifically the Blue Line, may potentially affect traffic operations
along the Riverside Drive Access. This may affect the operational assumptions
contained in this TIA. ATD may require additional analysis at time of site plan as
Project Connect’s plans become more refined.
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Proposed Conditions:
Trip Generation and Land Use
Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th

Edition), the development will generate approximately 30,866 unadjusted average daily
vehicles trips (ADT) at full build-out.

Due to the significant number of vehicle trips and the anticipated traffic load on the roadway
network, the applicant has committed to a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
to reduce their site vehicle trips by 35%.

Table 1 shows the adjusted trip generation after existing trips and TDM reductions.

Table 1: Adjusted Trip Generation

24-Hour
ITE . . Two
Code Proposed Land Use Size / Unit Way AM PM
Volume
222 | Multifamily Housing 1,378 DU | 5641 | 399 | 477
(High-rise)
310 Hotel 275 Rooms 2,678 132 180
710 General Office 1,495,000 SF 14,626 1,432 1,487
820 Shopping Center 150,000 SF 7,921 141 734
Unadjusted Trips | 30,866 2,104 2,878
TDM Reduction (35%) | (10,803) | (736) | (1,007)
Total Adjusted Trips | 20,053 1,368 1,871

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

The applicant has committed to a 35% TDM reduction to meet certain vehicle trip reduction
targets. In the TDM plan, the applicant has identified several measures that could be
incorporated with the site to achieve the targeted vehicle trip reduction. The
applicant identified the following key TDM measures to reach the reduction target:

Sustainable Modes Analysis and Infrastructure (12%)
Subsidized Transit Passes (8%)

Bicycle Parking (0.5%)

Bike Share Station (0.5%)

Bicycle Repair Station (0.5%)

Bike Share Membership (0.5%)

Showers & Lockers (0.5%)

Priced Parking (8%)

Unbundled Parking (6%)

Limit Parking Supply (10%)
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Exhibit F

Current LDC Code Requirement

Applicant Requested Code Modification

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.2, Article 2.3, and Article 2.4.
e 2.2.Relationship of Buildings to Streets and
Walkways
e 2.3. Connectivity Between Sites
e 2.4, Building Entryways

Development of the Property shall not be subject to
Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.2, Article 2.3, and Article 2.4.

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.6
e 2.6. Screening of Equipment and Utilities

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.6 is modified so that loading and
unloading shall be allowed from any internal driveway
and not required to be screened from Congress Avenue
or Barton Springs Road.

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.7
e 2.7.Private Common Open Space and Pedestrian
Amenities

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.7 is modified so that compliance
with Private Common Open Space and Pedestrian
Amenity standards are satisfied based on the amount of
public open space and parkland provided by the PUD.

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.8
e 2.8.Shade and Shelter

Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and
Mixed Use, Article 2.8 is modified so that the area
designated as a drop-off zone is excluded from the 50%
calculation when determining the shaded sidewalk
requirement.

Development of the Property is exempt from Chapter 25-
2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and Mixed Use,
Article 3.2.2.E: 3.2.2.Glazing and Facade Relief on Building
Facades; (E) At least one-half of the total area of all
glazing on facades that face the principal street shall have
a Visible Transmittance (VT) of 0.6 or higher.

Development of the Property is exempt from Chapter 25-
2, Subchapter E — Design Standards and Mixed Use,
Article 3.2.2.E.

Section 25-4-51 (Preliminary Plan Requirement): (A) A
preliminary plan must be approved before a plat may be
approved, except as provided in Subsection (B). (B) A plat
may be approved without a preliminary plan if each lot
abuts an existing dedicated public street and the director
determines that: (1)a new street or an extension of a
street is not necessary to provide adequate traffic
circulation; (2)the applicant has dedicated additional
right of way necessary to provide adequate street width
for an existing street abutting a lot; and(3)drainage
facilities are not necessary to prevent flooding, or if
necessary, the applicant has arranged for the
construction of drainage facilities.

Section 25-4-51 (Preliminary Plan Requirement) is
modified such that a preliminary plan is not required for
the extension of Barton Springs Road.

Section 25-4-171(A) (Access to Lots): (A) Each lotin a
subdivision shall abut a dedicated public street.

Section 25-4-171(A) (Access to Lots) is modified to allow a
lot or parcel not to abut a dedicated public right of way
so long as the corresponding lot fronts on a private street
or driveway.

Section 25-5-81(B) (Site Plan Expiration): (B) Except as
provided in Subsections (C), (D), and (E) of this section, a
site plan expires three years after the date of its approval.

Section 25-5-81(B) (Site Plan Expiration) is modified such
that a site plan expires eight (8) years after the date of its
approval, unless Section 25-5-81 subsections (C), (D), or
(E) are met.



https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.2REBUSTWA
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.2REBUSTWA
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.3COBESI
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.4BUEN
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.6SCEQUT
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.7PRCOOPSPPEAM
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.7PRCOOPSPPEAM
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-2ZO_SUBCHAPTER_EDESTMIUS_ART2SIDEST_S2.8SHSH
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Current LDC Code Requirement

Applicant Requested Code Modification

Please see below for link to this section:
Section 25-6-381 (Minimum Frontage for Access)

Section 25-6-381 (Minimum Frontage for Access) is
modified to allow access to Congress Avenue which is
classified as a major roadway.

Please see below for links to these sections:

Section 25-6-477 (Bicycle Parking)

Section 25-6-478 (Motor Vehicle Reductions General)
Section 25-6-532 (Off-Street Loading Standards)
Appendix A (Tables of Off-Street Parking and Loading

Requirements)

Section 25-6-477 (Bicycle Parking), 25-6-478 (Motor
Vehicle Reductions General), 25-6-532 (Off-Street Loading
Standards), and Appendix A (Tables of Off-Street Parking
and Loading Requirements) are modified such that the
minimum off-street parking, bicycle parking, and loading
requirements shall be determined by the director subject
to a Transportation Demand Management Plan approved
as part of the PUD.

Section 25-6-532 (Off-Street Loading Standards):

(A) A person must provide an off-street loading facility for
each use in a building or on a site as prescribed in
Appendix A (Tables of Off-Street Parking and Loading
Requirements). (B) Multiple uses or occupancies located
in a single building or on one site may be served by a
common loading space if the director determines that the
loading space can adequately serve each use. (C) For a
common loading space, described under Subsection (B),
the director shall apply Appendix A (Tables of Off-Street
Parking and Loading Requirements) to the combination of
buildings and uses served by the loading space instead of
to each individual building and use. The schedule
applicable to the use with the greatest load requirement
shall be used. (D) An off-street loading facility
requirement is based on the gross floor area. The gross
floor area does not include enclosed or covered areas
used for off-street parking or loading.

(E) In this section, each two square feet of exterior site
area used for a commercial or industrial use equals one
square foot enclosed floor area.

Section 25-6-532 (Off-Street Loading Standards) is
modified to allow shared loading and unloading spaces
for the various uses within the PUD regardless of where
the use or loading and unloading is located within the
PUD.

Please see below for link to this section:
TCM Section 1.3.2. Classification Design Criteria

TCM Section 1.3.2 (Classification Design Criteria) is
modified to allow the construction of Barton Springs
Road to adhere to the street cross-sections within the
PUD.

TCM Table 5-2 (Type Il Commercial Driveway Criteria)

As of 12/13/2021, the applicant is no longer requesting
this code modification.



https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_ART6ACMAROCEWA_DIV1ACMARO_S25-6-381MIFRAC
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_ART7OREPALO_DIV1GERE_S25-6-477BIPA
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_ART7OREPALO_DIV1GERE_S25-6-478MOVEREGE
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_ART7OREPALO_DIV1GERE_S25-6-478MOVEREGE
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_ART7OREPALO_DIV3ORELO_S25-6-532ORELOST
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_APXATAOREPALORE
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-6TR_APXATAOREPALORE
https://library.municode.com/TX/Austin/codes/transportation_criteria_manual?nodeId=TRCRMA_S1VIGODECR_1.3.0GEDECR_1.3.2CLDECR
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Current LDC Code Requirement

Applicant Requested Code Modification

Section 25-8-63(C)(11) (Impervious Cover Calculations):
(C) Impervious cover calculations exclude; (11) a
subsurface portion of a parking structure if the director of
the Watershed Protection Department determines that:
(a)the subsurface portion of the structure: (i)is located
within an urban or suburban watershed; (ii)is below the
grade of the land that existed before construction of the
structure; (iii)is covered by soil with a minimum depth of
two feet and an average depth of not less than four feet;
and(iv)has an area not greater than fifteen percent of the
site; (b) the structure is not associated with a use
regulated by Section 1.2.2 of Subchapter F of Chapter 25-
2 (Residential Design and Compatibility Standards); (c)
the applicant submits an assessment of the presence and
depth of groundwater at the site sufficient to determine
whether groundwater will need to be discharged or
impounded; and(d )the applicant submits documentation
that the discharge or impoundment of groundwater from
the structure, if any, will be managed to avoid adverse
effects on public health and safety, the environment, and
adjacent property.

Section 25-8-63(C)(11) (Impervious Cover Calculations) is
modified so that a parking structure can be excluded
from impervious cover calculations if it is below the
finished grade of the land after it is constructed and is
covered by soil with a minimum depth of two feet and an
average depth of not less than four feet and at the time
of site plan the applicant submits documentation that the
discharge or impoundment of groundwater from the
structure, if any, will be managed to avoid adverse effects
on public health and safety, the environment, and
adjacent property. Furthermore, the parking structure
may exceed 15% of the site

Please see below for link to this section:
25-8-261 (Critical Water Quality Zone Development)

Section 25-8-261 (Critical Water Quality Zone
Development) and the ECM is modified to allow
development within the Critical Water Quality Zone that
is in accordance with the PUD Land Use Plan and Open
Space Plan. This includes vegetation filter strips, rain
gardens, underground rain cisterns, bio-filtration ponds,
stormwater outfall structures, park improvements
including hard surface trails, bicycle trails, picnic facilities,
playscapes, concessions including food and beverage
vendors, bicycle rentals, sports equipment rentals, boat
rentals, dining facilities, performance and special event
facilities, boardwalks, sidewalks, pavilions, gazeboes,
restrooms, exercise equipment and courses, water steps,
boat landings, piers, rail station, stream bank stabilization
to the proposed steps. Construction of such facilities
within the CWQZ shall not exceed a maximum of 5%
impervious cover.

Section 25-8-261(H)(4) (Critical Water Quality Zone
Development): (H)In the urban and suburban watersheds,
vegetative filter strips, rain gardens, biofiltration ponds,
areas used for irrigation or infiltration of stormwater, or
other controls as prescribed by rule are allowed in the
critical water quality zone if; (4) located outside the 100-
year floodplain

Section 25-8-261(H)(4) (Critical Water Quality Zone
Development) is modified to allow green stormwater
quality controls (as defined by ECM) within the 100-year
floodplain.

Please see below for link to this section:
25-8-367 (Relocation of Shoreline Between Tom Miller
Dam and Longhorn Dam)

Section 25-8-367 (Relocation of Shoreline Between Tom
Miller Dam and Longhorn Dam) is modified to allow
relocation of earthen material for the steps on Lady Bird
Lake below the 435-foot contour.



https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-8EN_SUBCHAPTER_AWAQU_ART7REALWA_DIV1CRWAQUZORE_S25-8-261CRWAQUZODE
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-8EN_SUBCHAPTER_AWAQU_ART7REALWA_DIV7SHRELA_S25-8-367RESHBETOMIDALODA
https://library.municode.com/tx/austin/codes/land_development_code?nodeId=TIT25LADE_CH25-8EN_SUBCHAPTER_AWAQU_ART7REALWA_DIV7SHRELA_S25-8-367RESHBETOMIDALODA
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Current LDC Code Requirement Applicant Requested Code Modification

Please see below for link to this section: Environmental Criteria Manual Section 1.13.5(B)(3)
1.13.5 (Recommended Guidance for Appropriate Method | (Recommended Guidance for Appropriate Method for
for Shoreline Stabilization and Modification) Shoreline Stabilization and Modification) is modified to

allow structural modification of the shoreline and
associated steps as shown in the Conceptual Open Space
Map. The dimension of the water steps and bulkhead are
not to exceed 30 linear feet of shoreline frontage and not
to exceed 30 feet inland. Steps going into the water are
allowed if in compliance with Section 25-2-1174 and the
Environmental Criteria Manual 1.13 and LDC 25-8-368.
This project address is within the Scenic Roadway All signage on the Property shall comply with the
Corridor District, applicant requested to subject to the requirements of Section 25-10-129 (Downtown Sign
Downtown Sign District Regulations due to its proximity District Regulations).

to Downtown.

5. If Council approves PUD, is applicant required to comply with the square footages of residential, hotel, and
commercial in their application? There are several statements by applicant in which they state that they may not
provide residential units.

Staff Response: The PUD provides a maximum square footage for each use but does not have a minimum
requirement. The applicant may build up to the square footages listed within their PUD if approved by City
Council, but they do not have a minimum amount they must build.

Parkland and Amenities

The South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan calls for public and private funds for Bat Viewing Pier
Amphitheater, Entry Plaza with Interpretive features, Overlook Cafe Terrace, Pontoon Bridge, Landing Pier, Natural
Beach and Kayak Launch, Pavilion Deck and Beer Garden, Kayak and Bike Rentals. Applicant is only committing to Bat
Viewing Area and Pier, Great Lawn, Water Steps, Boardwalk, and Play Area.

6. Does applicant commitments meet amenity requirements in the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework
Plan?

Staff Response: As presented, the applicant’s proposal would permit but not commit to the elements of the
South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan. The exceptions are for construction of the Great Steps,
grading on parkland and rebuilding the hike and bike trail, adding additional trail connections (access points),
and water quality ponds within the parkland that will be built as rain gardens. The applicant has committed to
using Parkland Development Fees and remainder Parkland Fees-in-lieu to building park features as shown and
described in the South Central Waterfront plan, with exact placement and elements to be determined at the
time of site plan, and subject to PARD approval. It is anticipated that the full buildout of the SCW plan will cost
more than these fees will credit. For the elements not covered by fee credits, the proposal depends on
alternative finance mechanisms such as a TIF or TIRZ district, which would need to be approved by Council.

7. How much is applicant contributing for the construction of these amenities?
Staff Response: Awaiting applicant answer.

8. Please provide the spreadsheet referenced in the Memo from the PARD Director dated 11-24-2021 (p 51 of 75
of zoning case backup.)

Staff Response: See tables below.


https://library.municode.com/TX/Austin/codes/environmental_criteria_manual?nodeId=S1WAQUMA_1.13.0DEGUSHMOSTAC_1.13.5REGUAPMESHSTMO
https://library.municode.com/TX/Austin/codes/environmental_criteria_manual?nodeId=S1WAQUMA_1.13.0DEGUSHMOSTAC_1.13.5REGUAPMESHSTMO
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Calculations for Determining Total Amount of Parkland Required:

Proposed Type of Units No. of Units | Acres of Land Required
Residential Units 1,375 24.31 | ((1,375x1.7x10.4)/1000)) = 24.31
Hotel Units 275 3.76 | ((275x1.3141x 10.4)/1000)) = 3.76
Total 28.07

Calculations for Determining Credited Parkland and Units:

Land Acres Factor | Credited Acres | Units Credited*
Unencumbered Land (Full Credit) 1.600 1 1.600
Encumbered Land (e.g CWQ?Z) (Half Credit) 4.070 0.5 2.035
Inundated Land (Zero Credit) 0.860 0 0
Fully Deeded Land 6.530 3.635
Proposed Easements (Half Credit) 1.590 0.5 0.795
Total (Fully Deeded and Easement) 8.120 4.430 250.57
Total Site 18.86
Gross Percentage of Parkland 43.1%
Credited Percentage of Parkland 23.5%

*Units Credited: the number of units credited parkland will cover, any units built within the redevelopment above this
amount would be subject to a parkland fee-in-lieu.

9. Per the Parkland Dedication Ordinance, how many acres of parkland is required for dedication for a
development with 1,378 residential units (amount proposed for this development)?

Staff Response: 1,378 residential units would require 24.3 acres. The calculation on the attached spreadsheet
was for 1,375 units and 275 hotel rooms, which would require a total of 28.07 acres. These calculations are
based in the code, which requires for a PUD, 10.4 acres per 1,000 residents. Note that entire site is 18.86 acres,
so PARD will necessarily be taking a combination of land and fees.

10. How did staff arrive at the on-site parkland dedication requirement of 6.53 acres? The South Central Waterfront
Vision Framework Plan requires 9.6 acres for the actual Waterfront Park (access easements are not included in
this total). This is a 47% difference.

Staff Response: The 9.6 acres within the SCW Vision Framework Plan includes all open space — parkland, public
plazas, as well as any private opens space. The total area for parkland and public plazas within the proposed
PUD amendment equals 8.12 acres. 6.53 acres of deeded parkland, and 1.59 acres of park easements are
considered minimums with an opportunity for the applicant to grant more parkland, by easement or deed, for
additional credit. These numbers do not include any private open space. One larger context item is that the
applicant will be dedicating land for Barton Springs Road extension (1.92 acres) fully on their property, not
shared with the property to the south, as was contemplated in the South Central Waterfront Plan. PARD gives
consideration to the applicant for this extension and including the extension into the calculation would result in
10.04 acres.

11. Why is PARD giving full credit for acres when 4.07 acres should only count as 50% and 0.86 acres get 0% credit
based on PARDs calculation (see section below from backup)? The development should only get credit for 3.6
acres of dedicated parkland.
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“This number has been corrected to a minimum of 6.53 acres; the previous 6.78 figure included the area of a pier
and boardwalk. The minimum required dedication is 6.53 acres, comprised of 1.6 acres of unencumbered land
(i.e. outside of the Critical Water Quality Zone and easements) at 100% credit; 4.07 acres of encumbered land
(i.e. in the Critical Water Quality Zone) at 50% credit; and 0.86 acres of inundated land at 0% credit. This does not
count parkland easements, addressed below.”

Staff Response: For dedicated parkland, the applicant will receive 3.635 acres credit, as shown in the attached
spreadsheet. In addition, they will dedicate by parkland easement, an additional 1.59 acres at 50% credit, for a
total of 4.43 credited acres.

The PARKLAND DEDICATION OPERATING PROCEDURE RULES (PDOP) include requirements for a PUD to be determined
superior which include 1.4.3.4 (D) and 1.4.3.9 (A), (B) and (C). | have the following questions related to the applicant
demonstrating superiority as required by these rules.

12.

13.

Question and Request for Information related to 1.4.3.4 (D): Did the Applicant fulfill the superiority
requirements by providing the information highlighted below? If so, please provide this information. If not,
please explain why PARD deemed the development superior without the required information.

1.4.3.4(D) An application filed in connection with a Municipal Utility District (MUD), development Public
Improvement Districts (PID), Municipal Management District (MMD), or a Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)
must include the following additional elements if a park superiority determination is being evaluated or if a park
plan is being approved to meet all of the parkland dedication requirements for the PUD. (1) A Land Use Plan that
shows the location and acreage amounts of proposed public parkland, private parkland and greenways in
different colors. Additionally: (a) for a MUD or a PID, the acreage amounts shown on the plan should match any
acreage amounts delineated in an agreement for creation of the MUD or PID; and (b) for a PUD, the acreage
amounts shown on the plan should indicate amount of parkland required to meet the “superior development”
standard. (2) A Park Plan, with a map and corresponding tables that delineate how credited acreage for parks
was determined and how it will be distributed within the development. This may include an exhibit that shows
buffers around proposed parkland by %-mile in the Parkland Dedication Urban Core and %-mile outside that
urban core, to ensure that all residents are located near a park. (3) For a PUD, provisions in the PUD ordinance
that establish timing requirements for the dedication of parkland.

Staff Response: Staff was unable to provide an answer to this question by the required deadline and will be
prepared to answer it at the Planning Commission meeting.

Question and Request for Information related to 1.4.9 (A), (B) and (C): Did the Applicant fulfill the superiority
requirements by providing 10.4 credited acres per 1,000 residents, commit to developing the park in accordance
with a plan approved by PARD, and commit to dedicating this entire amount to the City? Please provide
documentation that Applicant commits to developing the parkland and that they will dedicate this to the City.
Please provide the calculations showing that the amount of credited Parkland for this PUD meets the 10.4 acre
per 1,000 resident quantity requirement (Note that per (C), the 15% cap does not apply to PUDs for the purpose
of determining superiority.).

14.3.9 Determining Superiority. (A) This section specifies the criteria that PARD applies in determining if land
proposed for dedication would result in “superior development” for purposes of evaluating an application for a
Municipal Utility District (MUD), Public Improvement District (PID), or Planned Unit Development zoning district
(PUD). (B) To be considered “superior development,” land proposed for dedication must: (1) include at least 10.4
credited acres per 1,000 residents, which reflects the combined citywide level-of-service for neighborhood,
greenway, and district parks (This amount exceeds by one acre the parkland dedication required under City Code
§ 25-1-602(E) that is based on a lower citywide level-of-service and includes only neighborhood parks and
greenbelts.); (2) be developed in accordance with a plan approved by PARD; and (3) be dedicated to a
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governmental entity. (C) The 15% cap on parkland dedication in the urban core delineated in City Code § 25-1-
602 (J) does not apply to PUDs or PIDs for determining superiority.

Staff Response: Staff was unable to provide an answer to this question by the required deadline and will be
prepared to answer it at the Planning Commission meeting.

Height and Area Allowed
14. How is staff justifying recommending applicant’s proposal when it is significantly different that council approved
South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan for height and square footages (reference below)?

Building Height
SCW - 90 feet to 400 feet [Included aboveground parking.]

Applicant PUD - 250 feet to 525 feet [Includes belowground parking.]
31% difference in height

Building Square Footages

SCW PUD % Increase
Total 2,142,900 3,515,000 64%
Office 812,900 1,500,000 85%
Residential 963,500 1,645,000 71%
Retail 112,000 150,000 34%
Hotel 254,500 220,000 -14%

Staff Response: The applicant is proposing multiple items for superiority. Please see page 7 (Project Superiority)
and pages 28-33 (Exhibit B2: Tier 1 & Tier 2 Superiority Table) of the staff report and backup.

Affordable Housing
Staff Affordable Housing Review:

Staff acknowledges that the applicant’s affordable housing proposal aligns with the SCW Framework Vision Plan which
has been a guiding planning document for the overall PUD proposal. This plan established a goal of 20% of residential
units constructed within the planning area be set aside for affordable housing. It specifies that not every tract is expected
to provide 20% of units as affordable; rather that different tracts will contribute to the plan’s different goals including
affordable housing depending on their unique characteristics. The Framework Vision Plan provides estimates of
affordable housing contributions by tract, with this tract estimated as providing 4% of on-site units as affordable. Based
on this, staff supports the applicant dedicating at least 4% of the total rental units developed in the PUD to income
eligible households at 80% MFI for 40 years from the date a final certificate of occupancy is issued, subject to the
maximum rent rates set by the department. In addition, for ownership units the applicant will pay $450,000, per condo
unit on at least 4% of the condo units built as a fee-in-lieu payable pro rata after every 25 units are sold. Based on unit
estimates provided by the applicant, 4% of the PUD residential units would be 55 units.

1. Where is the % on site affordable units per tract shown in the visioning plan?

Staff Response: The details of affordable housing can be found in the Appendices to the SCW Vision Framework
Plan. Please go to the SCW Initiative Webpage at: https://www.austintexas.gov/page/south-central-waterfront
for links to download the Vision Framework Plan and Appendices. Within the Appendices, please go to page 49
for the “Test Scenario Results”. The Affordable Housing component is found midway down on the page. This
PUD contains buildings S1, S2, S3, S4 and S5 (see page 48) from the plan. From the Test Scenario Results,
Affordable Housing is only listed in S5 for 40 units.

2. Why isn't the applicant providing on-site units for ownership for superiority?
Staff Response: The applicant was amenable to the possibilities of either on-site affordable ownership units or a
FIL for on-site affordable ownership units. Given the presumably high condo association fees and taxes
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associated with ownership units that would be developed on the site, staff has concerns about the long-term
sustainability of such units which is why staff supports the option of providing a FIL for affordable ownership
units.

Is 80% MFI for 40 years for rental units consistent with other PUD Affordable Housing Agreements?

Staff Response: The PUD ordinance standard is 60% MFI for 40 years. The South Central Waterfront Vision Plan
proposes 80% MFI for the site. This is similar to the income limits for the Downtown Density Bonus program.

What does $450,000 per unit equate to in terms of % of MFI?

Staff Response: Fee-in-lieu is not calculated based on an MFI level. The $450,000 was determined as the
approximate present value of an ownership unit.

Was the 4% for the tract identified after Council amended the plan to include the 20% affordable unit goal?

Staff Response: The 4% was a part of the Scenario Evaluation of the Framework appendix that was reviewed by
the City Council prior to the adoption of the 2016 Vision Framework Plan.

How will goal achieved if this tract is only contributing 4%? It means other tracts will have to achieve greater
than 20%.

Staff Response: The Framework appendix makes assumptions in the Scenario Evaluation that the One Texas
Center site will contribute more than 20% affordable units; the Scenario Evaluation assumes 100% of the
residential units on the One Texas Center site are affordable.

Staff Affordable Housing Review:

The current expectation of staff and the applicant is that the PUD will be mixed use and provide residential units on-site.
In the event though that the project is developed without any residential uses, staff would support the applicant
paying a fee-in-lieu of on-site affordable housing to the Housing Trust Fund of not less than an amount equal to the
PUD fee rate current at the time of site plan submittal times the bonus square footage dedicated to non-residential

use.

1.

Isn’t applicant required to comply with their commitments for square footages of residential, hotel, and
commercial in the PUD approved by Council?

Staff Response: The PUD provides a maximum square footage for each use but does not have a minimum
requirement. The applicant may build up to the square footages listed within their PUD if approved by City
Council, but they do not have a minimum amount they must build.

Tier 1 Requirements
PUDs are required to meet all Tier 1 Superiority Requirements. However, applicant does not demonstrate compliance
with the following Tier 1 requirements.

1.

Public Facilities — Applicant does not provide a clear response to how they will meet requirement to “Provide for
public facilities and services that are adequate to support the proposed development including school, fire
protection, emergency service, and police facilities.”

Staff Response: The applicant is providing the entire right-of-way for the Barton Springs Road extension on their
property. This right-of-way is necessary for redevelopment in the area and will provide access for emergency
and fire vehicles to this property and adjacent properties in the future.

Open Space — Applicant does not show that it achieves the quantities of open space required for Tier 1
Superiority: “Provide a total amount of open space that equals or exceeds 10 percent of the residential tracts, 15
percent of the industrial tracts, and 20 percent of the nonresidential tracts within the PUD, except that: 1.a
detention or filtration area is excluded from the calculation unless it is designed and maintained as an amenity;
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and 2. the required percentage of open space may be reduced for urban property with characteristics that make
open space infeasible if other community benefits are provided.”

Staff Response: The project area is approximately 18.86-acres in size. PUD Open Space requirements do not
have a calculation for a mixed-use development and therefore we looked at both residential and commercial
requirements as well as Subchapter E, please see table below:

OS Required per OS Required per OS Required per
Tier One Tier Two (+10%) Subchapter E
Total Site Acreage 18.86 acres
PUD Open Space Required
Residential acreage (10%) 1.89 acres 2.08 acres
Commercial acreage (20%) 3.77 acres 4.15 acres
Subchapter E Required (5%) 0.93 acre
Total Open Space Provided 8.12 acres

e The applicant has agreed to dedicate 6.53 acres of parkland and another 1.59 acres of plaza area for a
total of 8.12 acres of open space. There are some water quality areas within this space, but the total
amount has not been fully calculated or designed at this time. Even with this number unknown at this
time, staff believes that the PUD amendment will meet or exceed the Tier 1 and 2 Open Space

requirements.

3. Commercial Design Standards - Tier 1 requires that PUDs Comply with Chapter 25-2, Subchapter E (Design
Standards and Mixed Use). However, Applicant states that they are taking exceptions to the commercial design

standards.

Staff Response: Staff was unable to provide an answer to this question by the required deadline and will be
prepared to answer it at the Planning Commission meeting.

Please explain how staff has concluded that Applicant meets Tier 1 requirements based on these non-conformances?

Tier 2 Superiority Commitments:

Open Space: Applicant must provide 10% more open space than minimum Tier 1 requirement; “Equals or exceeds 10
percent of the residential tracts, 15 percent of the industrial tracts, and 20 percent of the nonresidential tracts within the

PUD.”

1. What is the minimum Tier 1 acreage required and does applicant exceed this by 10%?

Staff Response: Per Section 2.4 Tier 2 Requirements, for Open Space it states: Provides open space at least 10%
above the requirements of Section 2.3.1.A. (Minimum Requirements). Alternatively, within the urban roadway
boundary established in Figure 2 of Subchapter E of Chapter 25-2 (Design Standards and Mixed Use), provide for
proportional enhancements to existing or planned trails, parks, or other recreational common open space in
consultation with the Director of the Parks and Recreation Department.

e For the first portion of this requirement, the Tier 1 Open Space Requirement is either 1.89 or 3.77 acres
(see staff response above). To achieve Tier 2 Superiority, the applicant would have to provide either 2.08
or 4.15 acres. The applicant is proposing 8.12 acres of open space.

« Additionally, for the second portion (alternate allowance), the applicant has stated they will be
reconstructing approximately 1,700 linear feet of the Hike and Bike Trail to ‘best practice’ standards
detailed in the "Safety & Mobility Study" commissioned by The Trail Foundation. They will also be
providing a larger and enhanced bat viewing area than what is there today which will include new
signage and educational elements.
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Environmental Drainage Tier 2 Superiority item includes provision “Provides rainwater harvesting for landscape
irrigation to serve not less than 50% of the landscaped areas.” Applicant responded: “Landowner may use raw water
from Lady Bird Lake through an existing contract with LCRA to serve as the primary water source for all landscape
irrigation within the PUD. Alternative water sources (AC condensate, foundation drain water, rainwater, stormwater or
reclaimed water) shall be used as the primary backup supply if the primary raw water source is depleted or unavailable.
Reclaimed water shall not be used for irrigation within water quality controls or other prohibited areas. The project will
also incorporate an underground rainwater cistern that will be used to irrigate the park.”

1. Isapplicant making the development ready for use of alternative water sources should water from Lady Bird
Lake be depleted or unavailable?

Staff Response: The project has agreed to utilize alternate water sources as a primary supplement supply should
the raw water source become unavailable or depleted.

2. Ifnot, isn’t it difficult to retro-fit the development for use of these water sources after it is built?

Staff Response: The project is expected to develop the infrastructure necessary to accommodate the alternate
water use to which the project has agreed. Retrofitting a project of this scale would be challenging.

3. Should applicant be given credit for superiority when it is not implementing the South Central Waterfront Vision
Framework Plan criteria for rainwater harvesting, condensate collection, and reclaim water use and instead
using lake water?

Staff Response: The project is agreeing to alternate water use that is over and above of current requirements
and is consistent with the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework.



Planning Commission February 8, 2022 Question and Answer Report

B-06 C814-89-0003.02 - 305 S. Congress PUD

Commissioner Thompson:
It states that there are an expected 3080 and that 20% of that total would be 527.

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Housing_%26_Planning/South%20Central
%20Waterfront/2016%20Appendices%20t0%20the%20SCW%20Vision%20Framework%20Repo
rt.pdf

But that math is wrong. 20% of 3080 is 616.

Can staff explain where the 527 units of affordable housing described in the plan came from?

Staff Response:

The 527 units of affordable housing is about 17% of the total, which was the initial goal of the
Framework Plan. At the time of the Framework Plan adoption, Council changed the goal to 20%,
but the appendices reflect earlier calculations done during plan development.

Is the loading, especially the dumpsters, underground in all buildings? | understand that
loading gets a variance from waterfront rules, but what about standard loading rules in
pedestrian zones?

The Applicant’s response is that they are too early in the process to know where the loading
and back-of-house services will be located. Once the Applicant moves into the site
development stage they will have a better understanding of where these facilities will be
located. Assuch, the Applicant is seeking as much flexibility as possible to integrate the
facilities so that there is little to no impact on the pedestrian realm.

Chair Shaw:

1. Did the Applicant meet the minimum requirements below for PUDs to be considered
superior for parkland dedication?



2. Ifnot, please explain the basis for PARD’s determination of superiority for parkland for
the 305 S. Congress PUD.

3. How many PUDs has PARD deemed superior for parkland without meeting these
minimum requirements?

4. Please explain the difference in dedicated parkland and a parkland easement and the
process for removing parkland and vacating an easement.

5. The South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan calls for public and private funds
for Bat Viewing Pier Amphitheater, Entry Plaza with Interpretive features, Overlook Cafe
Terrace, Pontoon Bridge, Landing Pier, Natural Beach and Kayak Launch, Pavilion Deck
and Beer Garden, Kayak and Bike Rentals. Applicant is only committing to Bat Viewing
Area and Pier, Great Lawn, Water Steps, Boardwalk, and Play Area. How much is
applicant contributing for the construction of these amenities?

Questions to Working Group:

WG Amendment #1 —

1) Asdescribed in the backup, The applicant proposed 1) dedicating at least 4% of the total
rental units developed in the PUD to income eligible households at 80% MFI for 40 years
from the date a final certificate of occupancy is issued, AND 2) applicant will pay $450,000,
per condo unit on at least 4% of the condo units built as a fee-in-lieu payable pro rata after
every 25 units are sold. The amendment implies that applicant is offering either the rental
units or the $450,000 per 4% of the condo units. Is the working groups understanding that
the applicant is only offering one of these options and not both?

WG Amendment #6

2) Doesthe phrase “inclusive of the space dedicated bat education” mean that all space for
bat education should be included in the square footage of “affordable” commercial space?
WG Amendment #7

3) Doesthe AP3include a Parkland Improvement and Maintenance Agreement that assures
applicant or their successors will maintain the parkland?
4) Is WG recommending that AP3 be adopted along with Council approval of the PUD?

WG Amendment #14

5) Please provide a schematic to explain this setback amendment. It is difficult to visualize
the phrase “below 20’ above the elevation of the Congress Ave. bridge pavement.”

Commissioner Cox, Working Group Response:



WGH#1 - The intent of the WG is to see ALL affordable housing required by the PUD be on-site
rental units. Under the current proposal, the developer is required to have 4% affordable
rental on-site and 4% of condo units pay fee-in-lieu. If the developer was to build all condo and
zero rental (which is likely under the current proposal), that would equate to zero on-site
affordable units. The WG amendment requires 4% on-site affordable rental units based on the
total number of residential units built irrespective of condo/rental status. If the developer were
to build to their max residential entitlement, this would equate to 55 affordable rental units on-
site (which, | believe, would be groundbreaking in the downtown area). The affordable units
being rental is preferred since it is recognized that an "affordable” condo unit may still be
unaffordable when other costs are factored. Thisis why the WG specified on-site affordable
rental rather than simply proposing all affordable units must be on-site.

WGH#6 - Yes, the required affordable commercial space is INCLUSIVE of the space required to be
dedicated for bat education at zero cost to the tenants (Bat Conservation International, etc).

WGH#7 - Parkland maintenance is separate from the AP3 and is covered under WG#11. The AP3
will potentially change from year to year, so the intent of the amendment is to provide a
stakeholder-driven approval process, on a yearly basis, for programming in the park.

WG#14 - The intent of thisamendment is to prohibit residential use in the area that has the
most impact to the bat colony. Based on coordination with various bat groups, a "vertical"
zone of below 20 feet over the elevation of the bridge and a "horizontal” zone of 400 feet
radius from the corner of the property was proposed by the WG. See below for my
astonishingly beautiful schematic of the vertical zone of thisamendment.

ﬁadowa' allowed above this elevation
20" above bridge

/ Residential prohibited below this elevation

W N\




EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT AR,

Independent
Prepared for the City of Austin School District
DATA ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: _ Travis Heights RATING: Met Standard
ADDRESS: 2010 Alameda Drive PERMANENT CAPACITY: 524
% QUALIFIED FOR FREE/REDUCED LUNCH: 58.73% MOBILITY RATE: 7.7%
POPULATION (without mobility rate)
fELEMENTARY‘ 2 2019-20 5- Year Projected Population 5-Year Projected Population
| SCHOOL STUDENTS Population (without proposed development) (with proposed development)
Number 470 464 470
% of Permanent 90% 89% 90%
Capacity
_ENROLLMENT (with mobility rate)
| ELEMENTARY 1 2019-20 5- Year Projected Enroliment 5-Year Projected Enroliment
f’SQ!-I_ OOL STUDENTS | Enroliment (without proposed development) (with proposed development)
Number 506 459 : 465
% of PFrmanent 97% 88% 89%
Capacity
MIDDLE SCHOOL: Lively RATING: Met Standard
ADDRESS: 201 E. Mary Street PERMANENT CAPACITY: 1,078
% QUALIFIED FOR FREE/REDUCED LUNCH: 45.91% MOBILITY RATE: 53.3%
POPULATION (without mobility rate)
r MIDDLE SCHOOL 2019-20 5- Year Projected Population 5-Year Projected Population
STUDENTS | Sz Population (without proposed development) (with proposed development)
Number 728 620 627
% of P.ermanent 68% 589% 58%
Capacity
LENROLLMENT (with mgbilitetate)
 MIDDLE SCHOOL 2019-20 5- Year Projected Enroliment 5-Year Projected Enrollment
[STUDENTS EESSICIGEHT (without proposed development) {with proposed development)
Number 1,116 1,043 1,050
% of PFrmanent 104% 97% 97%
Capacity

[2]



EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Austin
Independent
Prepared for the City of Austin School District
PROJECT NAME:
ADDRESS/LOCATION: 305 S. Congress Ave.
CASE #: C-814-89-0003.02
[_] NEW SINGLE FAMILY [_] DEMOLITION OF MULTIFAMILY
NEW MULTIFAMILY [ ] TAX CREDIT
# SF UNITS: STUDENTS PER UNIT ASSUMPTION
Elementary School: Middle School: High School:
# MF UNITS: 1,378 STUDENTS PER UNIT ASSUMPTION
Elementary School: .004 Middle School: .005 High School: .003

IMPACT ON SCHOOLS

The student yield factor of 0.012 (across all grade levels) for apartment homes was used to determine the number
of projected students. This factor was provided by the district’s demographer and is based on other multi-family
complexes that share similar qualities to the proposed development. Research indicates market rate apartment
complexes (or complexes that are significantly market rate) of similar size that were constructed within the last
five years within a few mile radius of the proposed development do not yield many students.

The 1,378-unit multifamily development is projected to add approximately 17 students across all grade levels to
the projected student population. It is estimated that of the 17 students, 6 will be assigned to Travis Heights
Elementary School, 7 to Lively Middle School, and 4 to Travis Early College High School.

The percent of permanent capacity by enrollment for SY 2024-25, including the additional students projected with
this development, would be below the target range (85-110%) at Travis ECHS (70%), and within the target range
at Travis Heights ES (89%) and Lively MS (97%). The projected additional students at Travis ECHS school would not
offset the anticipated decline in student enroliment (due to demographic shifts in the area). All of these schools
will be able to accommodate the projected additional student population from the proposed development.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT

Travis Heights ES, Lively MS, and Travis ECHS are located within 2 miles of the proposed development, therefore
students would not qualify for transportation unless a hazardous route condition was identified.

SAFETY IMPACT

At this time, there are not any known safety impacts.

Date Prepared: 08/ 18/ 2020 Executive Director: Beth Wilson

(1]




EDUCATIONAL IMPACT STATEMENT |,

Independent
Prepared for the City of Austin School District
HIGH SCHOOL: Travis RATING: Met Standard
ADDRESS: 1211 E. Oltorf Street PERMANENT CAPACITY: 1,784
% QUALIFIED FOR FREE/REDUCED LUNCH: 58.75% MOBILITY RATE: -25.5%
_POPULATION (without mobility rate)
| HIGH SCHOOL . 2019-20 5- Year Projected Population 5-Year Projected Population
[ | ~ Population (without proposed development) (with proposed development)
Number 1,586 1,495 1,499
% of P.ermanent 89% 84% 84%
Capacity
ENROLLMENT (with mobiliy rate)
EHI__GH SCHOOL 2019-20 5- Year Projected Enroliment 5-Year Projected Enrollment
LASI}:'Q..ENTS e Enroliment (without proposed development) (with proposed development)
Number 1,181 1,237 1,241
% of P.ermanent 66% 69% 70%
Capacity

Signature: Beth wiison

Email: beth.wilson@austinisd.org
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Carbon Impact Statement
Project:

BEBEREE : - - 48

Scoring Guide:

1-4: Business as usual

5-8: Some positive actions

9-12: Demonstrated leadership

Transportation Response: Y=1, N=0 Documentation: Y/N

T1: Public Transit Connectivity

T2: Bicycle Infrastructure

T3: Walkability

T4: Utilize TDM Strategies

T5: Electric Vehicle Charging

T6: Maximize Parking Reductions

Water + Energy

WE1: Onsite Renewable Energy D D

WE2: Reclaimed Water

Land Use

LU1: Imagine Austin Activity Center
or Corridor

LU2: Floor-to-Area Ratio

Food

F1: Access to Food [ ]

Materials

Wdaptive Reuse |:| |:|

Total Score: 9

The Carbon Impact Statement calculation is a good indicator of how your individual buildings will perform in the
Site Category of your Austin Energy Green Building rating.

Notes: Brief description of project, further explanation of score and what it means
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South River City Citizens Inc. Eric Cassady, President

P O Box 40632 Dan Fredine, Vice President
Austan 'I'X 78704 Oliver Caruso, T'reasurer
WWW.STCCAtN.Org Mary Friedman, Secretary

Carol Martin, Membership Secretary

SOUTH RIVER CITY CITIZENS
AUSTIN TEXAS

Austin City Council
City Hall

301 W. 2nd St.
Austin, TX 78701

June 8, 2019
RE: South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan Implementation
Dear Mayor Adler and Council Members:

With the news that master developer, Endeavor, will soon announce its plans for the largest parcel in
the South Central Waterfront, the Austin American Statesman tract, South River City Citizens urges
the immediate and unimpeded implementation of the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework
Plan <http://www.austintexas.gov/department/lady-bird-lake-waterfront-special-project> as
adopted by the Austin City Council in June 2016.

Public private partnerships, financial tools, and governance must be in place in order to insure that
the vastly increased development entitlements, which would allow buildings as tall as 400’ in an area
currently zoned for 60', result in community benefits which include open space, affordable housing
and green infrastructure.

Our neighborhood association has devoted many years to the South Central Waterfront Initiative yet
remains uncertain about the value of our participation if the city cannot implement the plan it
adopted.

Sincerely,
Eric Cassady
President

CC: Spencer Cronk



South River City Citizens Inc. Eric Cassady, President

P O Box 40632 Dan Fredine, Vice President
Austin TX 78704 Oliver Caruso, Treasurer
WWW.STCCatx.org Mary Friedman, Secretary

Carol Martin, Membership Secretary

SOUTH RIVER CITY CITIZENS
AUSTIN TEXAS

Austin City Council
City Hall

301 W. 2nd St.
Austin, TX 78701

September 16, 2019

RE: SRCC resolution regarding the proposed administrative amendment to City Ordinance No.
890720-E, known informally as the Statesman PUD, located at 305 S. Congress Avenue, Austin,
Texas.

Dear Mayor Adler and Councilmembers,

On September 2, 2019, the South River City Citizens Neighborhood Association voted to adopt the
following resolution regarding the proposed Statesman PUD amendment:

RESOLUTION OF THE SRCC

A Resolution regarding the proposed administrative amendment to City Ordinance No.
890720-E, known informally as the Statesman PUD, located at 305 S. Congress Avenue,
Austin, Texas.

Whereas, on June 16, 2016, the City Council adopted the South Central Waterfront Vision
Framework Plan (the Plan), a land redevelopment plan that includes 305 S. Congress and
that had input and approval by the South River City Citizens Neighborhood Association
(SRCC); and

Whereas, the proposed amendment requests building heights and densities that significantly
exceed those allowed by the Plan; and

Whereas, City staff is in the process of updating certain aspects of the Plan that may change

how the proposed amendment does or does not comply with it, and the proposed updated
Plan is scheduled to be available in the fall 2019.

Now, therefore, SRCC resolves to support the following positions:



1. That City staff grant no entitlements to 305 S. Congress other than those permitted
by the Plan until the updated Plan has been adopted by City Council.

2. That City staff allow SRCC to have review and input into the proposed updated Plan
before it is adopted by City Council.

3. That City staff work with SRCC towards a Statesman PUD amendment that complies
with the adopted updated Plan and that ensures adequate community benefits for any
additional entitlements.

Voted this 2nd of September, 2019.

SRCC continues to believe that the partnerships, tools and governance established by the South
Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan are essential to the success of this project for all
stakeholders.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eric Cassady
President

CC: Jerry Rusthoven, Asst Director Planning & Zoning
Fayez Kazi, Planning Commission Chair
Carmen Llanes Pulido, District 9 Planning Commissioner
Kate Clark, Planning Commission Case Manager
Alan Holt, Planning and Zoning Department
Richard T. Suttle Jr., Armbrust & Brown, PLLC
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Clark, Kate

From: Paula Kothmann

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 11:20 AM

To: Meredith, Maureen; Clark, Kate

Cc: Paula Kothmann

Subject: Opposition to zoning and PUD requested change
Attachments: 305 S. Congress SCC resolution 07_13_2019.pdf

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Dear Ms. Meredith and Ms. Clark:
SRCC has voted to oppose any change in zoning for 305 S. Congress at this time.
We are also waiting for a Traffic Impact Analysis.

I do not expect that the item will be discussed today but in case it does I will be opposing and | will have backup
materials to post to the Web site.

Thank you,
Paula Kothmann
CAUTION:This email was received at the City of Austin, from an EXTERNAL source. Please use caution when clicking links

or opening attachments. If you believe this to be a malicious and/or phishing email, please forward this email to
CSIRT@austintexas.gov.



South Central Coalition ( ANC sector 7) Resolution Concerning:

Proposed Planned Unit development (PUD) amendment for 305 South Congress (Austin
American Statesman site) by the Endeavor Real Estate Group and the Atlanta based Cox family.

Whereas: The construction of the Austin Hyatt Hotel in the early 1980’s on the south shore of
then Town Lake resulted in city wide concerns about the scale and location of new buildings that
could negatively encroach on the scenic vistas and open space along the Colorado River corridor,
and

Whereas: The Austin City Council established The Town Lake Task Force that recommended
the 1985 Town Lake Corridor Study adopted by the City Council on October 24, 1985, calling
for zoning changes that “ Improved zoning in the Town Lake Corrridor ...” and

Whereas: This recommendation adopted by the City Council on July 17, 1986, resulted in the
City of Austin's “Waterfront Overlay Combining District” ( WO) that clearly defined the site
development standards for all properties along the river corridor and

Whereas: The purpose of the WO zoning change was to “provide a more harmonious interaction
and transition between urban development and the parkland and shoreline of Town Lake and the
Colorado River.” The site development standards for new construction called for stepping back
from the water’s edge and for building to step down so as to respect the scenic vistas around the
lake front.

Whereas: The WO called out the base zoning (maximum heights and primary and secondary
setbacks) to achieve the protection of the scenic vistas and open space that was recognized as the
most important community asset. However the WO also included the recognition of other
community goals that could possibly be achieved with density bonus provisions to allow for
more development if these additional community benefits ( more open space, affordable housing,
community access to parkland, etc) are provided but also included absolute maximum heights
and minimum allowable setbacks for the shore line, and

Whereas: The City Council authorized the creation of the ‘Town Lake Park” Comprehensive
plan in 1987 that stated that “ Building massing should demur to open spaces, avoiding clashes
of scale.”

Whereas: The 1999 “plain English and non-substantive” rewrite of Austin Land Development
Code resulted in the removal of the density bonus provisions and the absolute height limits. Due
to this error the City Council subsequently appointed the “Waterfront Overlay Task Force” which
recommended that the maximum height limits and primary and secondary setbacks from the
shoreline be re-established. These provisions were then re-instated into the zoning code by City
Council Action.

Whereas: The South Central District is a part of the Waterfront Overlay Ordinance and a
community task force was created to review the planning for this sub district and made
recommendations to allow additional building heights and massing in excess of the WO density



bonus provision if the entire district was governed by a “regulating and financial plan” as part of
a comprehensive plan for the sub district, and

Whereas the project developers are requesting even more height and massing without the
associated regulating and financial plan in place.

Therefore, be it resolved that the South Central Coalition of Neighborhoods recommends to the
South Central Waterfront Advisory Group that they withhold any recommendations on the 305 S.
Congress PUD amendments until such time as the regulating plan and financial plan have been
completed and adopted by the city Council.

Be it further resolved that the South Central Coalition of Neighborhoods recommends to the
Austin Planning Commission that they defer action on any PUD amendment request for the 305
S. Congress project until the regulation and financial plans are completed and adopted by the
City Council.

Resolution approved this day, Saturday, July 13, 2019.



December 17, 2019
Re: SRCC Neighborhood Association opposition to requests by 305 S. Congress Ave.
Dear Mr. Rusthoven:

[ am following up on our meeting called by Planning and Zoning designed to receive
Community Input on Oct 30, 2019. Below please find notes, which should be
included in the record.

Recently, Kevin Shunk presented to the SRCC that the development along Lady Bird
Lake will be exempt from the ban on development in the Atlas 14 floodplain and
recommended that we "buy flood insurance” even as our beloved Venice suffers $1B
in damages.

We have sent a note to the Mayor demanding to know about this alleged exemption
and we are fighting that decision and carefully monitoring the current level of run
off in order to prepare for any evidence of more run off that affects our property.
The City cannot show favoritism to a developer over the rights of property owners,
who may demand compensation if their properties are damaged. The City has a duty
to protect its citizens and their property from harm, such as from flooding.

1) Mr. Rusthoven, we were surprised that you were not in attendance since your
office called the meeting. We were given little notice and no one asked our input on
dates.

2) We asked the applicant to provide the letter from City staff to which you refer as
the reason for accepting an out-of-cycle application. Please forward to us the letter
that YOU received stating that the project is not subject to environmental

regulations, such as the setback from the water.
(3) the person submitting the application has received a letter from the director
of the appropriate City department stating that the project:

(a) is not subject to current City environmental regulations, but is proposed
to be developed under current City environmental regulations;

(3) the person submitting the application has received a letter from the director
of the appropriate City department stating that the project:

(a) is notsubject to current City environmental regulations, but is proposed to be
developed under current City environmental regulations;

4) Mr. Suttle, you wrote in your application that you believed that "industry" was a
clerical error and I asked why, since you are aware that there was a printing press
on the site, which is "industry”. You stated, "I'm an attorney." 7?7

[ do not ask any of my attorneys to falsify information on my behalf, nor do I allow
them to do so, and I retain some of the best attorneys in the state. Please correct any
misstatements in your application using actual facts. Volunteers have the right to
have honest information from which to make recommendations.

5) Past President Gretchen Otto stated that SRCC, the neighborhood most impacted
by the proposed project, will not consider any amendments until the SCW regulating
plan is in place.



4) She also asked about the great difference in the capacity proposed in your PUD
amendment. You explained that the project would not make economic sense if the
owner limited its capacity to the current plan. The volunteers emphasized that
economic profit is not considered a "hardship," which must be stated in the record
of this meeting, so what is the hardship noted in your application?

5) We asked about the progress of the regulatory plan, and Alan explained that his
consultants are working on the figures. Alan, exactly what kind of figures are the
consultants working on for this project? Are they updating the costs of the
"Community benefits" such as the proposed new boardwalk (by the way, there's
already a boardwalk there, opening in 2014)? Exactly how much is this project
costing the City, Alan? Please send the hours and fees for all consultants working on
this project and another report for the Snoopy PUD aka Hooter's PUD.

6) Alan explained how we could help the project.??? We reminded him that he has
the duty to ensure that the development must follow the laws and respect the
property owners already there.

7) I asked Andy Pastor about parking. He stated that they plan to charge, which
means that people will park in front of our houses. Amanda didn't seem to know
how close we live to this tract.

8) I asked Andy Pastor what plans the project has to ensure that the concerts
planned do not disturb the residents, just like he was asked several months ago
when his response was "we studied how to prevent affecting the bats." He offered
no update. See note regarding a concert after 11pm on a Sunday:

Hillary Bilheimer i
[SouthRiverAustin] I
H12:11 AM (17 hours ago)

to SouthRiverAustin

There was an EDM festival at the Statesman. It was so loud at our house as well. I just typed
“Austin Rave November 17” into google at around 11pm because we were so baffled.

Mr. Rusthoven, we expect you to address our valid concerns and work to protect the

homeowners affected by this proposed development. Our neighborhood, SRCC,

already voted unanimously to deny any change in FLUM, neighborhood plan, or zoning.

You should have received notice from our President. If anyone feels that I misheard what was said,
please send your evidence to the contrary and I will gladly apologize. My goal is transparency.

Regards,

Paula Kothmann
Homeowner, Travis Heights and Bouldin Creek, two neighborhoods impacted heavily



Clark, Kate

From: Russell Fraser

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 11:38 AM

To: Rivera, Andrew

Cc: Tovo, Kathie; Holt, Alan; Clark, Kate; Meredith, Maureen

Subject: 305 S Congress Zoning Change hearing scheduled for 10/27/2020.

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Mr. Rivera, I'm a member of the South River City Citizens (SRCC) neighborhood association, also chair of the
Planning and Zoning Committee of that association, where the subject project is located, and | request that
you add my personal comments to the hearing input, in addition to the related documents that you have
should have already received from Wendy Todd, our SRCC SCWAB representative.

| do not plan to speak, but | am against any zoning change discussion or action until the following steps are
completed:

Briefly, SRCC urges immediate and unimpeded implementation of the SCW Vision Framework as
adopted by Council in June 2016. "The financial and governance tools must be in place to ensure that
the vastly increased development entitlements result in community benefits.™

South Central Coalition of Neighborhoods resolution that the "Planning Commission defer any action on any
PUD amendment request for 305 S. Congress project until regulation and financial plans are completed and
adopted by the City Council."?

Russell Fraser

507 Lockhart Dr
Austin, TX 78704
512-771-9736

1) SRCC letter to Austin City Council, June 8, 2019, RE: South Central Waterfront Vision Framework
Implementation.

2) South Central Coalition (ANC sector 7) Resolution approved July 13, 2019, concerning: Proposed Planned
Unit development (PUD) amendment for the 305 South Congress (Austin American Statesman site) by the
Endeavor Real Estate Group and the Atlanta based Cox Family.

CAUTION: This email was received at the City of Austin, from an EXTERNAL source. Please use caution when clicking links
or opening attachments. If you believe this to be a malicious and/or phishing email, please forward this email to
cybersecurity@austintexas.gov.



To: Small Area Joint Planning Commission October 22, 2021
RE: Case #C814-89-0003.02 305 S. Congress PUD (Statesman PUD)
Dear Zoning and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Brooke Bailey, and | was on the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board from its inception in 2009 until it was
dissolved under 10-1 in 2015 and on the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board from 2017 until 2019. | am sending
this letter on behalf of several of us who have been involved with Lady Bird Lake and the Waterfront Overlay for many
years and are all in agreement about the following issues with the Statesman PUD proposal.

| was Chair of the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board when the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan process was
initiated and developed by Alan Holt and our Board. The process involved several years of meetings, charettes,
walk-abouts, and other events that involved all stakeholders. Those stakeholders included landowners, neighbors,
neighborhood organizations, developers (including Endeavor), and anyone else with interest in the future of the South
Central Waterfront Area, which includes the Statesman property. The plan was developed and passed unanimously at
Council. During the planning process all input was valued and there was no opposition from stakeholders when the final
plan was released. An economist, Abe Farkas of ECONorthwest, was hired to help guide us in making sure all we were
including in the plan was feasible economically, and what development trade-offs would be required to achieve the lofty
goals of the plan-in other words could it be done, and could the developers still make a profit. The answer was yes. We
recommend you study the data in the SCW Vision Plan, it will explain the methods and the numbers in much more detail.

Then the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board was formed in 2017 with the task of implementing the plan, of which
| was elected Chair of a Board made up of people vested in the future of the South Central Waterfront. Our urgent goal
was to get the Regulating Plan finished to codify the plan. At the time it was tied to CodeNext, so we went to Council
several years ago, and they directed City Staff to unbind it and finish it. There was money in the budget to do this. City
Staff refused to act-why | still do not understand because this was a plan that EVERYONE approved, and the Regulating
Plan was 80% finished. To this day they still have not finished the Regulating Plan and the South Central Waterfront
framework is not codified. We could argue that they are not following the vision framework since there is not a
Regulating Plan for their site or the district, governance, and a financial mechanism in place to capture the financing
required.

As you can see by my long term participation and commitment, and that of the co-signers, the citizen participation and
contribution has been disrespected and disregarded. We, along with the applicant, have been engaged in the South
Central Waterfront process long before the amended PUD was filed in 2019.

To be clear, we are not opposed to the redevelopment of the Statesman Property, and we understand why they are
coming forward as an amended PUD due to the delays by staff. The opposition is the taking of entitlements such as
height and FAR without the community benefits clearly defined (by a current market value dollar amount) which is not
acceptable since public funds will need to be raised to complete amenities shown on plan.

We are encouraging Housing and Planning Department staff to be more transparent in their recommendations,
especially those that disregard the existing entitlements and current regulations of the governing Waterfront Overlay
Ordinance, Vertical Mixed Use Overly, and especially the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan.

The provisions of affordable housing at 4% is the minimum, not the cap, for a district plan that calls for 20% of all units.
Furthermore, the Vertical Mixed Use overlay already in place for the site requires a minimum of 10% affordability for all
new housing. The plan allowed for extra heights to manage for above grade, structured parking requirements within the
individual building envelopes. If the parking is submerged or placed in a plinth of indeterminate height, then why have
heights well above those indicated in the vision plan been approved by staff?

We believe it is of utmost importance to hold Endeavor to the recommendations of the Environmental Commission, they
are much more informed about these issues, and the health of Lady Bird Lake is primary to any discussion about



development along the shore and within the Waterfront Overlay.

The applicant has not shown a valid reason not to live up to their obligation on parkland. The economic constraints put
forth do not match what the economist concluded, and those calculations were based on much lower building heights
and FAR. | completely concur with the resolution put forth by the Parks Board on September 28"regarding the PUD
proposal vs the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan Park requirements. It is exceedingly inferior to what is required.

The Vision Plan clearly defined street widths and design, it is important that the finished streets include all the elements
including accommodations for pedestrians, bicyclists, the mobility-impaired, trees and plantings, and vehicle traffic. As
those plans are still being finalized, | would hope that a condition of approval will include ‘street design to be completed
as shown in the SCW Vision Plan/

The South Central Waterfront Vision Plan is a good plan and should be used as the framework for the redevelopment of
the Statesman Property, but this applicant seeks to take advantage of the benefits of the plan without giving back fully in
community benefits or superior design. An amended PUD on this site, which takes advantage of a legacy clause, is what
we were trying to avoid, but now seems unavoidable, so please hold this applicant to the same lofty standards as the
plan asks for on the most important site in the Central Austin area. As we promote density in this area, Lady Bird Lake,
housing for all, usable parkland, safe and shared streets, and consideration of the contribution of citizen volunteer
concerns are too important to compromise on.

Respectfully,

Brooke Bailey,
Former Member and Chair of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board & Former Member and Chair of the
Waterfront Planning Advisory Board

Wendy Todd,

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board & Former Member of the Waterfront Overlay Task
Force

Cory Walton,

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board and Former Member of the Waterfront Planning
Advisory Board

Linda Guerrero,
Current Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board



To: Planning Commission December 6, 2021
RE: Case #C814-89-0003.02 305 S. Congress PUD (Statesman PUD)
Dear Zoning and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Brooke Bailey, and | was on the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board from its inception in 2009 until it was
dissolved under 10-1 in 2015 and on the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board from 2017 until 2019. | am sending
this letter on behalf of several of us who have been involved with Lady Bird Lake and the Waterfront Overlay for many
years and are all in agreement about the following issues with the Statesman PUD proposal.

| was Chair of the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board when the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan process was
initiated and developed by Alan Holt and our Board. The process involved several years of meetings, charettes, walk-
abouts, and other events that involved all stakeholders. Those stakeholders included landowners, neighbors,
neighborhood organizations, developers (including Endeavor), and anyone else with interest in the future of The South
Central Waterfront Area, which includes the Statesman property. The plan was developed and passed unanimously at
Council. During the planning process all input was valued and there was no opposition from stakeholders when the final
plan was released. An economist, Abe Farkas of ECONorthwest was hired to help guide us in making sure all we were
including in the plan was feasible economically, and what development trade-offs would be required to achieve the lofty
goals of the plan-in other words could it be done, and could the developers still make a profit. The answer was yes. We
recommend you study the data in the SCW Vision Plan, it will explain the methods and the numbers in much more
detail.

Then the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board was formed in 2017 with the task of implementing the plan, of which
| was elected Chair of a Board made up of people vested in the future of the South Central Waterfront. Our urgent goal
was to get the Regulating Plan finished to codify the plan. At the time it was tied to CodeNext, so we went to Council
several years ago, and they directed City Staff to unbind it and finish it. There was money in the budget to do this. City
Staff refused to act-why I still do not understand because this was a plan that EVERYONE approved, and the Regulating
Plan was 80% finished. To this day they still have not finished the Regulating Plan and the South Central Waterfront
framework is not codified. We could argue that they are not following the vision framework since there is not a
Regulating Plan for their site or the district, governance, and a financial mechanism in place to capture the financing
required.

As you can see by my long term participation and commitment, and that of the co-signers, the citizen participation and
contribution has been disrespected and disregarded. We, along with the applicant, have been engaged in the South
Central Waterfront process long before the amended PUD was filed in 2019.

To be clear, we are not opposed to the redevelopment of the Statesman Property, and we understand why they are
coming forward as an amended PUD due to the delays by staff. The opposition is the taking of entitlements such as
height and FAR without the community benefits clearly defined (by a current market value dollar amount) which is not
acceptable since public funds will need to be raised to complete amenities shown on plan.

We are encouraging staff to be more transparent in their recommendations, especially those that disregard the existing
entitlements and current regulations of the governing Waterfront Overlay Ordinance, Vertical Mixed Use Overly, and
especially the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan.

The provisions of affordable housing at 4% is the minimum, not the cap, for a district plan that calls for 20% of all units.
Furthermore, the Vertical Mixed Use overlay already in place for the site requires a minimum of 10% affordability for all
new housing. The plan allowed for extra heights to manage for above grade, structured parking requirements within the
individual building envelopes. If the parking is submerged or placed in a plinth of indeterminate height, then why have
heights well above those indicated in the vision plan been approved by staff?



The Environmental Commission is extremely concerned about protecting the shoreline and vegetation, minimizing
erosion, and impact to trees. Furthermore, Environmental Commission requests that the Applicant continue to consult
with governmental and conservation organizations for best practices to insure the health of the Austin bat colony.

We believe it is of utmost importance to hold Endeavor to the recommendations of the Environmental Commission,
they are much more informed about these issues, and the health of Lady Bird Lake is primary to any discussion about
development along the shore and within the Waterfront Overlay.

The applicant has not shown a valid reason not to live up to their obligation on parkland. The economic constraints put
forth do not match what the economist concluded, and those calculation were based on much lower building heights
and FAR. | completely concur with the resolution put forth by the Parks Board on September 28 regarding the PUD
proposal vs the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan Park requirements. It is exceedingly inferior to what is required.

The Vision Plan clearly defined street widths and design, it is important that the finished streets include all the elements
including accommodations for pedestrian, bike, tree, and vehicle traffic. As those plans are still being finalized, | would
hope that a condition of approval will include ‘street design to be completed as shown in the SCW Vision Plan.’

The South Central Waterfront Vision Plan is a good plan and should be used as the framework for the redevelopment of
the Statesman Property, but this applicant seeks to take advantage of the benefits of the plan without giving back fully
in community benefits or superior design. An amended PUD on this site, which takes advantage of a legacy clause, is
what we were trying to avoid, but now seems unavoidable, so please hold this applicant to the same lofty standards as
the plan asks for on the most important site in the Central Austin area. As we promote density in this area, Lady Bird
Lake, housing for all, usable parkland, safe and shared streets, and consideration of the contribution of citizen volunteer
concerns are too important to compromise on.

Respectfully,

Brooke Bailey,
Former Member and Chair of the Waterfront Overlay Advisory Board & Former Member and Chair of the South Central
Waterfront Advisory Board

Wendy Todd,
Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board

Cory Walton,
Former Member of the Waterfront Overlay Advisory Board & Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory
Board

Linda Guerrero,
Current Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board as a representative of the Environmental Commission

Francois Luca
Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board as a representative of the Parks and Recreation Board



December 7, 2021

Todd Shaw, Chair Austin Planning Commission and Carmen Llanes Pulido, D9 Planning Commissioner
RE: NPA-2019-0022.02 for 305 S. Congress Ave
Dear Chair Shaw and Commissioner Llanes Pulido,

The Greater South River City NPCT has not had a chance to review the voluminous input from the South
Central Waterfront Advisory Board to the Planning Commission on this case.

Since the SCW Regulating Plan has not been adopted and the applicant is seeking increased
entitlements, the NPCT’s 2019 opposition to the FLUM amendment has not changed.

The current Land Use was not an error as is asserted by the applicant. As | told him in July 2019 on a
phone call, the Statesman owners requested that the land use remain Industrial during our 2005
Neighborhood Plan process.

When the applicant requested that staff grant an out of cycle FLUM amendment in July 2019 and stated
a hardship, the out of cycle application was administratively approved without notice to the NPCT.

The rationale given later by Jerry Rusthoven for the administrative approval was that under PUD
regulations, the site would be held to higher environmental standards.

In October 2019, at a meeting held by the Planning Department at which the applicant watched the
Astros in the MLB playoffs on his phone, neither the applicant nor two staff members could supply
answers to how those higher environmental standards would be met.

As well, the floodplain and flooding issues at the site have not been addressed as is documented by the
attached comments from the FloodPlain Reviewer. And the flooding concerns in the Reviewer notes
were made prior to the Atlas 14 adoption.

In the two intervening years, no less than the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board, the City of
Austin Environmental Commission, the Parks Board and the Austin City Council have discussed the SCW
Regulating Plan.

As recently as 2017 the SCW Regulating Plan was 80% complete. Taxpayer dollars were dedicated to the
salaries of several planners who have worked on this plan for years. An outside economist was also
hired with taxpayer dollars to determine the value of the requested increased entitlements and what
the ROI for the taxpayer should be.

All these governmental bodies have agreed that the proposal has not met the requirements of the SCW
Regulating Plan. Yet the applicant has asked for even more entitlements than in 2019 when the NPCT
opposed the change in FLUM.

Until the SCW Regulating Plan is adopted and the applicant proves they can meet the higher
environmental standards, there is no change to the NPCT position.

Thank you for your service to the citizens of Austin.

Elloa Mathews, Acting Chair Greater South River City NPCT



Floodplain Review — Katina Bohrer — 512-974-3558

Reviewer Notes: site 1s located on the southeast corner of South Congress and the Colorado Raver (the
old Statesman site). Proposed PUD amendment includes a large swath of proposed parkland along the
current hike and bike trail which currently fully encompasses the 100-vr floodplain. The 100-year
floodplain ranges from 440 .87 at the upstream end of the site to 440.51 at the downstream end, similarly,
the 25-vear ranges from 432 57 to 432.17. Per included plan sheets, the shore line elevation 1s 429
Because zite is along the Colorado Eiver, it is not impacted by proposed Atlas 14 floodplain regulations.
See internal network folder for more information.

FP1. Per letter provided by Armbrust & Brown, PLLC, the applicant proposes to alter the LDC and the
International Building code to allow development within the 25-year and 100-year floodplains.
Floodplain review does not agree to this proposed code alteration for the following reasons:

a. It 1s unclear what 1s being provided in return which is supernior to code as 1s required by PUD
requirements.

b. LDC Sections 25-7-93, 9495 and 96 all allow development within the floodplain therefore
altering the LDC and the IBC to allow development within the floodplain 1s unnecessary. It is
possible, however, that the applicant already has plans which have not been shared with this
reviewer. Additional guidance or comments may be provided once additional clarification by
the applicant has been supplied.

FYI: Updated Atlas 14 floodplain regulations will not affect this site as it 1s adjacent to the Lady Bird
Lake which 1s specifically being excluded from proposed code alterations. Applicant may learn
more about Atlas 14 at http-//austintexas gov/atlas14

FYI: As the applicant does not propose to change code outside of allowances of development within the
floodplain, other floodplain regulations are expected to be met (e.g. no adverse impact, structurally
able to withstand flood forces, finished floor and safe access requirements, etc.). Floodplain
regulations which are to be met will be whatever requirements are valid on the date of permit
application.




Clark, Kate

From: Curtis Rogers
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 10:00 AM
To: Jeffrey.Thompson@austintexas.gov; todd.shaw@austintexas.gov; Carmen.Llanes@austintexas.gov;

Robert.Schneider@austintexas.gov; Claire.Hempel@austintexas.gov; Joao.Connolly@austintexas.gov;
Patrick. Howard@austintexas.gov; James.Shieh@austintexas.gov; Awais.Azhar@austintexas.gov;
Jennifer.Mushtaler@austintexas.gov; Solveij.Praxis@austintexas.gov; Grayson.Cox@austintexas.gov;
Yvette.Flores@austintexas.gov

Cc: Rivera, Andrew; Rusthoven, Jerry; Clark, Kate

Subject: Statesman PUD recommendation

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Hello Planning Commissioners,
I'm writing to encourage two points for the development of the statesman PUD:

Barton Hills Road east of S Congress should be two vehicle travel lanes, not four. Four lanes will be more
dangerous, induce more traffic, and create a barrier dividing the property

Parking should be minimized. | understand there is a need for parking, but this number should be pushed as low
as possible to encourage alternatives and support those who cannot afford vehicles or choose to use
alternatives.

If we want to limit traffic and move closer to our ASMP goals of 50/50 mode split, we have to put walking/biking/transit
on a level playing field with cars. Limiting parking and road space will attract people who plan their lives around
alternatives, or couples & families that would like to only own one vehicle.

There are so many great transportation alternatives these days. Innovations like electric bikes and investments like
Project Connect have the potential to transform Austin, but only if we allow it and pull back on our standard subsidy for
personal automobiles.

Thanks,
Curtis

CAUTION: This email was received at the City of Austin, from an EXTERNAL source. Please use caution when clicking links
or opening attachments. If you believe this to be a malicious and/or phishing email, please forward this email to
cybersecurity@austintexas.gov.



South River City Citizens Inc. ~ Wendy Price Todd, President

P O Box 40632 Noah Balch, Vice President
Austin TX 78704 Ken Burnett, Co-Vice President
WWww.srccatx.org Will Andrews, Treasurer

Dan Fredine, Secretary
Mary Friedman, Membership

SOUTH RIVER CITY CITIZENS
AUSTIN TEXAS

February 2, 2022

Austin City Council
City Hall

301 West 2nd Street
Austin, TX 78701

Re: Owner/Agent: Richard T. Suttle Jr. (Trustee)
Project Name: 305 S. Congress Ave. PUD Amendment (Statesman Tract)
Case Nos: NPA-2019-0022.02 Plan Amendment

C814-89-0003.02 Rezoning
Dear Mayor, Mayor Pro-Tem, and Members of City Council,
The SRCC Neighborhood Association expressess support of the conditions placed on the Statesman
Tract by the Environmental Commission, Parks and Recreation Board, and South Central Waterfront
Advisory Board. However, SRCC will not support the project until those conditions are met.

SRCC, along with the South Central Coalition that includes Bouldin Creek, Dawson, Galindo, South
Lamar, Barton Hills and Zilker Neighborhood Associations, passed a resolution urging the deferment
of any approvals until a Regulating Plan is adopted and a Tax Increment Fund is established for the
South Central Waterfront district.

Thank you for your consideration in this case.
Wendy Price Todd

Wendy Price Todd

President, SRCC

president@srccatx.org

XC: Elloa Matthews, GSRC NPCT
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BAT CONSERVATION
INTERNATIONAL

MEMORANDUM
Date: February 7, 2022

To:  City of Austin, Planning Commission

From: Mylea Bayless, Chief of Strategic Partnerships
Andrew Sansom, Vice-Chair, Board of Directors
Bat Conservation International

RE:  Statement of Bat Conservation International on the Endeavor Project
on the South-Central Waterfront. Planning Commission Agenda item
B-06 C814-89-0003.02

Dear Commissioners,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue for downtown Austin.

Bat Conservation International is a global organization committed to ending bat extinctions
throughout the world.

Our organization has appreciated the many discussions we have had with the Endeavor Group
regarding the bat population which seasonally occupies the structure of the Ann W. Richards
Congress Avenue Bridge. We are pleased to report that the Endeavor Group has been
responsive to our concerns, and the proposed project, in the design phase, appears to have
taken great care to consider its potential impact on the bats.

It is clear to us that the City of Austin and Endeavor have carefully considered the bats in the
process thus far and that the South-Central Waterfront Plan embraces the Congress Avenue bat
colony as an asset and, in fact, a centerpiece of the development opportunity.

Based on input from Bat Conservation International and other bat conservation interests,
Endeavor has altered the following project components in consideration of the bats.

*The setback of buildings from the river

*Placing the parking garage underground to deter bat roosting in the concrete crevices

*Minimal landscaping immediately under and adjacent to the bridge to reduce interactions
between bats and people

1012 14th Street NW 500 N Capital of TX Hwy BATCON.ORG
Suite 905 Building 1-201 info@batcon.org
Washington, DC 20005 USA Austin, TX 78746-3450 512.327.9721

USA
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BAT CONSERVATION
INTERNATIONAL

*No tree plantings immediately under and adjacent to the bridge to ensure unrestricted ingress
and egress for the bats

*Downward facing lighting and some dark sky compliance, including elimination of bright lights
shining directly on the bridge crevices

*Retention of the tree line along the river east of the bridge to provide cover for the bats as they
emerge in the evening

*Improved public bat viewing areas

*Bat education signage and programs throughout the bat viewing areas in the project

We urge Endeavor and the City to continue to consider the bats by limiting the most disruptive
construction activities (such as those that may cause excessive vibration to the bridge structure,
for example blasting during excavation) to late Fall and Winter when the fewest bats are roosting
in the bridge. Excavation activities that do not require blasting should not pose excessive
vibration risks.

As plans for programmed events proceed, we ask the City of Austin to exclude events with bright
lighting and loud noise to reduce disturbance to the bat colony. We ask for our input to be
included as the process advances. We would like this provision added to the programming
agreement for the development.

In addition, we would like the park maintenance agreement to include references to avoiding
widespread pesticide use and the prioritization of native landscaping where feasible.

Finally, we've discussed these last three points with Endeavor, and they agree with our
recommendations.

Once again, we are very grateful for the responsiveness of Endeavor to our concerns and look
forward to working with the developer and the City to ensure protection of the bats as this project
continues to take shape.

1012 14th Street NW 500 N Capital of TX Hwy BATCON.ORG
Suite 905 Building 1-201 info@batcon.org
Washington, DC 20005 USA Austin, TX 78746-3450 512.327.9721

USA



From: Paula Kothmann

To: Rivera, Andrew

Cc: Paula Kothmann

Subject: opposition to 305 S Congress PUD

Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 1:41:41 PM

Attachments: South River City Citizens statement in opposition to 305 S Conaress PUD Amendment January 21

Update.docx.pdf

THZC Improvement Values TH vs Downtown Jan 18, 2022.pdf
THZC Land Values TH vs Downtown Jan 18. 2022.pdf
Statesman TCAD_Roll Value History.pdf

*** External Email - Exercise Caution ***

Dear Planning Commission:
Superior?

Thank you for taking such care to ask questions about this proposed PUD. The
question that was not answered in Dec: why is this project afforded a Superior
Rating? Since the staff couldn't answer it, I question why they seem to favor an out of
town owner paying a remarkably low rate of ad valorem tax when the PUD is opposed
by approximately 5,000 households with the South River City Citizens (see attached).

Financials

Furthermore, the financials are quite scary. I've attended many presentations: I was
led to believe that the community benefits would be paid by the owner in exchange for
the entitlement to develop over 4 times the current entitlement. Then we're told that
they won't even be building affordable housing on site. How can that be helping
Austin's housing crisis? Exactly how much housing has "fee in lieu" built to date?

The fact that the City of Austin contemplates a $277M bond has incurred the wrath of
many taxpayers. Attached please see the low rate that the Statesman tract pays as
compared to nearby properties. See attached documents:

e the ~64K sf building is valued at $888 less than 1 cent/sf when vintage houses
are $258/sf?

e & land value is less than $4M/acre, much less than surrounding properties. Is
that true or the result of protests at TCAD?

e thus the 2 acres they plan to give to Barton Springs Road that will only serve
their property is worth $8M. Granted. But $8M doesn't absolve a developer to
build o-nsite affordable housing (and $8M doesn't get a lot of housing)

e much of the 6.5 acres to be used for a park is not buildable anyway (and is
valued less)

Also, this proposed bond will raise our taxes, and it's even proposed that taxes from


mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov

January 18, 2021

South River City Citizens (“SRCC”) statement in opposition to 305 S. Congress PUD
Amendment

SRCC opposes the current City Staff \Planning\ Department recommendation for

5 8 Russell Fraser 1/21/2022 10:36 AM
the amended PUD for the former Statesman site, located in South Central Comment [1]: Updated 1/21/2022

Waterfront (“SCW”).

SRCC has participated in the SCW Framework Vision Plan adopted by Austin City
Council in 2016, with the expectation that future redevelopment would include
accessible and open space, affordable housing, and green infrastructure as
described in the plan, in exchange for public financing and favorable entitlements.

In 2019, soon after the PUD amendment application was submitted, the South
Central Coalition (SRCC, Bouldin, Dawson, Galindo, Barton Hills and Zilker
Neighborhood Associations) passed a resolution requesting that the Planning
Commission defer action on the project until it implemented a Regulating Plan
and necessary financial tools for the project.

While the Austin Economic Development Corporation was established late 2021,
there is no governance or financing for the SCW. Although the applicant claims it
has complied with a Regulating Plan, no such plan exists.

SRCC appreciates the open lines of communication established by Endeavor (Mr.
Pastor) and the owner’s trustee (Mr. Suttle). To date, Endeavor’s project design
team has provided SRCC with several presentations regarding SCW.

However,L SRCC supports conditions placed on the project from the Parks and
Recreation Board (PARD), Environmental Commission, South Central Waterfront
Advisory Board, f‘l’ransportation Department, and others; and as such, cannot
recommend approval of the PUD application \at\this time.

Comment [3]: Added Transportation and
semi colon

SRCC will continue to work with Endeavor and the City to seek agreement and

resolution regarding community concerns. el e WU G2 P
Comment [4]: Clarify this, it's the PUD
application not the SCW

SOUTH RIVER CITY CITIZENS STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO 305 S CONGRESS PUD AMENDMENT
JANUARY 21 UPDATE.DOCX






Property Type Address Sales Price| Impr Value '21 Impr SF| Impr $/SF Yr Buit Imp Value 2020 Cost/SF Delta 20-21 Delta %

Condo 900 South First St $657,876.00 1,347 $488.40 2018 574,620.00 426.59 83,256.00 14.49%

Commercial 1600 South First Street 8,299,808 22,826 $363.61 2021 0.00 0.00 8,299,808.00 NA

SF 311 W Milton St 78704 rental $465,097.00 1,690 $275.21 1949 193,250.00 114.35 271,847.00 140.67%

Condos 500 E Riverside Dr $103,163.00 399 $258.55 1971 86,510 216.82 $16,653.00 19.25%

SF 1317 Kenwood Ave 78704 HS $619,177.00 2,660 $232.77 1928 344,800.00 129.62 274,377.00 79.58%

"Affordable " | One Texas Center CoA 5 ac + pvt $39,585,172.00( 224,625 $176.23 1983 37,072,825 165.05 2,512,347.00 6.78%

"Affordable " 2324 Wilson St Lucero $22,089,754.00] 187,558 $117.78 2015 14,450,500 77.05 7,639,254.00 52.86%

Commercial 1924 South First St $367,103.00 5,194 $70.68 1961 585,360.00 112.70 -218,257.00 -37.29%

Restaurant 301 W RIVERSIDE DR $304,824.00 11,078 $27.52 1973 299,622 27.05 5,202.00 1.74%

Apartments WOODLAND AVAria Grand $1,667,983.00 63,906 $26.10 2020 1,535,775 24.03 132,208.00 8.61%

F4 200 Lee Barton: Paggi House| $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00 2,544 $19.10 1959 47,973 18.86 617.00 1.29%

: Stream Realty Snoopy PUD 401 South First St $3,562,061.00 345,735 $10.30 2020 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%

F3 604 W JOHANNA Restaura $6,084.00 1,296 $4.69 6,084.00 4.69 0.00 0.00%

Industrial 305 S Congress Statesman $1,776.00 60,986 $0.03 2007 2,000.00 0.03 -224.00 -11.20%

CoA Tax Exem 920 W Riverside Dr $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%
Vacant Lot South 6th St $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Vacant Lot Oltorf: $72K in arrears taxes $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%







Property Type Address| 2021 Land Value| #Acres Land Cost/Acre Land $/SF Mortgage Sales Price| Impr Value '21
: Stream Realty Snoopy PUD 401 South First St $8,827,350.00 1.35 $6,538,777.78 $150.00| $122,940,000.00 S 3,562,061.0(
"Affordable " [ One Texas Center CoA 5 ac + pvt $87,947,700.00 13.46 $6,534,004.46 $150.00 $39,585,172.00
Restaurant 301 W RIVERSIDE DR $7,476,263.00 1.20 $6,230,219.17 $142.50 $304,824.00
CoA Tax Exem 920 W Riverside Dr $49,005,000.00 9.00 $5,445,000.00 $125.00 $0.00
F4 200 Lee Barton: Paggi House $1,161,604.00 0.22 $5,280,018.18 $120.00 $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00

Condo 900 South First St $95,436.00 0.02 $4,771,800.00 $110.00 $657,876.00
Commercial 1600 South First Street 1,168,662 0.2683 $4,355,803.21 $100.00 8,299,808
Commercial 1924 South First St $676,530.00 0.17 $3,979,588.24 $90.00 $367,103.00
Industrial 305 S Congress Statesman $74,482,724.00 18.86 $3,949,661.89 $114.75 $1,776.00
Condos 500 E Riverside Dr $72,180.00 0.02 $3,609,000.00 $90.00 $103,163.00
Vacant Lot South 6th St $451,250.00 0.13 $3,471,153.85 $81.96 $0.00

F3 604 W JOHANNA Restaura $541,800.00 0.18 $3,010,000.00 $70.00 $6,084.00

SF 311 W Milton St 78704 rental $451,250.00 0.15 $3,008,333.33 $66.81 $465,097.00

SF 1317 Kenwood Ave 78704 HS $450,000.00 0.17 $2,647,058.82 $60.80 $619,177.00
"Affordable " 2324 Wilson St Lucero $8,449,500.00 3.88 $2,177,706.19 $50.00 $23,000,000 $22,089,754.00
Vacant Lot Oltorf: $72K in arrears taxes $300,000.00 0.17 $1,764,705.88 $40.51 $0.00
Apartments WOODLAND AVAria Grand $1,757,070.00 1.30 $1,351,592.31 $30.00 $1,667,983.00
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the District will be spent in the District, thus others have to cover the basics. Just the
fee to get the debt is $800K+. Debt does not lead to prosperity.

In addition, Elloa Mathews asked several weeks ago how much money has been spent
on this District (Alan Holt's salary, several consultants, etc.) Please get her that info.

Before approving anything, please ensure that any project benefits the majority of
Austin, including money already spent.

Does the property tax that they pay, equal to about 80 single family homes in a
neighborhood of 5,000 households, entitle them to get so much staff time and
proposed bonds to build amenities that will allow them to command more rent/sales
price? I don't begrudge them making money, but I definitely begrudge paying tax to
make it happen.

Thank you for your consideration,

Paula Kothmann
property owner: Travis Heights and Bouldin, neighborhoods most impacted by the
SCW

CAUTION: This email was received at the City of Austin, from an EXTERNAL source.
Please use caution when clicking links or opening attachments. If you believe this to be a
malicious and/or phishing email, please forward this email to cybersecurity@austintexas.gov.



January 18, 2021

South River City Citizens (“SRCC”) statement in opposition to 305 S. Congress PUD
Amendment

SRCC opposes the current City Staff \Planning\ Department recommendation for

5 8 Russell Fraser 1/21/2022 10:36 AM
the amended PUD for the former Statesman site, located in South Central Comment [1]: Updated 1/21/2022

Waterfront (“SCW”).

SRCC has participated in the SCW Framework Vision Plan adopted by Austin City
Council in 2016, with the expectation that future redevelopment would include
accessible and open space, affordable housing, and green infrastructure as
described in the plan, in exchange for public financing and favorable entitlements.

In 2019, soon after the PUD amendment application was submitted, the South
Central Coalition (SRCC, Bouldin, Dawson, Galindo, Barton Hills and Zilker
Neighborhood Associations) passed a resolution requesting that the Planning
Commission defer action on the project until it implemented a Regulating Plan
and necessary financial tools for the project.

While the Austin Economic Development Corporation was established late 2021,
there is no governance or financing for the SCW. Although the applicant claims it
has complied with a Regulating Plan, no such plan exists.

SRCC appreciates the open lines of communication established by Endeavor (Mr.
Pastor) and the owner’s trustee (Mr. Suttle). To date, Endeavor’s project design
team has provided SRCC with several presentations regarding SCW.

However,L SRCC supports conditions placed on the project from the Parks and
Recreation Board (PARD), Environmental Commission, South Central Waterfront
Advisory Board, f‘l’ransportation Department, and others; and as such, cannot
recommend approval of the PUD application \at\this time.

Comment [3]: Added Transportation and
semi colon

SRCC will continue to work with Endeavor and the City to seek agreement and

resolution regarding community concerns. el e WU G2 P
Comment [4]: Clarify this, it's the PUD
application not the SCW

SOUTH RIVER CITY CITIZENS STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO 305 S CONGRESS PUD AMENDMENT
JANUARY 21 UPDATE.DOCX
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Property Type Address Sales Price| Impr Value '21 Impr SF| Impr $/SF Yr Buit Imp Value 2020 Cost/SF Delta 20-21 Delta %

Condo 900 South First St $657,876.00 1,347 $488.40 2018 574,620.00 426.59 83,256.00 14.49%

Commercial 1600 South First Street 8,299,808 22,826 $363.61 2021 0.00 0.00 8,299,808.00 NA

SF 311 W Milton St 78704 rental $465,097.00 1,690 $275.21 1949 193,250.00 114.35 271,847.00 140.67%

Condos 500 E Riverside Dr $103,163.00 399 $258.55 1971 86,510 216.82 $16,653.00 19.25%

SF 1317 Kenwood Ave 78704 HS $619,177.00 2,660 $232.77 1928 344,800.00 129.62 274,377.00 79.58%

"Affordable " | One Texas Center CoA 5 ac + pvt $39,585,172.00( 224,625 $176.23 1983 37,072,825 165.05 2,512,347.00 6.78%

"Affordable " 2324 Wilson St Lucero $22,089,754.00] 187,558 $117.78 2015 14,450,500 77.05 7,639,254.00 52.86%

Commercial 1924 South First St $367,103.00 5,194 $70.68 1961 585,360.00 112.70 -218,257.00 -37.29%

Restaurant 301 W RIVERSIDE DR $304,824.00 11,078 $27.52 1973 299,622 27.05 5,202.00 1.74%

Apartments WOODLAND AVAria Grand $1,667,983.00 63,906 $26.10 2020 1,535,775 24.03 132,208.00 8.61%

F4 200 Lee Barton: Paggi House| $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00 2,544 $19.10 1959 47,973 18.86 617.00 1.29%

: Stream Realty Snoopy PUD 401 South First St $3,562,061.00 345,735 $10.30 2020 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%

F3 604 W JOHANNA Restaura $6,084.00 1,296 $4.69 6,084.00 4.69 0.00 0.00%

Industrial 305 S Congress Statesman $1,776.00 60,986 $0.03 2007 2,000.00 0.03 -224.00 -11.20%

CoA Tax Exem 920 W Riverside Dr $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%
Vacant Lot South 6th St $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Vacant Lot Oltorf: $72K in arrears taxes $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%




Property Type Address| 2021 Land Value| #Acres Land Cost/Acre Land $/SF Mortgage Sales Price| Impr Value '21
: Stream Realty Snoopy PUD 401 South First St $8,827,350.00 1.35 $6,538,777.78 $150.00| $122,940,000.00 S 3,562,061.0(
"Affordable " [ One Texas Center CoA 5 ac + pvt $87,947,700.00 13.46 $6,534,004.46 $150.00 $39,585,172.00
Restaurant 301 W RIVERSIDE DR $7,476,263.00 1.20 $6,230,219.17 $142.50 $304,824.00
CoA Tax Exem 920 W Riverside Dr $49,005,000.00 9.00 $5,445,000.00 $125.00 $0.00
F4 200 Lee Barton: Paggi House $1,161,604.00 0.22 $5,280,018.18 $120.00 $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00

Condo 900 South First St $95,436.00 0.02 $4,771,800.00 $110.00 $657,876.00
Commercial 1600 South First Street 1,168,662 0.2683 $4,355,803.21 $100.00 8,299,808
Commercial 1924 South First St $676,530.00 0.17 $3,979,588.24 $90.00 $367,103.00
Industrial 305 S Congress Statesman $74,482,724.00 18.86 $3,949,661.89 $114.75 $1,776.00
Condos 500 E Riverside Dr $72,180.00 0.02 $3,609,000.00 $90.00 $103,163.00
Vacant Lot South 6th St $451,250.00 0.13 $3,471,153.85 $81.96 $0.00

F3 604 W JOHANNA Restaura $541,800.00 0.18 $3,010,000.00 $70.00 $6,084.00

SF 311 W Milton St 78704 rental $451,250.00 0.15 $3,008,333.33 $66.81 $465,097.00

SF 1317 Kenwood Ave 78704 HS $450,000.00 0.17 $2,647,058.82 $60.80 $619,177.00
"Affordable " 2324 Wilson St Lucero $8,449,500.00 3.88 $2,177,706.19 $50.00 $23,000,000 $22,089,754.00
Vacant Lot Oltorf: $72K in arrears taxes $300,000.00 0.17 $1,764,705.88 $40.51 $0.00
Apartments WOODLAND AVAria Grand $1,757,070.00 1.30 $1,351,592.31 $30.00 $1,667,983.00
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